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SECTION I

INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND

1.1 OPERATING PROGRAM OVERVIEW

The Cleveland IMPACT Cities Program is an intensive plaréning and
action effort designed to reduce the incidence of strangerﬁo-itranger crime™
and burglary in the City by five percent in two years and 20 percent in five
years. Underlying the IMPACT program is the basic assumption that spe-
cific crimes and the people who commit them constitute the problem to be
addressed. As a consequence, program and project development has been
based upon an analysis of local crime, offender background, demographic
and environmental data within specific target areas of the City. Application
of this approach resulted in a program structure containing five major
Operating Programs: Addiction Treatment; Employment; Diversion and

Rehabilitation; Deterrence, Detection, and Apprehension; and Adjudication.

Figure 1-1 displays the program structure.

: The Diversion and Rehabilitation Operating Program was established
to minimize the desire to commit crimes, its sublevel goal under the
IMPACT Cities Program. The 18 projects under this program may be
categorized as those dealing with pre-delinquent and delinquent youth
problems and those dealing with the reintegration of offenders into the

community. The scope of this evaluation is restricted to the Intervention

wStranger-to-siranger crimes are homicides, rapes, azgravated assaulls,
and rohberies, as defined by the FRI's Uniform Crime Reporting standards
when such crimes do not occur among relatives, friends, or persons well
known to each other.
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and Developmental (I & D) Centers, one of the projects under this Operating

Program dealing with delinquent youth problems.

1.2 PROJECT OVERVIEW

This report presents the final evaluation of the I & D Centers Project's
performance during the two phases of IMPACT funding. The first phase
of IMPACT funding was awarded on February 15, 1973, originally for a
12-month period. Project operations did not commence until the latter part
of 'April, 1973, due to a delay in hiring staff for the recreational centers.
Two Grant Adjustment Notices (GANs) approved by the Law Enforcement
Assistance Administration (LEAA) Regional Office in Chicago extended the
project grant period for first phase to June 30, 1974. The extensions allowed
sufficient time to expend remaining Phase I funds. The second phase grant
period was awarded July 1, 1974, for six months. Another GAN extended
the Phase II period by one month. In summary, the project was in effect
under IMPACT funding for aimost 24 months, from February 15, 1973,

through January 31, 1975,

The I & D Centers Praject was established to reduce delinquency by
providing legitimate leisure-time activities to occupy the extra time of
delinquent and potentially delinquent youth. The grant application identified
that many youth residing in the City of Cleveland do not have constructive
leisure~time activities available to them, particularly at night and on

weekends. This free time often could be characterized as an increascd




—r opportunity to commit crimes. The project, through its implementing
R .
C} agency, the City of Cleveland Department of Recreation, proposed to
e pee—
— increase recreational services for youth by (1) expanding the available
- "’“" programs and hours of the 15 existing recreational centers, (2) opening
!. 3 an additional six centers, and (3) supplementing these centers with addi-

— tional staff. Table 1-1 presents the project's methods and the corresponding
- objectives to be accomplished, as outlirned in the grant applications.

«i-‘ oy :"V’

e Two significant changes were noted for the second phase grant
T e

, 3 period. First, for Phase II, the project was to maintain the operations

W!w wr—

Ve w ¢ of 19 centers as compared to 21 centers™ operating during the first phase
i At grant period. A listing of the 21 centers appears in Table 1-2. The project
e was to conclude recreational services at the Riverview and Valleyview
—g:!" —
= E' Centers during Phase II IMPACT funding. No documentation is available
S concerning the reasons for this action, Community response to the closing
h 4 of the two centers, however,» became highly unfavorable. Consequently, a
e decision was made by the project to keep these centers open for recreational
% -

-r services. In-house IMPACT approval was obtained by the project for this

)

i ToA

3 change in the second phase grant application.

e

5 ; - 2

3 E The second change indicated for Phase II funding was an increase
A in project staff. During first phase funding, the project's budget allowed
¢ i

i

e for 89 staff positions; however, as noted in the 1973 evaluation of project
: ! performance, this number was not adequate to keep all 21 centers fully

g w!' i

ot T “The 21 centers are the 15 existing centers and the six new centers wiich
g - were opened with project funded staff.

{’ 1ad
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- TABLE 1-1
I1 & D CENTERS PROJECT .
OBJECTIVES AND METHODS
OBJECTIVE METHOD
Increase the hours of operation of existing centers ¢ Extend hours of operation for each center to a
total of 65 hours per week {Weekdays, 1 to 10 PM;
Saturdays, 10 AM to 10 PM; Sundays, 1 to 9 PM]}.
| Increase the number of recreational centers cpen ? Open six recreational centers in high-crime areas. :

- a

in high-crime areas.

Increase the number of recreational staff working ®
in centers.

Hire additional recreational workers as staff to
provide expanded services, 89 for Phase [ and
114 for Phase II.

o™=

B

Increase the services provided by the 15 existing »
recrestional centers.

Provide recreational services, including sports
programs, arts and crafts activities, and dances;

Provide supervised activities, including youth
meetings and field trips;

Initiate and maintain contact with other youth-
serving agencies;

Provide work-space for DMPACT Neighborhood
Youth Coordinators, community informational

offices, and neighborhood groups;

Provide referrals to appropriate counseling



o TABLE 1-2
i
"ﬁw o 1& D CENTERS PROJECT
- RECREATIONAL CENTERS
b
A
NAME ADDRESS
um’f - Existing Centers
iq
' i g Alexander Hamilton 13200 Kinsman Road
- Broadway 8303 Broadway Avenue
S e Central 2536 Central Avenue
7 ¥ Clark 5705 Clark Avenue
- Cudell 1910 West Boulevard
e Estabrook 4125 Fulton Road
i Fairfax 2355 East 82nd Street
i Lincoln 1201 Starkweather Avenue
PR . Navy Park 7312 Clinton Road
l _F Portland-Outhwaite - 2511 East 46th Street
';""! St. Cilair 6250 St. Clair Avenue
! - Sterling 1380 East 32nd Street
N Thurgood Marshall 8611 Hough Avenue
i Woodland 9206 Woodland Avenue
o Cory 10510 Drexel Avenue
L New Centers
: “*&‘ Fasino 8316 Detroit Avenue
e John Marshall 3952 West 140th Strect
e W Lakeview Terrace 1290 West 25th Street
| . Riverview * 1701 West 25th Street
e . St. Ignatius ** 1911 West 30th Street
E ‘ Valleyview * 2543 West 7th Street
:‘rg:‘“ . £
i
-
=,
;il r 7:
i *The Riverview and Valleyview Centers were expected to terminate project
4 ‘ i operations under Phase Il IMPACT funding.
3

#%The St. Ignatius Center replaced the Woodhill Homes Certer in Februory
1974,
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operationa: in accordance with the grant application's specifications.™ The
number of project staff positions were thus increased to 114 for the second

phase grant period.

The following section presents an analysis of project performance

and management during the two phases of IMPACT funding.

*Refer to THE CLEVELAND IMPACT CITIES PROGRAM, DIVERSION AND
REHABILITATION OPERATING PROGRAM, EVALUATION REPORTS,
Cleveland: Office of the Mayor (May, 1974), The I & D Centers Project
report included in the EVALUATION REPORTS document addressed project
performance through Dececinber, 1973.

1-7



R

' SECTION II

EVALUATION AND DISCUSSION

2.1 EVALUATION APPROACH

The 1972 MASTER PLAN proposed implementation of the Performance
Management System (PMS) approach for the overall planning and evaluation
of the Cleveland IMPACT Citi2s Program. As a planning, evaluation, and
management tool, PMS is a method designed to permit rigorous measure~
ment of program effectiveness in terms of a hierarchy of explicitly defined
goals and objectives. The initial steps in applying the PMS approach involve
the definition of an ultimate program goal (which for IMPACT is the reduction
of strgnger-to-stranger crime and burglary by five percent in two years,
andb 20 percent in five years) and then "unpacking' the overall goal into a
series of measurable sublevel program goals, Operating Program goals,
eventually down to the level of project objectives. Under PMS, emphasis
was to be on the quantitative rather than the qualitative aspects of the

IMPACT goal-setting concept. Above all, this concept was intended to be

' crime-specific. Hence, the IMPACT Planning and Evaluation staff assumed

that each IMPACT Operating Program and project would contribute, however
directly or indirectly, to the overall goal of IMPACT crime reduction over

(initially) a two-year period,

It has become obvious that the Diversion and Rechabilitation Operating

Program under which the I & D Centers Project is subsumed is not fully susceptible



- to the r'igor of the PMS crime-specific program structure, The nature of
o Ez the Operating Program plélces serious constraints upon the kind of data
‘ collection and data processing required for the analysis of cormmensurable
£
" Wf‘; data concerning a large-scale, crime-~specific program. Specifically, a
‘ % measurable relationship between the Diversion and Re:habilitation projects!
W §— activities and the incidence of IMPACT crimes in Cleveland is impossible
 F— g to assess, much less causally explain.
B ce
J— Jg&" That is not to say, llb\xrever, that a meaningful ‘evaluation of any of
W z these projects is not feasible. Federal experience in the management of
e o
t 5 large-scale social programs has demonstrated that some evaluative rigor
- '— is possible if individual projects are evaluate‘d according to the Management
4
f;, by Objective (MBO) approach, MBO is less ambitious than PMS as a
M: P management tool, MBO merely insists that each implementing agency
"’W E’S k’ define its objectives in terms of measurable accomplishments and then
‘ h ; monitor the prcject to ensuré that the agency indeed is accomplishing its
— -
J : e objectives. MBO does iiot demand analysis of project alternatives to deter-
;'”’1 27 _mine which one might meet agency objectives most effectively and efficiently.
i
: - “;; It does, however, require rigorous monitoring of stated objectives.
‘ :ff By employing the MBO approach, project performance can be simply
i evaluated by asking, "Did the I & D Centers Project achieve its project-
- specific objectives? ' This can be easily answered by examining the collected
14 ’m data with respect to each objective.
.
P - _ 2-2
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Certain data elements were defined to evaluate the T & D Centers
project's performance in accordance with the stated objectives in the grant
application., Two data collection forms were developed to gather the identi-
fied data elements from the project, a series of Data Collection Instruments

(DCIs) and a summary Performance Status Report (PSR). "

The primary purpose of the DClIs was to collect client-specific data
concerning clients served by IMPACT funds on z;. quarterly basis. The
DCIs were specifically designed for each project and in many instances
contained data elements which related to information about offender or
client socio-economic backgrounds, prior criminal or delinquent histories,
and client-specific operational data (such as the treatment modality of a
drug abuser or the post-release status of a probationer). Since the data
elements recorded on the DCls must be aggregated in accordance with the
planned evaluative usage, the DCIs were formatted for keypunching to allow

for computerized data analysis.

The DCI for the I & D Centers Project was an instrument tailored
to the services provided by each center rather than to the services rendered
to each client. While the DCI was being implemented, another data collection
form, the PSR, was developed as a necessary supp‘wlement to the DCls due
to the three~-month interval between DCI data collection and the time required

for data processing.

*Refer to Appendices A and B, respectively, for examples of the project's
DCIs and PSR.

(48
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The PSR format allowed for the capture of summary information
about project performance facilitating manual data reduction and sum-
marijzation. These forms were also specifically designed for each project

but were submitted on a monthly basis for more frequent periodic manage-

‘ment information purposes.

The use of the DCI for this project was discontinued after the imple-
mentation of the PSR data collection form. This measure was taken to
avoid duplication of data collection efforts since commensurable data

elements were being gathered on both forms.

The following analysis of project performance and management
therefore are supported primarily by the data retrieved from the summary
PSRs. These data are supplemented by information contained in project

director narratives, monitor reports, and other relévant documentation.

2.2 ANALYSES OF PROJECT PERFORMANCE AND MANAGEMENT

These analyses 'assess each project objective and/or the methods
by which the objective was to be met. In some cases, quantified objectives
were not presented in the grant applications., Without comparative or base-
line data, it is impossible to determine whether the I & D Centers Project
has attained these project objectives. However, some reliable judgments
can still be made about project performance with respect to these objectives

if taking the factors which affect the results into consideration, such as

2!
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client population and services. Therefore, for unquantified objectives,

a discussion concerning relevant project activities is presented.

Incrcase the hours of operation of existing centeras,

In accordance with this objective, the 15 existing centers were to
extend their hours of operation to a total of 65 hours per week., " The 15
centers were open and operating during an average of 90 percent of the time
specified above, from late April 1973 through December 1974. January
1975, the last month of the IMPACT funding period, was not included in
this computation since the project was phasing out during the month,
Centers were not operating in accordance with the extended hours during
the month; consequently, January 1975 was not representative of operations

during the overall IMPACT funding period.

The deficit in the operational hours of the I & D Centers can be
attributed to four major factors: (1) project staff shortages, (2) vandalism,
(3) renovations, and (4) restrictions on days of operation., These factors
resulted in intermittent periods of closure of various centers. The first
factor will be discussed more extensively with respect to the objective
concerning project staffing. Other centers had to be closed during the two
phases of funding for renovations due to their inadequate condition for
continuous recreational services and for major repairs resulting from

vandalism. Vandalism usually was a side effect of center staff shortages;

*Refer to Table 1-2 for a listing of the 15 centers, p. 1-6, supra.

jge)
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f.e., on occasion, in the 15 existing centers and six new centers opened
‘in high-crime areas of the City, the number of staff on duty were not
adequate to maintain full order of those utilizing the facility, ™ Finally,
one center was restricted in the number of days of operation due to its
location. The. center was part of a church complex and project personnel

agreed that recreational activities would not be conducted on Sundays,

Increase the number of recreational centers open in high-crime areas,

The six centers located in high~crime arcas of the City and specified
in the project's {irst phase grant application were opened and became
operational during 1973. One of these original centers, Woodhill Homes,
was closed during the same year due to vandalism. In-house IMPACT
approval in January 1974 permitted the substitution of the St. Ignatius High
School gymnasium for this center. The St. Ignatius Center hecame opera-
tional in February 1974, Conscquently, this objective was met; a total of

six new centers was open and in operation during both phases of funding.

Increase the number of recreational ctaff working in the centers,

Recreational workers, supplemental to the regular City recreational
workers, were to be hired during IMPACT funding to expand recreational
services and hours. These supplemental workers were the mainstay of the
project insofar as the full achievement of project objectives were contingent

on the services of these workers.

#Centers were usually closed when staff shortages became critical in the
provision of services or in the mnintenance of rules and regulations.

Jets
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During Phase I funding, the project was to hire 89 additional recrea-
tional workers for the 21 centers. This objective was met during the latter
part of 1973 when 92 workers were secured for the I & D Centers. The
additional three persons were hired during first phase funding due to the

critical nature of staff shortages during the period.

During Phase I, project staff shortages resulted from numerous
resignations and an unwillingness to work on weekends. R During the period,
the number of available City workers was also limited, compounding center
personnel shortages. The three additional persons hired at the end of 1973

were to substitute for personnel not working on Saturdays and/or Sundays

during the first phase funding period.

For Phase II funding, the number of I & D Center workers was
increased to 114 to alleviate some of the deficiencies experienced during
Phase I, ‘Both center recreational and maintenance staff were proposed
to be increased for the second phase of funding. During Phase II, the

project did not meet this objective; at most, 102 workers werc engeged

“

a*

"in project operations at one time. The full staff complement was not

secured due to budgetary constraints. For the Phase II budget, the project
did not allocate funds for personnel unemployment benefit costs due at

the termination of IMPACT funding.

Table 2-1 presents a comparison of project staffing for Phase I

#During first phase funding, the projeci reported a number of resignations
as an outcome to low salaries and long working hours, particulariyv durinz
weekends. .
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TABLE 2-~1

I & D CENTERS PROJECT
SUMMARY OF PROJIECT STATFFING

STAFF PHASE I * , PHASE 1I

amin

CENTER STAFF

»»»»»»

;

Program Director:

Expected mos. -worker time 13.75 7.50
Actual mos. -worker time 13,78 7.50
% difference-worker time 0% 0%
Workers/position *% 1. 00 - 1.00
% working 80%+ mos. 100% 100%

Recreational Instructors:

Expected mos. -worker time 389.75 221,00
Actual mos., -worker time 338,00 213.25
% difference-worker time -13% -49
Workers/position 1.79 1.38
% working 80%+ mos. 29% 55%

Physical Directors:

Expected mos, ~worker time 229.25 179.70
Actual mos. ~worker time 269.75 157.50
% difference-worker time +18% ~12%
Worker/position 2,82 1.12
% working 80%+ mos. 19% 64%

Flay Directors:

Expected mos. -worker time 110,00 ' 135.00
Actual mos. ~worker time 120. 25 91.75
% difference-worker time +9% -32%
‘Workers/position 1.50 1,06
i % working 80%+ mos. : 50% 37%

Youth Specialist

Expected mos. -worker time 13.75 15.00
Actual mos. -worker time 11.50 5.25
% difference-worker time ~-16% ' ~-65%
Workers/position 1. 00 1.00
% working 80%+ mos. 100% 0%

*Phase I computations are based on a starting date of April 23, 1973, when the
recreational centers were officially opened for extended hours.
#*Workers/position was computed based on the number of distinet workers hired
divided by the number of positions available. This figure in conjunction with the
percent working during 80 percent or more of the period is an epproximate repre-
sentation of the staif turnover. That is, a high turnover is represented waaen the
worker/position ratio is high and the percent working for 80 percent or more of
the period is low. 24



b TABLE 2-1 (Continued)

3

o

= - PHASE 1 PIASE II
B Director of Recreation:

. x Expected mos. ~worker time 11,00 7.00
9 Actual mos. -worker time 10. 25 7.00
e % difference-worker time - 7% 0%
o Workers/position 3.00 1.00
% working 80%+ mos. 0% 100%
TOTAL CENTER STAFF:

' Expected mos, -worker time 767.50 565.20

§ Actual mos. ~worker time 763.50 482,25
L % difference-worker time - 1% -15%
3 Workers/position 2.05 1.20

i % working 80%+ mos. 27% 54%
B TOTAL OTHER STAFF; *

g Expected mos. -worker time 439, 00 262.50
e Actual mos. -worker time 405. 50 185,00
b % difference-worker time -8% -30%

%, Workers/position 1.59 0.97
" % working 80%+ mos. 459, 59%

% TOTALI & D CENTERS STAFF: .
o Expected mos. ~worker time 1206.50 827.70
Fu Actual mos, ~worker time 1169. 00 667,25

? % difference-worker time -3% - 19%

: Workers/position 1.89 1.13

9 % working 80%+ mos. 33% 55%
E ;

fe
|l
N

[

B
#*QOther I & D Centers staff includes maintenance and repair staff and clerical staff.
2-9
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and Phase II. The data from the Table indicate that although a lesser
deficiency in worker time was experienced during Phase I, there was
generally a highex turndver in staff during the first phase of funding as
opposed to the second phase of funding, Project personnel shortages during
Phase 1 were due chielfly to this turnover in staff. It s.hould be noted,
however, that staff shortages were not unique to the Phase 1 ‘funding period.
Staff shortages during Phase II resulted principally from an inadequate
number of persons hired for the number of positions in conjunction with

the layoffs occurring during the last month of funding for phasing out

project operations.

Increase the services provided by the 15 existing recreational centers.

This objective was met although not to the fullest extent possible,
mainly because of the previously mentioned center staff shortages. Three
general types of activities were to be implemented during the two phases
of funding in expanding the serbvices provided by the 15 existing recreational
centers: (1) expanding the available recreational services, (2) providing
specialized activities to the target population, and (3) interacting with
i :
other youth-serving agencies. Due to significant personnel limitations,
the expansion of recreational services was restricted to those centers
which had the staff and the physical capacity to provide the additional

activities. Shortages in personnel also hindered the implementation of

specialized activities in all the I & D Centers since these activities required

210
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staff supervision. When the centers' hours were extended, project personnel
notified other youth-serving agencies of the time extensions and solicited
referrals from these agencies. Project staff coﬁtinued to send such corre-~
spondence; however, agencies generally were not responsive to the project's
solizitations. Through the utilization of space provided by the I & 1) Centers,
the project frequently interacted with neighborhood and community groups
and with other IMPACT activities, particularly the IMPACT Youth Neigh-

borhood Coordinators Project.

In summary, due to the nature of the project, personnel shortages
during both phases of funding limited the extent to which other project
objectives could be attained. These limitations included (1) the number
of hours during which the centers could be opened, (2) the number of
activities which could be made available to youth, and (3) the ability to

expand the centers' specialized activities and recreational services.

During tke two phases of funding, the project served an average of
57,844 youth per month through the 21 centers, Forty-nine percent of
these youth were in the age range of 12 to 17 years. PSR data fﬁrf;hcr
indicate that each youth using the centers' facilities did so an average of
three times per month. Based on federal funds expended or encumbered by
the project, the average cost per youth using the I & D Cenlers was about
one dollar per month and the average cost per hour of operation of the 21

centers was slightly more than thirteen dollars.

, 2-11
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SECTION IIL

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

The I & D Centers Project was established to provide counstructive

and legitimate leisure-time activities particularly at night and on weeckends
Al

3,

to delinguent and potentiai‘ly delinquent youth. These activilies were to
occupy the extra, free time of these youth, in an attempt to decrease
circ.:umstances favorable to the commission of ¢rimaes. Through its irmple-
menting agency, the City Department of Recreation, the project proposed
to increasc recreational services for youth principa,llyl by:

'S

° expanding the available programs and hours of the 15
existing recreational services,

® opening six additional centers, and

) supplementing the total 21 centers with additional staff

hired through the project.

The preceding analyses of perforinance indicated that the projaect
achieved or nearly achieved all objectives specified in its grant applications
during the IMPACT funding period. An area of concern during the grant
i
period, particularly during Phase I funding, was the high turnover in staff
and resulting personnel shortages in the recveational centers. Persovnnel
shortages demonstrated several detrimental effects on project operations

including (1) limiting the number of hours during which the centers could

be open, (2) limiting the number of activities which could be mad. ilable

-t




- to youth, w:l (3) limiting the capability to expand centers’ services for

i % specialized activities.

-

_5 _ Despite the limitations experienced by the project as a conscquence
i of personnel shortages, the overall results obtained by the project were
— ‘

’ substantial, particularly with respect to the target population served.
xw_.-.*‘ . . = -,

The I & D Centers Project extended services to nearly 60, 000 youth per
v.’:;_. month at a cost of about one dollar per month per youth using the centery. *
%

_'5 Although the project phased out during the last monih of IMPACT
: funding, project operations have been reinstituted at a reduced level,
-

During January 1975, the n-)'ajority of project staff were laid off since City
budgetary constraints did not permit the maintenance of full project operations,
A number of center staff have been rehired under available Cumprehensive
Employment Training Act (CETA) funds after a manr~tory 30-day layoff

period.

*This figure is hased on federal funds expended or encumbered Ly the projedt

and does not include grantee contribution coste,
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PROJECT DATA COLLECTION INSTRUMENT
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PROJECT DATA COLLECTION INSTRUMENT

INTERVENTION AND DEVELOPMENTAL

CENTERS

Project Sequence [—.i‘] rD_I

(T T O O ¢ )

Card Number

Report Period Ending

Length of Reporting
Period in Calendar
Days (Right Justify)

Address and Telephone cof
Center Reporting:

r—m\l Day

L____l Year

1] Month (12-17)
]

Total Number of Youth in Your
Center Program During this

Reporting Period (Right Justify)

QRGO E




Total Number of Hours
Your Center Remained
Open During this Reporting

Period (Right Justify) [

L U] T z6-29)

Total Number of Hours
Spent in Your Center
Counseling Youths During
this Reporting Period in
the Following Situations
(Right Justify):

Individual P

DL O L (30-33)

Small Groups U1 0 03O0 4-3m)

Other (specify) [

L ) ] (38-41)

Total Number of Referrals
Made by Your Center During
This Reporting Period

Reasons for Referrals During
this Reporting Period and Nwuber
of Referrals (Indicate up to Three

"Reasons and Referrals, Right

Justified):

Reasons

1

it

{_.-.»l [-""'] [——'] (:3-45)

No. Referrals

i i e
4 1 ; .
- | PO LR




Reasons No. Referrals

L] | T 1] (50-83)

] T 0 (s4-87)

Reason Codes:

This Center's Services Not Apprupriatg to Youth's Needs,
Youth Not Satisfied with this Counselors Servicus,
Services Needed by the Youth are Not Available,

Other (specify):

W DY
t 1

$

5 « Other (specify):

6 - Other (specify):
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APPENDIX B

§ E PROJECT PERFORMANCE STATUS REPCRT
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5 o CLEVEL MDY vnrgT
. PERFURMANCE STATUS nEPORT

L . Project: INTERVENTION AN DEVELCPMINTAL CENTER Reporting Period (Mnntn):ﬁ““m
Center: ' h

re———

g

't A, Client Intake Information

1) Number of actual youth using Center's services during this period: -

-y

5 2) Head-count of youth using Center's services during this pevieds =
| £ 3) Number of additional youth using Center's services curing this period:

New — Returnad e

oo 4) Number of “new" youth using Center's services wio were referred during this
b period by:

L . Another IMPACT Project ___ Community Agency/Project
5) Number of actual youth in project during this periad wio are:

N Under 12 years of age _
| ;*“ 12 to 17 years of ags
| 18 years and over __

B. Worker Information
G? 1) Number of project staff ernloycd at end of nericd: ——
“ C. Fiscal Information (individual centers may omit)
‘E.' 1) Project funds expended during this month: e
*ékmk D. Activity Information

1) Total number of hours Center romained open and in operaticon during thic re-
porting pericd: _

2) Recreational services providad during this veriod.

Progran No. of Youth No. ol Stafr  Ho. of Sessicns  Ne. 00 Hours
. Actuzi/Head-Count
P Sports (Actual Sames)  / L L o
) Arts A e e
- Crafts ] o e e
Dance e R e RN
| Gym e S N
‘ Swirming e I e e
Playground —t — e U e
‘ Garz Ron s o

Mloambd o F O nd wl
IAEGES R S ATV S

s -~ . s 2
Aativici g J .
3 P Bl s
Fiold Trins s N



s

5

E. Clie
1)

3) Humber of youth using Centar's Sarvices tho ohiaine

[a2o Tl Rokak

i e iy £ NS T W A L o e S el el A L A b b i Vs e e e ¢ g - - e
MOACT o

IMPACT: S

Progra- . No. of Youts

Moo of Staf

Actual/ton falnt

Camp /
Other (specify) /

Counseling services nrovided during
Type No. of Yeouth

Incdividual

Group

Contact with other vouth-servicins a
No. of Ctler
Agency Stafy
Other IMPACT Pro-
jects (direct con-
tact)

IMPACT Area Coordi-
nators

Community Informa-
tion Ofvices
Neighborhood Grouns

Number of referrals made durirg this

Reascn Other IMPACT

Services not available
Youth net satisfied with services

Other {Tist &!1 other si
reasons)

nt Status Information

Number of youth using Center's services during this

In School
Employed

In School and Zimoloyed

Number of youth using Center's Sarvice:

‘Employed

o~ ~
Unamnloved

this norisd,

N R
(AL O{ SRR f

goncias during

He. of Pene

. R
oot SLarlt
o e A ek

pairnd.

y

In School B Not In Schanl

Froja

)

IO

this
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pariod who are:
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neriod,

of Sossicns

Community
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