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SECTION I 

INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND 

1.1 OPERATING PROGRAM OVERVI.EW 

The Cleveland IMPACT Cities Progran'1 is an intensive planning and 
~ €A 

action effort designed to reduce the incidence of stranger-to- stranger crim.e':~ 
,;> 

and burglary in the City by five percent in two years and 2.0 percent in five 

years. Underlying the IMPACT program is the basic assumption that spe-

cHic erin'les and the people who com.rnit them constitute the problem to be 

addressed. 1'\s a consequence, progran1 and project developw.ent has been 

based upon an analysis of local crime, offender bac1<ground, 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; Diver sion 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 crim.es, 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 

conU11unity. The scope of this I?va.luation is restricted to the Intervention 

:;'Stl·ang .... '!l' -to- sLrallger cr irnes ar\~ hun: ic idv s, 1'<.1 I)('~, a~!~ t'CLV8.tecl a::-i s~!'LllL':. 
and rohberies, as d(~fined by the FRI's Uniform Crime Reporting standard~: 
when such crirnes do not occur antong l'clath'e.:;, fri(~J;cls, or persons we11 
known to each other. 
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and Developmental (1 & 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 Sl; D Center s 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 

o 
12-month period. Project operations did not commence until the latter part 

of April, 1 Q73, due to a delay in hiring staff for the recreational centers. 

r'~ t 
~I, 

''''''''f'- ,~.::-

Two Grant Adjustment Notices (GANs) approved by the Law Enforcement 

t'l~ 
~,- .. 

£ 
'~ 

"""""," .-

Assistance Administration (LEAA) Regional Office in Chicago extended the 

project grant period for first phase to June 30, 1974. The extensions allowed 

I' .,J~ ""', 
~" 
'i 
~~'" 

~ .... "..--
sufficient time to expend remaining Phase I funds. The second phase grant 

I"~ 
..... " 

,,' .t 
""""'f;;' 

'c \S. 
"'.-

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 almost 24 months, from February 15, 1973, 

through January 31, 1975. 

The I & D Centers Project was established to reduce delinquency by 

providing legitimate leisure-time activities to occupy the extra time of 

I'.': .': ,." " 

~ 
delinquent and potentially delinquent youth. The grant application identified 

I'~ __ 
- -~~ ""~ 

that many youth residing in the City of Cleveland do not have constructive 

leisure-time activities available to them, particularly at 11ight and on 

,,~ . 

-.......,..;: ~ 
weekends. This free time often could be characterized as an increased 

t - !~ 

I ..... -t-- 1-3 
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opportunity to commit crimes. The projf.::ct, through it~ impl('menting 

agency, the City of Cleveland Department of Recreation! proposed to 

increase r ecreatio.nal services for youth by (1) expanding the available 

programs and hours of lhe 15 existing recreatiunal center';, (2.) opening 

an additional six centers, and (3) supplen1enting these cenlers with addi-

tional staff. Table 1-1 presents the project's methods and the corresponding 

objectives to be accom.plished, as outlined in the grant appl'i.cations. 

Two significant changes were noted for the second phase grant 

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

of 19 centers as cornpared to 21 centers::~ operating during the first phase 

grant period. A listing of the 21 centers appears in Table 1-2. The. project 

was to conclude recreational services at the Riverview and Valleyvicw 

Centers during Phase II IMPACT funding. No documentation is available 

concerning the reasons for this action. Community response to the closing 

of the two centers, however, became highly unfavorable. Consequently, a 

decision was m,ade by the project to keep these centers open £01' recreational 

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

change in the second phase grant application. 

The second change indicated £01' Phase II fundil1g was an increase 

in project staff. During first phase funding, the project's budget allowed 

for 89 staff positions; however, as noted in the 1973 evaluation of project 

performance, this nun"lber was not adequate to keep all 21 center s fully 

_._-------------------,---
~:;The 21 centers are the 15 eXisting center::; and the six new cerrcurs which 
were opened with project funded staff. 
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TABLE 1-1 

1& D CENTERS PROJECT 
OBJECTIVES AND METHODS 

~ ~ .......... -
"~ 

I _ ,,! 
~ 

.;,,--

• 
,:.. 

.' 
,~.- . -~ - ~- - "::.:,', ~' 

METHOD 

Increase the hours of operation of existing centers e Extend hours of operCi::ion for each center to a 
total of 65 hours per week (Weekdays, 1 to 10 PM; 
S ah"..r days , 10 A1\.1 to 10 PM; Sundays, 1 to 9 PM). 

.-
l 

Increa::;e the nUn1.ber of recreational centers open 
in h~gh-crime areas. 

~ Open six recreational centers in high-crime areas. 

lncrea:-::e the number of recreational staff working 
:in centers. 

IncreaKe the services provided by the 15 existing 
rec!·l~~;;;ional centers. 

.. 

• 

e 

e 

• 

Hire additional recreational worker s as staff to 
provide expanded services, 89 for Phase I and 
114 for Phase II. 

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

Provide supervised activities, including youth 
meetings and field trips; 

Initiate and nlaintain contact with other y01.'.th­
serving agencies; 

Provide work-space for IMPACT Nei~hborhood 
Youth Coordinators, community informational 
offices, and neighborhood grolJ.ps; 

• Provide referrals to appropriate counseling agenc:ies. 

"""",~I 
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TABLE 1-2 

I & D CENTEHS PROJECT 
RECREATIONAL CENTERS 

--------------~---.------. ---,,--------------~_ .. _--------_ .. _---~-~-_., 
NAME 

Existing Center s 

Alexander Hamilton 
Broadway 
Central 
Clark 
Cudell 
Estabrook 
Fairfax 
Lincoln 
Navy Park 
Portland-Outhwaite 
St. Clair 
Sterling 
Thul'good l.Iarshall 
Woodland 
Cory 

New Centers 

Fasino 
John Marshall 
Lakeview Te~'race 
Riverview ~:: 
St. Ignatius )::::~ 

Valleyview ::: 

ADDRESS 

13200 Kinsman Road 
8303 Broadway Avel1lle 
2536 Central Avenue 
5706 Clark Avenue 
1910 West Boulevard 
4125 Fulton Road 
2355 East 82nd Street 
1201 Starkweather Avenue 
7312 Clinton Road 
2511 East 46th Street 
6250 St. Clair A venue 
1380 East 32nd Street 
8611 Hough Avenue 
9206 Vvoodland Avenue 
10510 Drexel Avenue 

8316 Detroit Avenue 
3952. West 140th Street 
1290 West 25th Street 
1701 West 25th Strc'ct 
I Q 11 West 30th Street 
2543 West 7th Street 

------------------------.--:.----------

:::The Riverview and Valleyview Centers were expected to terminate projoct 
opel'ations under Phase II IMPACT funding. 

:;;~::The St. Ignatius Center replaced the Woo(lhill t·!omt's (:prit~r in Ff'b1'l1::'1ry 
1974,. 
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oper.:\tiom1.1 in accordance with the grant application's specifications. ):' The 

number of project staff positions were thus increased to II,! for the second 

phase grant period. 

The following section presents an analysis of project perfornlance 

and management during the two phases of IMPACT funding. 

*Refer to THE CLEV ELAND IMPACT CITIES PROGRAM, DIYERSION AND 
REHABILITATION OPERATING PRO:TRAM. EVALUATION REPORTS, 
Cleveland: Office oithe lvlayor (Iv[ay, 1974), The I 2-:. D Conters Pl'()j~'ct 
report included in the EVALUATIO::\I REPORTS document addressed proj~ct 
perfornlance through Deccinbcr, 1973. 
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SECTION II 

EVALUATION AND DISCUSSION 

2. 1 EVALUATION APPROACH 

The 1972 MASTER PLAN proposed implementation of the Periorn1.ance 

Management Systeln (PMS) approach for the overall planning and evaluation 

of the Cleveland IMPACT Cit:3s Prograrn. As a plannin~, evaluation, and 

management tool, PMS is a m.ethod 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 stranger-to- stranger crime and b 1J.rglary by five percent in two years, 

and 20 percent in five years) and then "unpacking" the overall goal into a 

series of measurable sublevel program goals, Operating Progralu Boals, 

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 Rehabilitation Operating 

Program under which the I & D Centers Project is subsumed is not fully SL1SCCptiblC' 

2-1 
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to the rigor of the PMS crime-specific program structure. The nature of 

,.I, ; •• ~ 

t~ r-~~ the Operating Program places serious constraints upon the kind of data 

collection and data processing required for the analysis of commensurable .. 
~'., 

data concerning a large-scale, crime-specific program. Specifically, a 

measurable relationship between the Diversion and Rehabilitation projects' 

activities and the incidence of IMPACT crimes in Cleveland is impossible 

to assess, much less causally explain. 

That is not to say, however, that a meaningful evaluation of any of 

". 

L"~. L, these projects is not feasible. Federal experience in the management of 

I~: 
large- scale social programs has demonstrated that sorne evaluative rigor 

is possible if individual projects are evaluated according to the l'v'1anagement 

by Objective (MBO) approach. MBO is less ambitious than PMS as a 

rnanagement tool. MBO merely insists that each implernenting agency 

define its objectives in terms of measurable accomplishments and then 

monitor the project to ensure that the agency indeed is accomplishing its 

objectives. MBO does not demand analysis of project alternatives to deter-

mine which one might meet agency objectives most effectively and efficiently. 

It does, however, require rigorous monitOring of stated objectives. 

I~:: By ernploying the MBO approach, project performance can be simply 

I~ 
evaluated by asking, I'Did the I &: D Centers Project achieve its project-

speCific objectives? It This can be easily answered by examinitlg the collected 

i 
r<~ ..... data with respect to each objective. 

• l-Z 
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Certain data elements were defined to evaluate: thE' I &: D Cmlh'l's 

project's performance in accordance with the stated objectives in the grant 

application. Two data collection forms were developed to gathcl' the idcnti-

fied data elements irolu the project, a series of Data Collection Instruments 

(DCls) and a summary Performance Status Report (PSR). ::! 

The primary purpose of the DCIs was to collect client~specific data 

concerning clients served by IMPACT funds on a quarterly basis. The 

DCIs were specifically designed for each project c;>.nd in many instance s 

contained data eleluents which related to information about offender 01' 

client socio-economic backgrounds, prior criminal or delinquellt histories, 

and client- specific operational data (such as the treatrnel1t modality of a 

dnig abuser or the post-release status of a probationer). Since the data 

elements recorded on the DeIs must be aggregated in accordance with the 

planned evaluative usage, the DCls were formatted for keypunching to allow 

for computerized data analysis. 

The DCI ior the I & D Centers Project was an instrument tailored 

i 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 supplement 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 
DeIs and PSR. 
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The PSR format allowed for the caphl1'c of summary information 
... ,,'1"" 

~. ab.;)ut project performance facilitating 111anual data reduction and SU111-... 

r " 

marization. These forms \~!ere also specifically designed £01' each project 

.. but were submitted on a l1.'lonthly basis for more frequent periodic rnanage-
"',-

lif 'ment information purposes • ... 
..... 

I;, The use of the DCI for this project was discontinued after the irnple-... 
t,,,.. .<\ 

t: 
mentation of the PSR data collection form. This nleasure was taken to 

.... avoid duplication of data collection efforts since corn.rnensurable data 
~'YI" 

I F " 
"', " 

. elements were being gathered on both forms. 

I I~:. 

" ; .. The following analysis of project performance and management 

I , ... 
L~~ ~ .. 

therefore are supported primarily by the data retrieved from the sun:uuary 

PSRs. These data are supplemented by information contained in project 
,~, .... 

L t ,.,' director narratives, monitor reports, and other relevant documentation. 

I 
.... 

& " 

'"., 
2.2 ANALYSES OF PROJECT PERFORlvIANCE AND :rvfANAGElvfENT 

~ 
These analyses a;:lsess each project objective and/or the methods 

by which the objective was to be met. In some ca.ses, quantified objectives 

were not presented in the grant applications. Without cOlnparative or base-

I· 
line data, it is impossible to determine whether the I & D Centers Project 

I" 

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 

Il 

-"""" ........ ....-----..._------_ ......... """., ~.~"~-,-.",. ,._-
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client population and services. Thcl'efol'C, fOl' unquantificd objectives, 

a discussion concerning relevant project activities is pr<:wcnted. 

L 
l Illcrease the hours of operation of cxistin~~~~..£..~. , 

.. .. -, ,.. 
,~ , j ~ .. , 

In accordance with this objective, the 15 existing ('onters were to 
I 

" 

,.. extend their hours of operation to a total of 65 hours per \.\'eek. ::. The 15 

L. 

~ . 
centers were open and operating during an average of 90 percent of the time 

I 
.. 

specified above, fron~ late April 1973 through December 1974. January 
(. 

1975, the last month of the IMPACT funding period, was not included in 

~ ~v' 

:1 f' 
this computation since the project was phasing out during the month. 

, ..... : 

Centers were not operating in accordance with the extended hours during 

t 
~' 

.. ~ the n~onth; consequently, January 1975 was not representative of operations 

'.:, f ~:~. 
during the overall IMPACT funding period. 

1 
,-,~ 

t, L.~! 
.-. i t~ .. t·, 

I 

The deficit in the operational hours of the I &: D Celltel':=; can be 

attributed to four major factors: (1) project staff shortages, (2) vandalism, 

(3) renovations, and (4) restrictions On days of operation. These factors 
{ 

I ;, 

t~" t resulted in intermittent periods of closure of various centers. The first 

factor will be discussed more extensively with respect to the objective 

L~" 
, 

concerning project staffing. Other centers had to be closed during the two 

L 
~ .. ' .,. 

r I I " .. , phases of funding for renovations due to their inadequate condition for 

Li 
• continuous recreational services and for n'lajor repairs resulti11g from . 

vandalism. Vandalism usually was a side effect of center staff shortng(lS; 

I, >:~Refel' to Table 1-2 for a listing of the IS centers, p. 1~6, supra. 

I 

I' . 
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he. I on occasion, in the 15 existing centel'S and six n('w C(Hlh:l'S opullcd 

in high-cril1'1c areas of the City, the nurnber of staff on duty were not 

adequate to rnaintain full order of those utilizing the facility. ::: Finally, 

one center was restricted in the m.unber of days of operatioll due: to its 

location. The_ center \vas part of a church complex and project personnel 

agreed that recreational activities would not be conducted on Sundays. 

Increase the number of recreational centers oppn in hip:h-crirlle a!...~~. 

The six centers located in high-crime areas of the City and specified 

in the project's first phase gr.:tl'l.t application were opened and became 

operational during 1973. One of these original centers. Woodhill Homes. 

Wfl.S closed during the same year due to vandalism. In-house IMPACT 

approval in January 1974 1'errnitted the substitution of the St. Ignatius High 

School gymnasium for this center. The St. Ignatius Center became o1'era-

tional in February 1974. Consequently, this objective wa$ met; a total of 

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

Increase the number of recreational Gtaff worldng in th,e C'('nter s. 
~~--~~--~~------------------------. ----- .--------

Recreational workers, supplemental to the regular City recreatiunal 

workers, were to be hired during IMPACT funding to expand u-c:l'eational 

services and hours. These supplemental workers were the mainRtay of th(\ 

project h~sofar as the full achieverncnt of project objectives were conting('nt 

on the services of these worker s. 

!:~Ceniel's were usually closed when staff shortages becan1(~ critical in th() 
provision of services or in the' nninh.'llCU1CC' (If rnh't, <lnd n'gl1lil tipi1:" 

') 
... - t~ 
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During Phase I funding, the project was to hire 89 a.dditional rccrea-

tional worker s for the 21 center £. This objective was met during the latt(~r 

part of 1973 when 92 workers werE: secured £01' the I & D Centers. The 

additional three persons were hired during first phase funding due to the 

critical nature of staB shortages during the period. 

During Phase I, project staff shortages resulted frorn numerous 

resignations and an unwillingness to work on weekends. ':< 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 fir st phase funding period. 

For Phase II funding, the number of r&D Center workers was 

increased to 114 to alleviate some of the deficiencies experienced during 

Phase 1. . Both center recreational and maintenance staff wore proposed 

to be increased for the second phase of funding. During Phase II, the 

project did not meet this objective; at most, 102 workers were enft.ged 

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 flll1ds for per sonnel unemployment benefit costs due at 

the termination of IMPACT funding . 

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

'::During fir st phase [undin'!, the project r€>ported <l numbf' (' of r('signai ion:' 
as an outcome to low sal.aries and long worldng hours, particularly durin:! 
weekends. 
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CENTER STAFF 

TABLE 2-1 

I & D CENTEHS PROJECT 
SUM1\;IAR Y OF PHOJECT STAFFING 

--------------------------1-------~--- ... ~----,...---~-~ ... ---.----~" 
t.~ -
[~il~' 

1'. 

L 

r 

. , . , 
, 

1 I" 
i. :.11 
I 

I;. 

I • 

Program. Director: 
Expected mos. -worker tinl.e 
Actual mos. -worker time 
% difference-worker time 
Worker s / po sitiol1 ,:,,:~ 

% working 80%+ 11.105. 

13.75 
13.7f 

0% 
1. 00 
100% 

7.50 
7.50 

0% 
L 00 
10U% 

-------------------1---------------1-._------._----_. __ ..... -
Recreational Instructors: 

Expected .rnos. -worker til-ne 
Actual mos. -worker tir:ne 
% difference-worker tinl.e 
Worker s /position 
% working 80%+ mos. 

Physical Director s: 
Expected nlOS. -worker time 
Actual mos. -worker tirne 
% difference-worker time 
Worker / pas ition 
% working 80%+ mos. 

389.75 
338.00 

-13% 
1. 79 
29% 

229.25 
269.75 

+18% 
2.82 

19% 

221. 00 
213.25 

-4% 
1. 38 

55% 

179.70 
157.50 

-'12%1 
1. 12 
64% 

-----------------j!----------------!--. __ . ----_. __ ..... ,,- "'-'" 
play Directors: 

Expected mos. -worker tirne 
Actual n108. -worker time 
% difference-worl,er time 
Worker s / po s ition 
% worldng 80%+ n1.Os. 

11 O. 00 
120.25 

+9% 
1. 50 

50% 

135.00 
91. 75 

-32% 
L 06 

37% 

-----------------------------r----------------r----------------------.. 
Youth Specialist 

Expected nl.Os. -worker time 
Actual nl0S. -worker tin1e 
% difference-worker time 
Workers/position 
% working 80%+ mos. 

13.75 
11. 50 

-16% 
1. 00 
100% 

15.00 
5.2S 
-65% 
1. 00 

0% 
_________ ~ _____ -J-_______ . _____ _:_ _________ .. __ ._.~_ .. 

~:<Phase I computations are based on a starting date of April 23, 1973, when the 
recreational center s were officially opened for extended hours. 
'!<>!<Worker s/position was computed based on the number of eli d j net wor1(er oS hirf'd 
divided by the number of positions available. This figure in ~:1J.1jullctio.t1 v,dth tl·C' 

percent working during 80 percent or n-:ure of the pcriod if; an ?pproximat.(; l'epl'~'­
s.ent.ation of the staff turno\'cr. That is, a high turnOYt:l' i~; tepl'es!-11ted WIwn :!,(' 
worker/position ratio is high <'nd the percent vi/orking for 80 P'~'t'cent 01' ml'l'f.~ of 
the period is low. 
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TABLE 2-1 (Continued) 

Director of Recreation: 
Expected 1"nos. -worker tin-le 
Actual mos. -worker time 
0/0 difference -worker time 
Workel's /position 
% working 80%+ m.os. 

TOTAL CENTER STAFF: 
Expected IUO s, -worker time 
Actual mos. -worker time 
%' difference-worker time 
Workers /po sition 
% working 80%+ mos. 

PHASE I 

11. 00 
10.25 

-70/0 
3,00 

0% 

767.50 
763.50 

-1% 
2.05 

27% 

FEAST.:: II 

7.00 
7.00 

0(11 ,0 
1. 00 
100"/0 

565.20 
482.25 

-15% 
1. 20 

54% 
..... _----------:::::=::-=====::.:.:. -=+-=-:::;-==::=::='-:=-::'::-:::::-::::'-=':-:::-:::-:::::=j:" ---::::::::==----::::::,;:-------. ------' -::::.:: 

TOTAL OTHER STAFF: ~:~ 
Expec.ted n10S. -worker thue 
Actual mos. -worker time 
% difference-worl,e1' time 
v\'orke1's /pos ition 
% working 80%+ m,os. 

TOTAL I & D CENTERS STAFF: 
Expected mos. -worker tin:1.c 
Actual mos, -worker time 
% difference -worker time 
Workers / position 
% working 80%+ mos . 

--_._----_. __ .-. 

439.00 
405.50 

-8% 
1. 59 
45% 

1206.50 
1169.00 

- 3% 
1. 89 

33% 

262.50 
185.00 

-30% 
0.97 

59 11io 

827.70 
667.25 

- 191f:l 
1. 13 

55% 

----_ .. --.-.-_ .... __ .. - ._._-----------, 

>:~Othcr I & D Centers staff includes maintenance '.l.nd repair staff and clerical staff. 

2-<)' 
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and Phase II. The data from the TaLle indicate that aUhough a lesser 

deficiency in worker time was experienced during Phase I, there was 

generally a higher turnover in staff during the first phase of funding as 

opposed to the second phase of fLUlding. Project personnel shortages during 

Phase I were due chiel£ly to this tlH"nover in staff. It should be noted, 

however, that staff shortages were not unique to the Phase I funding period. 

Staff shortages during Phase II resulted principally frOll1. an inadequate 

nU1'lJ.:t>er of persons hired £01' 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 rnentioned center staff shortages. Three 

general types of activities were to be ixnplemented during the two phases 

of funding in expanding the services provided by the 15 existing recreational 

centers: (1) expanding the available recreational services, (2) providing 

specialized activitip.s to the target population, and (3) interacting with 
i 

other youth- serving agencies. Due to significant personnel lilnitations, 

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 

2-10 
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staff supervision. When the centers' hours \VCl'C extel1ch .. d. Pl'OjCCt pel'~H}nnl'l 

notified other youth-serving agencies of the tirne extensions and solicited 

referrals from these agencies. Project staff continued to sc~nd such C01"l'C-

spondence; ho\vcvcr, agencies generally \vere not responsivc to the project's 

soli-::itations. Through the utilization of space provided by the I & D C<>ntcrs, 

the project frequently interacted with neighborhood and cornrn,unity groups 

and with other IMPACT activities, particularly the LMPACT Youth N(;;'igh. 

bOl:hood Coordinator s Project. 

In sun1rnary, due to the nature of the project, p(!l'sonncl shortages 

during both phases of funding limited the extent to which other project 

objectives could be attained. These limitations included (1) th<~ number 

of hours during which the centers could be opened, (2) the numbel' of 

activities ''''hich could be made available to YOllth, and (3) the ability to 

expand the centers' specialized activities and recreational services. 

During H:o two phases of funding, the project served an average of 

57,844 youth per nlonth through the 21 centers. Forty-nine percent of 

i these youth were in the age range of 12 to 17 years. PSR data further 

indicate that each youth using the center s' facilities did so an average of 

three times p~" month. Based on federal funds expended or encumbered by 

the project, the average cost pcr youth llsing the I & D Centel'~ was about 

one dollar per nl0nth and the average cost per hour of operation of the 21 

c~nters was slightly rnOre than thirteen dollars. 
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The following section concludes this evaluation by S\utl!"l1J.ri:<.ing 

the preceding 2nalyscs of perforlnam~e and l1'Hlnager:nent concerning tlw 

project's objectives. 
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SECTION III 

SUMlvlA!~ Y AND CONCLUSIONS 

The I & D Center~ Project was establishl..:d tu provide coustructive' 

and legitimate leisure-time activities particulnrly at night and on weekends 
'. 

to delinquent and potentinily delinquent youth. These a<.,tiviiies were to 

occupy the extra, free titlle of' those youth, in an attempt to dccrcaB~~ 

circumstances favorable to the cOl':nmission of crimes. Through its irnplc-

m~nting agency, the City D(~partmel'l.t of Recreation, the project p1'OPQ~,;cd 

to increase recreational services for yOLtth prinCipally by: 

.. expanding the available progr<L'ns and hours of the 15 
existing recreational servict·! s, 

• 
• 

opening six additional center s, and 

snpplelnenting the total 21 centers with additional staff 
hired through the project. 

The preceding analyses of periol'manc<.' indicated th,~L tbe proj(~c{. 

achieved or, nearly achieved all objt.'ctiv(!s specified in its ~rant applications 

during the IMPACT funding period. An area of con(.!tn'n tll.l.l'ing the grant 

period, particularly during Phase I funding, was the high turnovc:r ill staff 

and resulting personnel shortages in the l'ec:t'cational ccnLerti. Pl'rs~,)l1nel 

shortages den10nstrated several detrimental effects on Pl'ojC!ct opt">l'ations 

including (1) lirniting the llu1'"nbc1' of hours during which the ('erlt('l',,, .... ould 

he open, (2) limiting the nUl'nbcr of activities which could be n'lnd. nabla 
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to youth, ;;;:,,1 (3) lin1iting the capability to ('xpand C('ntC'l"~' servic<'::> for 

specialized activities. 

Despite the lin1itations experienced by the project as a COll::H.:quence 

of personnel shortages, the overall results obtained by the projed were 

substantial, particularly with respect to the target population served. 

The I e'l. D Centers Project C'xtended senrices to nearly 60,000 youth per 

n"lonth at a cost of about one dollar per lnonlh per youth using the ('c!lien;. ,;, 

Although the project phased out during the last month of I~1PACT 

funding, project operations ha.ve been reinsf'ituted at a rcuucl'tl l(~vel. 

During Jailuary IS! IS, the majority uf pruject staff were laid uf;" sincv City 

budgetary consh"aints did not pcrn1it the lnaintcnance of full Pl'Ojl'l..:t operations. 

A number of cenier staff have been rehired under a\"ailable Cumprpjlcl1si\"e 

Employment Training Act (CETA) funds after a nlanr' "'tory 30-day 1ayof.f 

period. 

':'This .figure :3 baf:,cc1 o,n fe(:(~ral fund:, e:"Ih'l1cleci or encli!)',b(,!'(·d Ly tlw Pl"();'t t 
and d () e 0: not i t1 C 1m1 e g r 2 n t f' f' con t rib II t i 0 pen s t ~ • 
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APPENDIX A 

PROJECT DATA COLLECTI00J' IKSTHUMEI\T 
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1. 

2 . 

',3. 

4. 

PROJECT DATJ;"~ COLLECTION INSTRUMENT 

INTERVENTION AND DEVELOP)"lENTAL 

Project Sequence 

Card Nun1ber 

Report Period Ending 

Length of Reporting 
Period in Calendar 
Days (Right Justify) 

Addre s s and Telephone of 

CENTERS 

ODor]o 
[QJ IT"j I 0 J lJ:J 

I [ 0 i\Ionth 

DO Day 

r I U Year 

DDU 

Center Reporting: ______________________ _ 

Total Nun1bcr of Youth in Your 
Center Pro~ram Durin:; this 
Reporting Period (Right JtlstHy) DDOQi! 

(1-7) 

(12-17) 

(18-20) 

(21 -251 
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Total Number of Hours 
Your Center Ren:ail1cd 
Open During this Reporting 
Period (Right Justify) 

ToLal Ntunber of Hour s 
Spent in Your Center 
Counseling Youths During 
this Reporting Period in 
the Following Situations 
(Right Justify): 

Individual 

Small Groups 

Other (specify) 

7. Total Number of Referrals 
Made by Your Center During 
This Report1ng Period 

,8 Reasons for Rcft;.:rrals During 
this R~p()rting Period and NUJ:1J.b(:r 

of Referral s (Indicate up to Three 
. Reasons and Rt.!fcrr;:tl~, Right 

Justified) : 

Reasons 

DODD (26-29) 

DODD (30-33) 

CJOClO 

DODD 

o [=:J C1 

L , ,> 
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.. 8. 
(cant. ) 

Reasons No. Referrals 

D o CJ D (50-53) 

D D.DD (54-57) 

Reason Codes: 

1 - This Center's Services Not Ap'>r(lt)rjate to YUut:l' s Nced~. 
-. I 

2 - Youth Not Satis£ic,d with this COlln~;el()l's Servict!:;. 
3 - Services Nel~dcd by the Youth are Not Available. 
4 - Other (specify): _________ ~ __ 

--------------------------------5 ., Other (specify): -----------------------

6 - Othor (specify): 

---------------------------------------------._---------
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CL~'1ELf~ :;~ r.1~~,~,CT 

PERFOI'C,l;\:;,~E STti 'jS ~'~ PQr~T 

Project: INTERVEtlTION A~d DEVElCP~·~L~:m·\L CEtlTER Reporting PtJriod (Nonth): Center: 

A. 

---------_._---, .. _-_._.-

Client Intake Information 

1) Number of actual youth using Center's sCI'vic:.:s dUr1nC) this period: _._. __ . 
2) Head-count of youth US'in9 Center's set'\lic(~s during thi::: p~l'icJ: ._ ..... ~ 
3) Number of additional youth using Center's s~rvices during this period: 

4} 

5} 

New Returned 
Number of lIne~'11l youth using Ce:l1tcr's services ~.;;1O h'en: r'efcn'ed ciul'ir'Si this 
pel"iod by: 

Another H-lPPICT Project ___ .. __ Co~q1il1nity J\qt\ncy/P/,ojcct ._ 

Number of actual youth in proj(:ct during tid'; P'2riod \':i'o [H'i;: 

Under 12 years of age _____ _ 

12 to 17 years of age ---
18 years and over __ _ 

B. Horker Information 

1 ) Number of project stdff e:"nloyt-d at end of i>,~ricd: 

C. Fiscal Information (individuai center'S rr.ay o;:1it) 

1 ) Project funds expended durin9 this lliol)th: 

D. Activity Information 

1) Total nur:lber of hours Center rcmair.(;d open and in opf~l"atiNl during thi~' (e~ 
I:~ portina period: __ "_ 

2) 

':\ 

Recreational services Drovidd during tr.1S l'ct"iud. 
Progr~n No. of Youth ~o. of Stwfr 

ActuJl/Head-Count 
Sports (Actu.:l1 C~rr.es ) __ .1 ___ _ 
Arts 
Crafts 
Dance 
Gym 

Swkming 

Playground 

~t":\o~:' ~ r ,-: 1 S,:>,: i :': ~ 
:\r::t!,/i·~'; .~ 

_/_----

--1---
_J __ _ 
_/~-,-,-
_..1 ___ _ 
_J __ _ 

J 
I 
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J) 

Car;lp 

Other (sDccify) 

Counselin] services 
Type 

Individual 
Group 

Other I~~~CT Pro­
jects (direct con­
tact) 

IMPACT AreJ Coordi­
nators 

Co::wlunity Inforn;a­
ti on Off; C2'; 

Neighborhood Grou8s 

No, of Y(")~') 
{'ctu3.1/ c- !-~_ "t 

__ .1 __________ _ 
/ 

----- ___ c_ ~ __ 

N (), 0 f C! t ~ 1 e r ~: (,. o:C r' c (.-
Agency Staff jlct S.3rf 

-5) Number of referrals made durin0 this oeirod, 

Reason O~hpr I~P~CT Project 
Services not avai12ble 

Youth nat satisfied with services 

Other (list on other signific.::nt 
reasons) 

E. Client Status Infor,l1ation 

Corl;;'un i ty !\gcncy I ['raj t,,;t 

J) Nur:ber of youth using Center's ser'viv;$ dlJ r il1(1 tLis period Ij;iO at',.;': 
In School 
Emp 1 oyed _" __ 

In School and 

2} Number of youth using Center's SQrvices \'Ino rl"tUt'ned to school during tlds r;(:ti::t: 

'Emp 1 oyed __ . _____ . Unei:'t'l eyed . ______ _ 

3) Number of youth using Cent2r's 
In School Not In Sc!lJol 






