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SECTION I

INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND

1.1 OPERATING PROGRAM OVERVIEW

‘The Cleveland IMPACT Cities Program is an intensive planning

and action effort designed to reduce the incidence of stranger-to-stranger

IMPACT crime® and burglary in the City by five percent.in two years and

.

20 percent in five years. Underlying the IMPACT Prografn’is the Bé.sic
ya.bs sumption that specifi‘c cr'imes" and the p‘eople who com'mit.them consti-
tute the problem to be addressed. As a consequence, program apd project
development has been ‘based upon an a@.alysis of local crime, offender

background, victimization, 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; Erripldyment; Diversion and Rehabilitation; Deterrehce,

Detection, and Apprehension; and Adjudication.

 Figure 1-1 depicts the hierarchical program structure and indicates
the projects which are operational. The figure also shows the various
projects as they relate to the Performance Management System (PMS)

structure of the ultimate go‘al,‘four sublevel goals, five Operating Programs, .

and 37 projects. The PMS structure was developed to permit reliable

and accurate evaluative measurement of program/project effectiveness

>kStranger—tofs’cra.nger IMPACT. crimes’ are homicides, rapes, aggravated
‘assaults, and robberies, as defined by the FBI'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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PROGRAM
GOALS

'OPERATING
~ PROGRAMS

© PROJECTS
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CACTIVITIES
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STRANGER-TO- STPAHGER
CRIME AND BURGLARY

$% IN 2 YEARS
20% IN'5 YEARS
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i
PREYENTION
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FIGURE 1-1

CLEVELAND IMPACT CITIES

..
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PROGRAM STRUCTURE

COMIT CRIME

MINIMIZE DESIRE TO

DIYERSION
.- “AND
REHABILITATION

¥

YOUTH PROJECTS

¢ Alternative Education

(Streat Academy)

& Youth Service ‘Coordinators

o Youth Outreach

. Xnterveﬁtion and Developmental

Centers

® Police Athletic League

¢ Clevaland Youth Assistance

» duventle Court Development

[} Juveniie Delinquency Trwtment'“

CORRECTIONAL PROJECTS

¢ Comprehensiva Corrections
Unit

¢ Group Homes

8 Community-Based Probation
r

® Adult Parole kPust-Re\ea:e‘

(Seven Step)

¢ Institutional Post-Releasa

Aftercare

o Probationary Post-Relsase

8 Community-Cased

Supplemmntal Seryices

e Boys' Club Post-Relaxse

"o Big Brothers/

Project Friendship

Post-Raleass Follow-Up

o Clevaland Pre-Triad

RehebiTitationser

HININIZE MAXIMIZE RISK ,
OPPORTURITY TO FOR OFFENDERS
COMMIT CRIME FOR OFFEROE R .
DETERRENCE, )
DETECTION ADJUDICATION
AXD APPREHENSION
» Concantrated Crims o PRESTRIAL DELAY: .
Patrol o Yisfting Judges » .

o Upgrading of Narcotics
Related & Felony ‘
Investigative Proceduras

.

® Auxiliary Police Training
“and Equipment

e Expansion of Police
> Dutreach Centers

¢ Public Information

o Cleveland IMPACT
Neighborhood Patrol

o [MPACT ‘Rasponse -
Tims Reduction

o INPACT Security
patrol for the Elderly

o IKPACT StreetTighting
@ [HPACT Awaruness

*Claveland Drug Abuse Program

s*Cleveland Yocational Educatfons

¢ Prosecutor's 0ffice
s Counsel for Indigents

© POST-ADJUDICATION DELAY:
# Pre-Sentence Investigation
o Diagnostic Treatrant Profile

o Cleyeland Offander Rehabilitation
Pro}uct

1 Proqi'em

*oKats: A grant application has been subnitted and LEAA approval {3 pending.

*
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“and e‘fficiency with reference to the ultimate goal, the sublevel program

' goéls, and specific project objectives. All of these measures and objec-

tives were set forth in detail in the Cleveland IMPACT Cities Program

EVALUATION COMPONENT, a technical document published in June 1973.

The Employment Operating Program was established to minimvize
the rreed‘ to 'comrnit crirne among key groups within the overall IMPACT
target population, specifically pre-(ielinquent and delmqﬁent .yerlths-*‘and
adjudicated offender s. The dvera.ll measure of successful performarice
of this Cpera’cing Program is a reduction in the number of juvenile and

35k

adult first offenders and recidivists.

As a planning and evaluation tool, PMS is a rnethod designed to

 permit quantitative and qualitative measurement of program effectiveness

*For example, the IMPACT MASTER PLAN noted that ""according to the
FBI Uniform Crime Report statistics, almost half of the serious crimes
are committed by juveniles. In Cleveland, 57 percent of the IMPACT
target crimes of robbery and burglary are committed by males under

the age of 20." See IMPACT PROGRAM MASTER PLAN -- 1972, p. 5-6,
Office of the Mayor, IMPACT Anti-Crime Program (1972).

**According to the definition of the National Advisory Commission on
Criminal Justice Standards and Goals, '"recidivism is measured by

(1) criminal acts that resulted in conviction by a court, when committed

by individuals who are under correctional supervision or who have been
released from correctional supervision within the previous three years,

.and by (2) technical violations of probation or parole in which a sentencing

or paroling authority took action that resulted in an adverse change in
the offender's legal status.!' See National Advisory Commission on
Criminal Justice Standards and Goals, REPORT ON CORRECTIONS,
p. 513, Washington: GPO (1973). Where practicable, this deflrntwn

~of rec1d1V1sm will be used in measuring the performance of Employment

Operat1ng Program projects.. However, ‘inherent data 11m1tat1ons may
require substitution of a less restrictive definition such as rearrest
recidivism' without complete information concerning subsequent longi- -

‘tudinal judicial and correctional d1spos1t10ns
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in terms of a hierarchy of explicitly defined goals and objectives., The

initial steps in applying the PMS methodology involve 'definifion of an
ultimate program goal (which for IMPACT is the reduction of stranger-

to-stranger crime and burglary 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 (such as the minimization of the
need to commit crime) and Operating Program obje'ctive‘g,. eventually

down to the level of project-specific accomplishments. Because the

IMPACT goal-setting concept under PMS was intended to be crime-

specific, the IMPACT Planning and Evaluation staff assumed that each

IMPACT Oper'ating Program and project would contribute, however
directly or indirectly, to the overall goal of IMPACT crime reduction

over (initially) a two-year period.

For some time, there has been a major concern that the fundamental
assumptions underpinning effva;.luation of the Employment Operating Program
are not fully susceptible to the rigor of the PMS crime-specific program

structure. The nature and scope of the Operating Program require a

data base supported by sophisticated data collection schemes and data

analysis routines. For example, the two projects subsumed within the

Emplbyment Operating Program, at the time they were initiaily' planned,

were predicated on the assumption that baseline data would be available

against which to coinpa:ée prbject ‘pe‘rforrknan‘ce data, The comparison of

1-4
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the baseline and project data was intended as the basis for evélﬁative
assessments of’ individual project effectiveness and efficiency. Over a
year of operational experience has shown that while project data can be
collected, often on an offender-specific, time-specific, and area-specific
basis, commensurable baselines were impossible to develop for detailed
evaluation of the Employment projects. Either the implementing agencies,
as part of their routine reporting procedures, did not gather such statis-
tical breakdowns prior to the inception of IMPACT funding, 0"1'7 the projects
themselves represented new institutional creations with no previous
experience because they were innovative. The consequence has be‘en that

evaluation of the Employment projects has been very restricted in terms

of commensurable '"before'' 'and "after' data comparisons.
P

This is not to say, however, that meaningful evaluations of the
IMPACT Employment projects are impossible. Federal experience in
the management of large-scale social programs has demonstrated that

evaluative rigor is possible if individual projects are evaluated according

to the Management by Objective (MBO) approach. MBO is less ambitious

- than PMS as a management tool. MBO merely insists that each IMPACT

implementing agency define its objectives in terms of measurable accom-
plishments and then monitor the project to insure that the agency indeed

accomplished its objectives. MBO does not demand analysis of project

_alternatives to determine which one might meet agency objectives most

1-5
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effectively and efficiemtly. * It does, however, require rigorous moni-
toring of stated objectives. The performance analysis which follows
employs both the PMS and MBO approaches, as appropriate to the available

data. ’

The scope of this evaluation is restricted to one project within the
Ennployment~ Operating Program, the Cleveland Summer Recreation Project.
This pl.‘oje‘c,‘c, in combimation with the Cleveland Vocationél/Eguéafional
Project (CVEPY), addressed the problem of the unemployed young male,
the truant, and the sclkool dropout in Cleveland. Local data indicate that there
is a sfrong positive correlation between the incidence of delinquent behavior
genera;lly‘a,nd’tlﬂle lack of opportunities for productive use of leisure time |
by delinquent and high-risk inne‘r—city' yéuth. Furthermore, in 1972 it
\;vas ‘1'ecognized that s’vmcchkyo-uth, in areas of the City where there is sub-

stantié.l opportunity for involvement in delinquency, had limited prospects

for productive use of their leisure time during the summer months.

The Cleveland Summer Recreation Project ‘represents only one set

of 'speci,fickobjective's; among several for the Ernpl'oymvent Operating Program,

CVEP was designed as a much larger and more comprehensive effort to

‘improve the rehabilitaition of IMPACT offenders and ex-offenders by pro-

v1d1ng JObS for IMPAGT clients. . The overall CVEP ob;ectwe was to enable :

the chents to earn an adequa‘ce income Wthh in turn would establish the

minimal conditions‘ neecessary for self-r'espect, VOca‘c‘ion'al advancément,

*For a detailed discussion of MBO, see Havemann, Joel, "'Administrative

 Report/OMB Begins Major Program to Identify and Attain Presidential

Goals,” NATIONAL JOURNAL (June 2, 1973); and Brady, Rodney H.

"MBO Goes to Work #n the Pubhc Sector U HARVARD BUSINESS REVIEW

(March- Aprll 1973). 1. 6‘
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and pafticipation in the economic m'aihstream of the City and the sux*r'dunding
area.: However, the Cley’eland Sumrﬁer Recreation Project was intended

to meet a much more short-term need, the provision of éupefvision and
facilities for leisure-time activities during the summer months of 1972‘

and 1973.

1.2 PROJECT OVERVIEW .

The principal objective of the Cleveland Summer Rec:;eation Projéét
(CSRP) was to enable City parks and recreational facilities to remain open
and availéble to the City's youth during the summer. Project funds were

utilized to retain instructional and supervisory personnel at these facilities

during the summer season. Project tasks focused on providing training

in guidance and leadership techniques to these seasonal personnel. Pro-k
grammaticélly, these personnel were essential tb.~the. succeésful operation
of the parks, pools, playgrounds, and rtlaﬂcn-'eatiOn centefs fér two reasons:
‘First, City éxperience has s:hown‘ that it was ndt ad.visable to open these -
facilities d‘ulijing the summer months without trained supervisory personnel;
and second; these personnei would t;e in a key position 1A:o pfdvide positive

peer and young adult behavior examples to the youth who would be using

_ the facilities. The central Project hypothesis can be stated as follows:

1f th_kejrecreationé.l facilities ¢an be kept operating du‘ring the sﬁmmer

months, then (1) the need of the young adult superx?isors, employed to

operate the facilities, to commit crime'ys for money will decrease, (2)

_their school behavior will improve, and (3) the incidence of IMPACT

1-7
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offenses committed by delinqueht, potentially-delinquent, and disadvantaged
youth who visit the facilities will decrease, and/or the potential for these

%

youth to commit IMPACT crimés will decrease. ™ Table 1-1 presents the

Project's methods and activities, and the corresponding objectives to be

- accomplished through these means.

In 1972, the Cleveland Summer Recreation Project was to provide
summer éupervisory personnel through the City of Clévélar;q', bepartment
of Public Préperties,' Division of Recreation. These personnel Were”to
over'see,‘ train, and counéel, as appropriate, Neighboi‘hocad Youth Corps-
(NYC) eﬁrollees'who would be working at 33 City swimming pools and

ale ot

108 City playgrounds.” " Project operations were to focus in part upon

providing the NYC enrollees with positive work role models, including
" regular attendance at rewarding work assignments, and structured inter-

- acfidns with young adult role models. The NYC enrollees would, in turn,

positively influence the more than 150, 000 young per sons: visiting the facilities.

On a practical level, therefore, three populationsywould benefit

from Pryoject activities: (1) the young adults hired as NYC supervisorvsl;

*A corollary to this hypothesis coﬁcerné- the social and psychological effects
of these recreational environments. Specifically, if the open facilities

- are situated throughout the City in order to be readily accessible to most

youths, then these youths' positive preoccupation with leisure-time activities

- would minimize the opportun1t1es for their involvement in delinguent behavior.

NYC enrollees were to be hired using federal Economic Opportunlty Act
Ne1ghborhood Youth Corps monies. Supportive equipment and personnel
were financed through a $163,000 Recreational Support Grant also from

“the Economic Opportunity Act. The Act is administered by'the U.S. Depart-

ment of Labor. Receipt of these funds was conditioned on the City prov1d1ng
on-site superva.smn for the 3,000 NYC enrollees '

- 1-8
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TABLE 1-1

\,.‘!
— i
—
—
—

PROJECT GOALS, METHODS, ANDkOBJECTIVES
~ CLEVELAND SUMMER RECREATION PROJECT (CSRP)
(Source: Project Discretionary Grant Applications)

v,‘mwmmr"\m% ’

% P NP N ST TN+ 3 51 d s aitasd e P2 WP TSIt ot A 3 A A AT A TN O 07 e T P R T oI YR S SR S I AR RN TI AT Sl e BAP TG AN TR RRTAT A e 07 mlr TIITOY, 0, T3 g e Lk e ane g

Method of Accomplishment
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Hire young adults and Neighborhood Youth Corps (NYC)
enrollees to supervise, maintain, and administer
these facilities; place youth in other appropriate
City agencies to gain work experience :

e Screen and test applicants from colleges and
universities

6 Screen and test NYC enrollees through the City of
Cleveland, Department of Human Resources and
Economic Development and the Cleveland Board of
Education ‘ :

@ Place personnei in appropriate summer work exper-
jence positions in appropriate City agencies, in-
cluding the Department of Public Properties, Divi-
sion of Recreation and Division of Parks

o Train appropriate personnel in counseling, youth
guidanco, and youth leuwdership methods

e Train appropriate personnel in recreational facil- ‘E
ities administrative techniques and requirements

~Project e
Component Goal/Objective
§ v _ ‘ -
g Phases One Reopen and maintain 33 City swimming pools
'% and Two - and 108 City playgrounds for use by disad-
CH - , vantaged youth as well as other Cleveland
: residents '
G - -
? Phase One, Provide 191 young adult supervisors and 3 000
3 4 Summer 1972 NYC enrollees to operate recreational fac111-
" RESTR ~ties .
,:' "
3 ',
B
B
#
q
& Phase Two, Provide,pre-éérvice training and orientation

{ Summer 1973 to youth leaders and recreation supervisors

Exmmm“ D R N A A A B e N e D B A TS NN Ty ot RS Yo A 0 W A R A ) mewm—m”,a s

¢ Retain professional training consultants and exper-
jenced academic staff from local universities 5

e Conduct eight‘training/orientation sessions for
leaders and superv1sors
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(2)-the NYC enrollees themselves; and (3) the Cleveland youth who would
be given reycr.eatibnal opportunities during the summer by attending the

supervised parks, swimming pools, and playgrounds., Project documentation

indicated that the first two porpulatkions would be selected from those indi-

| viduals meeting federal eligibility criteria. As a practical matter, these

criteria stipulate that ﬁrét priority on participants must be persons whq

(1) are 14 through 2 2 years of age, (2) are members of a family whose
income is below the, federal poverty level guideline, (3) do not have suitable
émpléymenf, and (4) are either a school dropquf, a membér of’a minority
group, or handicapped. The second priority on eligible participants -
‘includes disabléd ar‘ld/or Viétnam era veterans under 30 years of age.

The third target pOpulation, i.e., the Ciéveland youth who would bé able

to take‘advant‘age of the recreational facilities, coyns‘ists of a’pproximyatkely

44,000 persons aged 14 through 18 residing in the City‘ of Cleveland. ™

1.3 PROJECT IMPLEMENTATION

Planning for the Cleveland Summer Recreation Project (CSRP) began

‘during the late spring months of 1'972.( The Project discretionary grant

application proposed recruitment of 191 young adult supervisors and City

personnel. These Project employees would direct 3,000 NYC enrollees

*Administrative memorandum, THE CLEVELAND COMPREHENSIVE
SUMMER YOUTH EMPLOYMENT PROGRAM (YEP) -- 1973, Department
of Human Resources and Economic Development (Spring 1973).

**The Department of Human Resources and Economic Development 1973
estimate of 43, 796. includes 29, 954 enrolled in Cleveland public: schools,
4,907 attending private schools, and 9,835 not affiliated with a school.

Further, the number of “d1sadvantaged youth' in the City is estimated
to be in excess of 32 000.
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over a period of ten weeks during the summer months of 1972. The young
adult supervisors were to work closely with the 3,000 NYC enrollees,
supplyving the manpower necessary to open Clevelan.d'é 33 swimming pools
and 108 playgrounds during the summer. Their specific tasks were to:
e Reduce potentially delinquent behavior of the NYC en-
rollees by providing them with positive work roles and
structured interactions with young adult role models;
e Increase positive school behaviors of the enrollees -
by accustoming the youth to regular attendance at i
work sites for which they were to be remunerated;”
and
) Provide positive work experiences at varied job sites
for potentially delinquent, economically disadvantaged
youths through quality work tasks and supervision of
the tasks.
The Division of Recreation of the City's Department of Public

‘Properties assumed primary operational responsibility for the manage-

ment and implementation of the project. The Division of Recreation was

to work closely with the administrative staff of the Department of Human

Reéourc’es and Economic Development and the professional staff of the

Cleveland Foundation.

CSRP activities were to take place vinitially during a ten-week
period during summer 1972, At the conclusion of the principal Project
effort on September 30, 19_72, many of the young adults employed in the

recrea‘tion-supetViSor positions indicated to Project staff their satisfaction

*The grant application noted that "prior evaluations of NYC programs
have indicated significant relationships between NYC enrollment and
grade achievement, school dropout rates, and school attendance.

1-11-
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with the CSRP approach. These k'youyzllg adults also provided the Project
with their perceptions of the appropriateness of the infservice tfaining

to the actual work performed. As a result of these éomments, the
Department of Human Reséurces and Economic Dev‘elopment (HRED),

as the céordinating City Department for the Project,’ decided t'o modify
the training component of the proposed 1973 summer youth recreational
progyram. HRED requested and received permission to pifurcate the_
CSRP grant activities into two discrete but related phases of”’effort.

The first phase was the ten-week employment period during étimmer
1972; the second phase was a series of orienta’tion/t?aining seminars

for youth leaders and recreation supervisors preparatory to the recrea-
tional activities of the Citjr’s 1973 Comprehensive Summer Youth Employ-
ment Program. Formal documentation .regarding this change was prepared

and submitted early in 1973; approval was received from LEAA on

March 26, 1973.

During Phase One, the supervisors were to work 40 hours per week
over the ten-week period. They were to organize two work crews of NYC
enrollees; the enrollees were limited to 26 hours of émploymept per week.

The supervisors and enrollees were to be assigned to ''800 scattered

~work sites, ' including the 33 swimming pools and 108 playgrounds.

Phase One orientation sessions were to be conducted under the

auspices of the Cleveland Joint Recreation Council.™ These sessions

*The Cleveland Joint Recreation Council is éompo sed of i'epres entatives

“of the City of Cleveland, the Cleveland Board of Educat1on, and the

Federation fo rC ommuruty Plannmg

1-12
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were to be‘héld on a bi-weekly basis to enable the recruits to improve

‘their understanding of the NYC enrollees, the program' itself, and

their roles as supervisors. The orientation and training program of

the Recreation Council was to be conducted by professionals in the

recreation field.
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Phase Two prOpbéed a series of eight training sessions, to be
conducted by professional consultants and experivenced a(‘:ademié staff
from local universities. These t‘rai’ning sessions were designed to orient
the supervisors who were to participate in the City's 1973 Comprehensive

Summer_Youth Program (CSYP).

‘Initially, the City anticipated that the employment component of

the CSYP would be supported by a substantial allocation of federal NYC

funds. When these funds were impounded by the Federal Government

during the spring months '<‘3f'1197.3, the City was allocated e‘arnlai‘ked
Public Employrﬁent Program (PEP) funds which Woula suppoi:'t a limited
summer prdgkram,. The City announced its in’te‘ryltion to supplement thesq
‘funds with i*'a’venuefsharing rﬁoney.  Thirty-five {')‘ejrcent of ths z}'va.i'lable
work experience job slots ‘were to be developed by the Cleveland Board

of Education, a sub-agent for the Cleveland PEP.

Given the scope and size’-" of the Summer Program and the ambiguity

- of federal assistance in interpfefing cperétional .guidelinefs, with respect

1-13
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to (1) responsibility for recruitment of youths, (2) determination of eligi-

f;" bility for participation, (3) acceptability of' a large nurnbér of job sites,
lw and (4) delegation‘of fiscal responsi’bility; the 1973 Summer Program waé
m_ confronted with substantial administrative difficulties in the early stagés
)

{ of implementation. Many of these difficulties persisted throughout the
,:-\_ | summer. The LEAA-sponsored pre-program training of seasonal staff,

o pursuant to Phase Two of the IMPACT-funded Cleveland Summez Recreation
Project, proved invaluable as these young persons provided si{itlled’assis-‘

tance to City administrators in solving many of the problems which arose

from ambiguities in the guidelines.

The 1972 Phase One effort of CSRP was designed and iniplemented

to facilitate delivery of recreational services directly to youths' with the

assistance of the young adult supervisors. . Drawing upon the 1972 exberience,‘
— the 1973 Phase Two of CSRP was designed and implemented to prepare
supervisors for operational gesponsibilitiés of a large-scale Summer

ST ‘ ¢ Ve
Youth Employment Program. '
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SECTION II

PERFORMANCE RESULTS

2.1 EVALUATION QVERVIEW

This section presents a performance analysis of the Cleveland
Summer Recreation Project (CSRP) from both the PMS and MBO analytical
points of view. ¥ The principal é.nalysis utilizes the MBOQ approach as a
result of the gbsence of commensurable baselinek data and the: lack of

détailed Project operational data. Three Project objectives were used

to evaluate CSRP performance; these objectives were presented in

Table 1-1. A secondary analysis utilizes PMS techniques; the effectiveness

and efficiency measures and their corresponding data elements are
‘presente,d in Table 2-1.

This evaluation is supported by data made Lavyail‘able from two
sources: (1) tiqe CSRP‘Prcjéct:klfj‘irec‘:tor“s biscre'ti.o‘hary Grant Pro‘gi‘ess
Reports; and (2) the ‘Cievevland Area Comprehensive Summer Youth
| Erriployfnent Progr am files maintained by the Progfam‘s’ cocrdiﬁéting |
aéeﬁcy, the City of Cleveland Depart:;'lerit of Human Resources and |
Economic Develépment (HRIZD). ’I‘he Director's Reports ébvér the

periods'froml June 15 to Sepiember 14, 1972, and from April 1 to

September 30, 1973. HRED files contain information such as preliminary '

payrdll transcripts, surveys of Project participant attitudes, memoranda

*The MBO (Management by,O’bjective) and PMS (Perfor‘manc,é Management
System) approaches were discussed in detail in Section L.
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TABLE 2-1
PERFORMANCE ELEMENTS

CLEVELAND SUMMER RECREATION PROJECT (CSRP)

EFFECTIVENESS MEASURES

Decrease in number of IMPACT
and non-IMPACT cr1mes by youth
in CSRP

youth

EFFICIENCY MEASURES

(1) Percentage reduction in IMPACT

and non-IMPACT crimes committed by
in CSRP

B PRI DN AR I P24 AR T BN G I SR TN S ROTTRI B St~ W S B W gt S TR Y SO MET 0t LT AT A2 T AT e g3 s 7T

(1)

DATA ELEMENTS

TS Rt 5P E1S Ma-émnmsw.(m R A AT b Y N R I A Y o g B AP 5 i 3559 A s B O PO R N TR s DN A 008 T oW AT S S TN TRV AN 0% SRS dd MM S TR T R ATy SN T IR o 9 L i BB 0 » P

Total number of IMPACT and non-

IMPACT crimes committed by CSRP tar-
get population and by youth in
CSRP, baseline and dur1ng grant per-
iod
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- (2)

Decrease in delinquent beha-
vior of CSRP youth

(3) Increase in positive school
behavior of CSRP youth

Improvement in work exper-

(4)

-jences for delinquent economi-

cally disadvantaged youth |

(2) Percentage reduction in delin-
quent behavior of CSRP youth

(3) Qua11tat1ve assessment of m-

provement in school behavxor of
CSRP youth

(4) Percentage of youth in CSRP for

whom work experiences are beneficial,

-

~with work experiences

(2)

Follow-up assessment report on |

number of CSRP youth involved in

delinquent behavior, baseline and
during grant period

(3) Qualitative fo]low—up assessment
report on changes in school behavior

of CSRP youth

(4) Number of ycuth who gain jobs,
number of days in attendance at work
sites, number of youth satisfied
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to youth leaders and Neighborhood Youth Corps (NYC) enrollees, tran-

scripts of selected meetings with these leaders and enrollees, and

office/agency procedural manuals and documentation.

The Progress Reports presented a number of documents which
provided additional insight into the performance and activities of personnel
employed through grant funds. The’se documents include: (1) Summer
Youth Pi‘Ogram E“,valuation -- 1972; {2) Summer Youth Pfograméurvey
Summary; (3) Gener;kal Pool Policies énd Pool Personnel Du’tiesk and
Responsibilities; (4) Pool Evaluatioﬁ -- 1972; (5) Summer Playground

Report -- 1972; (6) Summer Playground Ratings ~- 1972; and (7) THE

CLEVELAND AREA COMPREHENSIVE SUMMER YOUTH EMPLOYMENT

PROGRAM: A REVIEW OF THE FEDERALLY-FUNDED YOUTH EMPLOY ~
MENT PROGRAM FOR WHICH THE CITY OF CLEVELAND.WAS DESIGNATED

PRIME SPONSOR (JUNE 18 - AUGUST 31, 1973).

The population directly involved in CSRP activities consisted of
college-age Cleveland residents who met federal criteria of disadvantage-
ment. These individuals were involved in the Project between collegé

terms or prior to fall enrollment as a freshman. During Phase One, the

- Project provided funds to employ these personnel throughout the sumrnefr.

During Phase Two, they were to be.employed through other program
sources during the summer while IMPACT‘Vfunds supported their pr,é- '

employment training and orientation. These othe‘vr,sources included
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administrative personnel.

(1) the U.S. Department of Labor, thraugh Emergency Employment Act
(EEA) funds for a Summer Youth Employment Program and a Public @
Employment Progi'am, and through Economic Opportunity Act (EOA) funds
for a Recreational Support Grant Neighborhood Youth Corps Program

and a Summer Youth Transportation Program; (2) the U.S. Department

of Health, Education and Welfare through Elementary and Secondary
Education Act Title I funds for a Summe; Program for Action to Renew

the Environment (SPARE); (3) the U.S. Department of Agxiicul‘cure through
the Summer Lunch Program for disadvantaged students; (4) 1;he State

of Ohio through a Vocational/Educational Subsidy; and (5) the City of

Cleveland through General Revenue Sharing monies.

Evaluation of Phase One activities has been based upon the results

of the NYC-PEP activities during summer 1972. The funding sources

and fund flow for Phases One and Two have been identified for the purposes .
of IMPACT f{fiscal reporti.ng.v; However, the City encountered numerous
problems in maintaining records on the actiyi’cies af approximately

1,100 pei‘sons of high school and college ages. Fo‘r example, many
applicants often completed an application for each CSYP ope;*afcing program
in which th‘ey participated. | Furthermore, in 1973, many of the youth

who complétéd applications appeared for work using different.or trans-
posed namés._‘* It is, therefore, inlpfactical to attempt to formally defiae,

discuss or count the‘persons employed by the City's summer recreation

*Sources: HRED SYEP files; intervieﬁvs with present and former Project
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activities or, as necessary for this evdluation, to separate the activities

of the IMPACT-funded youth from the other persons employed during

summer 1972. These problems were more complex in 1973, when nine

discrete sources provided funds through five state or federal mechanisms
to the City of Cleveland, the Cleveland Board of Education, and Geauga

and I.ake Counties, in addition to the LEAA IMPACT subvention.

Therefore, in terms of assessment of the 1972 and 197:3 p‘erfor.mance
of the summer recreation activities funded by IMPACT and coord’ina’ce;d
by the City of Cleveland, this evaluation must consider the activities of
the entire effort fur each year™ and infer results of the IMPACT-funded
efforts from the aggregated results of all activities. The evaluation dis-
cussion presented belpw develops, to the extent possible, the results of
the efforts of the IMPACT -funded personnel. Where this posture is
impractical, the discussion illustrates the activities of all groups and
agencies with appropyriate cléarly-defined inferences regarding the

activities of CSRP employees supported by IMPACT funds.

2.2 - PERFORMANCE ANALYSIS

This section presents a description and analysis of the activities

- of the Cleveland Summer Recreation Project (CSRP) and the extent to

*The discussion below, of necessity, will addréss 1972 and 1973 activities

‘separately and differently due to the nature of IMPACT funding in each
~of the years. : - : : '
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which these activities succeeded in meeting the Project's stated objectives.
Section 2.2.1 describes results appropriate tofPhase One of the Project,
including activi‘cles in the summer of 1972. Phase One results are dis-
cussed in terms of (1) their programmatic achievements, pursuant to the
MBQ objectives presented in »Table 1- l, and (2) ba PMS assessment ‘of
effectiveness and efficiency in achieving certain more broadly-defined
goals, as presented in Table 2-1. Section 2.2.2 utilizes the MBE)‘approach,

t

exclusively in an analysis of the results of Phase Two CSRP pé&rformance.
. Prior to discussion of the results of each phase of Project activities,
it is useful to examine the achievements of both phases from the aspect

of the overall programmatic objectives. Table 1-1 1nd1<:ated that the

Pro_]ect would seek to reopen and malntam 33 City swmnmu:xg pools and

108 Clty playgrounds for use by dlsadvantaged youth as well as othel

Cleveland residents. This objective has been met. The youths employed

as playground or pool superv.isors, work team supe'rv’isors iry other vCity

agencies, and work team members throughout the City permitted the

‘Division of Parks and the Division of Recreation to staff the pools and

playgrounds adequately During Phase One of the Pro_]ect these personnel

a551sted in the operatlon of 145 recreatlonal fac111t1es, cons1st1ng of

~1y09 pl‘aygrounds, 33 sw1mrn1ng po;ols, two beaches, and one recreation

center.” Premse data are not avzulable to 1nd1cate the number and type

*A multi- service recreation center is lo<:ated at John Marshall High School,
3952 West 140th Street, and is operated by the Cleveland Board of Education
in conjunction with the C:Lty of Cleveland. ‘ : o
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of facilities opened during summer 1973; however, documentation of the -
1973 Cleveland Area Comprehensive SurnmerA Youth Employment Program
(SYEP) indicates that the facilities open during that yéar were the same

as those under the 1972 Program. ’

The Phase One activities included employme‘nt of 'yoﬁng adult
supervisors and instructors for the recreational facilities. Of the 482
persons employed in these positions, 435 worked during t}le entire suimmer
period; the remainder Workedyless than .six days each. Atteﬂciénce at the
recreational sites was a total of 2,026,319 person-days consisting of
1,019,178 (50 percent) boy—days’,‘ 884, SQO (44 percent) girl-days, and
122, 641 (six percent) spectator-days during the 1972 Summer Progrém. o

In the 1973 SYEP, 13,423 pérsons were enrolled in the Neighborheood

Youth Corps and similar activities, while 105 youhg adult supervisors .

~and moritors were employed to assist in Program operations.

The overall Project objectivé indicated that the summer recreation

facilities would be opened to disadvantaged youth and other Cleveland

*Sources: (1) THE CLEVELAND AREA COMPREHENSIVE SUMMER
YOUTH EMPLOYMENT PROGRAM: A REVIEW OF THE FEDERALLY -
FUNDED YOUTH EMPLOYMENT PROGRAM FOR WHICH THE CITY
OF CLEVELAND WAS DESIGNATED PRIME SPONSOR (JUNE 18 -
AUGUST 31, 1973), Department of Human Resources and Economic

. Development, City of Cleveland, 12 December 1973, pp. 10 and 22; and

¢

(2) interviews with Program administrative and evaluation personnel.

**Source: Project notes compiled by Daniel M, Mason, Progrém’Sup’er—-
visor, Division of Recreation, in the preparation of 1972 Summer Program

- final reports to the Department of Public Properties, City of Cleveland,

2.7
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residents. Attendance was taken by counting the number of (spectators

and participants at each site each day during the 1972 Sumrnei‘ Program.’
As noted above, these attendance totals indicate a gross of over two million
attendees. Thé logistic circumstances of each ‘site made it impractical |

to query each attendee regarding city of residence, area Within that city,
a'nd_/o_r "disadvantagement'' status. HOWeverk, since there was at 1éas’t

one of the summer recreational sites in éé of the 28 Sociarl Planning Areas®

13

in the City of Cleveland in 1972, it can be reasonably inferred that most

s ale
prge s

of the attendees were City residents. Figure 2-1 presents a map of
Cuyahoga County which d’eline‘ates the 28 '""Analytical Planning Areas'' in
the City which are coincident with the 28 "Social Planning Areas" defined
by the Federation for Community Planning. The City Areas are numbered
15 through 42 on the map. Although their economic status could not be
readily determined at the recreational sites, it is reasonable to assume

that the attendees were predqminantly from the highly-urbanized central

city (i. e. , Cleveland) with its generally lower econoniic ex‘ivii‘onment as

opposed to the more affluent subjli‘.ban municipalitiés.' With respect to

the '"disadvantagement' of the attendees, the centra.l—city youth would,

- #No recreational facilities were situated in the "Downtown' or ""University"

Social Planning Areas (SPAs). The former SPA consists principally of
office buildings and industries; the latter SPA includes Case Western
Reserve University. ' '

ale e

**This assumption is affirmed by Project personnel who visited the sites -

~on a ''spot-check' basis for evaluation purposes. Most of the youth were

trecognized ag being from the surrounding neighborhoods. ... : ; :
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. ANALYTICAL PLANNING AREAS CUYAHOGA COUNTY 1973
01 BAY VILLAGE 30 .NEAR WEST SIDE 59 MAYFIELD HEVGHTS
02 BEACHWOOD 31 NDRTH BROADWAY 60 MlDDLEBUBGHElGHTS
03 DEDFORD 32 NORTH coumwooo . 61 MORELAND H
03 DBEOFORD HEIGHTS 33 ‘NORWOO o 62 NEWBURGH HEIGHTS
05 BENTLEYVILLE 34 Fumms BELLAIRE ® 63 NORTH OLMSTED - b
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— therefore, have less opportunity and/or less resources to utilize recrea-
tional facilities for which an admission was charged or which were located

distant from the ’youth‘s’ residence.

- 2.2.1 PHASE ONE RESULTS | ‘
— During the summer of 1972, the Project provided fund’s to employ |
’i 191 young adult supervisors for 3,000 NYC enrollees. These individuals

\ represénted, tégethevr with the existing full-time City worker S, t11e staff
. necessary to reopen and operate the recreational facilities through the

summer. IMPACT funds were used to place and employ a total of 228

- young adults, consisting of 96 Playground Supervisors under the DEpart-
- ment of Public Properties Division ‘of Parks and 132 Play Directofs

assigned to swimming pools and playgrounds under the Department of
Public Properties Division of Recreation. For the purposes of these
— activities, the 1972 ksurnrner recreation '"season! began June 21 and
concluded August 18, ,Durin:g the 41 working days, the various facilities

were available for use by the residents of the areas for a total of 246 hours.

In light of the facts that 228 persons were hired and that the
swimming pools, parks, and playgrounds were open for use by the
residents of the City of Cleveland, it is clear that the essential objective

of the first phase of the Cleveland Summer Recreation Projec{: has been met.

In térms of PMS goals, the analysis is Com,plicated ‘by a significant

2-10
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amount of requir:ad‘inference from the data through the causal measures
to a statement of succes‘s‘ or failure. Okf the four measures of success
described in Table 2-1, the data are availabie to address the '"Overall" |
measure and two of the "Other! measures ofy effectiveness and efficiency.
Since it is not currently possible to 'track" thé CSVRP-emp'loyed"youtrh's
or the NYC-employed youths with respect to prior or subsequent involve-

ment in delinquent behavior, it has been necessary to examine certain

“«

1

gross statistics® at the Social Planning Area level of aggfegatibn.. Because

the summer youth employment activities have been operated for a number

of years, and the CSRP IMPACT funding was utilized in two of th'es'e
summer programs, the data have been aggregated according to appropriate

two-year groups, representing the 1970 and 1971 (before) and the 1972 and

1973 (during) data as two discrete groups. In‘order to minimize the error

as a result of aggregation, rates of case filings per 1, 000 residents aged 12

through 17 were computed for each time period. These data are presented

in Table 2-2.

"The CSRP 'Phase One ""Overall" m.edsxtre of effectiveness was a
decrease in the number of IMPACT and‘non—IMPACT crimes by youths
in CSRP; thek first "' Other" measure of effectiveness was a decréase in
the dvelinquent behavior of CSRP youths. _The J uVenile Court ,£iling'data

presented in Table 2-2 are used as a substitute for the specific information

*Specifically, the number of filings in the Juvenile Court Division of the
Cuyahoga County Court of Common Pleas for Official and Unofficial,
Delinquency and Unruly cases, for the calendar years 1970, 1971, 1972,
and 1973. : S S
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- | TABLE 2-2

T - ' JUVENILE COURT FILINGS
o OFFICIAL AND UNOFFICIAL CASES
) BY CLEVELAND SOCIAL PLANNING AREA

T S D N S D R S R R S ey

1970 and 1971 1972 and 1973  CHANGE IN RATE
— TOTAL TOTAL 1970-71 to_1972-73 g
| FILINGS RATE FILINGS RATE | WABSOLUTE PERCENT :
— | 348 119.4 340 114.6 (4.8) (4.02) & ¢
Central-East 542 115.6 378 81.7 (33.9) (29.33) H
Central-West 495  107.3 406 86.0 (21.3)  (19.85) :
“Clark-Fulton 275 62.2 355 76.8 14.6 23.47 ;
Corlett - 801  78.3 |° 1043  95.8 17.5 22.35 !
Denison 254 64.8 257 62.9 (1.9) (2.93) g
Downtown* . 18 118.4 14 106.1 (12.3) (10.39) '
Edgewater 47 31.7 64 40.5 " 8.8 27.76 ;
Glenville 1844 80.6 1367 57.3 (23.3)  (28.91) !
~# Goodrich 188 127.5 117 76.6 550.9) ~(39.92) 4
# Hough 1447  109.2 1167 83.9 25.3)  (23.17) :
. Jefferson 200 35,3 210 36.6 1.3 3.68 :
1 Kinsman 383 95.9 247 58.8 (37.1)  (38.69) f
i Lee-Miles .+ 527 62.8 457 53.3 (9.5)  (15.13) i
Mt. Pleasant 625 76. 4 531 63.4 (13.0)  (17.02) ;
{  HNear West Side 1147  100.4 1248 102.6 2.2 2.19 f
| HNorth Broadway 207 71.3 204 68.9 (2.4) (3.37) b
North Collinwood 159 . 44.3 165 47.5 3.2 7.22 b
Norwood 343 73.4 391 /8.5 5.1 6.95 :
—1  Puritas-Bellaire 223 35.4 256 39.2 3.8 10.73 ¥
| Riverside 182 21.0 237 26.6 5.6 26.67 §
] South Broadway ‘ 277 47.3 | 1237 41.0 (6.3) (13.32) = &
f‘} South Brooklyn ' 226 27.1 273 32.7 5.6 20.66 :
~.-%  South Collinwood 426 81.6 364 66.S (14.7) (18.01) !
T Tremont 529 124.5 444 99.7 (24.8)  (19.92)
CH University* 123 86.6 76 54.9 (31.7)  (36.61) ;
West Side , 289 53.5 343 61.9 . 8.4 15.70 {
7 Woodland-Hills 408 71.6 521 88.1 16.5 23.04 f
Lok : ‘ . , i
CITY OF CLEVELAND TOTAL | 12,533 73.7 11,712 66.7 (7.0) (9.50) ;
WW&MMWWWMMWMJMEWM R R A e

NOTE: SOCIAL PLANNING AREAS are defined by the Research Department of the Federation
: for Community Planning. Rates are computed per 1,000 residents age. 12:through
A ' =+ 17 years. Population estimates from the Federation for COWWUH]t) Planning.
' ~Case data from the reports of the. Juvenile Court Division of the Cuyahoga County
Court of Common Pleas. Decreases in va]ue: are encjosed by parentheces

% " Spcial Planning Areas which had no playgrounds, pools, or b'acheo operating in
one or both years of IMPACT subvention.
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- families. Such youth were identified in the 19'72 IMPACT ‘MASTER PLAN

- City Department of Human Resources and Econokrr"lic Development, ’

i s

ERNPE

-~

PN

regarding each of the il:ldividuals employed by CSRP. As shown in the
table, there was a measurable change in delinquency and unruly filings
Citywide,l cor;sisting of a 9.5 percent decrease from the 1970-71 period - |
to the 1972-73 period. Some of the largest per capita decreases were in
the Social Planning Areas in which the recreational faciiities were located.
Examination of annual data for these same SPAs substantiates this inference

for the 1971-to-1972 changes. *

"The final PMS measure addresses an improvement in work experi-

ences for delinquent,. economically disadvantaged youth. While no data

are available to ensulj»e’ that the CSRP émployees were delinquent prior to a
participation in‘the Project, one of the principa.l criteria of the federal

funding limitations rra”yuifc&d that the youth be from economically disadvantaged

as the individuals with the highest propensity to commit IMPACT crimes
as well as other criminal and delinquent acts. The data to gquantify this

"improvement in work experiences'' were collected by personnel in the

ek

HRED staff constructed a sample of CSRP, PEP, and NYC youth

- employed by the several different agencies within City government. The

sample consisted of 23 individuals selecfed from the Parks and Recreation

*The effect of the 1972-t0-1973 changes is cbntaminated\by? the presence

“of the 1973 SYEP and the coincidencekof the CSRP Ph}ase Two effort.

§:<=.'=Th~e'following' discussion is based upon the final Phase One CSRP progr‘ess
" report and supportive data obtained from HRED staff, '

2-13
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Divisions' Public Employment Program (PEP) rolls, represented in the
approximate proportion’of these PEP employees to all the PEP empioyees;
that is, 40. 3 percent of the employees were a"ssign‘ed to the Pax;ks Division,
42.7 percent were assigned to the Recreation Division, and the remaining
17 percent, from whbm no samplé was drawn, were assignedv to cher

City functions, such as health, planning, .community ;‘elations, and the

Y

Cleveland Transit System. There is no basis for inference that the sample, :

1

or subsamples were biased in their selection of respondents.

rI"he survey instrument consisted of eight free-response (open-ended)
questions and 15 multiple-choice questions. The topics represented the
employees' assessments on four basic dimensions: how well they thought
they did; what they thought they learned; what they thought they contributed
to the City, to feil_ow employeeé, and to younger par}cicipants; and how
they thought they could use ;che sk‘ills. and fﬁnés they had acquired. 'Although
little sté.tistical ‘polwer.fln.ay ’t;e attributed to the's‘aniplé resp'on;eé, it should
be‘»r‘m'ted that ‘thé employges ‘g.en‘erally felt;'chat‘theifcontributions were
sigx;ificant (two-thirds of the 4rerisp6ndé‘1';t‘s) in the areas of éiéaningéﬁp ,ﬁh‘e
pérks aﬁd recreation facilities and in prO’viding"healthy “entertﬁnment alterna-
tives". to young people during the "hot summer months. ! In specific térms .
of éhgnging ‘attitudéfs and behavior with respect to  work/school experienées,
91.3 percenf of the responde‘nts‘ indicated that ‘their PEP suxﬁme&: experience
had iihproyed their ability to c,opve With’ either ‘scholol or work sitﬁétions,

These improvements were noted in the realm of ""development of self-control"
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and being able to~de-a1 with '"tense racial situations. '

Computation of Phase One Project efficiency measures may be
performed using gross Project expenditures for the first phase and otiler
data, such as Juvenile Cpurt filings for 1972 and 1973. * Phase One expen-
ditures totaled $152, 970.21. For a net reduction in Juvenile Court filixigs
from 1970-71 to 1972-73 of 821 cases, t}xis represents a per-case reduction
cost of $186. 32, Considerj_ng the 228 employees hired by ‘the Pha;se One
activities, it é.ppears that the Project was, at least tangentially, involved
in reducing the number of filings at a cost of approximately 82 cents per
reduced case filing pexr employee. Estimating the number of employees
for whom there was animpx_'ovement in attitude toward work and’/orA school
from the sample, 91.3 percen£ represents épproxiinately 208 CSRP employees
who benefited in terms of positive work experiences from the Project. This
figure translates to a c:os‘g of $734. 85 per employee with positive experiences.
It is not unr‘easonable to exp:ect that eac‘hk CSRP employee affected’ the

perceptions or activities of manyv of his peers in and out of the Project.

- Thus, while the statistics on _'the reduction in case filings aﬁd délinquéncy

may be marginally meaningful by themselves, there is reason to presume

that the actual effects of the Project extend beyond those individuals directly

involved in Phase One activities.

i ﬁ‘lhng data are us ed from’ these two years n‘a’thel than cornparmg 1972 w1th
1971 (the “bhefore' period) for two reasons: (1) CSRP activities did not begln

juntil the year was nearly half over; and (2) juvenile delinquency-reduction

projects are generally not expected to demonstrate all of their effectiveness

during the periods of operation, but rather through an extended period of

time after the project's 1mp1ementat10n or conclusion.  The effects of such
projects should be long-term in nature. ' : '
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2.2.2 PHASE TWO RESULTS

During the summer of 1973, the City of Cleveland again acted as

prime sponsor for a Comprehensive Summer Youth Employment Program.

In Phase Two of the Cleveland Summer Recreatidn Project, IMPACT

provided funds to t’rai’ryl disadvantaged college-age students as summer
p‘rogkranﬁ counselors. Project funds were used, as specified by the Phase
Two objective, to provide pré-service training andorientatbn during the
months of April, May, and June 1973 for these individuals:. The monitors

and team leaders were hired and trained in anticipation of their employ-

ment with the 1973 Summer Program.

Independent consultants spéc’ializing in group psychology and training

methods were hired to conauct these training sessions. Guest panelists
were drawn frdm City departments, social-service agencies, and the
local academic community. The sessions were held at John Carroll
University in University_ Héigh’cs, near Cleveland's East Side. A list of
125 college juniors and seniors Afrorﬁ local schools was drawn from an
eligibility ‘list containing Qvér: 3’00 names. The average attendance at the
‘nine training/ori‘entation ses sions was approximately 118 persons per
Session.,w One hﬁndred and five of these‘k individuals were hired to serve

as Program Monitors or Team Leaders in a counseling role throughout

the 1973 S’ummer Youth Employment Program. Table 2-3 presents the

~ general curriculum for these sessions and the date of each session.
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) TABLE 2-3 .
| CLEVELAND SUMMER RECREATION PROJECT

| PHASE TWO TRAINING AND ORIENTATION SESSIONS - ;
— - | © - CURRICULUM AND COURSE SCHEDULE ( e

FEAMEABT I v 2 ph SOUZFAGRIFT L s e R TNy B N A o T B e T T S L e T e e T R I r-wa’:-:.“m.ue-waz,n_mmz«
5
SESSION DATE CURRICULUM

R R L e e R S e R e S e e B e R L G T T e oy B e e S T R e e T S

e A 2Lk

1 Aprit 21 o General orientation to the Summer Youth Employment
: Program and its administration

e Ethnic composition and economic deve1opment of the
City of Cleveland

WA mmmy«mm;m&wmmmm

2 April 28 e Orientation of the youth culture h
3 May 5 ¢ Group dynamics |
e Motivation of groups
4 May 12 @ Sensitivity trainiﬁg )
5 ~ May 19 e Conflict handling ' | ‘ . § %
e Human relations i %
-6 May 26 & Supervisory techniques ' ‘ g §
e Communication skills !
7 June 2 e Counse]ing tecﬁniques ~ o %
8 June 9 ® Policies and pfocedures of the City of Cleveland %
‘ relating to on-the-job safety ?
9 - June 16 e Program edﬁcation %

SOURCE: ' Project documentation of Phase Two
’ (Summer 1973) activities
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According to Project doéumenta‘tion, the Cleveland Area Compre-
hensive Summer Youth Employment Program for 1973 operated with
seven principal objectives:

[ Provide meaningful summer employment and an opportunity -
to earn an income to at least 12,000 disadvantaged youth;

e Provide job training according to individual interests;
e  Encourage and develop sound work habits and attitudes;

° Provide individual and group interaction and plroblern solvmg
in job-related situations; ;

© Offer a meaningful alternative to idleness and lack of individual
ambition; '

o Promote civic pr1de and gocial awareness among all partl-
cipants; and

e Counsel and encourage youth to return to school in the fall.

The documentation states that, pursuant to an analysis of the entire Program

along these and similar objectives, the Program ' ... was at least 90

perceﬁf effecfgive in meeting“.the contract specifications ...."* A sa,mplé
of 743 participants Wés drawn frc‘a.m‘the 1973 Program enrollment of’
13,423, re‘presenting a more statistically-significant sample than that
frém the 1972 Program,. The areas’and methodology for the que'stions on‘
thé 1973 $amp'le do not vary greatly from the 1972 sanﬂ;ple’; the results

obtained are also similar in terms of how the participants gauged

programmatic effectiveness.

'THE CLEVELAND AREA COMPREHENSIVE SUMMER YOUTH EMPLOY—

'MENT PROGRAM, op.cit., p. 26.
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Attribution of results of Phase Two CSRP performance to the

reduction in Juvenile Court filings is more speculative than the compari-
sons described in Phase One. The persons directly inﬂ’uen’ced by the

Phase Two activities were the youth counselors; the effect on the thousands
of young people who participated in the Summer Youth Employment Pryofgram
would have to be gauged and assessed in terms of the effect through the
counselors. ’As a surrogafe for these 'meésurements, ‘this\ evaluation has
substituted (1) overall CitWide changes in the number of filing; for a
systern that would track the activities of Cleveland youth, and (2) Summer
Youth Employment Program performance for the performance of each of

the phases of IMPACT subvention and the role pla}red by the IMPACT -~
funded activities in the overall.Program. With these restrictions in mind,
and with only sﬁbjective impressions of the caﬁsal links between a successful
Summer Program and lower delinquency rates, the 9.‘5 percent reduction |
in filing rates from 1970-71 to 1972-73 was examined again. The principal
linkage that appears reasonable is the fact that in 1972 ’and‘ 1973 the Summel',“
'Yéuth Employment Programs were more intense than in prévious years;
fherefqre, during the same tirné periods, the rate of juvenile filings

decreased,

2-19
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SECTION: IIL

GCONCLUSIONS N

The principal goal of the Cleveland Summer Recreation Project
was to keep City recreational facilities open and operating during the
summer months for the benefit of delinquent, potentially-delinquent, and
disadvantaged ’you‘ch. The central Project hypothesis, stated in Sc*:ction I;
postulated that the need and/ox potentialk for the persons in\;olve"d in the

Project to commit crimes would decrease. An ancillary result was also

expected to be a reduction in the delinquent activity of the persons (1) who

patronized the recreational activities but were not a part of the Project

or the City's comprehensive summer employment program and (2) who
would be influenced-at the peer level by the positive motivations of the

individuals who did pai‘ticipate in the Project or the City's larger program.

The vélida,tion of Sucl‘;l. causal "if-then" linkages is not possible
for two reasons. First,‘ to do. so would reqpire a highly-sophisticated
client-specific data collection effort and comfn’ensﬁvate research in order ‘
to de%:érn}ine‘the extent of conta.minétic;r; by oﬁtside or ﬁncontr-_ollable
in:fluences’;;that is, to'what extent did the Project clirectly" effect a reduction
or contfibute to an overall reduction in crime or delinquency. A data
cjollec;ﬁion effort at this 1e‘Vel of detailvwa’s not within the SCQPe of the

Project's record-keeping functions and capabilities. Sedbnd’, baselihe
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data from a control group composed of the same target populatidn as the
Project would be necessary to determine whether, and to what degree, , N
the Project had any effect on the young adult employees or on the target.

population.

o The IMPACT -funded Cleveland SurnmerkRec'rea"cion Proj‘éct (CSRP)
was part of a larger effort in which the City of Cleveland played a principal
role in providing jobs and training to youth during the summersm;)f.lf)’?z
- : and 1973. The importance of CSRP cannot be demeanzd, however, by the
relative magnitudes of the funding amo‘unts or the number of persons
employed. During Phase One (summer 1972), the Project provided over
- 200 young adult supervisors without whom approximately 3,000 Neighbox-
hood Youth Corps enrcllees could not have been employed. During Phase
Two (summer 1973), the Project enabled ov.er 100 young adult counselors,
program monitors, %Lnd tez;.m ieaders to receive valuable pre-service
tra_Lini_ng and:orien’ca_.tion to kfchie policies, prqc:levdures, and techniques of

' the summer.employment program.

Although thé i;’riportax;;cé c;lx;"tllle cc'aynvtribution made-by CSRP t‘o the ‘

entire summer employment 'érogram mﬁst r{of be understated, a,s‘sessn;':ent
. of the CSRP»contributio,n to the overall summer progrém"'s achievements,
“as.noted a}bove,‘ is as difficalt for CSRP as it is for the .'rvnytilti‘cudei of other’

~ sources which prawided portions of the summer programs' funding. There-

.

omaana o @a¥, 71t has been necessary, in the evaluations of the effectiveness of the
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expenditures from~ the discrete funding sources, to assume that all activities
assisted in the athiev'ement of the summer programs' successes. These
results have been identified with respect to reducing delinquency, increasing
community suprrt, fostering better relations among juveniles, and improving

the youth‘s‘ attitudes toward school and work, among other accomplishments.

The analysis presented in Section II discussed delinquency and

youth crime as measured by filings in the Juvenile Court D‘ivisipn of the

- Cuyahoga County Court of Common Pleas. The City of Cleveland experienced

a 9.5 percent decrease in the number of filings from the 1970—7k1 period

to the 19';2—73 period‘l. Though direct attribution of this reduction to any
portion of the Summer Youth Einplc;yment Program may be speculative,
and the data required for statistical determination of interdependence are
not available, there is substantial consensus among planners and adminis~
trators that such summer programs do make a contribution to the reduction

of delinquency in the City.. K

Notwithstanding the problems encountered in the implementation of

& public program affecting soeme 15, 000 persons in the Cleveland area, the

summer recreation and employment activities coordinated through the

City yielded numerous be’rieﬁ‘—tsrto the general community. The principal

. report on these activities noted.six areas of concern with respect to

implémentation of future summer programs-"‘

| #Source: THE CLEVELAND AREA COMPREHENSIVE SUMMTR YOUTII
,EMPLOYMENT PROGRAM, op. cit., pp. 34-36.

*
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Development of precise and 'measurable program objectives;

Development of an administrative structure which assigns
and fixes responsibility for program activities;

Development of evaluation and monitoring components con-
current with program activity development;

Development and pretesting of systems and procedures which
will insure smooth operations;

Production of coordinated procedural, monitoring, and evalu-
ation instruments; and

¥

Development and implementation of precise plans for each
program function before the implementation of the functions
themselves, including '

e  Job-site development,

¢  Educativnal devellopment coordination for program
participants,

] Enrollee recruitment, registration, certification,
and classification,

6 Counseling for enrollees,
® Technical training of supervisory staff,
) Orientation of enrollees, and

o ~ Coordination of public information.

' These recommendations were apropos of all facets of the SYEP. Given
the role that the IMPACT CSRP played in the 1972 and 1973 Programs,

these concerns also 'apply to the IMPACT -funded efforts.

3.4
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