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I EXECUTIVE SU~~~RY AND EVALUATION CONCLUSIONS 

Project Synopsis 

This summary was prepared to provide an overview of evaluation 
findings and conclusions in an easily digestible manner. The Regional 
Office - SUD-Office LEAA Subgrant was in its fourth year of continuation 
funding during the evalua tion period. Many of the proj ec t' s origitlal con­
ce.pts and goals have faded ",ith the passage of time as its innovative 
aspects became institutionalized and part of the established order. This 
evaluation attempted to re-examine project concepts and goals, and measure 
or assess the extent to which they are, or are not, being accomplished 
currently. This final evaluation represents a considerable expansion of 
the interim analysis. However, to minimize repetition, the final report 
excluded some analysis and attached the int(~rim report for reference. 

The objectives of this LEAA grant were twofold in dimension: 
1) the establishment of six regional offices within the Governor's Common 
Human Service Regions to improve administrative efficiency and bring about 
decentralized decision-making for agency programs and services, and 2) 
the establishment of nine sub-offices to provide for a decentralized 
service delivery system with more accessible, localized client supervision. 
Specific objectives of sub-offices included a) placing agents in more 
localized settings to provide closer client supervision and better utilize 
community resources, b) emphasizing family and group counseling as tools 
for rehabilitation and supervision, c) Imvering agent caseload size to 
allow for more individual supervision time, and d) reducing agent travel 
which is costly in terms of agent time, convenience and motor vehicle operation. 
It was assumed that 'close' supervision, geographic proximity and modern 
counseling techniques ~vould reduce recidivism and better protect the community 
against potential crime. Regional offices were intended to facilitate 
regional program development and administration, coordinate inter-agency 
activity and decentralize parole or hearing case decision-making to 
accommodate an increased volume in cases requiring review. The Morrissey 
Decision made it necessary for violation hearings to be conducted in the 
communities where they occurred and the Rambeau Decision requires a full 
board presence for violation hearings. Regional staff were intended to 
assist in parole and violation revie,vs, and program management. 

The research design of the evaluation is simply a comparison of 
sub-office performance ",ith district office general caseload,> which lack 
some of the presumed programmatic advantages of sub-offices. ~'tatistic.al 

measures of program effectiveness were compiled and analyzed in the Board 
of Probation and Parole's Central Office using the Agency's statistical 
reporting system. The project evaluators consisted of an in-house evaluation 
team from the Agency's Research and Statistical Division. The Pennsylvania 
Board of Probation and Parole allmvs evaluation activities to be conducted 
:7ithout Agency interference to insure the integrity of information and an 
independence of judgment in the evaluation's preparation. 
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This evaluation report is divided into three analytic sections: 
a) an analysis of probation and parole outcome measures, b) an analysis of 
program activity an'd operations and c) an analysis of program costs and 
economic advantages. Most of the final report focuses on program performance 
and accomplishments as a result of sub-office operations. Implicit in the 
overall objectives of sub-offices was the desire to improve the quality of 
services and subsequently, the rehabilitative effect of supervlslon. Interview 
information pertaining to regional offices may be found in the attached 
interim report. 

Findings and Conclusions 

1. Re.c.1.cU.vMm whe.n me.MW1.ed by pcvw.te. fLe.c.ommi:tme.n..;t.o and 
plLObation fLe.vOC.a-UOIU M a pe.fLc.e.n..tage. on ;to,tal C.Me. 
c..tMW1.e.!.J, de.Me.M e.d in Mtb-o n n-tc.e.!.J dwz.-Lng ;the. 6·.f..JLo;t 
.6-tx. rno n:th.6 0 n 1975. \ 

However, sub-office clientele as an aggregate had proportionately 
more unsuccessful case closures among total closures than district office 
general caseloads. Over an eighteen month period, nearly 28% of sub-office 
case closures were unsuccessful in contrast ,vith only 21% among di.strict 
office clientele. There is some evidence that probation &nd parole caseload 
composition, agent arrest policy and geographic proximity to major urban 
centers affects aggregate sub-office recidivism values. Sub-offices tend 
to have more parolees, and to arres t parolees more frequently for tecfmical 
violations. At least one sub-office was thought to be adversely affec~ed 
by inter-office transfer pqlicy regarding new arrests of parolees from 
another area. Nevertheless, there is no evidence which suggests sub-office 
performance regarding recidivism is better than district office performance. 
It may be concluded from the record, ho,vever, that sub-offices are more 
effectively protecting the community from potential crime. 

2. Nute.!.JM We.fLe nou.nd ;to be. rnOfLe nfLe.qLte.n:t among pafLole.e...6 -t)1 
.6u.b-o n Mc.e.!.J ;than -tn dMtJUc.:t 0 ntl-i.c.e.!.J. Nute.!.JM among 
pfLobationeJvs -tn .6u.b-o nn-i.c.e.!.J We.fLe nou.nd to be. .te.!.J.6 nfLequ.en:t 
than pfLO ba;t.Lo ne.fL.6 -t11 dMtJUc.:t 0 n n-tc.e.!.J and pafLo.te.e.!.J -t11 g e.ne.Jt.cti. 

Over an 18 month period, parolee arrests occurred at an average 
rate of 4% of parolee caseloads per month in the sub-offices in comparison 
with 2.8% per month for parolees in district office general caseloads. A 
closer examination of arrest data revealed a qualitative difference in agent 
performance in sub-offices as compared to district offices. Proportionately 
more parolee arrests in sub-office settings were agent initiated for technical 
violations in comparison with district office general caseloads. During an 18 
month time interval, over 30% of the parolee arrests occurring in sub-offices 
were for technical violations in comparison with less than 24% in district 
office general caseload settings. This data strongly suggests that a possible 
effect of "closer" supervision is that agent surveillance effectiveness is 
increased to the benefit of community protection. This finding casts sub­
offices' apparently higher recidivism rate in a more positive light. 
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3. The. tta:te. a.t wlUc.h c.L[e.nu CUte. c..tM.6-<-Oie.d blj age.I'Ltb M 
UYLc.oYLv-<-c.:te.d v-<-ola:tolL6 WM 60und ,to be. IUghcvl -<-n .6LLb-
00 Mc.e. po PLtla.UO n6 -<-11 c.ompcvU.6 em wLth fubuc.:t 06 Mc.e. 
9 e.l1e1tal C.M e.-f..oad po pu.f..a,uo 1'l..6 • 

Over an 18 month period new unconvicted violators Here declared 
in sub-offices at a monthly rate of 1.8% of an average monthly caseload 
in comparison with 1.2% in general caseloads in district offices. This 
finding is consistent with both arrest and recidivism data and suggests 
that proportionately more sub-office clientele are "at risk" during an 
average month and are potentially destined for a return to jail in compar­
ison with district office general caseload clientele. 

4. Sub-ooo-<-c.e..o Welte. ooul1d :to have. .6igvu.o-<-c.al1tllj fu.ghelt 
peltc.e.l1tage..o 06 e.mpioljcd c.L[e.11:t6 al1d lowelt peltc.e.ntage..o 
00 c.L[e./'LU de.pe.l1de.nt LLpO YL public. M.6i.6:taVI.c.e. .tn c.om­
pCVti.6 0 YL wah di.6:tttic.:t 00 6ic.e. 9 e.11eJr..a.i C.M e.load cLte.l1:t6. 

In June of 1975, approximately 85% of the sub-office clientele 
were employed either part or full time in comparison Hith 77% of the general 
caseload clientele ~.;rithin district offices. Also, approximately 5% of 
the able to work sub-office population Has dependent upon public assistance 
in comparison with 10% in district office general caseloads. In light of 
the intent of the decentralization of service delivery, these facts imply 
that the more localized sub-office mode of operation is more effective 
in fostering economic self-sufficiency among public offenders. If 
probation or parole is to minimize the cost of criminal justice and correct­
ions to society and increase the likelihood of rehabilitation, offender 
employment must be vieHed as a primary objective and a measure of relative 
progr.am success. Empirical evidence demonstrated that sub-office performance 
with respect to offender employment has been consistently better than 
district offices. Although economic geography may account for some of these 
differences, the sub-office mode of operation may be cited as a major 
contributing factor to this relative success. 

5. Whe.11 tte..f!.wve. C.OI!J,t.6 al1d pttOgttcUl1 e.O 0 e.c;t.tVe.l1e..o.6 CUte. :tal2.e.11 
-<-nto ac.c.ou/'Lt, .6ub-o 1Mc.e..o welte. 60und :to have. me.MUlta.ble. 
e.c.o 110miC. advaVLtag 05 to J., 0 uuy iYL c.ompcvU.6 0 11 :to di.6bud 
00 Mc.e..o. 

An analysis of monetary criterion which speaks directly to the 
policy maker and budget keeper without sight of underlying offender behaviors, 
revealed that sub-offices had an estimated average cost to society of $299 
per client in comparison Hith $422 per client for district office general 
caseload. The basis of this cost effectiveness comparison Has PBPP operating 
cost per client, PBPP estimated caseload detention costs, PBPP estimated 
client costs and welfare dependency and PBPP tax dollars returned from client 
earnings which offset tax dollars expended for supervision. Although the 
average PBPP cost per client in sub-offices ~.;ras $656 in contrast \.;rith $570 per 
client in district offices, the overall effect of more tax dollars returned 
in sub-offices from employed clients and fewer tax dollars spent for income 
maintenance for welfare dependent clients resulted in a reversal of the cost 

relationship of sub-offices to district offices as evidenced above. These 

! 
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estimates, although crude, represent a reasonable strategy and clearly 
demonstrate an economic advantage for sub-offices. They also serve to 
highlight an importance of employment of 'probation and parole as a factor 
of client reintegration and cost minimization for corrections. 

6. An al1a1..y.oM 06 c..a.oeXoad c..ompo.oilio'1 -t.Y!. teJW1,.'J 06 plLOba.;UoY!. 
ve.Muo paJLO,te. ll.e.ve.cc..te.d :that plLopolLtJ.OlicLte.ly moJt..e. 06 .the. 
,6U.b-06n-t.c..e. c..a.oe.load we.Jt..e. c..clmpo.oe.d 06 pcuw,te.~5 -t.Y!. c..omr.;aJt-t..oon 
w.Uh fuJ:Jt.J.c..t 06 Mc..e. c..a.o e.locui5 . S-t.nc..e. PaJLO,te.e..o aILe. :tho ug ht 
to be. lughe.1t wI? c..a.oe..o be.c..au..oe. 06 :thwt. c..11...{.I11-t.ncc..t h-t..o,toJt..y, 
tfU..6 d-t.66M.e.nc..e. bl. c..ompol)-t.tioY!. may e.xp.e.a-t.Y!. -t.n pcUtt why .oub-
06Mc..e. c.Ue.nte..te. te.nde.d :to have. hJ..ghe.1t lLate..i.:l 06 Ite.~td-t.v-t..om. 

The first six months of 1975 did indicate that the difference in 
probation or parole (~cmposition may be diminishing \-l'ith time. During the 
first six months, app~oximately 57% of the sub-office caseload were 
parolees in contrast with 51% in district offices. To the extent that this 
trend continues probation and parole caseload composition will cease to 
become an explanation of differential performance rates for sub-offices in 
comparison with district cffices. 

7. Avcc..Uab.e.e. data on ave.Jtage. Ctge.nt c..a.o e..toad .o-t.ze. ha.o bl.dic..ate.d 
:that :the. age.YLc.y ha..o .ouc..c.e.Mnu.Uy ll.e.duc..C'.d ave.Jt..age. age.l1,t 
c..CL6e..toad .o-t.ze. wdhln ,the. .oub-06Mc..e..o :to ac..c..e.p:tab.e.e. .e.e.ve..t.o 
06 applLoxhnate.!y 50 ~e.11.:t.o pe.Jt.. age.n.t a.o Jt..e.qu-tlLe.d by :th-t..o 
gltant. 

During the latter part of the evaluation period, overall caseload 
growth was seen to increase more rapidly in sub-offices than in district 
offices. Data indicated that management changes in agent staffing patterns 
were successful in reversing the upward trend in sub-office average caseload 
size. Between April and June of 1975, agents in sub-offices were carrying 
an average of 54.5 clients in comparison with an average of 57 clients per 
agent in district office general caseloads. Since average caseload sizes 
for sub-office agents reflect both LEAA and state funded agents, the overall 
average of 54.5 clients per agent in sub-offices was not considef,ed unreason­
able. In fact, an examination of individual LEAA funded agent caseload sizes 
indicat.ed that most LEAA funded agents were carrying about 50 clients. These 
low caseloads presumably allow agents more time to provide both effective 
surveillance in the community and rehabilitative treatment, such as, client 
counseling and guided group interaction as this grant requires. I Previo'ls 
data, however, suggests that perhaps agent time is being focused primarily 
on client surveillance in the community 

8. The. ctnc{f.y.o-t..o 0'0 o..c..;Uve. c..ct.oe..toad.o . .tn MLb-06Mc..e..o and clJ..,5-ru~t 
o66-tc.e"s Ite.ve.cc..ee.d ,tha:t plLO POtLUO Vl.Cl..-te..ty molte. f., ub- 06 Mc..e. c...e.-t.e.fUe..te. 
on :the. aV(2}Lage. WelLe. de..ta..i.!<1e.d in c..ompcuu.bOn W-Lth d-t..oJ:Jt.J.c..t 06Mc..e. 
c...e.-t. e.nt e.! e. • 

f.: 
r" 
iJ 



-5-

Active cases may be defined as all cases that arc not closed. 
Active consists of those who are obtaining 'active' supervision and those 
that are obtaining' case ,qork' supervision. Active supervision ,-Jas defined 
as clients with whom the agent has personal contact in contrast with case 
work supervision ,.,hich was defined as absconders or clients in detention 
due to new violations or mental illness. Both sub-offices and district 
offices had approximately 89% of their cases under active supervision. 
However. 6.8% of the sub-office population in compad.son tvith only 5.4% 
of tho district office group were classified as being in detention as opposed 
to being absconders. This finding is consistent with previous findings 
regarding rates of ...:lient arrests and the consequent conclusion that relative 
closeness to tile conununity has aided sub-office agents in imposing their 
arrest authority when necessary. 

9. A e.ompcuu.oon 00 :the. OJte.qLLe.ne.y wLth. wfue.h age.n:t-o e.O!1:tac.:t 
c.Lte.!1,U OJt e.Olia.-te.lLai. ae.qaC(-t!1:tal1e.e.!.J -tYl.cUe.a:te.!.J :tha.:t M/.b-
On n-te.e. ag e.11:t.6 aJLe. hCW-tvLg 111OlLe. OlLe.qUe.n.-t e..Ue.n.-t an.d/ oIL 
c.olia.:te.lLa1. e.o n.-ta.c..:t..o peIL rna Mil ;tlta.n cf)),:tIUc.:t 0 6 o-te.e. ag e.VL:t.6 • 

It was observed that sub-office agents had approximately 1.2 
client contacts in the field or office per month in contrast with only 
1.0 client contacts in district offices. Likewise, the average frequency 
of collateral contacts for sub-office clients was 2.1 collateral contacts 
per month in comparison with only 2.0 collateral contacts for general 
caseload agents. Since the magnitude of difference is not substantial, 
this data did suggest that the sub-office mode of operation allowed for 
more frequent agent contac.ts as the program was intended. 

1 O. An a.na1.yl.J.tI.J 06 e.o wt:ty 06 JLe.l.J-tde.ne.e. -t!'1. 1Le..f.a..Uo!'1. ,to a 6 Me.e. 
06 !.J ape.lLv.tI.J-to 11 p)1.,cw-tde.d C.J!.e.CVL, e.mp}Me.a.e. e.v-tde.!1e.e. :tha.:t 
!.Jub-o 6Me.e.!.J o.!1.e. appJwplL-ta.-t'0,f.y .i!.oe.a.tf ze.d w).;tIt-tl1 e.one.e.n.-tJLa..te.d 
c.Li..e.lt:t !.JLtbpopLLf.atiOI1!.J cl.!1d a.·6~olLd !.Jav,t.ng!.J -t11 age.M :th.a.ve.L 
Had :the.y be.e.I'!. 1(.(! .. qu).lLe.d :to Ope.lLa.-te. ou-t 06 a nvJtme.lL cf)),-fJ!..,{ .. c.:t 
o6t5-te.e. ,SYb:te.m, ,tJLave..f. wou1..d have. be.e.J1 moJte. e.o;.,ily. 

Approximately 62% of the sub-office clientele were found to be 
living in the same county as their supervising office in comparison with 
approximately 54% of the district office caseload clientele. In addition, 
approximately 22% of the sub-office clientele resided in a county adjacent 
to their controlling office as compared to 32% of the district office 
clientele. Thus, approximately 84 and 85% of sub-office and district 
office clientele respectively reside \vithin the same county or an adjacent 
~ounty to their controlling PBPP office. It may be concluded that sub­
offices are centrally located and capture client subpopulations effectively 
in terms of coverage. As a result, their location constitutes a savings 
in travel over what would be required if they had operated from their parent 
district office. 
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11 . An ana£_y.6-u 06 cUe.nt need.6 and cU~J'l.t Jte.6 e.JtJta1...6 -Ll'ld-Lc..CGte.d 
that .6ub-066-Lc..v.:, aJte. utiUzblg available. c..cmllnwuxy Jte..6oUJtc..v.:, 
a.o th e. 9 Ji.ctVL:t -L VL:t e. nd ed . 

Employment remains as the outstanding need cited and the most 
frequent reason for referral during the survey period. Client needs 
were found to be correlated with client referral patterns suggesting a 
followup relationship between agent l'received need and services sought 
on behalf of the offender. 

12. It Wa.o the. c..onctuo-Lon 06 trw., e.va..tuation tha..t gfLOUp .6Upe.JtvM..tcm 
te.c..hn-Lquv.:, aJLe no lo ng e.Jt 9 enu-tne. 0 b j e.c..Uvv.:, 06 the. Jte.g-Lo nal 
and .6ub-066-Lc..e. pJtogJtam and tha..t gJtOLtP .6Upe.Jtv)..o-Lon hM be.e.n 
Jte.lega..te.d to low pJtlo4Lty 0 n Cl. pJtogJtctmma..tic.. .6 c..a1.e.. 

Among nine agents statewide who are currently conducting groups, 
only two agents ~vere found to be from sub-offices. A review of agency 
memoranda and administrative correspondence indicated the following points: 
1) there has been a lack of continued con~itment from the Board, Management 
and supervisory levels of the Agency, for group counseling and/or supervision, 2) 
that training in group counseling - group supervision techniques has been 
discontinued and 3) that the Agency has not attempted to either evaluate 
groups for their effectiveness or clarify objectives regarding groups as a 
tool for supervision in relationship v]ith Agency goals. Although fiscal 
constraints Rnd increasing work pressures were commonly cited reasons for 
the Agency's present position of not promoting group techniques, the Agency 
is -permitting the use of group techniques on a voluntary basis where agents 
value them and are able to utilize them in addition to their normal daily 
,-Jork activity. 

Evaluation Recommendations 

The regional and sub-office project is an integral part of the· 
Board of Probation and Parole's program structure and service delivery system. 
This evaluation suggests that sub-offices-, and to a less obvipus-extent 
regional offices, have improved the Agency's administrative efficiency. 
Decision-making has been decentralized as a result of the subgrant and 
sub-offices are demonstrably more accessible to both agents and clients as 
a base of operation. It is equally apparent from the analysis that there 
are distinct economic advantages to a more decentralized mode of operation 
when both cost and effectiveness is taken into account. This evaluation 
therefore recommends that the Board continues tu plan and implement its 
decentralization policy to optimum levels of organizational efficiency. 

One aspect of the subgrant which never reached fruition ,vithin 
the decentralization program, was the objective of placing emphasis on 
modern therapeutic techniques, such as, individual or group counseling. This 
rehabilitative emphasis recognized that the desired end of supervision ~-Jas 
the protection of the community from crime through the offender's successful 
reintegration into his community. The means to that end \vhich is in question 
here, has not materialized as an operationalized aspect of sub-office or 
district office programming. A?ide from the measurable benefits of physical 

I 
I 
I 
I 

I 
I 
; 

" 



"'{ 

o , 

· " •. ' . , .• _ • . , ... ~,., .. ,,<~ .... "' .. :d","' __ ""'C~, ,',_. --:::->'ri"r,""'....,.,.....H"""~_ .......... 'I<,_ ..... _ ......... ~"';_· ""' .• ,..,.. ................ ~ .. ~~......,..~-.,.o o~oo""'.;.~'-"'.~-~~"'-' ... ;;;.,.,..:.(, .. ,:".:~;:.;..\"f'~·;·;'-,~ ... ·;..,;.; ·,NI,;:.....;~~.:.;;.""'-l.\lJ,~~~'''"'··,::...;~'''t'"'~'''-'''" ... ;B.,;.''';.!r:o;'':.h:;.; "':"'"'i",~~A.'J.:"~'. 

-7-

proximity and a sma!l scale of operation with controlled caseload size, 
sub-offices do not differ appreciably from district offices in progralmning. 
Since reintegration is a process involving agent and client interaction, 
the agent must call upon both la\v enforcement skills and counseling skills 
in his mix of supervision tools aimed at influencing client behavior. Sub­
offices have demonstrated proficiency in the use of law enforcement skills 
as a supervision tool and a means of protecting society from crime. However, 
Agency programming in the area of rehabilitative skills, such as, gUided 
group interaction, or client counseling, has been lacking during :.he 
evaluation period. Since little planning or policy-making was visible 
at the management level during the evaluation, this report recommends that 
the goal of offender reintegration be re-examined and made explicit in terms 
of operational objectives for the Agency. This requires that projects of 
an experimental nature which are aimed at maximizing client reintegrative 
potentials, be operationalized and evaluated for effectiveness so that 
programmatic decisions are explicit, understandable and based upon a 
foundation of documented experience. 

Since caseloads continue to grow, it is recommended that the Agency 
continue to closely monitor caseload size as it has done successfully in 
the past evaluation period. Also, the evaluation supports and encourages the 
Agency's experilnentation with large reduced supervision caseloads. It is 
suggested that further consideration be given to expanding caseload 
specialization, such as, intensive probation and parole caseloads, reduced 
supervision caseloads, or specialized counseling, into the regional office 
and sub-office program structure with careful monitoring of project per­
formance. Specialized program efforts such as, SRS, should also be examined 
for further integration into overall progranmling and for possible utilization 
to answer some agency research questions. 

The evaluation recommends that the Governor's Justice Commission 
continues to support this decentralization project which has "had a beneficial 
impact upon probation and parole supervision. 
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II AGENCY AND EVALUATION BACKGROUND 

Agency Overview 

The goals of this project were reviewed in the precetiing project 

synopsis. A more detailed enumeration may be found in the attached interim 

report on Page 7. A brief organizational history follows for background 

information. 

The Pennsylvania Board of Probation and Parole is an independent 

state agency, directed by a four member Board, an Executive Director, and 

support staff located in Harrisburg. As a result of this grant, field staff 

are organized into six regions. Each region is headed by a LEAA funded 

regional director who is responsible to the Director of Field Services, 

the Superintendent of Parole Supervision, and lastly, the Executive Director.. 

Each region consists of one or t"lO district offices; there are a total of 

ten district offices. Seven of these district offices have nine LEAA funded 

branches called IIsub-offices ll located in small cities: York, Lancaster, 

Reading, Norristown, Scranton, State College, Sharon-Farrell, Aliquippa and 

Greensburg. There are currently 30 parole agents who report to the super-

visor of each sub-office; ten of these agents are paid by federal funds from 

the grant which is the object of this evaluation, t,vo are paid from state 

matching funds and the remainder are paid from general state funds. In 

addition, one of the nine supervisors (Greensburg) is LEAA funded. 

The existing field services historically were delivered from nine 

district offices located throughout the State of Pennsylvania. During the 

five years prior to the application for this sub grant , the Board experimented 

an increase in the number of cases supervised which limited available resources 

and hindered the delivery of services. It became increasingly clear that 

they no longer could provide adequate services until such time as decision-

making was decentralized closer to where the client was being supervised .. 

. ;,~:, 
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The Agency intent was that decentralization would provide for more meaningful 

service delivery and improve the morale of the agents. Because the sub-office 

is the conceptual basis of this project, this evaluation will focus primarily 

on the sub-office program including the state funded agents and their case-

loads. 

Evaluation Methods and Activities 

There have been several modifications to the evaluation since the 

interim report which were intended to provide quantitative measures of 

program effectiveness that were heretofore unavailable. The following data 

formed the basis of the interim evaluation: case closures (recommitments, 

revocations and final discharges), client arrests, unconvicted violations, 

total caseload, average agent caseload size, caseload composition, client 

employment sta tus and client incorJe. This final report improved upon the 

methods of analysj.s used to evaluate these variables but also considerably 

expanded the evaluation to include an analysis of 'active' caseload status, 

agent daily activity, client location of residence, guided group interaction 

and relative cost-effectiveness to society. Although multi-variate techniques 

of data analysis \'lOuld have greatly improved statistical methodology in 

this report, fiscal constraints have prevented taking advantage of modern 

computer software capabilities for a more sophisticated analytic approach. 

Most quantitative information used in this evaluation \Vas obtained 

from the Board of Probation and Parole's management information system which 

is in varying degrees of automation currently. Data on caseload size, com-

position and case closures came directly from the Agency's computerized client 

master listings. Since the interim evaluation report, partial automation 

of employment and arrest data has occurred. Automated client listings for 

collecting employment data has eliminated much of the "guesstimation" which 

+----------.. . \~--.... ----.................. ----------------------------~---
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was prevalent before procedures were changed. Automated data processing 

< 

assistance in arrest reporting has enabled the evaluators to separate 

probationers from parolees to the benefit of the analysis. 

During the later half of the evaluation period, on-site visits 

and interviews were completed. A total of fifteen visits were made to 

nine sub-offices during the evaluation. In addition, agent referral forms 

were received from seven out of nine sub-offices for client referrals and 

needs from December, 1974 through June, 1975. These survey results were 

added to the preliminary results reported in the interim evaluation. Most 

interview findings were reported in the interim report. The expanded 

analysis of guided group interaction is the only area of the final report 

which depends heavily upon interviews and Agency correspondence. 



III ANALYSIS OF PROBATION AND PAROLE OUTCO~lli 

This section of the evaluation is intended to assess the effectiveness 

of probation and parole supervision in terms of both a) influencing the offender ,f; 

\ 1/ 

to live a law abiding life and b) reintegrating him into his economic community.', 
I' 

The LEAA funded decentralization of client supervision into a more localized 

mode of operation was intended to bring about closer client supervision, and 

consequently, more effective client counseling and surveillance. It was expected, 

therefore, that decentralization would impact directly on client performance and 

probation or parole outcome. 

Variables selected as measures of program effectiveness were client 

recidivism indicated by parole reco11l11litments and probation revocations, client 

arrests, client unconvicted violation status and client employment status. 

Although this evaluative effort has been successful in producing quantitative 

information reflecting program impacts, fiscal constraints precluded taking 

advantage of modern computer software for multivariate data analysis which is 

capable of identifying underlying causal relationships. Thus, the evalu~tion 

can only theorize how or why the program achieved some results, and hope that 

conventional \visdom, when combined with factual results, can identify options 

t for management which further improve results. 

Recidivism and Unsuccessful Case Outcome 

The attached Interim Evaluation Report explored several alternative 

methods of computing recidivism measur~s which reveal the impact of decentral-

izati.on upon client behavioral performance. Recidivism was defined as the number 

of parole reco11l11litments and probation revocations that occurred in the years 

before and after the inception of the grant. It was found that regardless of 

hmv recidivism was measured, a substantial decrease in recidivism occurred 

statewide from before (1968 - 1971) to after (1971 - 1974) the grant's inception. 

This final report will not rehash those findings but asks the reader to refer 

, , 
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to Appendix II (Page 15) for detailed results: Notably, this statewide assessment 

suffers from the fact that regional and sub-offices were introduced within the 
..... 

same year as several other state~vide program innovations. Consequently, positive 

recidivism resuJts could not be attributed solely to the effects of decentral-

ization funded in this grant. 

Since the period under evaluation represents the project's fourth year 

of continuation funding, the question of program impact was of lesser importance 

than the question of sub-offj.ce differential performance in comparison ~vith the 

more centralized portions of the Pennsylvania Board of Probation and Parole's 

service delivery system. This final evaluation report therefore emphasizes a 

comparison of client performance in sub-offices created by the grant with clients 

being served in their respective parent district offices. Since the time period 

covered by the interim evaluation, calendar year 197h, six months of updated 

information have been added to provide a ne~v basis for a corllparative evaluation 

of differential performance. 

Table I presents recidivism data measured by the case closure method, 

a computation which minimizes the effects of unequal lengths of time under super-

vision and approximates a cohort technique. The ca3e closure method computes 

unsuccessful case closures (recommitments and revocations) as a percentage of total 

case closures which .. includes successful case terminations that had expired max-

imum sentences. 

,) 

r 
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TABLE I 

Percentage of Unsuccessful Case Closures 
January, 1974 through June, 1975* 

12 Months 6 Months 
1974 1975 

29.4% 25.7% 

Seven District Offices 22.3% 20.1% 

SRS Case10ads;~* 21.9% 30.4% 

*Appendix I contains data values used to derive percentages 

18 Months 
Composite 

27.9% 

21. 4% 

25.3% 

**The Social Rehabilitation Service of the U.S. Department of Health, Education 
and Welfare provides funds for parole supervision of alcohol/drug abusers and 
welfare dependent clientele who need specialized ·services and intensive super­
vision. 

One of the objectives of the grant was to locate agents nearer to 

the populations that they served so as to provide closer supervision and 

~ncreused utilization of community resources. A desired consequence of closer 

supervision was an enhance.d likelihood of rehabilitation through more effective.· 

agent counseling and an improvement in protection for the community through· 

more effective. agent surveillance. Recidivism data for calendar 1974 indicated 

. clearly that proportionately more of the sub-offic~ clientele (29.4%) were 

being returned to jail than district office case closures (22.3%). It was 

s~ggested in the Interim Evaluation report that the sub-offices' comparatively 

poor performance in regard to rehabilitation may be offset by its strong 

performance with respect to effective surveillance criteria. Furthermore, 

some differences in part may be due to differences in case10ad composition. 

These factors were pursued in the attached interim (Page 24). 

Significantly, the nine sub-offices evidenced a marked improvement 

in the percentage of unsuccessful case closures during the first six months of 

1975. Some 25.7% of the sub-office case closures were returned to jail whereas 

',j 
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district clientele had 20.1% of their case terminations returned to jail. The 

trend tmvard improved' recidivism performanc.e in the sub-offices reduced the 

difference between sub-offices and district offices when the eighteen month 

time period is assessed as a whole. For an 18 month period, about 21% of the 

case closures from district office caseloads were unsuccessful while nearly 

28% of the sub-offices' case closures were also returned to prison. Unfort-

unately, the reason for the improvement in offender rehabilitation cannot be 

determined by this analytic approach. An examination of probation and parole 

caseload composition and client arrest data suggests possible explanations 

which will be explored more thoroughly in the remainder of this evaluation. 

Another possible explanation for the relatively poor performance ratio 

of the nine sub-offices as a group when the closure method is used is that 

one or more offices might bias the overall failure rate upward because of 

unusually large numbers of unsuccessful terminations being characteristic of 

the office. A reported practice of the NorristOlm Sub-Office has been to 

transfer Philadelphia clients into their caseload in unconvicted violator 

status when they are arrested for crimes in Hontgomery County.)~ If these 

clients are retained under Norristown statistical control until they are 

deducted as recommitm'2nts, the unsuccessful closure ratio for Norristown will 

be unrealistically biased upward. 

To examine the impact of Norristown case failures on the total sub-

office failure ratio, Norristo\m closures have been isolated. In 1974, the 

Norristmvn sub-office reported 38 final discharges and 37 returns to jail for 

an unsuccessful closure ratio of 49.3%. When Norristown closures are excluded, 

the resulting 1974 figures for eight sub-offices are 98 failures and 286 

final discharges for an unsuccessful closure ratio of 25.5%. Although this is 

higher than the seven general caseloads, it was not statistically significant 

(t = 1. 24). For 1975, N'orristown reported 16 failures and 15 final discharges 

for a failu1:e ratio of 51. 6%. The resulting 1975 figures ex~luding Norristo~vn 

*Hr. Francis J. O'Connell, Norristown Supervisor, private communication. 
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are 67 failures and 224 final discharges for a sub-office failure ratio of 

22.9%. Again, this is higher than the 20.~% for the seven general caseloads, 

but is not significantly different (t ~ 0.97). The 18 months composite, 24.4% 

for the eight sub-offices, does not differ significantly from the 21.4% for 

the general caseloads (t ~ 1.53) suggesting that sub-offices still may not 

have better recidivism performance when transfers are taken into account. 

Since the differences are small, they could be accounted for by caseload 

composition. 

One important observation in the Interim Report concerned a third 

distinct compa.rison group which was isolated in the analysis to avoid biasing 

the study in favor of the sub-offices. The Social Rehabilitation Service of 

the U.S. Department of Health, Education and Welfare provides funds for 

offenders vith drug or alcohol problems and dependencies on public welfare 

so that they can obtain speicalized services and supervision to overcome their 

handicaps. Clients receiving SRS services represent higher risk groups and 

they are not administered from LEAA funded sub-offices. To develop a gen-

erally comparable population within district office caseloads, the SRS treat-

ment group t17as isola ted. 

Ironically, preliminary findings based upon 1974 data indicated a 

relatively low level of recidivism for these difficult cases. Time, hm17ever, 

had not been taken into account in computing recidivism measures. It \17as 

th'eorized ia the interim evaluation that since SRS had not become operational 
. 

until mid-1973, lag time from arrest to conviction and recommitment would 

result in an understatement of 1974 recidivism. This was especially true because 

SRS did not acquire cases with violations pending disposition at its inception. 

·1. 
'" l 
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This reasoning implied a future increase in recidivism among SRS clientele. 

This thesis was borne out by data for 1975. In fact, data for 1975 suggests 

lower levels of recidivism among sub-office case closures (25.7%) than the 

higher risk SRS population (30.4%) as would have been expected. 

In conclusion, at least one out of every four cases being closed 

in sub-offices are returned to prison in comparison with one out of every 

five case closures in a comparable district office population. Since the 

primary goal of supervision is to influence constructive behavior '''hich 

obviates the need to return a client to prison, it may be concluded that 

sub-office personnel must strive to improve this record. HO\,,€ver, successful 

intervention does require the offender's removal from a street environment 

when violations occur. In this sense, the ability to provide close supervision 

may offer maximum safeguards for the community. In the final analysis, unless 

more complex multivariate techniques are used, the behavioral criterion of 

recidivism must be related intuitively to other measures of performance to 

accurately judge relative program effectiveness. 

Analysis of Client Arrests 

Recidivism has been defined in this evaluation as cases which have 

been terminated for a return to jail. There is, however, an 'array' of other 

indicators \"hich are antecedent to recommitment and may reflect more qualitative 

aspects of program performance in a community. These data include arrest, 

conviction and sentencing. Tr;2 avai13bility of summary arrest data suggests it 

-is a useful second measure of relative program effectiveness. An advantage of 

client arrest data is that it may more accurately reflect behavioral performance 

for the time period under evaluation. Recommitment and revocation are time 

consuming procedures \"hich involve substantial time lags from arrest to conviction, 
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and finally to official disposition. Consequently, recidivism criteria bias 

performance assessments toward earlier time periods. Since arrest data is 

accumulated by date of arrest, it is a more timely parameter. Nevertheless, 

there are important disadvantages to arrest data which mitigate against reliance 

upon arrests as the primary measure of program performance. 

One noteworthy limitation of arrest data is the fact that aggregate 

arrests reflect total crimes, not total criminals. This fact has important 

implications for a comparative study. First, there may not be a correspondence 

betv.1een persons in each study group and the number of crimes alleged for each 

individual. Thus, "hen differential frequency of arrest is not controlled 

, statistically, a study may be biased by different kinds of subjects in the 

comparison populations. In addition, aggregate arrest data does not take into 

account the seriousness of offenses in relation to either a class of crimes, or the 

freq~ency of criminal arrests for individuals. This lack of information pertain-

ing to the seriousness of a crime may also distort comparative assessment. 

Lastly, and perhaps most importantly, arrests only presume the ex-offender's 

guilt. This aspect of arrest calls into question how varied law enforcement 

and criminal justice policy in different geographic areas is applied to offenders. 

In conclusion, aggregate arrests are good indicators of the level of 

criminal activity among two comparison offender populations even though they may 

not correlate perfectly with recidivism as defined here. An important aspect of 

arrest data for performance assessment purposes is evident when arrests are 

distinguished as criminal as opposed to technical violation arrest. Agent 

effectiveness may be measured by their ability to intervene preemptively in the 

offender's affairs to protect the community from crime. It is this aspect of 

aggregate arrest data which justifies its use for evaluation. 

1 
" j 
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Table II displays parolee arrest daea for both calendar year 1974 

and six months of calendar 1975. Since arrest of probationers was not 

available for a comparable period of time, it will be treated separately in 

the follmving analysis. Average monthly parolee arrests are expressed as a 

percentage of average monthly parolee caseloads in the comparison populations. 

Table II 

Average Number of Parolee Arrests Per Honth as a Percent 
of Average Honthly Parole Caseloads 
January, 1974 through June, 1975 

12 Honths 197L, 6 Honths 1975 18 l'Ionth 
Average % Arrests Average % Arrests Average 

Parolee Comparison Monthly Per Monthly Per Honthly 
Populations Case10ad Month~c Caseload Honthic Caseload 

Nine Sub-Offices 744 4.1% 774 3.9% 754 

Seven District 
Offices 1,223 2.7% 1,351 2.9% 1,266 

SRS Case10ads 1,098 4. 9/~ 1,054 4.5% 1,083 

*Average number of arrests per month + average case10ad per month 

Composite 
% Arrests 

Per 
Month* 

4.0% 

2.8% 

4.7% 

Regard1esG of the time interval used, arrests are more frequent among 

parolees {n sub-offices than in district offices. Over an eighteen-month period 

begining in January of 1974, parolee arrests \Vere occurring at an average ratt(--

of 4.0% per month in sub-offices in comparjson with 2.8% per month for the 

paroled population of district office general case1oads. Although higher sub-uffice 

arrests would be consistent with recidivism findings, the kind of arrest which 

occurred is hidden in the data. If sub-offices are providing closer supervision 

as decentralization intended, agents may preempt police authority to protect the 

community from crime. A closer examination of arrest data suggests a qualitative 
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difference in agent performance in sub-offic,Bs as compared to district offices. 

Table III analyzes parolee arrest data in terms of police arrests for ne~v offenses 

and agent arrests for technical parole violations. 

Table III 

Parolee Nmv Charge and Technical Violation Arrests 

.-
Nine Sub-Offices ! Seven District Offices SRS Caseloads 

NC Arrests * 
12 Months 1974 260 305 439 

TPV Arres ts *"/; 

12 Months 1974 104 94 203 

])el'cent TPV 
12 Honths 1974 28.6 23.6 31. 6 

NC Arrests 
6 Honths 1975 120 181 209 

TPV Arrests 
6 Nonths 1975 61 56 74 

Percent TPV 
6 Months 1975 33.7 23.6 26.1 

NC Arrests 
18 Honth Composite 380 486 648 

TPV Arrests 
18 Month Composite 165 150 277 

Percent TPV 
18 Month Composite 30.3 23.6 29.9 

*NC - New Charge 
**TPV - Technical Parole Violator 

The data clearly indicates that proportionately more arrests in 

sub-office settings ~vere agent initiated for technical violations than Here 

arrests in the district office general caseloads. Over an eighteen month 

time interval, over 30% of the arrests occurring in sub-offices were for 

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



-20-

technical violations in comparison with less than 24% in district office 

general caseload setting. This difference was tested and found to be 

statistically significant (t = 2.59, p < .01) implying that it v7as not due 

to chance and may be due to program. Notably, the specialized SRS clientele 

of district offices who also receive closer supervision had a similar 

proportion of technical violation arrests. The data therefore strongly 

suggests that although closer supervision may not be having obvious rehab--

ilitative effects as it was partially intended, it is enhancing the effect-

iveness of agent surveillance activities to the benefit of the community. 

Since parolees are the sole responsibility of the Parole Board in Pennsylvania, 

this finding has significant impact and casts the sub-officers apparently 

higher recidivism rate in a more positive light. 

Data on probationer arrests \\lere not available during the writing 

of the interim evaluation report. Hith the development of this data, an 

analysis of probationer arrests have been included in this final report. 

Paradoxically, probationer arrest data ~o not lead to the same conclusion. 

Probationer arrest patterns among the two comparison populations do hot 

vary in the same way as parolee arrests. Some possible explanation for this 

~i phenomenon are suggested below. Table IV displays the results of an analysis 

of probationer arrest data among the LEAA funded sub-office population and 

the comparison group of clientele in district offices. 
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Table IV 

Probationer Arrests 
July, 1974 through June, 1975 

Average X New Technical % Arrests Per Month 
ICharge Monthly Probation of Average Monthly 

Caseload Arrests Arrests Caseloacls 

548 127 17 2.2% 

1,199 279 62 2.4% 

713 235 68 3.5% 

% TPV of 
Total 

Arrests 

11.8% 

18.2% 

22.4% 

Average probation arrests per month as a percent of average monthly 

probation caseloads were clearly· less frequent than parolee arrests for a 

comparable period of time. This observation is consistent with theoretical 

expectations which suggests that pr.~bation be employed for less serious offenders 

who would not necessarily benefit from incarceration. In brief, probationers 

are thought to be less crime prone; a theory borne out to some extent by. the,. 

data. 

An important difference between probation arrest results and that of 

parolees is the fact that sub-office probationers do not appear to differ from 

general caseloads in arrest rates. More critically in fact, technical violation 

arrests among sub-office probation clientele are substantially Imver in pro-

portion than technical violation arrests among general caseload probationers in 

district offices. There is no apparent reason for this difference. One explan-

atory factor which should be taken into account is the policy of different 

county courts. A priori reasoning suggests that perhaps large urban courts dif[~r 

~:J 
if ,_,_. __ <c~' __ .-..;.. ___________ ..... ______________ _ 



substantially from small city-rural oriented courts in the way in Hhich they 

vieH probation under the State's supervision as an alternative to incarceration. 

This evaluation's interim report alluded to this possibility Hhen it noted 

lower percentages of probationers in small city/sub-office caseloads in con-

trast to the more urbanized district office general caseloads (Appendix I, Page 

24). This difference may reflect a more liberal use of probation among large 

city judges, and consequently, would concentrate a more criminally oriented type 

of client in large city probation status in contrast with the smaller city 

approach. If this hypotheses is correct, then probationers in general caseloads 

from district offices would be expected to have more frequent arrest when 

compared with sub-office probation clientele. This may be part of the reason 

underlying similar arrest rate performances for probation clientele in the 

'close' supervision setting of the sub-offices in comparison with the more urban 

district offices. Future research efforts might he directed toward testing this 

thesis. 

An alternative thesis is suggested by examination of probation arrest 

data in terms 6f the percentage of arrests which Here technica.l arrests as 

J opposed to neH offense criminal arrests. Table IV indicated that approximately 

12% of the sub-office probationer arrests were agent initL'lted in contrast with 

18% for district office probationer arrests. Although this reverse effect from 

parolee arrest results is somewhat puzzling, it does suggest the possibility 

that sub-office agents may concentrate their attention on parolees who are more 

prevalent than probationers in their caseloads and are perceived as being more 

prone to recidivism. Less attention by virtue of relatively less surveillance 

would result in 10Her numbers of observable infractions for which arrest may 

be initiated. Although other explanations are undoubtedly possible, the thesis 

advanced above seemed most plausible at this writing. 



-23-

It is noteworthy in this regard that SRS caseloads had proportionately 

more probationer arrests per month and propo~tionately more technical violation 

arrests than their counterparts in general caseloads. SRS clientele who are 

difficult cases by their nature, are closely supervised in small caseloads of a 

maximum of 40 in size. Since both SRS parolees and probationers had higher 

percentages of technical violation arrests than general caseloads, there is 

credence to the argument made above concerning lesser attention being paid to 

probationer minorities where caseload sizes are larger. LEAA mandatl~d 

caseload size is 50 clients per agent. Although the causation discussed here 

is essentially intuitive, the fact that the prevailing probationer arrest pattern 

in sub-offices is more inclined to be due to new criminal charges alerts 

management to a possible inadequacy in the existing system. Future evaluative 

research should attempt to delineate parole recommitments from probation 

revocation so that the relationship of technical versus new offense arrest can 

be linked to measures of recidivism in a more definitive fashion. 

Analysis of Unconvicted Violators 

Without attempting to belabor the evaluation with measures of program 

performance that are redundant in character, the interim evaluation report 

explored the use of 'unconvicted violators' as a corroborative tool in analyzing 

recidivism. An 'unconvicted violator' is a client who is awaiting disposition 

of a charge against him. He may be free on bond or in detention but he has not 

been returned to prison by an official order for recommitment or revocation. 

Urilike arrest or recommitment, the unconvicted violator status is a data event 

controlled directly by the agent. In declaring a client an unconvicted violator, 

the agent officially identifies an "at l=isk" population under supervision. 



Unconvicted violator datfl have several distinct advantages. Unlike 

arrests \.,hich count multiple crimes including minor offenses, the unconvicted 

violator status counts only people and therefore should correlate strongly with 

returr. to jail data. Similar to arrest data, however, the unconvicted violator data 

is more time relevant if the evaluator is concerned with indicators of recid-

ivism which are unencumbered by time lags. On the negative side, the unconvicted 

violator represents only a presumption of guilt. Also, we cannot be absolutely 

sure how the agent is using this status because there is not an explicit 

definition of criteria for the UCV classification. However, the interim 

evaluation report noted that over one half of the unconvicted violators are 

apparently returned to prison (Appendix II, Page 27). 

Table V di.splays UCV data for the entire evaluation period. Unfortunately, 

.... new unconvicted violators were not accounted for by probation and parole status 

during the evaluation period. This breakdown will be available to future 

evaluators because of recent automated data processing report modifications. 

The UCV data presented below is in aggregate form as was the previously displayed 

recidivism data. Needless to say, this aggregate form does not help to clarify 

questions concerning differential program performance which were raised by arrest 

data for probation versus parole sUbpopulations. Ne\v unconvicted violators are 

expressed as average net., UCV's per month as a percent of average monthly caseloads. 

I 
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Table V 
, 

Average Number of Unconvicted Violators Added Monthly 
As a Percent of Average Monthly CaseloacIs 

18 Month 
197Lf 6 Months 1975 ComQosite 

*% Per *% Per *% Per 
Month of Month of Montb of 

Comparison New Average New Average New Average 
Populations UCV's Caseload UCV's Caseload UCV's Case10ad 

Nine Sub-Offices 251 1. 75 151 1.8 402 1.8 

Seven District 
Offices 333 1.2 193 1.2 526 1.2 

SRS Caseloads Lf58 2.1 215 2.0 673 2.1 

*Data values from ,,,hich percentages are derived may be found in Appendix II 

The six month followup period from the interim evaluation report 

provided strong evidence that the rate at which ne'" UCV's are declared in 

the comparison populations held constant. Over an eighteen month period, new 

unconvicted violators were declared in sub-offices at a monthly rate of 1.8% of an 

average monthl~ case10ad in comparison with 1.2% in general caselottds for 

district offices. These differences were found to be statistically sign-

ificant and therefore not likely to be due to chance. Consistent with previous 

findings, the more difficult SRS cases being supervised out of district 

offices had a slightly hi~her rate of 2.1% of an average monthly SRS caseload. 

The 'program' ra,11k order of UCV results directly parallels program 

rankings according to recidivism data measured by recommitments and revocations. 

This finding is supportive of previous conclusions. Proportionately more suh-office 

clientele appear destined for a return to jail in comparison with district 

office general caseload clientele. Based upon arrest data findings, it must be 
... '.' \, '." \. 

assumed that closer agent supervisiori of parolees is responsible for this 

consistently higher rate of sub-office clientele being at rIsk and likely to be 

imprisoned. 
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Analysis of Client Employment Status 

The successful reintegration of offenders into their respective 

economic communities is an important justification of probation or parole 

as alternatives to incarceration which is a more costly and sometimes less 

effective means of rehabilitation. Employment correlates highly with 

successful probation or parole adjustment which is defined as a life without 

crime. Conversely, the unemployed offender constitutes a social liability 

without a legitimate meanS of support but, more importantly, ;::epresents an 

additional economic burden to society if he is dependent upon public assist-

ance. In these instances, the cost of probation or parole as criminal 

) 
justice alternatives must also reflect the cost of supporting the offender 

while on the street. If probation or parole is to minimize the cost of 

criminal justice to society while increasing the likelihood of rehabilitation, 

offender employment becomes a central program objective. One of the object-

ives of decentralization as funded by this subgrant, was to better integrate 

agents into the commnnities in \vhich offenders live so that they could provide 

closer supervision and be more a\vare of local community resources. . reflect-

ion of improved agent effectiveness in the con~unity is their ability to 

foster high levels of employment and economic self sufficiency among their 

clientele. A comparison of employment status among sub-office clientele \"ith 

general caseload clientele was undertaken to ascertain the effecJ:iveness of 

more localized supervision in reintegrating offenders into their respective 

economic communities. 

Table VI displays survey client employment data obtained by quarterly 

survey techniques for December, 1974, March and .June, 1975. Percentages 

represent portions of an 'able to work' population which is defined as all 

offenders \\1110 are not detained in jail, hospitalized, absconded or retired. 
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The 1974 survey results were previously reported in the interim evaluation 

report (see Appendix II). Several modifir..ations were made in evaluation 

objectives and data aggregation requiring a revision of data presented in 

the interim. Appendix II contains revised figures. It should be noted that 

these changes did not alter the conclusions presented in the interim report. 

The reasons for changes in December, 1974 figures are footnoted below. 1 

TABLE VI 

Quarterly Client Employment Status 

Client Con~2arison Groups 
Quarterly Client Nine Seven SRS 
Employment Status Sub-Offices District Offices Caseloads 

~. Percent Full Time Employed 
of Total Able to Hork>~ 
i. December, 1974 81. 8% 73.5% 57.1% 
ii. Harch, 1975 77 .4% 67.4% 54.0% 
iii. June, 1975 80.7% 72.9% 50.4% 
iv. 7 Quarter Average (12/73 - 6/75) 83.6% 75.7% 61. 6% 

fB· Percent Part Time Employed of 
Total Able to Hork>~ 
i. December, ·1974 2.4% 5.2% 5.1% 

~ 

ii. Harch, 1975 6.1% 7.7% 
, 

8.8% 
iii. June, 1975 4.2% 3.8% 9.4% 
iv. 7 Quarter Average (12/73 - 6/75) 3.1% 4.7% 6.4% 

~. Percent Unemployed on Public 
Assistance of Total Able to lvork* 
i. December, 1974 4.0% 7.0% 23.0% 
ii. !>farch, 1975· 4.7% 8.4% 24.7% 
iii. JUt:le , 1975 5.3% 10.3% 33.9% 
:i,v. 7 Quarter Average (12/73 - 6/75) 3.8% 7.3% 20. 7% 

*Able to Work means not detained in jail, hospitalized, absconded or retired. 

ITwo client populations \vere eliminated from the evaluation's comparison groups 
in order to assure conceptual continuity for a cost-effectiveness analysis of this 
project. They were the Altoona general and SRS caseloads which do not have a LEAA 
funded sub-office, and the state funded East Liberty Office which is an urban 
community parole center in Pittsburgh. Both of these offices represent possible 
biasing factors to a study designed to compare LEAA funded, small city sub-offices 
with their respective parent district offices' caseloads. Their caseloads were 
therefore isolated and subtracted from employment data under comparison. Interim 
data was revised accordingly. 



Several facts are readily apparent from Table VI: 1) whether we use 

the most recently available survey data or, average data derived from 7 quarterly 

surveys, the level of full employment among clients in sub-offices is eight 

to ten percentage points higher than the more urban and centralized district 

office cleintele; 2) sub-offices had fewer clientele in part time employment 

throughout most of the evaluation period; and 3) sub-offices had fewer unemployed 

offenders who were dependent upon public assistance as a means of economic 

support. Overall, approximately 85% of the sub-office clientele were employed 

either part or full time in June of 1975 in contrast to 77% foT. district 

office clientele. In light of the intent of decentralization) these facts imply 

that the more localized small city offices are more effective in fostering 

economic self sufficiency among offenders. 

Also observable in the data are the effects of economic recession 

upon client employment. Full time employment decreased and part time increased 

for all populations Hhen the 7 quarterly averages are comparp.d ~"ith March, 1975, 

the middle observation point of "this evaluation. Tne increase in the proporti<;ll1 

of clients employed part time reflects a job market with scare full employment 

opportunities which forces m9re offenders to t~~~ marginal types of jobs: Thi$ 

trend in part time employment appears to be reversed in the June, 1975 data. 

Th~. increase in part time employment Has not sufficient to offset an overall 

decrease in offenders employed. In June of 1975, unemployment represented 

15.2% and 23.3% of the sub-office and district office client 'able to work' 

groups respectively. Since the SRS program focuses exclusively on ~'lelfare 

dependent type of clientele, they Here 8110Hn here to preserve consistency 

with previous analytic approaches and \"ere not intended in this context to be 

a relevant comparison group. The data does suggest that since the LEAh 

funded sub-offices are relatively suc:cessful in maintaining high levels of 

client employment, Agency programming Hith respect to the reinforcement of 

agent counseling and/or rehabilitative activities may be the most serious 

;: ." 
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Table VII displays the results of these new linear eatimates of 

employment levels among sub-office cliente.le and district office general 

caseloads. 

TABLE VII 

Simple Regression of Clients Employed onto 
Total Clients Able to Hork 

Number Employed 
in Nine Sub-Offices 

Number Employed in 
Seven District Offices 

(9' = mx + b) 
December, 1974 - June 1975 

x 

Number Able to Hork 
in Nine Sub-Offices 

Number Able to Hark 
in Seven District 
Offices 

Slope 
m 

+.77 

+.645 

Correlation 
r 

.965 

.922 

Standard 
Error 

of Estimate 
Sh 

26.3 clients 

52. Lf clients 

The least squares linear trend estimates indicated that sub-office 

clientele ,iould be expected to have 77 clients employed for everyone hundred 

new clients who were able to work in comparison with only 65 employed clients 

in district office general caseloads for every hundred new clients who were 

able to work. This estimate of program performance levels is consistent with 

the seven month averages found in TabJ.e VI. Since the standard err6r of the 

estimates are relatively large, the difference between the slopes of the 

two regression equations were found to be statistically insignificant. Never-

theless, the diiection of the slope in terms of relative ~agnit~de supports 

the contention that sub-office clientele who are able to work, are more 

inclined to be employed in comparison ,v1th distri.ct office clientele. 



IV ANALYSIS OF IJROGRAH ACTIVITY AND OPERATIONS 

The first section of this evaluation focused on program effectiveness 

in rehabilitating clients and reintegrating them into th<:!ir conununity. This 

section examines underlying operational factors ~vhich bring about program 

results. The factors considered in this section include 1) caseload com-

position, 2) caseload size, 3) active supervision status; 4) agent-client 

contact and service delivery as measured by bot~ 5) client geographic location, 

and 6) client needs and referrals. Several of these factors were reviewed 

in the interim evaluation; several are ne~v. This final evaluation represents 

a considerable reorganization of interim materials. In order to not rehash 

much of the interim, the reader will be asked to refer to Appendix II for 

detailed information. 

Caseload Composition 

\o1hen recidivism data \vas reviewed earlier in this evaluation, it 

was not possible to separate probation from parole for analysis. Arrest data, 

however, was available with probationers and parolees separated. Arrest data 

suggested a difference in supervision outcome; arrest occurred more frequently 

among parolees than among probationers. Hore importantly, available state~vide 

data indicates parolees are more likely to be recommitted than probationers 

are to have their status revoked. It is therefore likely that differences in 

caseload composition, i.e. probationers or parolees, may be an important 

underlying factor ~vhich explains differences in recidivism performance among 

prbgram approaches. Although the composition of successfully closed cases was 

not known when preparing this evaluation, it ~vas knmvn how many active cases 

were probationers or parolees during the evaluation period. As a result, active" 

caseload composition is presented below as a measure of the composition of 

closed cases. 



Table VIII presents a summarization of interim evaluation and a 

six month followup. 

TABLE VIII 

Probation and Parole Case10ad Composition 

Average Honthly Average Monthly 
Probation Caseload Parolee Caseload 

% of % of 
Average Total Average Total 

Client Comparison Groups Number Caseload Number Caseload 

Nine Sub-Offices 
i. Calendar, 1974 451 37.7% 744 62.3% 

ii. 6 Months, 1975 599 43.4% 781 56.6% 

Seven District Offices 
i. Calendar, 1974 1,037 45.8% 1,223 54.2% 

ii. 6 Months, 1975 1,284 48.7% 1,354 51. 3% 

SRS Caseloads 
i. Calendar, 1974 684 38.4% 1,098 61. 6% 

ii. 6 Months, 1975 708 40.2% 1,056 59.9% 

Throughout calendar year 1974 and during the first six months of 

1975, sub-offices in comparison with district offices have supervised pro-

portionately more parolees in their caseloads than Court assigned special 

probation and parole cases. When 1974 data is compared with 1975 data, it 

is also apparent that county probation cases are assuming increasing shares 

of both sub-office and district office caseloads. Since probation caseload 

growth in the district offices has not been as rapid as in the sub-offices, 

the 1975 data reflects a narrmving of the gap between sub-office probation 

versus parole composition and the case mix found in district offices. 

It should be noted that the trend in caseload composition parallels 

what was observed previously with recidivism measures: a trend toward reduced 

recidivism in sub-offices in comparison with district offices from 1974 to 

1975. This fact supports the notion that the caseload mix of probation 

versus parolee cleintele is a factor ~vhich must be considered in a comparative 



assessment. However, it is recognized that the percentage differential in 

probation/parole composition between the two groups is probably not sufficiently 

great to account for all of the difference in unsuccessful case closure ratios. 

Other factors, such as, agent roles in technical arrest, undoubtedly are playing 

important parts in bringing about differential recidivism performance. To 

accurately measure the contribution of parole or probation status in explaining 

differential recidivism performance, multivariate data analysis techniques 

must be used. The development of a data base to take advantage of more 

sophisticated techniques is a goal of the next evaluation period. 

Caseload Size 

An objective of this subgrant was to control caseload size at a 

level \vhich is optimal in terms of maximizing the effectiveness of supervision. 

It is commonly assumed that caseload size directly affects the quality of 

supervision services and consequently, the probability of successfully 

completing supervision. Small caseloads presumably allow agents more time to 

provide both effective surveillance in the community and rehabilitative treat-

ments, such as, client counseling or guided group interaction. 

A requirement of this sub grant was that average caseload size be 

maintained at fifty clients per agent, a level beyond which it was believed 

that close client relationships and effective supervisory surveillance would 

be handicapped. In reality, it is recognized that this standard is somewhat 

arbitrary. Effective supervision is not solely dependent upon caseload size; 

. much depends upon client supervision needs and ho\" an agent uses his time in 

relation to those needs rather than the total amount of time available to agents 

in relation to some number of clients. The relationship between agent,skill 

versus client needs is inherent in the idea of grades of supervi5io~ for different 
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kinds of clients. Nevertheless, in terms of the standard ~nposed in this 

subgrant, the Pennsylv~nia Board of Probation and Parole strives to balance 

a) the growth in demand for supervision with b) available agent manpower to 

achieve the desired caseload size. 

The interim evaluation report (see Appl2l1dix II, Pages 19-21) 

indicated the historical trends in caseloads for both sub-offices and district 

offices. The final report therefore will focus on current caseload growth 

relationships in the evaluation year. Table IX displays both actual and 

index values for caseload growth since the beginning of this evaluation,period 

in September, 1974. 

TABLE IX 

Index of Case10ad Growth 

Nine Seven District 
Sub-Offices Offices 

Month and Year Actual Index Actual Index 

September, 1974 1,427 100 2,635 100 
October, 1974 1,453 102 2,864 109 
November, 1'974 1,531 107 2,729 104 
December, 1974 1,521 107 2,776 105 
January, 1975 1,472 103 2,9 L\2 112 
February, 1975 1,643 115 2,966 113 
March, 1975 1,527 107 3,027 115 
April, 1975 1,532 107 3,113 118 
May, ,1975 1,617 113 3,052 116 
June, 1975 1,761 123 2,961 112 
July, 1975 1,753 123 3,040 115 

Caseload data in June of 1975 indicates that sub-offices had 

increased by over twenty percent while general case10ads increased by 

only twelve percent. June data, however, represented a marked departure 

from the trend in prior months. To assure the validity of this trend, the 

index was extended for one succeeding month. 
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Because of month to month fluctuati'on in total caseload, the 

interim report used three month intervals to evaluate average agent caseload 

size. Table X presents data on average agent caseload size for the followup 

period reviewed for caseload gro,vth using the established three month average 

technique. Average caseload sizes include other states cases beiug supervised 

in Pennsylvania, 

TABLE X 

Quarterly Average Caseload Size 

Quarterly Time Period 

July thru September, 1974 
October thru December, 1974 
January thru March, 1975 
April to June, 1975 

Nine Sub-Offices 

53.6 
57.S 
54.7 
54.5 

Seven District Offices 

56.9 
57.7 
57.3 
57.0 

At the interim stage of the evaluation, it was noted that average 

agent caseload size had increased beyond acceptable limits and that steps 

were being taken by the Agency to reduce agent caseload size in the sub-

offices. As evidenced by the data in Table X, ~anageme~t changes in ag~nt 

staffing patterns were successful in reversing the upward trend in sub:office 

aVl"rage agent caseload size. Figure's 1 and 2 graphically illustrate the 

steady growth in total caseload and average caseload sizes for sub-offices 

and district offices. 

(' 
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Figure 1 

Total Caseload Growth 
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Figure 2 

Average Agent Caseloarl Size 

9/74 12/74 
Quarterly Time feriods 

6/75 

3/75 6/75 

j 
'1 

l: 

I 
.J 
') , 

'I' ' , 

, ~ 



"}< .' 

.\~~~~--~~ 

-36-

Analysis of 'Active' Caseload 

An alternative method of comparing sub-offices' performance \\Tith 

general caseloadij is to examine client caseload status prior to case closure. 

The total caseload ,hay be subdivided into two major categories; 1) those 

clients under 'active' supervision because the agent has personal contact 

with them, and 2) those clients which represent active 'casework' but 

presumably have little (if any) personal contact with the agent because they 

are absconders or in a detention situation due to new violations or mental 

illness. Since sub-offices are intended to provide closer, and consequently, 

more effective supervision, it was hypothesized that proportionately more 

of the sub-office clientele would be under 'active' supervision as opposed 

to 'casework' supervision. The results of this investigation are sho\\Tn in 

Table XI. To avoid the possibility of a bias in the data created by unique 

circumstances \\Tithin a month, three months were selected llrbitrarily for 

study. They were December, 1974 and March and June of 1975. 

TABLE XI 

Average Active Supervision and Case\vork Supervision for Three Months1d 

December, 1974, March, 1975 and June, 1975 

Nine Seven 
Sub-Offices District Offices 

Average Percent Average Percent 
Caseload Status Number of Total Number of Total 

Active Supervision 1, fl17 89.8% 2,554 89.4% 

Casework Supervision 
Absconders 53 3.4% 146 5.1% 
Detained'~ 107 6.8% 155 5.4% 

Total in Supervision 1,578 100.0% 2,855 100.0% 
*Includes mostly unconvicted violators and convicted violators in deten­

tion as well as a small percent of offenders paroled to detainersor in mental 
institutions. 

**Totals used in averages were arrived at through independent hand 
tabulation and consequently did not agree prec;isely with monthly'totals 
derived from PBPP statistical reports. The percentage variation was 
unsignificant and therefore would not affect conclusions. 
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When tested ,statistically, the data revealed that sub-offices 

were statistically different from district offices in the status of their 

caseload (X2 = 10.13, df = 2, P < .01). About the same proportion of clients 

in each group were being actively supervised as were cases obtaining case\\I'ork 

supervision. However, \\I'hen the composition of casework supervision clientele 

are examined between the two comparison populations, it is evident that 

proportionately more of the sub-office population was in detention as either 

convicted or unconvicted violators. This fact \,1ould appear to be consistent 
'. 

with previous findings I".,hich note higher incidence of agent initiated 

technical arrests and higher incidence of recidivism among sub-office 

clientele. Since proportionately felver sub-office clientele ,,,.,ere in absconder 

status, it might be tentatively concluded that surveillance activity and 

relative closeness to the community have aided agents in tracking offenders 

and imposing arrest authority ,,,.,hen necessary. Although this thesis is 

conjectural on the surface, it is very plausible in light of Gcher findings 

regarding total arrests, unconvicted violations and unsuccessful case closures. 

Perhaps, more importantly, this data on active supervision reinforces the 

conclusion that sub-offices are not more likely to rehabilitate cl-ients than 

district offices since they have similar proportions of clients receiving 

I active I supervision I".,here rehabilitation theorically takes place. 

Agent Daily Activity - Frequency of Agent: - Client Contact and Agent Collateral 
Contact 

In addition to low caseload sizes, agents in sub-offices, by virtue 

of geogr.aphic proximity to their clients, should be able to provide more 

intensive supervision both in terms of frequency of agent-client contacts 

and length of these contacts. Although data is not available on lengths of 

time being spent with clients, Agent Daily Activity reports do indicate the 

frequency ,,,.,ith ~lhich agents contact clients in the office and in the field. 
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Table XII displays average monthly agent-client contacts per client 

in the office and in the field for both the seven district office 

general caseload clientele and the nine sub-office clientele. Average 

monthly contacts are computed on the basis of both total caseload and 

"active supervision" caseload. As was discussed earlier in the analysis 

of caseload status, total caseload includes absconders and clients in 

detention for new charges. Therefore, average monthly agent-client contacts 

per client are potentially more meaningful when computed on the basis of 

active supervision caseloads, Hhich excludes 'case~vork" clients w:hom 

the agent has no opportunity to contact. 

TABLE XII 

Average Agent Activity in Terms of Agent-Client 
Contacts Per Honth Per Client 

(Based Upon Harch and June, 1975 Data) 

Nine Seven 
Type of Client Contact Sub-Offices District Offices 

Office Contacts per Client 
Total Caseload .18 .14 
'Active' Ca.Beload .20 .15 

Field Contacts per Client 
Total Caseload .87 .78 
'Active' Caseload .97 .87 

Total Contacts per Client 
Total Caseload 1.05 .91 
, Active' Caseload 1.17 1. 02 

Table XII indicates that average monthly contacts are more 

frequent in sub-offices for both office and field visits regardless of 

\vhether active or total caseload is used in the computation. Total contacts 

for both office and field visits indicate that for each client-agent contact 

in general caseloads, there \\7ere nearly 1.2 contacts monthly :In the sub-

offices. When subjected to statistical testing, it was found that the 
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differences between sub-offices and district offices in frequency of agent-

client contact were not likely to be due to chance (less than one chance in 

1,000), and therefore, may be attributed to program. This unorthodox use 

of statistical testing is not the important point. This finding when put 

in the context of other observations, strongly supports the theoiy that 

sub-offices are achieving their intented objective of providing closer 

client supervision apparently to the benefit-of community security. 

Without more detailed information on duration of contact, hmvever, we cannot 

conunent on the qualitative aspects of agent-client interaction \vhich might 

affect rehabilitation. 

In addition to contacting clients, agents are also required to 

make collateral contacts to obtain information about a client. Collateral 

contacts play an important dual role in an agent's intelligence gathering 

activities" They assist the agent in monitoring client activity and 
{1 { 

uncovering potentially criminal behavior, but they also provide insight \;}.. 

,'} 
into client treatment needs and directly assist the client in obtaining'" , ' 1 ,. " 

\" \ ~, 

available community socio-economic services. Examples of collateral 17\ ~l',}(,!,:,,:, 

contacts include employers, volunteers, family members, friends, court t. 

officials and staff of various treatment facilities. Because sub-offices 

are intended to foster agent integration into local communities to improve 

supervision effectiveness, it might be expected that they have more frequent 

collateral contacts than agents in the more traditional environment. To 

tes t this idea, agent collateral con tac ts per client were examined for t\vO 

months: Harch and June of 1975. The results of this inquiry are displayed 

in Table XIII. 
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TABLE XIII < 

Average Agent Activity in Terms of 
Agent-Collateral Contacts Pe~ Month Per Client 

Comparison Collateral Contacts Per Client 
Group March, 1975 June, 1975 Average 

Nine Sub-Offices 2.02 1. 76 , 2.1 

Seven District Offices 1. 99 1. 61 2.0 

Total 

Sub-office agents appear to more frequently make collateral contacts 

when compared to district office agents. On the average, however, the 

difference bet\veen sub-offices and district offices is not as great as 

differences noted earlier in agent-client contacts. Statistical testing 

indicates that the difference between sub-offices and general caseloads is 

significant and not due to chance. Since this is an unorthodox use of a 

statistical test technique, it cannot be given much credence. It is 

sufficient to say that a difference exists in office performance which supports 

the sub-office concept of service delivery .. 

Analysis of County of Residence in Relation to Office of Supervision 

A major program objective of this LEAA subgrant was to place 

agents in a geographic setting which was closer to their clients and 

enabled them to better utilize community resources. Being physically 

closer to the client also reduced agent travel time so that more time could 

be spent \\Tith the client. One of the shortcomings of the interim pr-sentation 

was the absence of any quantitative data relating to the geographic benefits 

of decentralizing the supervision delivery system. This section focuses on 

the geographic dimension. 



Mileage data was not available to demonstrate the fact that 

sub-office agents travel less because of a decentralized mode of operation. 

However, data was available on client county of residence. If sub-offices 

are appropriately located geographically, it may be hypothesized that a 

majority of cliellts reside in the same county area as the sub-office. It 

should therefore be possible to test the hypothesis that sub-office agents 

are stationed closer to their clientele than agents in the district 

office by examining the distribution of clients by county of residence. 

The results of a study of client geographic distribution are presented in 

Table XIV. Only clients served in nine sub-offices or their parent seven 

district offices were tabulated; the Altoona offices, the state funded East 

Liberty Sub-office and the Philadelphia Region was excluded. 

TABLE XIV 

Client County of Residence by Controlling District August, 1975 

I County Residence Nine Seven 
Distribution by Sub-Offices District Offices SRS Caseloads I Cantralli tlg Distric t Number % Total Number % Total Number % Total 

Same County as Con-
I 

f--~ro.lli 11[; Distric t Office 1,156 62.2% 1,465 53.7% 1,026 53.0% 

Adjacent County to Con-
trolling District Office 411 22.1 858 31. 5% 580 30.0% 
(Clients in County of 
another D.O. ) (45) (2.4%) (15) (0.6%) (16) (0.8%) 

1\iO Countl.es Removed 
from Controlling 

,. 

District Office 190 10.2% 274 10.Q% 226 11.7% 
(Clients in County of 
another D. 0.) (16) (0.9%) (36) (1. 3%) (17) (0.9%) 

Other Location or 
Unknown. Residence for 
Controlling District 
Office 100 5.3%. 130 4.8% 103 5.3% 

I 
Total Clients 1,857 100.0% 2,727 100.0% 1,935 100. O~~ 

.\ : '. r 
I 

' •.. 1 

.j:~ 

;,; ....•.. \ ... 

'·1 
I 

J 
'J , 

,.'" 
'ii 

).':fi~ 



,$ 

-42-

The ~nalysi~ of data presented irl Table XIV provides fairly 

conclusive evidence that sub-offices are localized within concentrations 

of offenders under supervision and therefore represent a system savings 

in travel over the pre-existing district office system. Hhile 62% of the 

clients supervised from sub-offices reside within the same county as the suh-

office, only 54% of the parent district office general caseload was a resident 

of the same county as the controlling office. Statistical probabilities suggest 

that this difference did not occur by chance; therefore, systemic differences 

in office location can be held responsible for the percentage differences. 

Fe~., of the sub-offices had substantial numbers residing in 

adjacent counties. Exceptions to this rule were Greensburg, Lancaster and . 

Aliquippa. These contributed heavily to the overall 22% of the sub-office 

population who lived in an adjacent county to the controlling sub-office. 

In addition, York and Sharon-Farrell sub-offices were largely responsible for 

the 10% of the sub-office cases which lived t\\TO counties away from the 

controlling sub-office. These percentages compare with the over 31% and 10% 

of the district office general caseload living adjacent and two counties 

away respectively. Notably, SRS caseloads vlere distributed similarly to general 

D.O. caseloads in geographic locati.on. In all instances, approximately five 

percent of the comparison caseloads were in question presumably because of 

faulty information on client county of residence although approximately one 

percent were identifj.ed as offenders who lived over Pennsylvania's borders 

but were supervised by Pennsylvania agents. 

In sununary, the evidence is clear that sub-offices have cap tu:::-ed 

client subpopulations effectively in terms of coverage. Since about 84% of 

the sub-office clientele live in the same county or an adjacent county to the 

controlling office in contrast to 85% in ~he district offices, it can be safely 

concluded that sub-offices are saving some travel time over the former 

, ' 
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/ district system and equals the district office in terms of a relative 

concentration of clients. Actual travel requirements within these broad 

boundaries remain unknown from available data. 

Client Needs and Service Delivery 

Field interviews with agents and supervisors were all conducted prior 

to the submission of the Interim Report and consequently will not be discussed 

here. The reader is dsked to refer to the Interim Report in Appendix II. 

This section focuses exclusively on an update of information on client reeds 

and referrals. 

To provide a better understanding of service delivery in relation-

ship to goal accomplishments, it is useful to have an appreciation of client 

needs. Client needs and referrals to other agencies were monitored on a 

month to month basis. Monitoring of client needs consisted of three 

elements: 1) a referral listing by client noting facts, such as, reason, 

agency naTIle and referral outcome; 2) an account of total client needs according 

to need type and number of clients, and 3) an account of group therapy sessions 

according to who conducted the session. Seven of nine sub-offices, or 20 

agents, participated in the monthly survey of needs. The Aliquippa and 

Sharon-Farrell sub-offices did not respond to the survey. Cumulative survey 

results are presented below. 

Out of 228 referrals made to other agencies over a seven month 

period, it ~.,ras estimated that approximately three referrals ~.,rere mnde per agent 

per month. This figure was obtained by dividing total referrals by the cum-

ulative number of responses monthly from agents reporting (75). Responses 

varied on a monthly basis since agents were not consistent in reporting. In 

\' .. 
contrast to 3.0 referrals per month, agent interviews indicated a self reported 

\ 

I average of 5.6 referrals per month. It may be nssumed that the survey data is 

a better estimate. Notably, prel:Lminary survey data reveal higher nverages 

than these final results. 
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The survey ?lso revealed that there were 64 agencies to which 

referrals were made of which 50% were listed independently by supervisors 

as possible places for on-site visits. The most frequently reported 

referral agencies were: 

Referrals 

Bureau of Employment Security 67 
Bureau of Vocational Rehabilitation 27 
DepaL"tment of Public Assistance 21 
Mental Health - }~ntal Retardation 21 
Manpower/Hai~stream 16 
Treatment and Rehabilitation Center of Northeast Pa. 13 
Alcoholics Anonymous 8 
Hhite Deer Run Program 7 
Other 48 
Total Referrals 228 

Of 228 reported referrals, 13 were for drug and/or alcohol 

treatment, 19 for drug alone and 21 for alcohol rehabilitation; in sum, 

53 of 228 referrals, or 23%, were for drug and alcohol treatment services. 

Seventeen referrals to other agencies were for services mandated by the 

Board as special conditions of parole.* In all cases except 25, or 11% 

of the total referrals, the client reported to the referral agency as 

instructed. Although only 60% of the referrals (136) were reported as at 

least satisfactory in outcome, about 87% of the cases (198) reported had 

"good", "very good", "completedtl or "reporting" current relationships with 

the referral agency at the time of the survey. This difference Has due 

primarily to the fact that the Bureau of Employment Security and the 

Manpmver/Hainstream project ~'lere initially unable to place Lf2 clients in 

jobs, and 17 clients were on Haiting lis..t,s for service by the Bureau of 
1 

Employment Security. 

*0£ the 17 Board mandated referrals, 14 ~vere drug and alcohol related 
and 3 Here emotional or sex related problems. 
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Employment remained the most outstanding client need cited in the 

unfulfilled needs analysis section of the evaluation survey for the followup 

period after the interim report. Out of a cumulative monthly accounting of 

client needs, there were 140 instances ",here employment \vas cite.d. Hore 

specifically, there were 120 instances of long waiting lists in employment 

agencies cited and 22 instances where 'jobs in short supply' or 'no 

facilities available' was cited. A brief ranking of client needs in descending 

order is presented below: 

Need Cited 

Employment 
Drug Treatment 
Psychiatric Counseling 
Job Counseling 

.Job Training 
Alcohol Treatment 
Hedical Treatment 
Family Counseling 
Alcohol Detoxification 
Temporary Housing 
Drug Detoxification 
Hethadone Haintenance 
Total 

.Frequency 

140 
61 
61 
29 
28 
26 
26 
17 
12 

5 
4 
2 

411 

The most prevalent reason cited for different unfulfilled client 

needs (206 instances) was 'long waiting lists' for agencies providing services. 

," 

A priori reasoning suggests that there should be a correspondence 

between client need patterns and client referrals. If agents are effectively 

managing their caselcads and the data reported is an accurate portrayal of 

the real world, then the incidence of referral would follow categorically 

the frequency of need pattern. To test this proposition, a correlation of 

:) neqd and referral categories was attempted. The results are displayed in 

Table XV. 
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TABLE XV 

Correlation of Unfulfilled Client Needs 
and Client Referrals by Category 

..§.ervice Type 

Drug Treatment 
Alcohol Treatment 
Psychiatric and Sex 
Employmer 
Job Training/Counseling 
Medical Assistance 
Family Counseling 
Housing 
Total 

Cumulative 
Client Needs 

67 
38 
61 

140 
57 
26 
17 

5 
411 

Correlation coefficient r = .951, t = 7.59 

Reported Client 
Referrals)~ 

25.5 
27.5 
16.0 
82.0 
28.0 
4.0 
4.0 
1.0 

188 . O*)~ 

*Client referrals which were previously displayed by type of agency, were 
recategorized here to a type of treatment classification. The treatment 
classification was based upon information contained in the raw data. 

*)~"Other" referrals were omitted from the correIa tion because of the lack 
of ~omparable counterparts in the 'needs' data. 

Client needs and referral patterns were found to be highly 

correlated (r = .95) suggesting a followup relationship between perceived 

need and ser~ices sought on behalf of the offender. To the extent that 

this pattern reflects reality, the supervision process is working to provide 

offenders special services in the community vlhj.ch foster social integration 

and rehabilitation. Unfortunately, since data was collected only from 

sub-offices, we cannot conclude that decentralization has increased the use 

of community resources. The data does clearly demonstrate, however, the fact 

that sub-offices are utilizing community resources to facilitate the rehab-

ilitation of offenders. 

k----.------~-----------------------------~-----'~~-
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Guided Group Interaction 

One of the primary goals of the Regional and Sub-office sub-grant 

at its inception was that the project would place an emphasis on family and 

group counseling RS a therapeutic tool for rehabilitation. To realize the 

objective, the Board of Probation and Parole implemented a special project 

called Guided Group Interaction. The Agency acronynl ~or this project was GGl. 

The purpose of this section is to provire a comprehensive review of the GGI 

project and a preliminary assessment of its current status and achievements. 

There is no doubt that GGl is controversial both because the philosophy of 

the Agency and fiscal conditions were markedly different in 1971 w'hen the 

project started. The subject is extremely complex and cannot be given appro-

priate consideration in a few pages. This treatment of the subject therefore 

will be viewed as highly oversimplified to the practitioner at both agent and 

management levels in the Agency. Nevertheless, because the subject is import-

ant, an attempt has been made to delineate major arguments and issues which 

provide some basis of evaluation in context of the Regional and Sub-Office 

sub-grant. 

The GGl technique ,-7as introduced with great zeal as an alternative , 
group method of supervision in contrast to the traditional approach of a one-

to-one relationship between supervising agent and client. There were several 

obvious advantages to a group supervision approach. Among these, groups 

offered an opportunity to 1) improve both the quality and quantity of super-
':JIJr<J"I\" 

vision services in light of increasing caseload pressures, 2) measure rapport, 

3) enhance client and agent understanding of legitimate roles and responsibil-

ities, 4) promote openness for free and full discussion, and 5) convert 

questionable associations among offenders to constructive pUI!?OSeS ,-lith task 
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orientations of mutual,assistance. The rehabilitative effect of groups were 

subsequently to be improved parolee status and behavior with respect to self 

esteem, employment, soclalization and recidivism. Evidence of initial Agency 

zeal is found in the fact that all staff were provided group process training ,\ 

in tIle GGl technique and a high level 'task force' ~oJas created in December, 

1971, to contend \oJith practical problems of implementation. (Administrative 

Directive No. 36, December 17, 1971.) Equally apparent is the fact that the 

predominant Agency philosophy at that time ~oJas that priority in the delivery 

of supervisory service went to bringing the agent 'closer to the cli~nt' and 

to sharpening agent counseling skills for maximum rehabilitative impact which 

would have the affect of protecting society, rather than primary emphasis on 
:! 

law enforcement skills. Philosophically, it \vas felt that successful reinte-

gration obviated the need to focus on community protection. This was evident 

from the Agency's programmatic emphasis on decentralized supervision and GGI 

training. Primary objective of the Board is still the protection of society 

through the successful reintegration of the offender. However, there has been 

a discernible shift in progranunatic emphasis toward law enforcement skills. 

This is an interpretation of a very subtle phenomenon reinforced mainly by the 

present status of GGl. ~{here is GGl cU):rently? 
:. i 

In September of 1975, the Bureau of Supervision reported that all 

(15) agents in the Philadelphia Narcotics Units and nine agents statewide for 

a total of twenty-four agents made use of GGl techniques. Of the nine agents 

outside of Philadelphia, seven are \oJith the SRS program and two are \oJith LEAA 

funded sub-offices. The t\oJO sub-offices had one group each although among 

the nine agents statewide and fifteen in Philadelphia, there were a total of 

about 27 groups being conducted. According to minutes of a statewide task 

force meeting in September, 1972, a starkly diffCl:ent pattern is evident. 
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At that time, there were a total of 88 groups as follows: 

PBPP Regions 

Region I, Philadelphia 
Region II, Allentotvn 
Region III and IV, Harrisburg and 
Hilliamsport 
Region V and VI, Pittsburgh and Erie 
Total 

'Number of Groups 

29 
23 

8 
28 
88 

Over three years the number of groups has decreased from 88 groups 

in September, 1972, to about 27 in September, 1975. Hinutes from task force 

meetings in May, 1973, provide official documentation of the waning interest 

in the GGI approach to supervision. At the fifty state\vide GGI TaskForce 

Meeting, it was noted that "possible Board support could become as active as 

it was originally, thereby supporting supervisors in feeling that group work 

was an equal priority to other areas." In response to Regional Task Force 

reports, the state,vide meeting noted that 1) ongoing training is becoming the 

key and theme of regional task force meetings, 2) self help is taking place 

on the regional level and 3) that administrative support is needed from the 

Board either through recognition of group leaders, or through encouragement 

for supervisors to include group work in their agent ratings. In may, 1973, 

the western training region GGI task force identified clearly the status of 

group training in supervision progranuning: 

It should be noted that over the last several months, 
attendance at the GGI Task Force has been dwinglingj 
as have been the number of groups in this training 
region ... It is my feeling that the apparent lack of 
interest in the group is due to two areas. One is the 
increased workload and continued emphasis on numbers, 
and the second is the recent lack of commitment from 
the Board for groups. Due to the lack of interest in 
the GGI Task Force and the fact that Professor Young is 
being paid for his services (a group process instructor), 
I am cancelling all further GGI Task Force meetings until 
interest in groups revives. (Hemorandum on GGI Task 
Force, May 29, 1973.) 

",:; 
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Guided Group Interaction in terms of issues and present status may 

be SUllunarized as follows: it is not explicit:' agency policy, but Guided Group 

Interae tion is permitted, and not promoted. Early in the p1:0j ect, it \"as 

realized that GGI cannot be mandated for either agent or offender. In a 

policy statement early in 1972, the Board stated that "GGI training will be 

offered and the expectation of the Board is that all trained staff ,,,ill try to 

use the skills leal:ned in some way. GGI skills tan be used in individual as 

well as group relationships. The Board does not expect that every agent \"ill 

become a group leader." In reality, even believers in the GGI approach recog-

nize inherent limitations. A sampling of successful group specialists ,,,ere 

interviewed on the telephone concerning GGI; all noted that many agents have 

difficulty with GGI. Some agents "felt threatened tl in GGI sessions since they 

were subject to verbal attack and criticism from a group that they were supposed 

to supervise. In addition, not all clients need a group experience. It there-

fore appears that the use of guided group interaction is essentially a supervision 

level decision. Agents who are interested can form a client group for GGI super-

vision. In light of this open-ended policy, why has GGI failed to grow as a 

viable alternative to individual client supervision? 

There is probably no single answer to this question but a complex of 

'~nterrelated factors which might be highlighted. In brief, several factors may 

" 
be enumerated: 1) lack of cO'.1tinued commitment from the Board, Management and 

supervisory levels in tIle Agency, 2) increasing work pressure on agents, 3) 

increasing financial pressure on the Agency and L~) lack of clearly defined group 

pr()cess objectives to assist agents in establishing a direction for group development. 

When group supervision was initiated, group sensitivity and self 

awareness w'ere part of the rhetoric of the times. Agency staff professed con-

J' > 
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fidence that Guided Group Interaction had something to offer as a tool in 

supervision and had therapeutic value. However, neither the Board nor 

management requested a written followup on GGI implementation which documented 

its development or identified its achievements. Hithout any obvious concern 

for the real value of groups and without knowledge about them or their progress, 

agents became increasingly aware of a lack of commitment in the Agency for the 

group technique as a treatment device or a supervision tool. In essence, the 

Agency did not attempt to provide agents with feedback on program progress and 

accomplishments. 

Further evidence 0f a declining conunitmcmt was found in the allocation 

of staff training hours ,,,hich reflects program levels of decision-making. A 

recent final evaluation report on staff training noted that the Agency gave 

highest priority to the delivery of training in the area of supervision skills 

(law enforcement) as opposed to treatment skills (client counseling). In fact, 

during the last two years of the sub-office grant, the Agency has not provided 

training for group supervision. Both of these factors, i.e. a lack of evalu-

ative feedback and training, suggest no commitment to the group supervision 

technique and a 10\" priority assignment for the agency as a program objective. 

Inc~easing agent work pressure was noted as a second reason for the 

failure of group supervision to grow as an alternative supervision tool. GGI 

never replaced anything; it ,,,as always 'in addition to everything else'. 

Because a majority of clients are employed, agents '"ho value the group process 

'''ere required to work in the evenings to concluc t groups. As \vorkloacls increased 

due to increasing caseloac1s and increasing demands on agent time for invest-

igative reporting and accountability recordkeeping, some agents found it 

impossible to fulfill the requirements of their jobs. Consequently group 

I 
I ; 

t.,ll. 

~-~~,.~,; i 
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interac tion \.,a G abandon~d. 

Increasing agent work pressure is directly related to the third 

reaSon cited for the decline of the GGI project or group supervision in 

general, in both district offices and sub-offices. The third reason cited 

was the increasing financial pressure being exerted on the Agency. With 

inflationary spirals in both labor and operations, experimentation in 

'treatment' programming was viewed as a luxury the Agency could not afford. 

Management argued that the Agency could not afford to pay a shift differential 

to cover evening hours as an incentive to group supervision techniques. 

Although parole agents are not on controlled hours, 1. e. they must be 

available when needed, and therefore the Agency is not legally required to 

pay a shift differential, staff argued that it \.,as unrealistic to assume that 

a conscientious agent could control his own hours by simply shifting his 

schedule fonmrd to include evening group supervision in light of \'lark 

pressures related to individual client daily contacts. Thus, while Agency 

management was unable to offer incentive payor incentive time off, agents 

including those with talents and interest in groups, were given the choice 

as to \vhether they wanted to conduct group sessions. The resulting attrition 

in group sessions was evidenced in previously reported data. 

Although fiscal limitations regarding agent pay incentives could 

possibly have beLL circumvented, dollar shortages had a very real impact on 

training. In order to provide training in group techniques, specialists were 

hired and paid out of TJEAA funds for staff development. As priorities 

. changed, ~-I·'f> purchase of service dollars were allocated to other areas and 

training was discontinued. With State dollars equally limited, there were no 

resources available to hire specialists and in-house capability was assigned 

other tasks. As a result, agents Hho were interested in group techniques 

had to pursue training on their own time and at their own expense. 
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In many instances, agents have obta'ined training in group technique 

while pursu:i.ng degrees in higher educaticn. It is in this manner that 

expertise in group techniques has de.ve1oped within the Agency. Since much 

of the practical expertise in group techniques is at the agent level and 

several key agency personnel have had no training or experience loJith group 

techniques, it is not likely that groups will become programmatically 

inspired supervision tools in the near future. 

One last point warranting discussion concerns the objectives of 

Guided Group Interaction. Early in the GGI project experience, it was 

noted that "many agents had little idea of where they loJere heading, or what 

they lvere trying to accomplish as a GGI facilitator. 11 Although the obj ectives 

of group supervision are easy to identify and list since they parallel the 

goals of the Agency as a l~lole, they are not easy to operationalize in a 

c.oncrete and cons truc tive manner l"i thin a group. In part, the dif ficul ty 

stems not on].y from the fact that abstractions such as improved socialization 

and communication do not provjde a measurable sense of direction but also 

because the structure and composition of the group have a strong effect on 

individual client objectives as lve11 as overall group objectives. For 

example, group homogeneity or heteroge!1nity determinethe range and variety of 

problems or issues Hhich may surface in a group. Each issue or problem is 

of varying importance to an individual offender. As a result, enormous skill 

is needed by a group facilitator to perceive relative problems, identify and 

set priorities on obj ectives, Clnd to develop tactics and strategies \oJhich 

effectively realize objectives among ten people. The correspondence and 

minutes on task force meetings reveal that agency staff grappled with the 

issue of client selection and group composition for over a year without 

linking group, composition to objectives. Particularly noticable from 

documented discussions is the lack of a problem solving orientation in setting 

:,"', . 
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guidelines for group selection and composition. The only consensus evident 

was that agents should exclude from groups homosexuals and psychotic types. 

Vie~"ed from an infallible hind-sight vantage point, the establishment of 

guidelines for group composition which are oriented tOloJard solving identifiable 

problems for a target group of offenders would have provided a measureable 

sense direction for agents and provided the agency with operationalized goals 

with real meaning. 

To some extent, specialized groups have developed on their CIVIl 

without Agency direction. A good example is the drug and alcohol groups in 

Philadelphia and the Sharon-Farrell Sub-Office. Staff of the Erie District 

Office and the Sbaron-Farrell Sub-Office where groups have had some success, 

report that a highly structured group with a clear purpose for each meeting 

are important ingredients in the formula for success. Also noted were major 

modifications in the original design of GGI as a rehabilitative device. The 

Williamspbrt District Office reported some success with group counseling 

focused exclusively on the offender l s private life in his nomoJorking, 

leisure hours. The objective of this approach is to develop constructive 

habits and behavior in onels leisure time when crimes are most likely to be 

committed. There are no known groups, hO~oJever, which focus on the· problem 

of unemployment. Since unemployment is a major problem among offenders, 

groups composed of unemployed offenders is a realistic criterion for group 

composition. It has been recently reported that an Illinois psychologist 

has had great success with a job finding club, a group assisted program for 

obtaining employment. This modified group approach to job counseling was 

based on the principle that most jobs in the real world are found through 

" , 

" 
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V ECONOHIC ANALYSIS OF PROGRAl:-l COSTS AND EFFECTIVENESS 

One additional method for evaluating a process or program is to 

introduce monetary values as a basis for comparison. These values may be 

costs, returns or both. There are benefits to the use of monetary values 

as an evaluative criterion. From a policy point of view, it may be easier 

to make decisions on relative project worth on the basis of economic loss 

or gain rather than on more abstruse behavioral considerations. In fact, 

even when behavioral criteria show no particular gain, monetary values may 

demonstrate substantial economic advantage to the project. Honetary 

criterion provides a common denominator that translates varied behavioral 

criteria into economic consequences and permits easier analysis. Since 

monetary criterion speaks directly to the policy maker and budget keeper 
,. 

~"ithout losing sight of underlying offendEr behaviors, it ~"as introduced 

as an additional technique of analysis. 

Central to the evaluation has been the issue of \"hether sub-offices 

were more effectively reintegrating offenders into their communities than the 

traditional district offices. It was sho~'Tl earlier in the analysis that 

, 
,< sub-offices had proportionately fewer clients unemployed or on public assist-
I 
! 

r 
ance than district bffices. It was also theorized that sub-offices may be 

r 
i 

1: 
less expensive to operate than district offices. These factors suggest the 

general hypothesis that there will be measurable economic advantages to 
, 
i 
! 
i·' society in the sub-office mode of operation when relative costs and effect-

t iveness are taken into account. Four monetary factors were the basis of 

this analysis: 1) PBP~ operating costs per client, 2) PBPP caseload det~n-

tion costs, 3) PBPP client societal costs for welfare dependency and 4) 

PBPP client tax dollars returned which represent savings or benefits that 

offset tax dollars expended for supervision. 
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For each study population, sub-office and district office 

clientele, the following cost/effectiveness model was used as a basis of 

making calculations. The subpopulations were subdivided into four groups: 

(A) employed clients, (B) unemployed clients ,,,ith public assistance, (C) 

unemployed clients without public assistance, and CD) clients in detention 

status. The total cost to society for each programmatic approach ,,,as 

estimated by adding estimated costs for the employed, unemployed and 

detained segments of each comparison group. Thus, the estimated societal 

cost of supervising employed clients consists of total PBPP supervision 

costs minus income tax dollars returned per client. The estimated total 

societal cost of unemployed clients on public assistance consists of PBPP 

c.:·sts per client plus "Telfare costs for income maintenance. The estimated 

total societal cost of unemployed clients not on public assistance was 

assumed to be PBPP costs per client alone. Data was not available regarding 

other types of income transfers for the unemployed. Lastly,' clients in 

detention represent additional correctional system costs beyond PBPP case 

supervision costs. These were added to each group's total costs so that an 

overall cost comparison could be made. 

The 'determination of PBPP cost per client included both direct 

and indirect costs for fiscal year 1974-75. Direct costs are agent salaries, 

equipment, rent and operating costs sustained by a supervising unit. 

Indirect costs represent administrative overheads, such as, regional staff, 

district office supervisors and district office clerical staff which provide 

services to both district office and sub-office clientele. Indirect costs 

were allocated on a formula basis according to the ratio of clients in each 

study group. All SRS operational costs were excluded. Also excluded from 

the analysis were Pittsburgh's East Liberty Sub-Office and the Altoona 

District Office which are state funded and not part of the evaluation design. 
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The computation of average PBPP cost per client was based upon total case-
, 

loads including absconders, clients in detenlion and clients who are hospitalized. 

The average cost for each PBPP client in sub-offices was estimated to be 

$656 per year and for each PBPP client in district offices, $570 per year. 

Table XVI displays this computation. It is apparent from this data that 

based on average costs per client alone, per capita costs in sub-offices are 

higher than district offices. Howeve~, these are not the full costs of 

supervision for \velfare and detention costs must be taken into consideration. 

A. 

B. 

C. 

TABLE XVI 

PBPP Average Cost Per Client for 
Fiscal Year 1974-75 

Nine Sub-Offices Seven District Offices 

Average Monthly Caseload 
FY 74-75 1,511 2,536 

Total Costs, Direct and 
Allocated Indirect $991,800 $1, 44Lf , 618 

Average Annual Cost Per 
Client $656 $570 

Hhen supervision costs take employment and welfare dependency into 

consideration, a different cost pattern emerges. Public assistance payments 

to offenders represent indirect costs of street supervision since income 

maintenance is a necessary investment if l=eintegration is to be achieved. 

The estimated number of unemployed clients needing public assistance was 

derived from 197Lf PBPP Quarterly Employment Surveys. The estimated \velfare 

payment for these individuals was based on average \velfare payments for a 

single person living in sub-office territory. It was assumed that persons 

with dependents would be AFDC recipients and therefore would be in the SRS 

program according to SRS administrators. Based upon a nine county 

average welfare payment for a single person, the estimated average welfare 

payment \.,as $141 per month, or $1,687 ')er year. Hithout a full 

survey of agent field books, this \vas t.he best source. available vlith published 
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data. Ta.ble XVII displays the estimated annual societal cost of supervising 

unemployed clients on welfare based upOn the,average number of DPA recip:i.e.nts 

in the study group during 1974. The average number of DPA recipients 

multiplied by the sum of the estimated PEPP cost per client plus the average 

welfare payment per client yielded an estimated total annual cost of $89,034 

for sub-office DPA recipients in 1974 and $255,041 for the district offices. 

The estimated total annual cost f01- non-welfare unemployed clients was 

determined by simply multiplying the average number of non-welfare unemployed 

clients for 1974 by the PEPP unit cost per client. The estimated cost of 

unemployed non·-welfare clients in sub-offices ~vas $227,632 per annum in 

contrast with $392,160 per annum for district office clientele. 

TAELE XVII 

Estimated Costs for Unemployed Clients in 1974 

A. Average Number of Unemployed 
Public Assistance Recipients 

B. Average Number of Unemployed 
Clients Without Public Assistance 

C. Estimated Annual Public Assist­
ance Cost Per Client 

D. Estimated Annual PEPP Cost Per 
Client 

E. Estimated Annual Cost to Supervise 
PBPP Client with Public Assist-

Nine Sub-Offices 

38 

347 

$1,687 

$656 

ance: ACC + D) $89,034 

F. Estimated Annual Cost to 
Supervise Unemployed PBPP Client 
Without Public Assistance: B x D $277,632 

Seven District Offices 

113 

688 

$1,687 

$570 

$255,041 

$392,160 

In contrast \vith unemployed clients, the cost of supervising the 

employed represents what is expended to supervise them less the tax dollars 

they return to the government as revenues. Tax dollars are reported annually 

from client W-2 forms, or agent estimates. In the first quarter of 1975 

when 1974 income returns were compiled, there was considerable under-reporting 
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of client income and tax for 1971f. The 197£1 tax return Has therefore 

estimated by multiplying the average number ot tax dollars paid per client 

times the average number of employed clients reported in 1974 client 

employment surveys. The total taxes reported for sub-office clientele 

in 1974 was $1,070,540 and for district office clientele, $917,109. There-

fore, based upon the number of clients \"ho \Vere reported, the estimated 

average tax paid per client was $1,015 in sub-offices and $759 in district 

offices. The total cost of supervising employed clients consequently is 

the result of mUltiplying the average number of employed clients by the 

average PBPP cost per client in each study group minus the 1974 average 

number of employed clients multiplied by the average tax return per client 

t in the study group. The total estimated tax returns more than offset total 

PBPP costs for the employed group. Therefore, this monetary benefit is 

displayed in Table XVIII as a negative figure for the overall cost compar-

ison. 

TABLE XVIII 

Client Status Nine Sub-Offices Seven District Offices 

A. Average Number of Employed 
Clients in 1974 991 1,42.4 

B. Average Annual PBPP Cost Per 
Client $656 $570 

C. Average Annual Tax Return' 
Per Client in 1974 $1,015 $759 

D. Total Estimated Cost of PBJ?P 
Supervision for Employed Clients $650,096 $811,680 

E. Total Estimated Tax Return 
for Employed Clients $1,005,865 $1,080,816 

F. Total Estimated Cost After 
Tax Return Deductions for 
Employed Clients CD - E, or 
Dollar Benefit) -$355,769 -$269,136 

1':; , 
" 

i 
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Detention co~ts represent the estimated additional cost to society 

of probationers or parolees who ~vere jailed for new violations or offenses. 

These costs were added to PBPP's costs since we observed differential 

detention rates between the comparison populations. To estimate the 

proportion of clients in detention in the study population, caseload status 

was averaged for: three time points, December, 1974, and March and June, 1975. 

The cost of detention was derived from data available in statistical public-

ations on corrections produced by the Governor's Justice Commission. 

Average detention cost ~oJas based upon 1971f cost data for seven counties: 

Beaver, Berks, Centre, Lacka\vanna) Lancaster, Montgomery and York. The 

~. average cost of detention"\~as $4,583 per resident per year for seven 

counties. This figure is not as meaningful as estimated PBPP supervision 

costs per capita since client "lockups" usually do not last for a full year. 

However, although there is turnover among clients in lockup situations 

during a year, we can safely assume that the proportion of clients in 

detention situations stays relatively constant in the study populations. 

Thus, the average lockup cost per year when applied to differential rates 

of detention is an estimate of the true costs of correctional treatment. 
i 

t. Nevertheless, it is probably a conservative estimate of correctional costs 

, 
since additional factors such as law enforcement costs, judicial administrative 

costs and medical costs are not included in the analysis. 

Table XIX displays es timated detention costs for the t\·70 

comparison populations. 
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TABLE XIX 

~stimated Costs of Detention 

A. Average Monthly Caseload 

B. Average Percentage in 
Detention 

C. Estimated Annual Detention 
Costs Based on Average 
Cost of $4,583 per Client 
per Year 

Nine Sub-Offices 

1,511 

6.8% 

$470,894 

Seven D.is!~rict Offices 

2,536 

5.4% 

$627,q14 

In conclusion, the estimated annual cost to society of super-

vising A) employed clients, B) welfare dependent clients, C) unemployed 

clients and D) detention clj.ents were summed for each program group as 

follows in Table XX: 

TABLE XX 

Programmatic Cost-Effectiveness Comparison 

Groups Costed Nine Sub-Offices 

A. Employed Clients (-)$355,769 

B. Helfare Dependent CJ:ierlts $ 89,034 

C. Enemployed Clients 
0iithout Public Assistance) $227,632 

D. Clients in Detentiqn $470,89Lr 

TOTAL COSTS $431,791 

Average Monthly Caseload'~ 1, 4Lr4 

Estimated Average Cost Per Client $299 

Seven District Offices 

(-)$269,136 

$255,041 

$392, ],60 

$627,614 

$1,005,679 

2,381 

$422 

*Average of fiscal 74-75 and calendar 197Lr caseloac1 data. 

Average Nonthly 
Caseload D.O. S.O. 
FY 74-75 2,536 1,511 I 

Calendar, '74 2,226 1,376 

" ;;;, 
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The estimated average cost per client for sub-offices when 

prog)~am effectiveness measures are taken into 'account; was $299 in compartson 

with $422 for district office general caseload clientele. Thus, despite the 

fact that Agency costs per capita tend to be higher for sub-offices primarily 

because of a lower volume of cases, and detention appears to be more fre-

quently used among sub-office clientele creating an additional cost, the 

overall performance of sub-office clientele with respect to employment and 

public assistance dependency when given monetary valuelmore than offsets 

these higher costs and creates an economic advantage for sub-offices. The 

result ,vas a reversal in the cost relationship ",ith district office general 

caseloads. Although these cost estimates are crude, they were thought to 

represent a reasonable strategy under the circumstances. They also serve 

to highlight the importance of employment to probation and parole as a 

factor in client reintegration and cost minimization. 
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APPENDIX I 

Case Closure Data 

Table IA: 197LI Totals From Interim 

CHent Populations in Successful Unsuccessful Total 
Stud), Closure* Closure;'o~ Annual 

Nine Sub-Offices 324 135 LI59 

Seven District Offices 635 182 817 

SRS Caseloads 512 144 656 

Table IB: First Six Months of 1975 

Client Populations in Successful Unsuccessful Total 
Study Closure* Closure*~~ Annual 

Nine Sub-Offices 240 83 323 

Seven District Offices 417 105 522 

SRS Caseloads 297 130 427 

Table IC: January 1, 1974 - June 30, 1975 Composite 

, . 
Client Populations in Successful Unsuccessful Total 

Study Closurc* Closure~'d~ Annual 

Nine Sub-Offices 564 218 782 

Seven District Offices 1,052 287 1,339 

SRS Caseloads 809 27LI 1,083 

*Final Discharge 

**Recommits from Parole plus Revocations of Probation 

% Closed 
Unsuccessful 

29.4% 

22.3% 

21. 9% 

% Closed 
Unsuccessful 

25.7% 

20.1% 

30.4% 

% Closed 
Unsuccessful 

27.9% 

21. 4% 

25.3% 

. " 

;\ 
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APPENDIX I 

Unconvicted Violator Data 

Table VA: 197Lf Totals from Interim Report 

Client Populations in Average Monthly % UCV Per Month of 
Study UCV's Added Pa. Caseload Average Caseload 

Nine Sub-Offices 251 1,195 1. 75% 

Seven District Offices 333 2,260 1. 2% 

SRS Caseloads 458 1,782 2.1% 

Table VB: Six Month Totals, January - June, 1975 

Client Populations in Average Monthly % UCV Per Month of 
Study UCV's Added Pa. Caseload Average Caseload 

Nine Sub-Offices 151 1,380 1.8% 

Seven District Offices 193 2,638 1.2% 

SRS Caseloads 215 1,764 2.0% 

Table VC: Composite Totals, January 1, 1974 - June 30, 1975 (18 months) 

Client Populations in 
Study 

Nine Sub-Offices 

Seven District Offices 

SRS Case10ads 

UCV's Added 

Lf02 

526 

673 

Average Monthly 
Pa. Case10ad 

1,257 

2,386 

1,776 

District Office versus Sub-Office: t = 6.54, p < .001 
Sub-Office versus SRS: t = 3.35, p < .01 

% UCV Per Month of 
Average Caseload 

1. 8% 

1. 2% 

2.1% 
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Full Time Employment 

Part Time Employment 

Unemployed DPA 

APPENDIX I 

Regional and Sub-Offices Quarterly Emp10ymeut 
For Four Quarters of 1974, and ~vo Quarters of 1975 

I First 
1 

Second Third 

I Quarter Quarter Quarter 
1974 1974 1974 

S.O. D.O. S.O. D.O. S.O. D.O. 

883 1,280 901 1,437 1,038 1,334 

25 62 17 56 25 70 

37 79 32 115 32 125 

Effective Able Case10ad 1,035 1,568 1,022 1,779 1,174 1,730 

Regional and Sub-Offices Quarterly Employment 
For Four Quarters of 1973 

(Source PBPP Quarterly Employment Report) 

Fourth First 
Quarter Quarter 

1974 1975 
S.O. D.O. S.O. D.O. 

1,044 1,360 812 1,149 

31 97 64 132 

51 130 49 143 

1,276 1,851 1,049 1,704 

First Second Third Fourth 
Quarter Quarter Quarter Quarter 
1973 1973 1973 1973 

S.O. D.O. S.O. D.O. S.O. D.O. S.O. D.O. 

Full Time Employment ! 910 2,093 1,000 2,053 999 1,379 903 1,016 

Part Time Employment 36 101 28 94 31 69 34 65 

Unemployed DPA 49 279 34 291 24 53 27 77 

Effective Able Caseload 1,103 2,722 1,186 2,620 1,142 1,642 1,076 1:298 

Second 
Quarter 

1975 
S.O. D.O. 

1,105 1,407 

58 - 74 

73 198 

1,370 1,929 

~ 

I 
0\ 
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I EXECUTIVE SU1:111ARY AND INTERIH CONCLTJSIONS 

Project and Evaluation Synopsis 

This evaluation summary was prepared to provide the executive ~vith 

a brief overview of the. int~rim report and highlight the preliminary findings, 

conclusions and reconullendations forthcoming from the analysis. 

The period unde.r evaluation represents the forth year of continuation 

funding for the "Revional Office - Sub-Office" LEAA Grant. This grant ~vas 

designed to establish six regional offices and nine sub·-offices ~vhich were 

intended to decentralize case decision-making, improve administrative effi-

ciency, and to establish a more effective, localized service delivery system 

• for the supervision of clients. The need for this administrative structure 
I 
I came about primarily because of the increasing demands for service being 

placed upon this previously small, centralized agency. 

This evaluation of Regional Offices and Sub-Offices focused its 

attention upon the activities and client accomplishments of the sub-offices. 

Two evaluation activities pre.dominated in the first half of the evaluation 

period leading to this interim report. They included the analysis of 

statistical data and the interviewinci of sub-office and regional office 

staff. 

Statistical measures of program performance and effectiveness were 
! 
! compiled and analyzed in the Central Office using the Board of Probation 
I v 
I 
I 

I 
\. 

f 
I 
L, 

t .••.•. :.'. ti
] 

I
i :,; 

i ,~ 

, j 

hJ 

I· ' .. 

and Parole's statistical reporting system. The basis of this evaluation's 

design was a comparison of data on sub-offices' clients, and non sub-office 

clients with respect to probation and parole outcome measures. The measures 

selected for study included recidivism (return to prison), unconvicted parole 

Violation, client arrest and client employment. 

11 
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In order to provide a comparable population for comparison with 

sub-office cl~ents, ~he district office general caseloads were isolated 

by the subtraction of all SRSlcases when compiling statistical measures 

for analysis. 

Interviews were conducted at the regional office and sub-office 

levels to provide some information on accomplishments with respect to 

the less tangible objectives of the grant. Sub-Ofciceintcrvie"\vs were 

intended to ascertain whether agents were bette.r utilizing community 

resources, emphasizing family and group therapy, reducing extensive travel 

and investing more time into supervision so as to reduce recidivism and 

provide better protection for the comn1unity. Implicit in the, overall 

objoctives of sub-offices was a desire to improve the quality of services 

and consequently improve the rehabilitative effect of supervision. 

Regional office directors ~vere interviewed to identify a"GrJ make 

explicit their operational roles and functions. Although the LEAP. Grant 

had designated responsibilities for the regional office echelon, little 

empirical information was available concerning hOI., they functioned in 

reality. 

At the writing of this interim report, some aspects of the evaluation 

were unde.rdeveloped and some were inromplete. The automated data collection 

system was not fully operational when the preliminary analysi~ was being 

done for the interim report and consequently could not be used. It is 

intended that this valuable resource will be used extensively in the prepar-

ation of a final evaluation. It is ~lso intended that the interview process 
-

will be strengthened and extended tn more exhaustively cover community 

based services which have contact F!th the sub-offices. To 

lTne Social Rehabilitation Service ~L the U.S. Department,of Health, Education 
Dnd Welfare provides funds for pal vIe supervision of specialized caseloads in­
cluding alcohol, drug dependence a'>.! welfare cases. 

:1 
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strengthed by a more critical structuring of the questions to be asked 

r' .. 
I so as to reduce subjectively and facilitate more st<'ltistical analysis 

using scientific survey techniques. 

It is believed that although the results of this analysis are 

necessarily tentative, they are highly informative and provide the founda-

, 

\ 

I 
I' 

tions for continuing evalutive research in this proj ect' s performance 

anel accomplishments relative to its obj ectives. 

t 
\ Interim Findings and Conclusions 

1. Recidivism ~vhen defined as recommitments and revoc.ations Has 

found to decrease from before the grant period (1968-1971) to after the g-.cs;:t 

period (1971-1974) regardless of how it was measured. Three alternative 

measurements were made using new releases, total active cases served and 

total cases closed as a basis of analysis and the srune conclusion prevailed. 

The decrease in recidivism may in part be attributed to the decentralization 

grant and in part to all other new programs instituted around this time. 
; I 

2. Sub-offices ~vere found to have high percentages of recidivists 

relative to total closures in comparison ~vith general caseloads in district 

offices. It \vas concluded that the more localized service delivery sys tern 

had enhanced the effectiveness of client supervision and consequently 

improved· the detection of violations to the benefit of community security. 

This conclusion regarding more effective surveillance was substantiated with 

empirical evidence reported below in subsequent interim findings. 
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3. Sub-offices were found to have higher percentages of parolees 

in their caseloads than the general caseloads of district offices. The 

conclusion to be drawn from this finding is that the sub--offices may be 

carrying proportionately more difficult clients to rehabilitate since parolees 

I,lere formerly incarcerated for cOUlmitting more serious offenses i.n comparison 

{yith probationers \<1ho did not go to prison. Data limitations prevented a 

comparison of just parolee performance in sub-offices and the general 

caseloads of district offices. 

4. Sub-offices were found to have higher percentages of clients 

I arrested and classified as 'un(:onvicted violators' relative to average 
t« 
I , monthly caseloads when compared with general caseloads of district offices. 

, < 

It was concluded that this evidence supports the contention that sub-office 

agents who attempt to more closely supervise clients, are more aware of 

client activities and are providing more effective surveillance for the 

detection of violators and crime. This conclusion directly supports the 

second finding in this interim report. 

5. Sub-offices were found to have significantly higher percent-I. ages of employed clients and lower percentages of clients dependent upon 

r" public assistance than general caseload clients in the district offices. 

It was concluded that the closer supervision of sub-offices has brought 

about a more successful reintegration of clients <into their economic community 

as productive citizens than obtained by district offices. This contention 

was further supported by tentative client income data indicating higher 

earnings and more tax dollars were being generated by sub-office clients. 

6. It was concluded that the integration of the sub-offices 

Within the community has been accomplished as indicated by intervie\V based 
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data. It Has found that sub-office agents live Hithin an average of 13 

miles from their office implying that they are also closer to their clientele. 

Sub-office agents reportedly have reduced their travel time. A majority of 

sub-office agents had training in family relat10ns and also more frequently 

use cOlll.l1unity facilities rather than county lock-ups. It Has also found that 

sub-office agents i<lere generally saU_sfied vlith their jobs, a factor Hhich 

bears on motivatio!1 and morale. 

7. It I-las found that employment was the most frequently cited 

client need in sub-offices (despite their superior record). Other frequently 

cited needs included job training, psychiatric counselling and drug and 

alcohol treatment. 

8. It was found that sub-offices most frequently refer clients 

to Lle Bureau Qf Employment Security and to the Department of ~ublic 

Assistance. On the average, 5.9 referrals were made each month by each 

agent in the sub-offices. 

9, Regional direct,?rs Here found to have assumed their respon-

sibilities of parole and h~aring decision-making. In addition, success was 

reported in establishing good inter-and intra-agency \<lorking relationships 

with the possible' E:'1Cception of the Department of Public Helfare and HH/MR 

since SRS validation has generated considerable burdens on them. A more 

detailed description is available in the anaJysis. 

Interim Recommenda t ions 

1. For the evaluation, it is recommended that: 

A. A more in-depth analysis of probation and parole outcome 

be undertaken using computer capability to more thoroughly differentiate 

project effects and analyze interrelated results; 

I) 

.; 

! 
! 
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B. A more refined interview format be developed to incorporate 

less subjective, more scientific survey methodology into the analysis, and 

expand the interview process to more community based service groups and 

district office agents; and 

C. That the plan to accompany agents into the field for the 

purpose of observing and interviewing clients be abandoned as superfluous 

and unproductive. 

2. It is recommended that the Board of Probation and Parole 

continue its policy of reducing the average sub-office caseload to 50 clients 

per <~ent by transferring state agents into sub-offices. 

3. It is recommended that the Governor's Justice Commission continue 

support for funding a project that is showing considerable success in achieving 

its objectives and is providing significant benefit to the state-wide community. 

, j 

< ; 



II PROJECT ACTIVITIES 

Project Goals and Objectives 

The goal of the Board of Probation and Parole's LEAA-funded grant 

was essentially t\vofold: 1) the establishment of six regional offices with-

in the Governor's Common Human Service Regions in order to provide maximum 

administrative efficiency through decentralized decision-making for expanded 

programs and services operating in a multi-agency environment, and 2).the 

establishment of nine sub-offices in order to provide for the decentraliza-

tion of service delivery and a wider range of readily available, localized 

services. More specific objectives of the sub-offices included 1) placing 

agents in more localized geographical settings so that they could lnore closely 

supervise their clients and better utilize community resources, 2) placing 

an emphasis on family and group therapy as a tool for rehabilitation, 3) 

10\vcring of agent caseloads to allow for the investment of more supervisory 

time on individual clients and either reduce client recidivism or increase 

the identification of violators so as to better protect the community against 

crime, and 4) reducing extensive agent. travel ~vhich is costly in terms of 

agent time~ effort, conveniences and miles of road driving. 

i i The intended functions of the regional offices are to 1) provide 

overall administration and direction for the region, including program develop-

ment and implementations, 2) coordinate efforts with other agencies and 3) 

decentralize parole and hearing decision-making to accommodate increased case 

volume.due to new regulations governing parole and court decisions. The 

Morrissey and Rambeau decisions have made it necessary for the agency to have 

Violation hearings in the communities \o]here the violations took place. Hith-

out decentralization, there would be a backup of case p~oceedings, thereby 

creating physical problems in various institutions throughout the Commonwealth 
. ~; 

-7-
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as well as legal problems since there are legal time limits set for case 

decision-making. The Board is continuing in its policy to decentralize 

decision-making to the areas of violation hearings, lodging of detainers, 

personnel and volunteer services and training programs. The regional 

directors) \vho also function as hearing officer.s, are intended to expedite 

the violation hearing process and thereby alleviate the,backlog of case 

proceedings. 

Overview of Agency Operations 

The Pennsylvania Board of Probation and Parole is an independent 

State agency, directed by a five-person Board (currently with two vacancies), 

an Executive Director, and support staff located in Harrisburg. As a result 

of this grant, field staff are grouped into six regions, which are geograph-

ically nearly the same as the six 'human service' regions in Pennsylvania. 

Each region is headed by a LEAA-funded Regional Director, who is directly 

responsible to the Director of Field Services, wno is in turn responsible to 

the Superintendent of Parole Supervision. The latter reports directly to 

the Executive Director. 

Each region controls either one or two district offices, the latter 

being ten in number. Seven of these district offices have nine LEAA-funded 

branches called "sub-offices" located in small cities: York, Lancaster, 

Reading, Norristown, Scranton, State College, Sharon-Farrell, Aliquippa and 

Greensburg. There is a total of 26 parole agents who report to the supervisor 

of each sub-office; ten of these agents are paid by federal funds from the 

grant which is the object of this; evaluation, t\vO are pa,id from state matching 

funds and the remainder are paid~from general state funds. In addition, one 

of the nine supervisors (Greens;-. j g) is LEAA-funded. 

-.~ ......... ~ 
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Because each sub-office is an integral part of this project, this 

evaluation will focus on the entire sub-office program, including the state-

funded agents and their caseloads. Dealt with separately in. the study will 

be SRS
I 

agents who occupy office space in the sub-office but who report to 

the SRS Unit Supervisor in the district office. 

The existing field services historically 'vere delivered from nine 

district offices located thrQughout the State of Pennsylvania. During the 

five years prior to the application for this'subgrant, the Board experienced 

a tremendous increase in the number of cases supervised which seriously 

limited available resources and hindered the delivery of services necessary 

for the successful rehabilitation of the offender in the community. It 

became increasingly clear that they no longer could provide adequate services 

until such time as decision-making 'vas decentralized closer to where the 

client was being supervised. On June 30, 1974, the Board was supervising a 

total of 11,7l2 cases which had increased from 6,107 in June, 1970. Of the 

11,712 cases, 1,279 were supervised in nine sub-offices located throughout 

the ConuuonHealth. The agency hope Has that the decentralization vlOuld provide 

for more meaningful service delivery and improve the morale of the agents. 

IThe Social Rehabilitation Service of the U.S. Department of Health, Education 
and Welfare provides funds for parole supervision of sp~cialized caseloads in­
cluding alcohol, drug dependence and welfare cases . 
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XII EVALUATION ACTIVITIES 

Nature of the Evaluation Activities 

The evaluation activities have consisted of several components. 

Statistical data relevant to the measurement of pr'ogram performance ,vas 

compiled and analyzed for the nine sub-offices as a group and compared with 

the general caseloads and SRS 1 units in the seven district offices \Vhich 

control the sub-off.-i.ces. Site visits were made to all nine sub-offices 

and inteJ:vie"ls made with all of their 26 agents using guidelines established 

to provide a standard interview format (see Appendix VI). Site visits were 

also made to four sub-offices with the purpose of interViewing community ser-

vice agencies, police and courts in order to gauge the rapport established 

bet\veen the sub-office and the community. A standard interview format was used 

(see Appendix VI). Simple data forms were collected on a monthly basis from all 

sub-office parole agents to monitor referrals of clients to outside agencies, 

present needs of clients, and the use of group therapy. As of this writing, 

five of the offices have submitted these forms covering a one or t,vo month 

period (see Appendix VIII). 

Interviewing of regional directors was attempted to establish their 

functions withj.n the agency and their role in decision-making. Three have 

been intervie,ved to date (see Appendix VI). Interviews of the Director of Field 

Services and Superintendent of Parole Supervision also were undertaken to obtain 

their vie,vs on decentralization and the role of the regional directors. 

IThe SOcial Rehabilitation Service of the U.S. Department of Health, Education 
and Welfare provides fund:. for parole supervision of specialized caseloads in­
cluding alcohol, drug dependence and welfare cases. 

-10-
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During the first four months of this evaluation activity (November 1, 

1974 through February 28, 1975) a total of thirteen sub-office stte visits and 

five other interviews have been conducted. This is ~vell in excess of the three 

on-site visits per month required by the Governor's Justice Commissi0l1 . 

.1'.hs.-ldentification of Evaluation Neasures and Data Sources 

The most quantifiable evaluation measures of ~he extent to which 

program objectives have been accompli::hed are indicators of client violations 

and re'cidivism, client emp10yment data and data on caseload size over time. 

Clients per agent are reported on a monthly basis and are available 

for sub-offices since September, 1972, shortly after they became organized. 

Caseload had also been reported quarterly by district office for many years 

before the sub-offices existed. Implicit in the goal of reduced caseloads is 

the assumption that the more time an agent has available to spend with indi-

vidual clients, the more he should be able to counsel each client and channel 

activities into socially acceptable patterns. Studies of the affect of agents' 

caseload size on recidivism have not been conclusive. 2 Some clients have been 

shown to benefit from the structured environment provided by intensive super-

vision while others cannot function and even rebel against the inherent con-

straints of close supervision. 

Violation and recidivism 3!:dicators have been reported regularly 

for over a decade in the PBPP statistical reporting system. These include: 

1) records of parolees recommitted to prison by the Parole Board on their 

original sentence, either with new convictions or for violations of the rules 

of parole (technical violations), 2) ~records of special .probation/parole cases 

:--
2H. G. Neithercutt and D. H. Gottfr.::son, "Caseload Size Variation and Difference 
in Probation/Parole Performance", ;:;,tional Center for Juvenile Justice, Washington, 
D.C., 1974. .. 

"-' 
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. 
The statistical measure of client employmen t status \vas obtained 

from data which is collected quarterly from survey forms filled out by all 

parole agents statewide. Studies have shmm that good emp19yment adj ustment 

correlates highly with success on parole/probation. 3 Client employment is 

also an indicator of the sub-offices' ability to provide a better link with 

the locality and yield a more effective use of local resources. Reported on 

this survey are numbers of clients able and available to work, number employ-

ed full time, part time, and number receiving public assistance. Also avail-

able (for 5 of the 9 sub-offices) is a breakdO\vu of the 19"13 earnings of the 

clients under supervision. This is a figure which has been reported by dis-

trict office since 1949. 

The other less tangible goals of the LEAA Grant program cannot be 

. measured e"sily in terms oI quantified data. Instead, the success of intended 

functions such as integrating the agency into the community, reducing incon-

venience, 'vasted time and travel time, emphasizing family and group treat-

ment, and providing more effective ~se of local resources have been evaluated 

by utilization of interview techniques. Ifhen possible, responses to these 

i:; interviews have been tabulated and quantified. The Regional Director 

} 

component of the project has also been approached using this methodology. 

Questions directed to the Regional Directors and their supervisors in C~ntral 

Office have been geared to determine their specific functions in the agency, 

and their role in caseload and, management decision-making. Consequently, 

their contribution is essentially descriptive in nature rather than evaluative 

since little was known heretofore about how Regional Directors were functioning. 

3
See 

for example, Probation and Parole: Selected Readings, Edited by R.M. Carter 
and L. T. Wilkins, John Wiley and Sons, New York, 1970. pages 131-137; page 149. 
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IV ANALY~IS O}' PROBATION AND PAROLE OUTCmm 

It has been suggested by previous evaluations that the creation of 

sub-offices and the decentralization of caseload supervision has had a pos-

itive impact upon recidivism and the likelihood of successfully reintegrating 

the offender into society. The two most commonly used measures of program 

effectiveness and the reintegration of offenders in previous studies has been 

the number of cliE nts who ~vere returned to prison and the number of clients 

found to be employed and earning a living. These measures will also be used 

in this evaluation. However, since this project is in its fourth year of 

continuation funding, the emphasis of this evaluation was not to demonstrate 

the impact of the project using the customary before-after method of evaluat-

ion. Instead, this report evaluates the ability of sub-offices to bring about 

higher levels of performance with respect to the supervision of clients and 

analyzes the outcome of sub-office probation or parole experiences. 

Since Regional Offices do not provide direct client services, the 

evaluative focus must necessarily be on the sub-offices as compared to 'the' ... 

general caseloads in the District Offices which existed prior to the implement-

ation of the grant. For this porti,on of the evaluation, it is assumed that the 

coordinating activities of ree;ional offices are indirectly reflected in the pro-

~ation and parole outcome results reported here. Given the interim nature of 

this report, it should be kept in mind that the T~sults shown here are prelim-

inary and are subject to the inherent weaknesses found in all informati"on which 

is based solely on summary statistics in a manually reported data system. The 

future availability of a computerized client data system may modify conc;lusions' 

derived from limited summary data. 

-·14-
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~act of Decentralization on Recidivism 

As a point of departure, we revic\"ed the evaluative approach taken 

by Meta-Metrics, Inc., of Washington, D.C. 4 in tbe previous evaluattfl\l period. 

The Meta-Metrics approach compared the statewide failure rate of Pennsylvania 

parolees (recommits) for tbe five years prior to decentralization by regional-

ization (1967 through 1971) to the three years follO\'Jing decentralization 

(1971 through 1973).4 As a base for determining re~ommitment rate, they used 

the total number of recommits for each calendar year divided by the number 

of persons released on parole/reparole that year. To smooth out time base 

data fluctuations, they averaged percentages for the first five years (1967-

71) and the last three years (1971-73). Their two respective averages were 

31.2% and 22.7%. After discovering that some of Meta-Metrics' data were in-

complete, we recalculated these averages and found them to be 32.3% and 25.2% 

respec~ively. Both of these decreases in recomnit rate are significant to 

better than the 0.001 probability level suggesting that these differences were 

not due to chance. 

The Heta-Metrics' final report was published in July of 1974 and 

consequently did not include 1974 data. Table I reproduces the Heta-Metrics 

analysis including 1974 and recomputes average recommitment rate based upon 

the five year period before and the four year period after the project began. 

The new computation did not change the basic conclusion that there has been 

a significant decline in parole recommitment ,,,hen viewed as percent of new 

cases each year. 

4Evaluation of Regional Offices.,~ Sub-offices of the Pennsylvania Board of 
Probation and Parol~', DS-36-7~.!E, Final Evaluation Report, Meta-Hetrics, 
Inc .. , Hashington, D.C., April )", 1974. 
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TABLE I: PAROLE OUTCmm BY YEAR -1967 to 197Lf 

[a1endar 
Year 

1967 
1968 
1969 
1970 
1971 
1972 
1973 
1974 

New Parole 
and Reparole 

2,111 
1,956 
1,750 
2,090 
2,897 
2,620 
2,481 
2,667 

PaI:01ees 
Recommitted 

665 
709 
647 
738 
571 
581 
730 
686 

Ne\v Parole and 
Reparolc Three 
Year Aver~e 

2,162* 
2,O73~~ 

1,939 
1,932 
2,246 
2,536 
2,666 
2,589 

Percent Recommits of 
Average New Ca~es 

30.8\ 
34.2 \. 
33.4 )32.3 - 5 yr. 
38.2./ average 
25. L~/. 
22.9 "25.5 - 4 yr. 
27.4 average 
26.5 

Since \.;rel1 over one third of sub-office caseloads are probation 

cases, Tab1~ II applied the same procedure of evaluation to the State's special 

probation cases. As noted, pronation cases also experienced significant de-

creases in the proportion of revocations after the onset of the State's program 

of decentralization. l'Iore importantly, this cva1uo.tive procedure demonstrated 

(Table III) a significant decrease in the proportion of all cases returned to 

prison relative to new cases added for supervision after the dec~ltralization 

grant was implemented. Overall, a comparison of four years before with four 

years after revealed that recommitments and revocations decreased from 29.7% of 

new cases added to 20.7%. 

TABLE II: PROBATtON OUTCOME BY YEAR 1968 to 1974 

Calendar Probation Three Year 
Year Added Revoked Probation Average Percent Revoked 

1968 458 70 339,1;* 20.65, 
1969 605 92 473** 19. !i5 >18.9% 
1970 909 143 657 21. 8 ! 1971 1,381 133 965 13.8:~ ( 

; 
1972 2,103 175 1,464 11.95 12.9% ~ 

197.3 1,983 253 1,822 13 . 9 J (il year \ 

1974 2.,146 252 2,077 12.1 . averages): 
.' 

I 

*FY 1965 and 1966 used to compute mm:ing averages. 

**FY 1966 and 1967 used to obtain moving averages. 
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TABLE III: CVgRALL IHPACT OF NEH PROGRAHS HEASURED BY 
RECIDIVISM PERFORHANCE 

Calendar Probation and Returned: Revoke.d Percent Returned 
Year Pa.role Addcd or Reconmlitted of Nc"(v Additions 

1968 2, 412"~ 779 32.3~, 
1969 2,Lf12'~ 739 30.6% ; 29.7% 
1970 2,589 881 34.0% 
1971 3,211 704 21.9) 1972 4,000 756 18.9% 20.7% 
1973 4,488 983 21. 9% (Lf year 
1974 4,666 938 20. U averages) 

Several alternative methods of measuring changes in recidivism 

over time were also examined. One method, a comparison of recommitments Clnd 

revocations with the total cases supervised during a year, shm'led a significant 

decroase in the proportion being returned to prison (see Appendix IB). Using 

moving averages, the data revealed a drop from an average of 14% of all active 

cas8s being returned to prison during the four years prior to decentralization, 

to only 9.8% being returned on the average after implementation of the grant 

program. A second alternative method which is not affected by new additions to 

the case10ad during a year, is a comparison of the total unsuccessful cases 

with the total number of cases closed, or the sum of successes and failures 

(see Appendix IC). Although these results were not as dramatic, a significant 

decrease in the percentage of clients being returned to prison was observed. 

Whereas an average of 30.9% of the cases closed during 1968-71 were returned to 

prison befo~e decentralization, an average of 28.5% of all case closures were 

returned to prison after the grant program began. 

It is entirely possible that decentralization and regionalization, 

made possible by the LEAA grant, contributed to this significant decline in 

the proportion of parolee recommitments and probation revocations. Hmvever, 

*b~ 1966 and 1967 used to obtain moving averages. 

:Igt!" 
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other LEM proj ects as \"ell .as changing Board criteria for recommit ting 

parolees, and the more recently jnstituted SRS program, could also have 

beei.1 contributing factors. More sophisticated evaluative research techniques 

which are capabll~ of determining the unique contri.butions of various factors 

are natura.lly dependent upon the availability of data. and resources to 

manipulate it. By the completion of this evaluation funding period, a recently 

installed automated information system will increase our evaluative research 

capabilities considerably. For this interim report, a hand tabulation of 

summary data utilizing a. somewhat more sophisticated research design than 

heretofore attempted, has produced some fruitful results. 

Comparison of Parole. and Prohaq.2.1.1 Outcome for Nine Sub-OIfice.s with the 
General Cas2loads in Seyen Parent District Offices 

Sub-office clients and non sub-office clients in the seven l)BPP 

distl.ict offices whic1-l receive LEAA funding were compared as to the proportion 

of clients who were returned to prison of the total cases closed during 1974. 

Those cases which were closed successfully represent clients who completed 

their period of supervision without violation of the law or the conditions of 

parole . 

Before analyzing suh-office and district office case outcome, some 

adjustment to district office caseload is necessary to account for special cases 

being served by the Social Rehabi.:.itation Services of Hm-l. Special SRS units 

were created in 1973 to serve clients with multiple problems or handicaps, such 

as, drug addiction, alcoholism or welfare dependency. To control for these 

differences in caseload composition, SRS clientele were separated from the 

District Office caseload. The rp.~ining 'comparison grqup' therefore consisted 

only of the District Office 'genr~al caseloads'. To guarantee a large pop-

ulation size for analysis (in o-:--;;!_"':r to achieve statistical significance), all 

,. 
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Figure 1 

TRENDS IN TOTAL Ct\SELOt\DS 

9/73 11/73 1/7~ 3/74 5/74 

MOl'lTH A'ND YEi\R 

7/74 9/74 1/75 

_! .• j 
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nine sub-office caseloads w'e-re combined- as \vere all seven district office 

general caseloads. It will be assumed that the fraction of the general case-

loads which is SRS eligible but not assigned to SRS will be apprOXimately 

the same as that for the sub-office caseloads; this assumpU.on will be tested 

later. Philadelphia and Chester are excluded from this group becanse they 

have no sub-offices I'lhich aLe funded by th:Ls contract. The sub-office and 

comparison groups will still not be well matched because many general caseload 

clients \'lill reside in urban ghetto areas, notably in Pittsburgh. However, 

all of the seven general caseloads also cover extensive rural areas, which 

should to some degree offset the urban effect of Pittsburgh clientele. 

i '. 

The total population of the sub-offices has remained fairly stable 

over the last tHO years, except for recent growth. This is not true for the 

general caseloads. Figure 1 shows the trends in the general caseloads and the 

sub-office caseloads as a function of time for 24 months beginning January 31, 

1973. Included in these caseloads are Pennsylvania Parolees, Special Probation 

and Parole Cases, and cases supervised in Pennsylvania offices for other states. 

The general case10ads in the seven parent district offices (Pittsburgh, Harris-

burg, Hilkes-Barre, Hil1iamsport, Erje, Allentovll1, and Butler) include all 

Ii 
cases except the nine LEAA assisted sub-offices and SRS cases. The abrupt 

decline in the general caseload beginning June, 1973 is a result of the start 

of the SRS program. This decline continued until October, 1973 after which time 

the general caseloads resumed a steady growth of about 50 cases per month. The 

total caseload in the nine sub-offices exhibited relatively little change until 

June, 1974 when it began to gro~ at about 40 cases per month to the present. 

The Johnstown sub-office, Hhich \vas started by LEAA funds as part of this program, 

is not included as this office became an SRS unit in October, 1973. The Altoona 

District Office, which is the parent office for Johnstmvn, is likewise excluded 

from the analysis. The accelerated inflo\>7 of new cases naturally hAs had some 
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impact upon agent caseloads. _ Figure 2 indica tes the quarterly average C11se-

load per agent over the S11me 2LI-month period. 

It is noteworthy that during and slightly after the organization of 

SRS, the caseloads per agent (which include other states' clients) increased 

markedly in the general caseloads and especially in the sub-offices. The 

disruptive effect of the SRS program starting up is clearly evidenced in 

Figure 2. Hmvever, tmvard the middle of 197Lj the sub-office caseload dropped 

below 54 clients per ag~nt. Steps are currently being taken to reduce the 

sub-office caseloads belo~v 50 by transferring state-funded parole agents from 

parent district offices into the sub·-offices. As of this IVl:iting, the latest 

~ v\ data available are for December 31) 1974. }lo\.Jever, the final progress report: 

T"ill clarify how successful the agency is in reducing the LEAA caseloads below 

the stipulated' 50 clients per agent. Nevertheless, both the growth rate of 

new cases and the caseloads per agent must be taken into account when consider-

ing the relativ'2. outcome of supervision. 

In light of the grmving caseload, a comparison of relative probation 

and parole outcome is best assessed using total case closures as a basis of 

analysis. Table IV shows the number of clients wh6 were returned to prison a.s 

a percent of the total case closures for the sub-offices, general caseload and 

SRS caseload during calendar year 1974. 

TABLE IV: ANALYSIS OF CASES CLOSED IN 1974 

Percent 
Client Populations Successful Unsuccessful"· Annual Total Closed 

in Study Closure Closure Closure Unsuccessful 

-
7 Dis trict Offices 
General Caseload 635 182 817 22.3% 

9 Sub-Offices 32Lf 135 1-159 29.4% 

SRS Caseload 512 144 656 21. 9% 

Stud'T Totals -L471 Lf6l 1,932 23.8% 
2 

X = 10.23, d f = 2, p < .01 

*Recidivism - return to prison. 
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For the nine sub-offices funded by this ~rant, 29.4% of all their 

cases closed during ~974 were returned to prison in comparison with 22.3% for 

the general caseload in the district offices and Jl.9% of the SRS cases. A 

chi-square test to determine if the differences between the case closure group-

ings \,1as related to successful or unsuccessful closure was statistically sign-

ificant. This implied that the differences between sub-offices, general case-

loads and SRS in the proportion \\Tho failed or succeeded were not due to chance. 

A chi-square test of· the sub-offices success or failure in relation to the D.O. 

1 1 d 1 1 1 · hI . . f . t (2 8 013 d f genera case oa a one was a so 11g Y slgnl-lcan- X =. , 1, 
.' 

p < .01). It is clear that parole and probation outcome in terms of the pro-

portion of unsuccessful closures is higher for sub-offices than for non sub-

office clients regardless of whether SRS cases are included. The reason for 

its higher proportion of case failures relative to total closures is not readily 

apparent. This observation should not necessarily be interpreted negatively, 

hm,rever, for the state,vide recidivism data previously described, decreases in 

1974 for all of the measures discussed. It is possible that the relatively 

closer community relationship developed between sub-office agents and local 

service or la\·, enforcement agencies, as suggested in our interviews, has heightened 

the detection of client violations and hence reduces crime by potential offenders. 

T~ > the apparent benefit of more successful parole outcome from closer 

SD: .•. rvision may be offset by more effective surveillance and crime detection. 

Another possibility is that there exists a substantial difference in caseload 

compositj_on in sub-offices \vhich affects comparative parole outcome in an 

adversE;. way. This alternative is pursued in more .detail below using available 

summary data. 
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Studies conducted by the Pennsylvania Board of Probation nnd Parole 

have consistently shown that special probation and parole cases hrrve pro-

portionately greater number of successes (see Tables I and II) than do Penn-

sylvania parolees. Available summary data shows that the general caseloadt; 

(D.O.) have a higher proportion of probation cases (tIS. 8%) than do the suu-

offices (37.7%). One would expect this difference to be a factor in determ-

ining which group ,.,ould have the more favorable performance ,'lith respect to 

success. Table V shows the 1974 monthly average caseloads for probation and 

parole cases in sub-office, district office general and SRS caseloads. 

TABLE V: PROBATION A}m PAROLE CASELOAD DISTRTBUTIONS 

Client Pop- Probationers Parolees Total P~. 
ulation in 1974 Mth1y Percent of 1974 Mthly Percent of Clients 1974 
FS~t~u~d~ ______ ~A~v~e~r~a~e ________ P~.a~._T~o~t~a~l __ ~A~v~e_r~a~g~e ______ P_a __ . __ T~o_t~a~l~ __ M~t~h~l~ Avera&~ 

7 District 
Offices 
General 
Caseload 1,037 45.8% J.,223 54.2% 2,260 
9 Sub-
Offices 451 37.7% 744 62.3% 1,195 
7 District 
Hices SRS 

684 38.11% 1,098 61. 6% 1,782 

2,172 3,065 5,237 -l 

31.99, df = 2, p < .001 

A chi-square test of type of case and type of office indicates a 

significant dif ference oet,.,een sub-offtce and district offices in their case-

load composition with respect to probation or parole. Visual inspection of the 

table reveals a similar pr.oportion of probation cases in the sub-office and 

SRS caseload but a considerably larger proportion in the district office gen­

eral caseload. This high proportion of probation cases Emong district office 

general caseloads accounts for the high significance indi~nrl with a chi-square 

test. Since probation is for less serious offenders and previously analysis 

has demonstrated their greater likelihood of successful outcome, the relative' 



~~~AA".~~~'~~'~~_~'~~'~_~~~~ __ ~'_'~i.~'~·_·k._H~_;% _____ M'~._~Y~··~--~~~~~~~~--~~~~~~~~--
"fl,~.,,~"'-'~~.:;!!~~\;·"· < 

'.~ 

-25-

concentration of probation cases in district offic& general caseloads in part 

explains \'lhy district office general casG~10ads have had a 1 m-Ie 1; overall per-

centage of failures among case closures during 1974. Had there been 

summary data availaLle which allowed us to separate sllccessful parole discharges 

from successful probation discharges, a comparison of the percentage of parole 

failures in parole case closures and the perrentage of probation failures in 

probation case closures among both sub-offices and general caseloads would 

have been made to demonstrate the effect of ~robation case~ n the overall 

percentage of failures in a closure group. By the end of this evaluation 

period, data available on the recently established automated information system 

will enable us to separate parole discharges from probation discharges to 

anSwer the question of the effect of probation and parole composition on 

rate of case failure among case closures. 

An alternative explanation of higher proportions of case failures 

among sub-offices was based upon the assumption that closer community relation-

ships with service and Imv enforcement agencies had improved sub-office detect-

ion of violations among offenders under supervision. There are several means 

of determining whether sub-offices are more effective in the detection of 

criminal and technical violations among offenders. One practical method is to 

compare rates of arrest among offenders in sub-offices with arrests in the 

general caseload clients in district offices. A second method is to compare 

the numbers of clients in sub-offices and district offices who are classified 

by their agents as 'unconvicted violators' pending Court or Board decisions on 

guilt and disposition. If sub-office agents are located physically closer to 

their clients, they would be expected to be more mvare of their clien t 's ac t-

ivities. Evidence of pre-criminal behavior such as job absenteeism, purchase 

of firearms, excessive drinking or use of narcotics, which are technical 

Violations of parole, would result in arrests by agents to remove them from 
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the streets and protecl society from future 1a\vbreakers. Also closeT conullunity 
, 

contact should result in better relationships "lith 'police who might be expected 

to report to agents their clients' minor criminal activities and 110.1. offenses 

which might go unnoticed in a larger, more centralized system of supervision. 

The more frequent use of the agent's arrest power in the sub-office might 

also explain higher em,lloyment rates which \vcre found among sub-office clients. 

This will be discussed later in the interim report. 

Expressill[~ arrests as a percent of sub-offices and district offices, 

average monthly caseloads provided clear evidence that sub-office agents are 

more frequently detecting client violations, or at least using their powers 

of arrest more often. Table VI compares sub--office and district office general 

"J; caseloads r parolee arres ts per year for 1974 with their average monthly case-

loads. 

TABLE VI: PAROLEE CLIENT ARRESTS AS A PERCENT OF 
AVERAGE MONTHLY CASELOADS 

Percent NC* Percent TPV** 
Average Monthly of Average of Average 

Client Populations Arrests Caseload Monthly Monthly 
in Study NC"" TPV** (Parolees) Caseload Caseload 

7 District Offices 
General Caseloads 305 94 1,223 24.9% 7.7% 

9 Sub-Offices 
Caseloads 260 104 744 3lf.9% 14.0% 

7 District Offices 
SRS Caseloads 439 203 1,098 40.0i-: 18.5% 

As the data demonstrates, sub-office parolees are arrested more 

frequently than general caseload parolees for technical parole violations and 

for ue'\v charges by the police for criminal activities. With a student's 

't' distribution, these proportions were found to be significantly different 

*New Charge 

**Technical Parole Violation 

, ( 
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and not due to chance. The idea that the-more effective supervision of clients 

in sub-offices resulting in higher rates of arrest is further supported by 

examining the arrest data in district office SRS caseloads. SRS cases \vhich 

are limited to a maximum of 40 clients to an agent, had significantly more 

arrests relative to an average monthly caseload than did sub-offices. The 

conclusion then is tllat \vhen programmatic means a'te provided to more effect-

ively supervised clients, prospective recidivists are more apt to be identified 

and arrested for their crimes. 

Arrests themselves, regardless of ,.Jhelher they are for techn'ical or 

criminal violations, are early warnings in the statistical system of potential 

"A r case failures. If a charge stands and the prospects for a client being return­
,I 

ed to prison are good because of an arrest, an agent serves formal notice on 

the Board by recording a client in the status of an 'unconvicted violator' . 

An 'unconvicted violat01~ I is defined as a parolee or probationer who has been 

arrested for either a ne,v charge or for technical violations, and is awaiting 

disposition of the allegations against him. He may be detained or set free 

on bond. In this status, he has not been recommitted, nor has his probation 

been revoked. Being classified as an unconvicted violator, ho\Vever, does not 

~ .~~ r i guarantee a clients return to prison. In 1974, for example, there were twice 

as many "UCV ' S" recorded (1,OlI2) as there were final recommitments and revoc-

ations together (461). Thus, the 'unconvicted violator' status is the agent's 

official vlarning of a potential return to prison. If sub-offices are classify-

ing more of their caseloads in the 'unconvicted violator' status, a compar-

ison of 'unconvicted violators' in sub-offices and district office general 

caseloads should provide further evidence of the effect~ of closer supervision 

in a more decentralized system of supervisory services. 
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. 
Table VII compaTes sub-offices and district offices in this evaluation 

in terms of the numb'er of lunconvicted violators' reported in 1971j· as a percent 

of their average monthly case1oads. 

TABLE VII: UNCONVICTED VIOLATORS AS A PERCENT 
OF AVERAGE MONTHLY CASELOADS 

r--------------------------------------------------------
Client Populations 

---2.n Study 

7 District Office 
General Caseloads 

9 Sub-Office 
Caseloads 

7 District Office 
SRS Case10ads 

Unconvicted 
Violators 

333 

251 

458 

Average Percent UCV 
Honthly of Average 
Case10ad Caseload 

2,260 14.7% 

1,195 21.0% 

1 1 782 25.7% 

The differences between the sub·-offices and district offices 

general caseload in their percentages of unconvicted violators in relation 

to their average monthly caseloads were striking: 21.0% of the sub-offices 

average monthly cases in comparison with 14.7% of the general caseloads. By 

means of statistical significance tests, it Has found that there is less 

than a 1% chance that this difference was random or accidental. Since the 

'unconvicted violator' data parallels the results observed with arrest data, 

the same conclusion can be drmm. Closer client supervision has resulted in 

more frequent arrest for the sub-office client and increased the likelihood 

that sub-office clients ~vill be classified as 'unconvicted violators.' Since 

sub-offices also evidenced a higher proportion of their case closures in 1974 

terminated as recidivists returned to prison, it may be reasonably assumed 

that higher Iike1ihoods of arrest and being classified a') 'unconvicted 

violators' results in proportionately higher returns to prison for the sub-office 

caseload. This is caused primarily by the ability of sub-office agents to more 
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closely supervise their clients in comparison with general caseload clients in 

the district offices. 

Given the above conclusj.on about sub-offices in comparison \·]ith general 

caseloads in district offices, it l:1ay be ,vondered why the 1974 SRS caseload in 

district offices shmved relatively lmver percentages of clients being returned 

to prison when SRS cases were more frequently arrested and more likely to be 

classified as 'unconvicted violators' in the Board's statistical records dur-

i ing the same perioe of time. The expectation that proportionately more SRS 

cases would be arrested and classified as 'unconvicted violators' .is consistent 

with the conclusions being dra,m here since SRS caseloads are required by law 

not to exceed 40 cases per agen1- and consequently more likely to receive closer 

supervision than clients being served in either sub-offices or the general 

caseloads of: dis tric t offices \vhere the average caseloads are higher. Hmvever, 

when one examines Table IV, relatively fewer SRS closed cases represented 

recidivists being returned to prison. The reason for the SRS caseload's 

relatively lower percentage of cases being returned to prison will become 

apparent if one considers ,vhen the SRS program began and the length of time it 

takes for an arrested ciient to be classified an 'unconvicted violator', tried 

and recommitted to prison by the Board. In fact, there is a considerable ,. 
'I 
f lag from the time of arrest to the time of recommitment; therefore, recomrnit-

ments and revocations reported in 1974 generally reflect offenders who were 

arrested in 1973. The SRS program actually began providing client services in 

mid-1973 and experienced an average monthly grO\vth rate over a six month period 

that was over twice as large as the overall rate of growth in cases in the 

Board of Probation and Parole.)'> Therefore, it might be expected that recommits 

, reported for SRS in 1974 \vere understated since they were being drmm from a 

*There were an average of 211 additional SRS cases per month in the latter half 
of 1973 in comparison with only an average monthly growth of approximately 100 
new cases for PBPP as a whole. 

.f 
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rela tively s0lo31l bu t rapidly grmving populati.on of' offend'3rs who did not 

have equal amounts of time to go thr.ough the entire process of arr.est to 

recommi tmen t . 

The presence of statistical reporting time lags in the process of 

returning a client to prison consequently accounts for the relatively lower 

percentage of failures being evidenced in 1974 for SRS's new 1973 caseload. 

A comparison of the percentage of unsucc~ssful closures in SRS 

caseloads ,.;ith sub-officp caseloads and general caseloads in the di strict 

offices for 1975 should be a more accurate measure of relative returns to 

prison in light of varyir,g degrees of close supervision and involvem(mt with 

a community. Since arrpsts and "UCV'sft ,,,ere higher for SRS caseloads in 197/\ 

than for either sub-offices or general caseloads in district offices, this 

interim evaluation predicts a descending rank ordering of SRS cases, sub-
,3 

office cases and general cases in district offices for the percentage of total 

closures in 1975 who were returned to prison. The final evaluation of the 

sub-office program of decentralization 'vill attempt to substantiate this 

analysis of probation and parole outcome ~ith more detailed statistics that 

follow sets of offenders in each organizational population and ascertain 

relative levels 01. case failure for comparable groups of closures in 1975. 

Since judges in sub-office areas may operate on slightly different philo-

sophical precepts than judges located in tIle larger urban district office 

areas, some attempt will be made to focus intervie,v data collection on the 

flow or process of bringing about a probationer's return to prison. 

In conclusion, this interim evaluation has found that sub-offices have 

Significantly higher proportioM: of their clientele bei'ng arrested and being 

classified as 'unconvicted violators', and more importantly from a viewpoint 

"-of program impact, higher perc· "! tages of it's closed cases ,.,ere unsuccessful 
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and returned to prison in comparison with parent district office general 

C8seloads for 197~. SH.S caseloads in the Selme district offices had lO\ver 

percentages of unsuccessful closures but higher arrest and new 'unconvictec1 

violator' classifications Ivhich will probab] y be reflected in higher ra tes 

of recommitment and revocation for 1975. The higher arrests and returns 

t.o prison in the sub-offices in comparison to the general caseloads in the 

district offices was attributed directly to the sub-office agent's increased 

al\7ureness of his client I s activities and to improved cooperation with police 

and other members of their community I'1ho are concerned \'lith crime and thE', 

problems of supe.rvising an offender on the streets to the benefit of society. 

Impact of Decentralization on Client Employment 

Employment stability is an important factor in Probation and Parole 

adjustment and a good il1.dicat01: of the extent to which clients have been 

successfully reintegrated into society. The Board of Probation and Parole 

conducts an employment survey every three months to obtain an assessment of 

the extent to \vhich the objective of employment is being realized among its 

'clientele. Client employment status is reported by agents on an agent case-

load basis as summary statistics. As of calendar year 1975, this data will 

') be gathered from agents on a client-by-client basis using the Board f s new ADP 

system as a tool for data collection. 

Table VIII presents a comparison of client employment status for 

sub-office caseload, district office general caseload and the SRS caseload 

as of December, 1974. This time period reflects the most current available 

data within the evaluation time frame. An employment table containing actual 

numbers al)pears in Appendix IV. 
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TABLE VIII: Cl\.SELOAD EHP],OYHENT STl\.TUS,.DECEMBER, 1974 

Perc.ent Employed Percent Employed Unemployed DPA 
Client Populations FuJl Time of Part Time of Of Total 

L in Study _____ '~rotal ~bl~to iJo.~r~l~~ __ T~'~o~t=a=l~A~b=l=e~t~o~H;o~r~k~~A~b;l~e~t~o~\v~o=r~k~~ 

\7 District Office 
LQ..en~al ~R~010ad ___ , ___ -,-71.2% 

9 Sub-Office 
Case10ad 81.8% 

5. Lf% 8.8% 

7 .. 4% 4.0% 

65.3% 5. Lf% 22'8%~ 7 District Office 
SRS Caseload 

--------------~~~:~--------------~:~~------------~~~ 

Total Cases 69.5% 4.7% 11. 9% 

The data indicates that proportionately more clients in sub-offices 

arc employed full time in comparison \vi th genera 1 caseloaus and SRS cases in 

the district offices. Nearly eighty-t\Vo percent of the sub-office clients \\lho 

"'~l~e able to \York had full time employment in the last quarter of 197Lf while 

only seventy-one percent of the general cases in district offices were fully 

employed. Excluded from the analysis as 'unable to \York' ~ere absconders, 

retired persons and clients imprisoned, hospitalized or disabled. A1 though ,., .... 

the percentage of cases employed part time \'laS lower for sub-offices) the 

apparent effect of sub-office supervision on employment in general ,vas that 

84.2% of its caseload was employed as compared with only 76.6% for the gene'ral 

caseload and 62. 6~~ for the SRS caseload. Are these differences significant, or 

did they occur by chance? A chi-square test of the number of clients employed 

and unemployed revealed, as the percentages themselves suggest, that the differ-

ences between sub-offices, district offices and SRS caseloads were highly 

significant. Even \(lhen SRS cases are excluded and the test is made between sub-

offices and district offices alone statistical significance is obtained (see 

Appendix V). High statistical significance suggests that the differences in 

l, employment status bet~veen sub-office and non sub-office clients results primarily 

from decentralization. The sub-office clients' higher performance further 
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implies that employment is associated with sub-offices rather than district 

offices. 

Since the data examined above r0:!)resents one slice of time ,,,:Lthin 

the evaluation time frame, the question arises as to whether the sub-office 

performanc.e is merely a reflection of when ,ve hapP8ned to measure comparative 

levels of employment. Employment data \Vas available on a quarterly basis 

for a two year period consisting of calendar 1973 and 1974. Using a simple 

regression technique to estimate a linear' relatione-hip over time, the number 

of clients employed ,vas estimated as a function of the total number of 

clients able to work during a quarter for district office general cases and 

sub-offices. The results of these two least squares estimates are shOl'ffi in 

Table IX. 

TABLE IX: SI}WLE REGRESSION OF CLIENTS E}~LOYED ONTO 
TOTAL CLIENTS ABLE TO WORK J3Y QUARTER FOR 1973 and 197LI 

y X Slo:ee~ Inte.rce:e t Correlation t df~ 
!Number Employed Number Able 

(n-2 

to 
Sub-Office Work Sub-Office 

Number Able 
Number Employed to Hark 

+.770 

District Office;" District Office +.755 

+122 .953 14.7 6 

+138 .986 7.75 6 

The least squares estimates demonstrate that sub-offices have been 

consistently more effective in maintaining higher levels of employment than 

the district office general caseload. Figure 3 graphically illustrates these 

linear estimates. The correlation coefficients for both estimated equations 

were very high indicating that the number of clients employed can be predicted 

from the number of employable clients available. For everyone hundred 

employable clients, sub-offices huve had 77 working as compared with only 75.5 

in district offi c.e general casell,:!,ls. 

*Excludes SRS 
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There a're several possible explanations for the sub-offices better 

perfOJ~manc(?, with -respect to client employment. One possibility is that the 

location of sub-offices are in geographic areas \oJith gene1:ally m01:e employment 

opportunities and loVJc1:' levels of unemployment in the populace. HO\\,ever, 

siuce District Office general caseloads tend to he located :Ln more urban areas 

"Jhere industrial activity t:ends to concentrate, this possibility appears to 

be remote. Hore plausible is the possibility that sub"':offices ,\lith their 

closer conununity ties, as suggested by our inte1:views, and their improved 

capabilities for more effective surveillance, as suggested by our recidivism 

data, have greater influence on clients to stay Horking \'ihen they begin to 

~) manifest signs of instability or a return to criminality. This interpretation 

Hill be explored and tested more fully before the conclusion of the evaluation 

period. At prLsent, based upon the limited data available, the conclusion 

remains that sub-office clients are more likely to be Horking for reasons 

not specified to date. 

A second related means of assessing sub-office'performance in rein-

tegrating the offender into society is the extent to which Helfare dependency 

is reduced. Available data on levels of welfare dependency are a revealing 

means of assessing whether a decentralized service delivery system has affected 

client self-support. Table VIII indicated that proportionately feHer sub-

office clients were unemployed and dependent upon public assistance. During 

the fourth quarter of 1974, 8.8% of the district office general 'able to work' 

caseload "Jere unemployed and dependent upon public assistance Hhile only 4.0% 

of the sub-offices caseload Here unemployed welfare recipients. The SRS 'able 

to work' caseload in the district offices under study had 22.8% of their cases 

on public assistance. Since public assistance dependency is a requirement for 

eligibility in the SRS program, this relatively high percent is understandable. 

"~.; \' '.':1 
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In writing this interim report, it was re~lized thot there are 

limitations in the data being used in the analysis. The impact of parole 

supervisory services on public assistance dependency can be better demonstrated 

by learning !Oore about the kinds of pubJic assistance received, the degree of 

dependency and the relative reduction in dependency as a result of better 

parole services. \\lith improved data collection instruments becoming avail-

able, the evaluation will answer some of these questions in the final report. 

Costs and Benefits of Parole Supervisiog 

The cost of incarceration bas been estimated as being ten times the 

cost of parole supervision. In addition to these savings to society, there 

. ! are financial benefits from supervision and reintegration of ex-offenders into 

the. community. They are the earnings derived from the productive employment 

of ex-offenders and the tax dollars tha t they generate. All pB1~ole agents 

are responsible for inspecting H-2 forms of all of their active clients annually, 

compiling the total earnings of all their clients, and submitting the figure 

to their supervisor. Hhere the client is self employed or \<7-2 forms are not 

available, the client is asked to estimate his earnings for the preceding year. 

At the writing of this interim report) complete data on all clients \Vere not 

r available since 1974 income tax returns are not due until April 15. However, 

i some information was available for calendar year 1973 so that a comparison of 

earnings and tax dollars could be made bet,veen sub-office clients and clients 

j.n the general caseload. 

For calendar year 1973, separate data is available for five of the 

nine sub-offices: Aliquippa, State College, York, Lancaster and Greensburg. 

Figures are also available for the general caseloads (excluding SRS) of the 

four parent district offices. The suh-office total was $1,885,478; for the 
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general caseloads, $5,552,796: In July, 1973 these five sub-offices had 527 

clien ts who were classified as 'able to \'Jork' and 4113 (84; 2%) employed full 

i 
.1 or part time. In contrast, the four parent offices with general case10ads 

; 

1 
1 

I 
i 

~'l 
, 1 

1 

had 2,008 clients classified 'able to work' and 1,554 or 77.3% en~loyed. These 

figures demonstrate again the fact that sub-offices appear to be more success-

[ul than district offices in promoting productive employment for their clients. 

Our earlier analysis collaborates this conclusion which was based solely on 

1973 data. It may be estimated that t11e average Blmual income for the 443 

working sub-office clients was $4,250, whi1~ the average annual income for the 

1,554 working clients in the general caseload was only $3,578. This difference 

in estbnated average income of $680 per annum suggests that sub-offices may be 

finding their clients higher paying jobs than those being served in general 

caseload. With the 1974 tax returns being submitted during the next month, it 

is our intention to study the earnings of each program group so that a more 

definitive determination of client earnings and tax dollar benefits might be 

made which may be compared with the program's costs. 

As an illustration of the possible usefulness of earnings and tax 

information for evaluation purposes, the follOlo,1ing preliminary analysis was 

made. If the estimated average difference of $680 per annum for sub-office 

and general caseload clients were applied to all nine sub-offices and their 

seven parent offices, a total of $744,500 more taxable dollars would be earned 

by (1,096)* sub-office clients. At the average Federal income tax rate of 

12.1% and a State income tax rate of 2%, these appreciably better earnings 

would amount to a tax benefit of $105,000. More importantly, based on 1973 

tax returns) over a million tax dollars was generated from offenders' earn-

ings which implied a good return on benefits relative to the cost of the 

program. 

*Total employed clients in nine sub-offices. t. '~~ 
1 

, . 
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V ANALYSIS OF- INTERVIm~S AND AGENT lillFERRALS 

On-SHe Visits 

On-site visits \<1ere conducted for the purpose of: interviewing pnrole 

agents and supervisors. The obj ective of these intervie~vs Has to meaSllre 

the degree of success the sub-offices achieved in integrating the agency into 

the community. Although this interview data tends to be subjective, it can 

be very useful when logically compiled and analyzed. 

A total of 26 agents were interviewed in the nine sub-offices, 11 of 

whom hael originally worked out of the seven parent district offices. All but 

one of the agents was found to live within territory served by the sub-office. 

Sub-office territory was found to consist of one or two counties with the 

exception of the Greensburg sub-office territory Which extended into the east-

8:t:n portion of Allegheny County from Hestmoreland County. The 26 agents inter-

vietved were estimated as residing \\1ith1n an average of 1.2.7 miles from sub-office 

headquarters with a standard deviation distance of 9.5 miles. An ag(:mt's 

I 
residence ranged from 1/2 to 40 miles from sub-offices. A more meaningful 

I 

" ,I , 

'j (, ,j) 1,\ 
, I ;~ 

I H 

indicator of "getting agents closer to their clients" would be the distance 

of an agent's residence to his caseload since most agents make their rounds 

directly from their homes, if convenient, except for their days in the office. 

1 

I 
This \,Tould be difficult to assess because of the wide disperSion of many case-

loads and the problems inherent in estimating distances. An exception would 

I be instances where an agent's caseload is largely located in one local area, 

such as the same municipality where the sub-office is located. An attempt to 

gain more concrete information should be made in the future. Nevertheless, 

since 14 of ~he 26 agents lived 10 miles or less from their sub-office, it would 

appear that the agents are probably ~loser to their clients than they we~e 

under the old district office system. 
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Table X sur.unarizes the results of the first portion of the agent 

intervie,."s. Nos t of the responses appear quite fClvorable tl) the obj ectivcs 

of this project. 

TABLE X: AGENT JNTERVIEHS 

1. Do you live i.]ithin sub-office terriL'Ory? 

2. Are all of your clients in sub-office 
territory? 

3. What percent aren't?* 

4. Since you moved from the Dibtrict Office 
to the sub-office) is the percentage of 
completed client contacts 
a) higher than before? 
b) are the contacts longer? 
c) more fulfilling? 
d) more productive? 

5. Has the sub-office reduced client's time 
(\\There office contacts are involved)? 

6. HO\." many clients do you refer to local 
agencies?* 

7. Have you been trained in family relations? 

8. Do you use c.ounty prisons as lockups more 
than HH/HR facilities, etc? 

Yes 

24 

23 

8 
7 
7 
6 

9 

15 

9 

No 

1 

2 

2 
2 
2 
2 

3 

9 

14 

15 
16 
16 
17 

13 

0 

0 

Can't Decide 

1 

1 

1 
1 
1 
1 

1 

2 

3 

The five items which had a large number of N/A (not available or 

applicable) responses reflect the fact that only 11 of the 26 agents had 

transferred from the parent district office. The last two items did not 

have as sharply divided responses. A majority of the agents (15) claimed to 

have received formal training in family relations. Of the nine agents ,."ho 

said they had received no training in family relations, five. cited 'experience' 

instead (t,.;'O cited police experience). 

*See discussion. 
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Most agents (14) saiCi they useJ facilities, such as Hental-Hea1t:h / 

Mental-Retardation more than County Prison lockups (9) l~len confinement was 

necessary. The notable exceptions were in Norristown and Reading, where six 

of the seven agents used prisons more frequently. One Reading agent stated 

that no alternatives were available. The other two used them "m01~I.'?, but 

for treatment. II Of the 14 "'ho use community facilities more frequently, 

comments ran the gamut from use of county prisons r.cipulaUng referral to 

agencies (1 response) to use of prison lockups only as a last resort, rarely 

or never (11 agents). 

, The. results shmm in Table X seem to indicate that the sub-offices 

~: are having some i.mpact on integrating the agency with the community and getting 
) 

1 the agents to use local treatment facilities. Unfortunately, comparative D.O. 

data is not yet available. Two of the questions (#3 and #6) could only be 

answered in terms of numerical values. Only two agents claimed that not all 

of their clients rc~sid eel Ivithin sub-office territory: one (York) ans,vered 

1 20%-25%, and the other (State College) claimed 67%. To answer question #6, 
t 
; 

six agents claimed that they referred an average of 5.6 clients per month to 

~ 
I 

l ,1 'r~ 
'!'f l. 

1 
1 ., 

local agencies; 19 claimed that 22% to 23% of their clients ,vere currently 

using local agencies, having been referred there by their agent. 

Another factor which is strongly related to the, agent I s motivation 
j 

1 

to do a good job counseling clients is job satisfaction. Concomitant with 

., 

I 
job satisfaction is a lvork environment which is conducive to effective delivery 

I 
': ! of these services. Table XI depicts a set of questions which digress some-

what fr'om the evaluation plan but attempts to evaluate job satisfaction. 

Twenty-six agents and five superyisors (including two regional directors) 

responded to this set of questilll.1S. 
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TABLE XI: .JOB SATISFACTION INTERVIEH QUESTIONS 

1. Is your task clearly defined? 

2. Your job fulfilling? 

3. Are you given an opportunj, ty to 
participate in decision-making enough? 

4. Are working conditions and social 
atmosphere in your office satis­
factory? 

5. Do you receive support from your 
supervisor (help and encouragement)? 

6. Do you perceive a role conflict 
(treatment vs. surveillance)? 

7. Is the Agency open for change? 

8. If so, do you feel potential for 
change exis ts '? 

9. Are you given (in your opinion) 
adequate chance to participate in 
suggesting or planning such changes? 

10. Has the agency shmvn constructive 
ch~nges in the past? 

Yes 

24 

27 

26 

27 

26 

11 

16 

24 

16 

22 

No 

5 

3 

2 

3 

3 

17 

10 

5 

10 

5 

N/A 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

3 

1 

1 

3 

3 

Can' t Decide 

1 

1 

3 

1 

2 

o 

4 

1 

2 

1 

Most of the information in Table XI is self-explanatory. An overall 

conclusion to be drawn is that most of the respondents appear to have told the 

interviewers that they are satisfied with their jobs. Some of the questions 

were devised at a time when the agency was passing through a 'transition period' 

when concepts of 'treatment', and 'surveillance' were important issues. Of 

particvlar interest is question #6, where 'surveillance', which has been per-

" ~'"y . 

1 ceived as a police type function, is contrasted w'ith 'treatment', a rehabil-
:\ 

[1 
1,1 
! I 
11 
L r 
I· 
" ! 

t 

itative function. The present survey shows that more respondents (17) ,perceived 

no treatment-surveillance conflict. In fact, it was suggested that 'surveillance' 

is an ingredient for successful 'treatment.' 

, l~\ 
;,. ' 
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Comments made to the'intervictvers are perhaps more useful than the 

questionnaire itself: The most frequently cited, in decending order of 

frequency, were: need private intervie\v area (5), need more space (4) and too 

much paperwork (3). Several noted that SRS income qualifications had caused 

a constraint Hhich forced frequent client transfers hett'leen agents that \Vas 

disruptive to parole adjustment. 

In order to fully assess the impact of the program on the community, 

it is necessary to interview persons outside the age.ncy: community service 
- , 
i 
l agencies, police and other groups directly or indirectly involved tvith the 

program. For this reason, the second 'phase' of the sub-office intervieHS 

involved intervietver contacts with community service agencies, police, courts 

and county prison wardens. Since only two contacts ,vere made with judges 

and none Hith \vardens, a discussion of this component of the stu.dy \vill be 

withheld until the final report. Several tables in Appendix VII djsplay 

, the preliminary results of intervie1vS with local service agencies and police. 
I 

\ 
I 

1 
.f ~ 

Preliminary resul ts do indicate, hmvever, an a'ivareness and favorable reception 

.-., 
't >,n, -, 

! 
i: 

,tj! 

11ij 

! 

, i 
of sub-offices in their localities. A more complete summation of community 

perceptions of sub-offices is planned for the final evaluation report. 

Comments in order of frequency Hl?re: good rapport, easy contact, 

cooperation (8); :police .]<.now parole staff and whom to contact regarding parole 

violators (5); office has information available on parolees (4); crime is 

reduced because it is possible to keep closer Hatch on parolees (3); troubled 

clients have quicker contact Hith their agent for help (1). As a sign of a 

cooper~tive spirit, it might also be noted that the Lancaster police depart-

ment loaned the Lancaster sub-office, office space while the latter Has being 

moved. 
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Agents' Referrnl Forms 

Another measure of the program effectiveness is to mo;mitor all. a 

month-to-month basis, needs of clients and referrals made to other agencies. 

To accomplish this, a simplified version of the fOJ:ms employed in a previous 

5 independent evaluation of the Philadelphia Narcotics Unit is being used. 

The forms currently in use for this evaluation have three clements (see 

. j Appendix VIII): 1) a listing of each referral by client:, reason for referral, 
i 
i 
! name of agency, outcome, etc., 2) a numerical statement of the needs of the 

.l 

~; 

1 
J 

\ , 

agents' clients classified according to reason fOJ: need and number of clients, and 

3) a table pertaining to group therapy sessions, both conducted by the agency 

and on referral basis to other agencies. Five of the sub-offices (13 agents) 

have so far submitted monthly referral form surveys. 

Referrals were made to 77 agencies over a one-month test period, for 

an average of 5.9 referrals per agent per month. This is in agreement ,-lith 

the average of 5.6 referrals per month reported by six agents in the interviews. 

There were 29 agencies to which referrals were made; 14 of these ~vere on lists 

given by the sub-office supervisors to interviewers from ~vhich a sample of 

agencies to visit was selected; 15 were not. The most frequently used agencies 

from both sources were as follows: 

Referrals 
33 Bureau of Employment Security 

Department of Public Assistance 
Bureau of Vocational Rehabilitation 
Mental-Health/Mental-Retardation 
Alcoholics Anonymous 

10 
8 
4 
4 

Other 18 

Total referrals 77 

s"Evaluation of Comprehensive Drug Control Project Pennsylvania Board of 
and Parole", Center for Social Policy and Community Development, School 
Auministration, Temple .university: Philadelphia, Ii'ennsylvania, 1974. 

Probation 
of Social 

I 
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Of the 77 referrals ~cported) 4 were for the purpose of drug andl 

or alcohol, 4 for d~ug, and 7 for alcohol rehabilitation; in other words, 

15 of the 77 referrals were for drug or alcohol treatment. Ten referrals 

;'\ 
were special conditions of parole and therefore were mandat~d by the Board. 

In all except 2 of the 77 referrals, the client reported to the agency as 

instl"Ucted. Although the initial outcome of referral was reported as sat-

isfactory or better in only 46 of the 77 instances, the current relation-

ship between the agency and the client was reported as good) very good, 

completed or 'reporting' in 69 of the 77 cases. This difference ~vas primarily 

due to the fact that the Bureau of Employment Security was initially unable 

to find jobs for ],8 clients. 

The section on group therapy sessions revealed that only one therapy 

group is being held by agCllts in the five offices which reported: a group 

conducted jointly by two agents for eight clients in Reading. Attendance 

was good with only 12 absences in 9 sessions held during a period of two 

months among the 8 clients. Nine of the twelve absences were excused. 

Norristown Sub-office reported clients attending three therapy groups in 

other agencies on a referral basis and Scranton reported two therapy referrals. 

The third page of the agents' referral form addresses pres~nt needs 

of clients) grouped according to reason for that need. Employment was cited 

to be the greatest need for most (36) clients. Hore specifically, 29 cited 

long waiting lists in employment agencies and 7 noted "jobs in short supply," 

as their reason. Other needs in order of occurrence were as follows: job 

trainiDg opportunities, 11; psychiatric counseling. 10; drug treatment, 8; 

alcohol treatment, 5; family counseling, 3; alcohol detoxification, 1; medical 

treatment, 1 and temporary housing, 1. The most prevalent reason cited for 

*Of the 10 referrals noted, 3 were for drug and/or alcohol, 3 for only alcohol, 
2 f6r only drug, 1 for sex and 1 for emotional problems. 

:i 
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these needs IvllS Illong waiting :J:-ist ll for agencies providing services. 

Interviews \-Jj th Rep;1£.nal Directors to Delineate Functional Roles 

The Regional Directors' functions have been grouped into three 

categories: 1) case decisions, 2) administrative decisions and 3) inter-

agency functions. In general, the three Regional Directors intervic\\fcd 

implied that their relationships with other agencies were harmonious, with 

the exception of County Public Assistance Departmel'ts. This is c:Jpparent1y 

due to SRS caseloads which require validation by DPA Departments, putting 

an extra burden on DPA staff and limited financial resources. Although 

·1 J client services are provided by sub-offices and district offices, decpntra1-

it} 
I' ization included the develoI)rnent of a higher echelon of administrative , i 

1 

: t 
: l 

! 
. t 

structure to facilitate coordination and planning of activities. Although 

it is impossible to separate tbis contribution, little has been knmoin to 

date about the operational responsibilities of these offices. To gain 

insight into their roles, intervimys were conducted. 

Regional Director Role in Case Decision Flow 

Because of the volume of \'lOrk and lack of manpm.;er, the Parole Board 

Hembers have not been able to interview all of the applicants for parole 

throughout the State. Consequently, one of the functions which has been assumed 

by Regional Directors has been to interview institutional residents applying 

for parole. This is done by Regional Directors primarily at county prisons 

(where clients must have a 'State' sentence of t\.;o years or more) and the 

Community Service Centers of the Bureau of Correction. However, Regional 

Directors also conduct parole intervie\,Ts at some of the. State Correctional 

Institutions. The Regional Director then recommends to the Parole Board whether 

or not to parole the resident, and what special conditions of parole, if any, 

to impose. The Parole Board makes the final decisjon of \.;hether to grant or 

deny parole. 

It 

_____ ~_~f 



" 

~1 (! 
: i 
, , 

i , 
, 

,::;)~ 
'1" '> 

, , , , 

: I 
'! 
I 

~46-

The functional role of the. Regional Director when a parolee is 

arrested is best depicted by Figure 4. 

Figu're 4 

[ Parolee Arre_s_t_e_d ____ J· 
Supervisor concurs 

Regional Director 
Reviews and Concurs 

--'~''''~ 

., 

~ " ...... 
A' . .-.,//'" ,"._._ .. ~_ ._~-'-.. _ .• __ .. , ____ ._. __ ..... 

[
;0 a rd-R-e-v-i-e~w-s-w'-:~~'~n P a ro 1 ee 

has a New Conviction or has 
been Declared all Absconder 

Regional Director Revie\4s 
if no New' Conviction or 

Absconument is Evidenced 

~ 

G. R:~::~all 
Director 
Releases 
Client I 

Preliminary and/or Detention 
Hearing is Conducted by the 

Regional Director in the 
Absence of the Hearing Officer 

Client is Continued 

~--------~--

Regional Director may Conduct 
Revocation or Violation Hearing 

in Absence of Parole Board Member 
Makes Recomme.ndation to Board 

.... -

.~ on Parole 

Board Decides to 
Reconmlit or Detain 

Board .Decides to 
Continue on Parole 

~.~'~~:~ 
'i, 

'" 

.. -~ - _ .. - ..... 
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Regional Direc tor's Ro'le in Administrative D,ecision-Haking 

Administrative decisions have been determined 1rom int l2.rvie\\'s 

with three regional directors and thejr two supervisors. These are as 

follmvs: 

1. Regional Dire.ctor approves or disapprove.s all rccolnmenclatiollS 
from the District Office. 

2. Determines Budget and Personnel needs for Program, Planning 
and Budgeting System. Mal,es recomJl1endations to Central 
Office. 

3. Recommends staff disciplinary actions - Central Office 
decision. 

4. Hhere a grant is involved, recommends (to Central Office) 
transferring federally-funded agents. 

5. Recommends transfers of agents when transfers are between 
tHO district offices in same region. 

6. Recommends allocation of equipment which affects federal 
grants. 

Items 2-6 are subject to Bureau of Supervision approval,~nd final 

Board approval. In addition, when only state funds are involv~d, the regional 

director has final authority to 1) equalize case10ads~ 2) transfer state-

funded agents within a district office and 3) allocate vehicles and equip-

ment not affecting grants. 

Regional Directors' Inter-Agency Functions 

Two distinct kinds of coordinative functions were revealed during 

the intervie~vs. These fall into the categories of 1.) developing public 

relations and 2) establishing liaison with other service agencies to solve 

mutual'prob1ems. The liaison function includes both setting up working 

relationships with other service delivery systems and developing new services. 

Cited by the Regional Directors and Central Office staff were the following 

service agencies: 

,'-,i 
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1. Bureau of Corrections Community Service Centers 
2, Depnrtn1ellt of Publ:ic ~\Telfare (especially vlhcn SRS validatjvon is 

concerned) 
3. Mental~Health/Mental-Retardation 
If. PennsylvDnia State Police 
5. County Prison Wardens 
6. Courts 
7. Pennsylvania Association of Probation, Parole and Correction 
8. National Council for Crime and Delinquency 
9. Bureau of Vocational Rehabilitation 

10. Governor's Justice Commission Regional Directors 
11. Local Police 
12. Public Health 
13. Departments of Education 
14. Urban League 

\ 

I , 

'f 
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APPEN'DIX I 

ALTERNATE HEASURES OF RECIDIVISM FOR STATE 

A. PERCENT PAROLE OR PROBATION FAILURES OF TOTAL SUPERVISED 

Parole Probation 

Percent 
Calender Monthly Average Recommits 5 Year 

~onthly Average 
Special Proba-· 

'''-~~~~'-

Year Parolees by Year Recommits of Parolees Averages tion and Parole Revoked 

Percent 
Revoked of 
Probationers 

4 Year 
Averages 

1967 
1968 
1969 
1970 
1971 
1972 
1973 
1974 

~c=~: 

4,566* 665 14.6% S31~" NIA 
4,523* 709 15.7% ,15.1% 7 SO~\: 70 
4,249* 647 15.2% 959~~ 92 
4,185 738 17.6%/ 1,300 143 
4,578 571 12.5% 1,882 133 
5,418 581 10.7% 11. 5% 2,787 175 
5,937 730 12.3% 3,571 253 
6,467 686 10.6% 3,937 252 

B. PERCENT TOTAL FAILURES OF TOTAL SUPERVISED DURING YR~ 

Nonthly Averages by Year 
Total P8nnsylvania Cases 

1967 
1.968 
1969 
1970 
1971 
1972 
1973 
1974 

5,273* 
5,208* 
5,485 
6,460 
8,205 
9,508 

10,404 

Total Fa;lures 

779 
739 
881 
704 
756 
983 
938 

- ~.~.--~-;--.-

.. '.- -50-

Percent Fai1ures,of 
Monthly Averages 

14.8% 
14.2% 
16.1% 
10.9% 

9.2% 
10.3% 

9.0% 

~~-,.:.,:::.=-=--.-

: ,. :~.-,:,. 

NIA 
9.3% 
9.6% 

11. 0% .-
" -----7. 1% .,' -- __ 

6.3% 
7.1% 
6.4% 

4 Year 
Averages 

14.0% 

9.85% 

",,/'~ 

8.9% 

'-, 6.7% 
/-

'_ .. ___ ---::,c,-__ ~----... --.-.. - .. 7:T::-=.J-~ 
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C. PERCENT FAILURE OF TOTAL CASE 
CLOSURES (PA) 

Total 

r~~:. 

~ 

Total Percent Failure 
Year Final Discharge Recommit Revocation Failure Closed of Antral Total -" 
1967 665 
1968 1750 709 70 779 2,459 31. 7% 
1969 1716 647 O? J_ 739 2,363 31.3% 
1970 1850 738 143 881 2,588 34.0% 
1971 2099 571 133 704 2,670 26.4% 
1972 1993 581 175 756 2,574 29.4% 
1973 2359 730 253 983 3,089 31.8% 
1974 2867 686 252 938 3,553 26.4% 

Using Totals <30.8% 1968-71: 30.8%"-.. 
28.4% 1971-74: 28.5%/ 4 year average 

t = 3.79 using totals 

-51-
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APPENDI.X II 
CAS:CLOAD AND RECIDIVISM DATA BY HONTH FOR 1973 AND 197Lj 

:--------
[,;dct Offices 
t')tul Case10ad 
{', !~V, 5 
1.\ • 
r~'s as % of Case10ad 
j.";, 
}lrolees 
f' b . Ho atloners 
: :obation QS % of CaseJ.oad 
IN's 
I (PV' s 8S % ()f Paro1e~s 

~::V' s 
';;PV's as % of Parolees 

ations 
o~ Probationers 

% of Case10ad 
0CS Abscon,ling 
Ges Absconding as % of Parolees 

ationers 
of Agents 

ge Caseload 

Reporting 
Reporting as % of 

Other State Cases Included 

Average 

Caseload 

as % of Caseload 

as % of Parolees 

% of Parolees 

cations as % of Probationers 
Returns 

1 Returns as % of Caseload 
ees Absconding 

lees Absconding as % of Parolees 
tioners Not Reporting 
tioners Not Reporting as % of 

obationers 
of Agents 

Caseload 
her State Cases Included 

Month Average 

Jan. 
1973 

3,204 
61 

1. 90% 
2,082 
1,122 
35.0n 

10 
• Lf 8% 
15 

.72% 
6 

.56% 
31 

.98% 
9 

./13% 
8 

.71% 
84 

35.1 
43.5 

1,078 
30 

2.78% 
712 
366 

33.95% 
3 

.43% 
3 

.43% 
4 

1.12% 
10 

.94% 
3 

.42% 

° 
.00% 
29 

37.2 
/12.1 

Feb. 
1973 

3,187 
58 

1. 82% 
2,043 
1,lLI4 
35.90% 

12 
.58% 

9 
.43% 

2 
.18% 

23 
.72% 

7 
.34% 

5 

.44% 
SLI 

37.9 
43.2 

44.2 

1,136 
21 

1. 85% 
765 
371 

32.66% 
2 

.28% 
6 

.84% 
2 

,55% 
10 

.93% 
5 

.65% 
2 

.54% 
31 

36.6 
LIL 5 

previous month case10ad for % with returns. 
started in June, 1973. 
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H<l1~ch 

1973 

3,290 
57 

1. 73% 
2,071 
1,219 
37.05% 

11 
.54% 

7 
.34% 

3 
.26% 
21 

.66% 
16 

.77% 
8 

.66% 
81 

I~O. 6 
lj6. ° 

1,170 
25 

2.1LI% 
766 
404 

3LI.53% 
3 

. 39~~ 
5 

.65% 
3 

.81% 
11 

.97% 
1 

.13% 
2 

.50% 
30 

39.0 
If3.7 

April 
1 73 

3,289 
54 

1. 64% 
2,046 
1,243 
37.79% 

13 
.63% 
17 

.82% 
8 

'9~ 
38 

1.16% 

7 i 
.3:% I 
.32% l 
82 I 

40.1 I 
45.7 I 

1,183 
27 

2.2S% 
767 
416 

35.16% 
7 

.91% 
5 

.65% 
3 

.74% 
15 

1. 28% 
3 

.39% 
8 

1. 92% 
30 

39.4 
44.1 

Hay 
1973 

3,353 
57 

1. 70% 
2,092 
1,261 
37.61% 

14 
.68% 

6 
.29% 

9 
.72% 
29 

.88% 
13 

.62% 
15 

1.19% ; 
84 ! 

39.9 I 
L15.2 I 

£i5.4 

1,149 
17 

June~~* 

1973 

2,858 
50 

1. 75% 
1,735 
1,123 
39.29% 

20 
.96% 
10 

./18% 
8 

.63% 
38 

1.13% 
8 

.62% 
71.5 
40.0 
45.2 

1,206 
31 

1.4S%; 2.57% 
735! 784 
414 I 422 

36.03% 134.99% 
10 I 2 

1.30%' .27% 
6 1 

.78% .14% 
4 4 

.96% I .97% 
20 I 7 

1.6~% t '~i% 
.8Z% 11. 4i% 

.97% I' 
30 

38.3 tl 

43.2 

45.5 

.2LI% 
28 

43.0 
49.6 

4 
'I 

1 
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July August Sept. Oct. Nov. Dec . 
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qrict Offices 

. ~i",-9 "'.:...;:' 3=--~. 1973 ,....::1:..:;.9..:..7;::.-3 _r,..:=1.:..,9 7.:....;3:..-..,...;19 7 3 19'73 

1,922 /1, 9!\9 
25 I 20 

Lltal Cq se10ad 2,403 2, 38Lt· 2,355 1,922 
J '-1 

I~'s 38 46 30 38 V} IW'S as % of Caseload 1. 58% 1. 93% 1. 27% 1. 98% 1. 30% :\' 1. 03% 
1 , 058 . 1, oln ;:")rolees 1,L127 1,380 1,3L19 1,056 

ftobationecs 976 1,00!t 1,006 866 864 868 
iJobation as % of Case10ad 40.62% 42.11% 42.72% 45.06% 
\:;iv's 10 7 7 10 

44.95% I LfLt . 54% 
8 I 7 

.76% I .66% j:(PV'S as % of Parolees .58% . L19% .51% .7Lf% ! 
'<iV's 10 9 8 3 \ 7 I 5 

.66%! ,If 7 % 
2 i 6 

I~Vl s as % of Parolees .58% .63% .58% . 2
6
2% t 

J1voca tions 5 6 3 I 
Hc.voca tions as % of Probatj.onel:S I .45% .61% .30% .60% ( .23% .69% 

17 18 r!;tal Returns 25 22 18 19 I 
j'1 1 

. 88~~ .94% 
7 7 

liotal Returns as % of Case10ad .87%.92%.76%.81% t 
hholees Absconding ! 11 15 18 8 ~ 

.66% .65% Llrolees Absconding as % of Parolees ~ .77% 1. 09% 1. 33% . 76% ~ 
tlobationers Not Reporting I 7 9 8 17; 7 4 

" ationers Not Reporting as % of i \ 
II 'obationers ~ . 72% .90% .80 1. 96% 1 . 66% ~ 
IJmber of Agents (54.5 5!L5 51.5 39 39.5} 
Fiierage Case10ad \ 44.1 43.7 45.7 49.3 48.7 I 

• Lr6Z 
37.5 
52.0 
58.8 ~~h Other State Cases Included '50.0 49.7 51.8 55.3 54.7 'r ~~~~----~~-~~~-~~~-~-

I ~ 

. ta Honth Average i 
)'~fOf f ices--­
L:ta1 Case10ad 
IW's 
Hv's as % of Case10ad 
I'iJrolces 
I; 
!.:ioba tion er s 
t,~obation as % of Case10ad 
,.j 

··,VV~~ s as % of Parolees 
')}~IS 

Il ..• ·.~.'lil~,V~~~:t~~n; of Parolees 
vocations as % of Probationers 
al Returns 

i ; If tal Returns as % of Case10ad 
f.lro1ees Absconding 
r(rolees Absconding as % of Parolees, 
hfbationers Not Reporting 
I ;iobationers Not Reporting as % of 
,iprobationel:s 
~Jmber of Agents 
r\~rage Casc1oad .... _.'._ ..... 
jh Other State Cases Included 

442 
36.62% 

2 
.26% 

2 
.26% , 

.5 f 
1.18% l 

9 n 

• 7~% I 
.52% i 
10 

2.26% 
25 

48.3 J 
55.6 ! 

50.5 

1,196 
20 

1. 67% 
766 ; 
430 I '138 

35.95% ! 35.93% 
2 I 3 

.26% It .39% 
2 4 

• 26~1. I .52% 
1 ~ 1 

.23% t .23% 

5" I 8
0 .41% i .67% 

5 i: 3 
.65% I .38% 
3· 9 

.70% 
25 

47.8 
55.6 I 

2.05% 
25 

48.8 
56.8 

56.3 

I I 11,149 11)136 1,110 
I 17 21 I 20 
I 1.48% ( 1.85% I 1.80% 
I 752 I 740 I 739 
! 397" 396

c
! 371

a 
134 . 55% 34.86% t 33.42% 

Lt 1 2 ~ 8 
.51% i ,2n j 1. OB% 
361 3 

.38% .80%! .41% 
30; 3 

.68% I .00% t .76% 
10 ( 8 ~ 14 

.82% I . 70% ~ 1. 23% 
7 1'\ 1 

~ 
.93% II .14% ~i .14% 

3 '- 5 I; 3 
-, ~ 

.76% I 1. 2.6'% ~ .81% 
21 21 ~ 22 

54.7 54.1 1 50.5 
63.3 63.2 { 61.8 

! 
i 

1 
I 

I 
1 
I 

! 

1 
l 
\ 

j 

I 

1,[ Month Average I 56.0 61. 8 

~L ____ --:_----:;----: --e----=----------L-----------! 
i·~d pr.evious month casc10ad fot:" % w~th returns. 
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f*e Month Average 

Case10ad 

as % of Caseloacl 

as % of Case10ad 

as % of Parolees 

's as % of Parolees 
ations 
cations as % of Probationers 
Returns 

1 Returns as % of Case10ad 
es Absconding' 

Absconding as % of Parolees 
ioners Not Reporting 

of Agents 
Case10ad 

Month Average 

Reporting as % of 

Cases Included 

Jan. Feb. 
1974 197/, 

1,990 
16 

.80% 
1,105 

885 
44.Lf7% 

6 
.56% 

5 
.46% 

2 
.23% 
13 

.67% 
5 

.45% 
4 

.45% 
41. 5 
lf8.0 

1,146 
16 

1. 40% 
727 
419 

36.56% 
8 

1. 08% 
3 

.41% 
4 

1. 08% 
15 

1.35% 
3 

.41% 
Lf 

.95% 
24 

47.8 
55.4 

2,032 
21 

1. 03% 
1,118 

914 
45.98% 

5 
.45% 

6 
.54% 

7 
.79% 
18 

.90% 
7 

.63% 
8 

.87% 
45.5 
44.7 
50.3 

52.3 

11,115 
i ?O 
~ -
\ 1. 79% 
1 739 
t 376 
b3.72% 
{ 6 
\ 
[ .83% 

1 
.1L,% 

2 
• Lf 8% 

9 
.79% 

2 
.27% 

2 

.53% 
24 

46.5 
54.0 

54.75' 

previous month case10ad for % with returns. 

i 
! -54-

2,090 
29 

1.39% 
1,141 

949 
45.41% 

10 
.89% 

5 
.45% 

8 
.88% 
23 

1.13% 
2 

.18% 
15 

1.58% 
43.5 
48.0 

April 
1971f 

2,158 
29 

1.34% 
1,176 

982 
45.51% 

3 
.26% 

3 
.26% 

3 
. 32~~ 

9 
• L,.3% 
J.2 

1. 02% 
2 

.20% 
43.5 
L,9.6 
56.'5 

May 
197L, 

2,205 
2.2 

1.00% 
1,193 
1,012 
45.90% 

5 
.43% 

1 
.09% 

2 
.20% 

8 
.37% 

7 
.59% 

6 

.59% 
4!v 

50.1 
57.1 

57.0 

1,113 1,102 1,144 
23 22 9 

2.07% 2.00% .79% 
731 704 713 
382 ( 398 .. , 431 

34.32% i 36.12% /37.67% 
7 4 \ 1 

.95% .55% 1 .14% 
2 5! 3 

.2~% .~~%! .4~% 

.53% 3.40% i .00% 
11 22 J 4 

.9;% 1. 9~%!. . 3~% 

.68% .71% .00% 
177 

.26% 
24 

46.4 

1. 76% 
24 

45.9 
53.5 

f 

t 
r 

i 
!' 

1.62% 
24 

47.7 
4.8 

53.9 

June 
1974 

2,274 
25 

1.10% 
1,221 
1,053 
1+6.31% 

5 
.42% 

5 
.42% 

7 
.69% 
17 

.77% I 
12 t 

. 98% ~ 

7 ~ 
~4% .~ • I 0 ~ 

45 1 
50.5 i 
57.4 

1 ;123 ; 
27 ~ 

2.40% ; 
701 \ 
422 

37 . 58~~ 
3 

.42% 
2 

.28% 
2 

.46% 
7 

.61% 
3 

.43% 
5 

1.18~~ 

2lf 
46.8 
53.4 

, 
_____________________________ ~ __ ~~'_'_"~~~_~, •.• ,~~," .. ,._, __ .,., ..• ;c.'-O .• , __ .~"'.,,'.'''~ 



I 
• i 

;·~t Offl' ees kitr~c , ' 
}:ota1 Caseloac1 
t·, 
, ',V' }'{ ~ s 

July 
1974 

2,332 
41 

L 76% I 

August Sept. 
197Lf 197L~ -

, 

2,365 2,344 
33 33 

1. 40% 1. 41% 

Oct. 
197/1 

2~S23 
27 

1. 07% 

Nov. 
197'1 , , 

2,399 I 'JO . '- 1 

2,446 
37 

1.51% ~~'s as % of Case10ac1 
I.lrolees 1,248 , 1,271 1,276 1,368 

.83% I 
1,277 11,279 

1,08Lf ) 1, 09lf 1,068 1,155 1,122 11,167 
oad 46.48% 'I 46.26% 45.56% 45.78% 46.77% 147.71% 

\'obationers r't 
lwbation as % of Casel 
i,lV's 
{o" 

L,,~ 9 6 ! 6 4 13 
.32% 1 .72% • LI 7% I . £17%! .29% j 1.01% 

7 !- 3 LI 4 i 2 7 
~~vts AS % of Parolees 
HV's 
b~v's as % of Parolees 
f;avoca tions 
f'!evocations as % of Probationers 
Htal Returns 
bIotal Returns as % of Caseload 
kh01ees Absconding 
f'.holees Absconding as % of Parolees! 
0~bdtioners Not Reporting I 

J!\gbatinc17s Not Reporting as % of i 
,'~", ~:obationers { Y .. ; I 

"IT!mbc>r of Agents i 
hl/l~rage Caseload ! 
r¥th Other State Cases Included I 
.. '~ 

i1e Month Average 
'1 ' 

~ 
.57% ! 

4 ) 
· 38% ~ 

i 
15 ! 

· 66% ~ 
2 } 

.16% ; 
8 ~ 

· 74% ~ 
r 
t 

46 r 
50,7 I 

57.4 t 

.24% 
4 t 

.37% I 
16 i 

.69% ! 
2 [ , 

.16/~ ; 
9 ' 

.82% 
! 

46 [ 
51. If f 
58.4 :; , 

56.9 

.31% 1 
7 l 

.64% f 
17 I 

.72% i 
131 

o ! 1. 02% : 
ni 

1. 03% 1 

48 
48.8 
54.8 

.31% 

.2~J , 
1 ..... j , 

.55% I 
10 I 

.73% I 
10 

.87% , 

48 
52.6 
59.7 

.15% 
1 I 

.09% ; 
7 I 

I 

.28% 1 
8 i 

.63% l 
C' t 
j I 

.45% i 

48 
50.0 
56.8 

57.7 

t 

.55% 
6 

.53% 
26 

1. 08% 
8 

.63% 
8 

.69% 

49 
49.9 
56.7 

, i 
\'.)-10-ff-'-------------~~ ------,----:-t-·----;-----r------rl---
riA'l.ces ',' I ' Ijtal Caseload 1,178 1,179 1,238 1,284 ~ 1,362 I 
I'~V' s I 20 21 30 18 I 9 I 
t'~VI s as % of Caseload I 1. 7.0% i 1. 78% \ 2. Lf2% f 1. 40% I .66% I 
~Jro1ees ~ 728 i 737 \ 756; ,782 ! 805 I 
If7obaU.oners 4.50 ~ {,42 I 482 I 502 I 557! 
l,.',Jobation as % 'of Caseload ' 38. 2'0% ~ 37.49% 138 . 93% i 39.10% II {,O. 90% 'I; 
!tlV's 3 i 4 \ 10 ',I 0 5 I 

hhv's as % of Parolees .43% (' .55% j 1. 36% ~ .00% 1 .64% t 
~ll~t s l~ 4 l 5 3 ~ 3! 0 i 

~1itvt s as % of Parolees l • 57% ~ .69% .41% ! .40% 1 .00% ! 
l,}vocations 4!: 5" 2" 1 2,,! 4" ~ 
f'>levocations as % of Probationers t . 95% ~ 1.11% ~ .45% 'I .41%! .80% i 

~;~ta1 Returns J 11 f 14 a ~ 15 al 5 a I 9 a ~ 
!'!otal Returns as % of Case10ad ..98% t 1.19%.. 1. 27% . .40%! .70% ! 
~l '-,II' I )~irolees Absconding f {f I,: 3 4 5 ~ 2' . , I:! I 
r;fro1ees Absconding as % of Parolees) . 5

4
5% ~, . 41% ~ .53% .6/+%, .25% l 

f:tobationers Not Reporting I I 4 ~ 4 3 { 5 ~ 
F"lobationers Not Reporting as % of \ . 90% ~ .83%0 I, .60%0!' .90%0 
Llprobationers, II .89% [ 
r)mber of Agents 24 26 f" 27! 26 'I' 26 
If,lerage Caseload 49.1 45 3 45 9 r 49 4 52 I, 
E:.kh Other State Cases Included 56 0 51' 9 I 52' 8 I 55' 8 58' 8 

i~4L\ Month Average I. . 53 ~5 . If . 57. ~5 
r:\d previous month caseload for % with returns .. 
f."'! , 
i j 
V"'f 

t'-'l 
~ , 
t<i 

U 
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1,352 
36 

2.66% 
807 
545 

40.31% 
7 

.87% 
5 

.62% 
1 

.. 18% 
13 

.95% 
6 

.74% 
1 

.18% 
26 

52.0 
58.5 
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t 
I 
f 
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APPENDIX III 

PAROL:CE ARREST DATA FOR THE 
SEVEN DISTRICT OFFICES, 1971J 

.*General CaseJoads Sub-Offices ---_. 

. large 
I-

I ! Jc:muary 
I 

I 
L~2 ! February 

I 
i Harch 

r April i 
I ~1ay I 66 

I . June 
I 
! July 
I August 11 
I SeptEmber I-1-----·- ----. 

October I 
November . 86 
December 

TOTAL 305 

Technical 
V' 1 t' lO. a'lon 

17 

I 22 
I 
\ 

23 

32 

Ne\v 
Ch arBc 

60 

51 

88 

61 

260 

Technical 
IT' J t' lO .a "lon 

27 

20 

20 

.--

37 

Nelv 
Cl large 

105 

106 

118 

llO 

439 

*Pittsburghstate-funded city community parole centers are included. 

-56-

SRS 
Technical 
V' 1 lO atlon 

36 

38 

57 J 
72 

203 



Full Time Employ~ent 

Part Time Employment 

Unemployed DPA 

APPENDIX IV 

REGIONAL A1~ SUB-oFFICES QU)RTERLY El1PLOYMENT 
FOR FOUR QUM~TERS OF 1974 

1 

I 
l 

I 
I 
I 
I 

I 
I 

I 

FIRST 
QUARTER 

S.D. D.O. 

883 1~525 

25 88 

37 155 

SECQ},TJ) THIRD 
I QUARTER QUARTER 

S.D. D.O. . S.D. D.O. 
I 
I 901 1,819 1,038 1,714 

17 82 25 91 

I 
32 199 32 In 

Effective Able Case10ad I 1,035 1,906 1 1 ,022 2,325 1,174 2,225 

Full Ttme Employment 

Part Time Employment 

Unemployed DPA 

I 

(SOURCE PBPP QUARTERLY ~~LOYMENT REPORT) . 
REGIONAL AND SUB-OFFICES QUARTERLY EMPLOYMENT 

FOR FOUR QUARTERS OF 1973 

FIRST 'I SECO~u 
QUARTER I QUARTER 

THIRD 
QUARTER 

I S.D. D.O. I S.D. D.O. S.D. D.O. 
I 

1,747 2,378 1,071 I 966 
I 

1,068 2,339 

I 39 126 28 116 32 98 
I 

I 58 359 40 343 30 215 
\ 

FOURTH 
QUARTER 

S.D. D.O. 

1,044 1,696 

31 129 

51 210 

1,276 2,382 

FOURTH 
QUARTER 

S.D. D.O. 

903 1,344 

34 91 

27 145 

Effective Able C~seload 11,176 
1 

3,160 11 ,269 
I 

3,009 1,230 
I 

2,138 .\1,076 1,772 

-57-
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APPE11J)IX V 

CLIENT EMPLOYJvJENT STATUS - l~OUR'J.'H QUARTER, 1974 

Decentralized Servi,ccs 

District Office 
General Caseload 

Sub-Office 
Caselaod 

Sub-Total 

SRS Caseload 

Total 

CHI-SQUARE TESTS 

Total Matrix 

Sub-office - District 
office Matrix (exclude 
SRS) 

Employed UnemQloyed 

1,825 557 

1,075 201 

2,900 758 

1,000 598 

3,900 1,356 

i 187.31 
df = 2,0 

p < .001 

X2 = 29.1.6 
df = 1 

p < .001 
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Total 

2,382 

1,276 

3,658 

1,598 

5,256 

1 
l 
l 
l 

;.} 
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j\l1PENDIX VI 

INTERVIE\\l GUIDELINES 

REGIONAL - SUB-OFFICE GRANT 

PHASE I: TO BE CARRIED OUT IN SUB OFFICES 

A. Ask sub-office supervisors: 

1. For a list of community services to call/visit. 
2. Which agents moved from District Office to sub-office? When? 

B. Ask Sub-Office Agents (Try to interview them alI, if possible): 

1. 
2. 
') 
J. 

If. 

5. 
6. 

7 
8. 

Do you live within sub-office territory? 
Are all your clients in sub-office tcrriLority? 
What percent arenlt? 
(Items #4 and #5 apply to agents who have transferred from 
District Office to Bub-office. Ask supervisor which have). 
Is the percentage of completed client contacts high since you 
moved (vs. attempted ones)? Are they longer? More fulfilling; 
productive? 
Has the sub-office cut clients I time (e.g. office contacts)? 
How many clients do you refer to agencies? (Compare with Data 
Collection forms) 
Have you been trained in family relations? 
Do you usc county prisons as lockups more/less than Hcntal Health­
Mental Ret2rdation, etc.? (Ask t\yO or three times to get trends) 

C. Ask all staff interviQi'led including Human Servic.e Aides (If any are in offjce): 

1. 
2. 
3. 

4. 
5. 
6. 
7. 
8. 
9. 

10. 

Is your task clearly defined? 
Your job fulfilling? 
Do you participate in deciSion-making enough (are you given an oppor­
tunity to)? 
Are working conditions and social atmosphere in your office satisfactory? 
Do you receive support from your supervisor? (help and encouragement) 
Do you perceive a role conflict ("Treatment!1 vs. I1Surveillancel1)? 
Is Agency open for change? 
1f so, do you feel potential for change exists? 
Are you given (in your opinion) adequate chance to participate in 
suggesting or planning such changes? 
Has the Agency sho,V!1 constructive changes in the past? 

PHASE II: TO BE CARRIED OUT IN Cmn.-fUNITY 

A. Ask local agencies: 

1. Family community service agencies (sample) 

(a) Do you knm·] the sub-office exists? 
(b) HOly many clients have the agents referred to you for counseling? 
(~) How many were referred there (if any) before sub-office opened? 

2. Local Police and sample of Police in 25 mile radius: 

(a) Do you know sub-office exists? 
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3. 

(b) Hhat is your orin:ion of it; c.g. 
(1) Do you think it helps reduce • ? cr:une. 
(2) Do you think it is beneficial in other tvuys? 

Sample of other local officials 

(a) Courts (judge i~ courthouse) 
(1) Do you think it controls 'crime? 
(2) Do you feel more comfortable using probation instead of 

prison now with sub-office near? 
(3) Any other benefits? 
(4) Do you know Regional Director? 

(b) Local County Prison Wardens 

(1) \~hat 

(i) 
(ii) 

is the tnmo in use of lockups 
Before sub-office opened? 
Since sub-office opened? 
(Comp~re with agent responses) 

PHASE Ill: FIELD VISIT IHTH A SUB-OFFICE AGENT (Arrange in adv<lnce with supervisor) 

PHASE IV: REGIONAL DIRECTOR CONPONENT 

A. Ask Central Office supervision heads: 

1. 

3. 

Whom db Regional Directors contact? How often? 
Hhat role do they play in c1Bcision-making (casewise, administration-to]ise)? 
Hhat is the nature of this relationship? Specifically: informal? eaSY 
communication? difficult? (Don't have to name individuals). 

B. Ask Regional Directors (Interview in Harrisburg, if possible) 

1. 

2. 

3. 

Hhat 
take 
Hhat 
(a) 
(b) 
Your 

are your duties (try and describe what you do; completely open; 
notes)? 
is your role re: 
Relations with other agellcies? 
Does har.monious relation exist (can be specific)? 
role in deCision-making? 
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.i\PPENDIX VII 

T.i\BLE A 
INTERVIffivS AT COMMUNITY SERVICE AGENCIES 

Yes No N/A Can't Decid e 

1. Do you knm,r the sub-office exists? 12 o o o 

2. How many clients have agents referred 
to you for counseling? * 7 o 

3. How many were referred there (if any) 
before the sub-office opened? *** o 

*Responses vlere varied (where records were available): the 
respectivt:~ figures ,vere 0.5, 1.0 and 2.6 referrals per month, 
30% and 40% of their total clients or patients. 

**Five of the ten agencies opened after the sub-office. did. 

*~~*T'ivo agencies responded that no referrals had been rnade. 

TABLE B 
POLICE INTERVIE1\1S 

Yes No 

1. Do you know the sub-office exists? 9 o o 

2. What is your opinion of it; ei. 
a) do you think it helps reduce crime? 
b) do you think it is'beneficial in 

other \vays? 
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CO/,IMONWEI\l.TH OF PENNSYLVI\NIf, 

APPENDIX VIII November 13) 197LI 

ITEM A 

Guidelines foY' Preparing Da·ta 'Collection Forms 
for G1~ant Evalu3.tions for ·the Governor 1 s ,Justice Commission 

Supervisors and Agents in Sub-Offices 
outside Philadelphia and Allegheny Counties; 
in Philadelphia and Pittsburgh Intensive 
h.'oba·tion and Intensive Parole Units 

George fl.. Sullivan, Ac·ting Director 
Research and Statistical Unit 
Bureau of Admini$trative Services 
Pennsylvania Board of P1'obation and Parole 

The follOl·,ing forms are to be p1~epa.red by each agei1t fox' ·the purpose of 
obtaining data to evaluate the L.E.A.A. grants for' the Regional and 
Sub-Offices, and Specialized Units. 

In all cases, confiden·ti8.1i ty Hill be respected and no agent 1 s name will 
be used in any r·eport. 

The fm'ms are to be p1'cpax'ed during the month on an ongoing basis (although 
the forms for "Lhe month of December Hill have ·to be prepared near the end 
of the month as He a1'e just pre:?aring and distributing the forms) and l'e­
turned to the supervisors by the third Horking day of each month for the 
preceding month. The supervisors are to send ·the forms for their units to 
the Research and. Statistical Unit no later' than -the fifth Horking day of 
each month. Please remember that the forms cannot he processed and tabu­
lated until they are received from evcl~y 'agent in the unit. Your coopera-­
tion in getting them in on time Hill be greatly apprecia·ted. 

The follm.,ring forms are to be prepared: 

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

1. REFLRRALS TO OTHER AGENCIES 

(To be prepared by all agents on a·monthly basis.) Every time 
you refer a client to an outside agency, please comple'l:e the 
appropriate columns on this fOl~m. If you refer one client to 
several agencies, you may list each agency in a separate block 
or squeeze them all in one block, Hhatever you Hish. 

2. PRESENT NEEDS OF CLIENTS 

(To be prepared by all a~ents on a monthly basis.) RevieH 
your field books, and put the total number of needs in the 
appropriate blocks. For instaIlCe, if you have six clients 
Hho need family counselling, but this need is not being met 
because there are no facilities available, put six in the 
appropriate block. Do not put the client 1 s name on ·the 
form. If a client is not available, put the l~eason "hy in 
the appl~opriate block. If there are o·ther reasons Hhy the 
need is not being met, please indicate this in the last 
column. 
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APP'ENDIX VIII 
ITEM A 

3. GUIDED GROUP INTER/leTION 

GAS:ds 

(To be prepared by all agents on a monthly basis.) If you 
llave a group of clients Hho are being given group therapy 
by an outside agency) please indicate this on ·the top part 
of the form _ If you have your ovm group) fill in the appro­
priate columns on the bottom pal't of the form _ If you do not 
have YOU1' Oim group or have a group beid l '" seen at ano·ther 
agency, indicate this by i-lriting "none" ,in the appropriate 
spot - Please remember that all bloc}<s should be completed, 
even if the group is being held at another agency_ 
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,. APPENDIX VIII 

ITEM B 

:':In Reason for Referral section only REFERRALS TO OTHER AGENCIES 
indicate the following catagories: 
drug f, alcohol treatment~ familial counseling 1 

emplo~nent, mi~ority services, or o~her (explain) 
ACCEPTED 
PRIOR TO 

REASON FOR REASON FOR S:LLECTION CLIENTS' 
Nflt-fE & PAROLE # REFEF,RAL:': AGENCY CONTACTED OF THAT AGENCY REPORTING? 

I - , 
I 
I 

I . 
. I I 

I 
I 

I l 
I 

I I 
I I 

I I I 
I I 

f 

I I -
I 

I I 

I 

r 
I I 

I 
I 
t 

I 
\ l~ 

~ 

'~. 

1 

I 

I 

I 
I 

I 

I 

DID 
CLIENT 
REPORT? 

. I 

~ .-""", 

' .. ~" 

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

AGENT ------------------
NONTH 

YEAR 

OUTCOl-m OF 
INITIAL CONTACT 

.. 

----------------------

-------------------
CURRENT RELATIONSHIP 

.. WITH AGENCY 

l 

i , , 
• J 

Z 

.. 

.. .,' ,..;,,, .. :..,.,..~ 

, 

, 

, 
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Agent ---------------------------

APPENDIX VIn 

ITEH B 

Honth Year --------------------- -------

PRESENT NEEDS OF CLIENTS 

NO FACILITIES 
AVAILABLE 

LONG 
'fLoUTING LIST 

CLIENT NOT 
AVAILABLE (SPECIFY) OTHER (SPECIFY) 

I DRUG u£TOXITrCATION FACILITIES I 
1 ~\~COhOL DETOXIFIC;'TI_o~rTAcILITlES I 

- ----- ------

NETHODONE 1·]AINTE1~iI.NCE 

1 DRUG TREAT tiE NT - OOTPI:TIENT 

t DRUG TRE,;T>lZm RESIDENTIAL 

ALCOHOL TREfiTHENT - OUTPATIENT 

I 
i !,LCOHOL TREfiTf.lE;~T - RESIDENTlj',L 

ESYCHLiTRIC TFJ::i;Tt~ENT 

ENPLOnmNT 

JOB COUHSELH:G 

~
-03 TR";.INING 

~"'""p ...... T T'"I r .TT' ....... r-I 1"1 ._~ l.~A"-' TRE! L .'l~N 1 I 
i r--"Tf" f'f'qPC:;::'T.TNG j_ r !li."'l..!...ul \"'\",;'U:'-(U.;..J-o .L 

- I 1 OTHER (S?SC I FY KEED) I 
I , .... I TEHPOR{,RY HOUSU"!'G I I " 
, -! 
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'<..-. 

~':'~"'"':"':~<-' ~,'i'~':'-;O, 

Dt~TE 

\-lEj\.T AGENCY IS 
GROUP 5EI})"G HELD !,T? 

II . I 

I I I I I 
I I i 

nt·Tp 
~_1.""'_1 1~U(t3ER :lTTENDED 

I~I -
~I . ! 

I I 
I I 
I I ! 

.,: "'~'-< 

AI?PENDEX VIII 

ITEM E 

GUIDED GROUP INTERACTION AGENT -----------------

IF YOU DON'T HAVE A GROUP: 

REASON FOR YOUR 
SELECTIO~ OF THAT AGENCY 

AGENCIES! REPORT ON LAST SESSION 
(INDICATE IIGOOD, FAIR, OR POORl!) 

Nm1BER EXCUSED 

A 
-;~~ ,,, 

E' YOU HAVE A GROUP 

I 
I 
f 

! 
I. 

I 

HUl1EER NOT EXCUSED 

. J~~ 
~ 

J 

I 
I 

NUMBER OF EFFORTS t'l!\DE 
TO CONTACT NONATTENDERS 

OFFICE 
LETTER TELEPHONE FIELD 

j 1-= 
I 

I . 
_I _. 

I 
I . I 

~J:JlZ~ 

" .. ,~,~ 
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.~~---,,--.. ---,.->.-. ~-.-------------.. -------.---.----.' .. -
r 

-~. 

Tntc'rim Evaluation Report 

Attnclwd is a copy of our Interi.m EvalunU,on 
Heport for your comment and re.vie'if. 
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