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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The Labor Participation in Crime Resistance and Criminal
and Juvenile Justice Reform (CRCJJR) Project was a one-year
effort jointly sponsored by the Community Services Department
of the AFL-CIO and the National Council on Crime and Delin-
quency (NCCD) and conducted by the Labor Participation Depart-
ment (LPD) of the these "parent" organizations. The three
major goals of this LEAA-funded project were to: a) stimulate
the invoivement of organized labor through the AFL-CIO community
Services network in issues relating to criminal and juvenile
justice, b) serve as the liaison between organized labor and
other groups engaged in crime reduction and other justice-
related issues, and c¢) help troubled youth f£ind a meaningful
and productive place in socisty by assisting the Labor Youth
Sponsorship Program at the United Labor Comprehensive Criminal
Justice Centers within the Fort Worth, Texas and Cleveland,
Ohio United Labor Agencies .(ULAs). FPive major project compo-
nents were instituted to accomplish these goals and these
components were entitled: 1) Community Services Survey, 2)
Clearinghouse/Liaison Function, 3) Craft Utilization, 4)
Assistance to the Labor Youth Sponsorship Programs and 5)
Assistance to new ULAs with Existing or Potential Justice
Programs.

Aurora Associates, Inc., a minority-owned human services con-

sulting organization, was contracted to evaluate the CRCJJR Projeck.
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The cornerstone of Aurora's evaluation approach was the de-
velopment of a functional model which contained the major LPD
activities to be performed for each component as well as the

interrelationship among each series of activities or "action
steps". For each action step, Aurora developed a series of
evaluations questions, standards, indicators, and methods
which were used to guide the evaluation effort as well as
provide guidance to the LPD in carrying out its Prescribed
tasks (see Chapter 5). Aurora adopted an action-research
approach to this task which not only focused on the collec-
tion of end-of-year process and outcome data, but also on
providing the LPD with ongoing feedback in support of its
project-related activities, including editing and review of
majo; LPD deliverables (e.g., the Craft Utilization Manual and
the Community Services Survey Report) and guidance in develop-
ing the Craft Utilization Seminar and in setting up various
systems of documentation.

Aurora also pParticipated in many of the LPD's activities
(e.g., the Craft Utilization (cCU) Seminar) and in certaig
instances accompanied LPD staff to directly observe the delivery
of T/A to labor groups (e.g., at the Phoenix, Arizona ULa).
Aurora also constructed and administered several questionnaires

(e.g., bPre-post CU Seminar evaluation instruments) to obtain
evaluation data.

Aurora's evaluation analysis revealed that the LPD was

only partially successful in achieving its stated goals and
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objectives. While the CU Manual and CSS Report were produced
and disseminated, their distribution occurred at such a late
date (and to only a subset of the pre-identified recipients)
that the LPD was left without an appropriate amount of time
to adequately respond to requests that were received for CU-

related T/A. PFormal CU programs were not developed although the

LPD did conduct a variety of CU presentations and other activities

to publicize the CU Manual and the concept of craft utilization.
Aurora suggests that the major reasons for the lack of CU
program development were the LPD's overestimation of organized
labor's interest in developing such programs and the lack of
adegquate efforts directed at "selling" the CU concept to po-
tential candidates within the labor movement.

Although the LPD did perform numerous liaison activities,

the clearinghouse (another major feature of the liaison component)

was never formally instituted and the clearinghouse catalogue,
though developed, was never disseminated (even though it was
developed). The LPD was also unsuccessful in securing FYS81
state or local monies for the LYSP in Fort Worth, Texas, and
Cleveland, Ohio, although the LPD was able to document a variety
of activities in this regard. The LPD did conduct numerous
episodes of T/A for the LYSP staff in Fort Worth,
Texas;'however, the Cleveland, Ohio LYPS received T/A

from the LPD on a much more limited basis. Formal selection

of ULAs to receive LPD assistance in developing justice-related

programs did not occur, although the LPD did respond to individual

g ittt
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requests from specific ULAs and other groups interested in
justice programming.

In Aurora's view, one of the major deficiencies in the
LPD's approach to the CRCJIR Project was its tendency to drift
from its stated goals and objectives, concentrating its major
efforts on specific project tasks rather than attacking pre-
scribed project-related tasks in a more balanced fashion.
There could be no doubt, however, that the LPD was viewed by
organized labor community and other key individ»als and
groups as an extremely respected, useful, and knowledgeable
resource in the field of community service and criminal and

juvenile justice programming.

xi
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

1.1 General Introduction

On December 21, 1979, the AFL-CIO Labor Participation
Department of the National Council on Crime and Delinquency
(AFL-CIO/NCCD/LPD, hereafter referred to as the LPD) was
awarded a one-year érant from the Law Enforcement Assistance
Administration's (LEAA's) Office.of Criminal Justice Pro-
grams (OCJP) for a project entitled "Labor Participation
in Crime Resistance and Criminal and Juvenile Justice Re-
form" Grant No. 80-CJAX~0009). The specific goals of this
project (which will be abbreviated as the CRCJJR project
throughout this report) were to:

o stimulate the involvement of organized labor, at
the local and national level, in issues relating
to criminal and juvenile justice, through the AFL-
CIO Community Services network, and particularly
through the United Labor Agencies (ULAs);

o serve as the liaison between organized labor and
other groups engaged in crime reduction and jus-
tice reform; and

© help troubled youth find a meaningful and pro-
ductive place in society by assisting the youth
component (Labor Youth Sponsorship Program) within
the United Labor Comprehensive Criminal Justice
Centers at Fort Worth, Texas and Cleveland, Ohio
in their efforts to offer the Juvenile Courts in
the two localities an alternative to the insti-
tutionalization of non-dangerous youth offenders
through advocacy and other direct services aimed
at diverting youth away from the criminal jus-
tice system.

(Wi S ¥

As will be further discussed in Chapter 3, the CRCJJIR
Project represents an outgrowth of previous LPD program
activities, incorporating elements from earlier projects
and testing new components. Five general components of the
project were identified, each addressing one or more of the
LPD's three stated. goals. These project components are
presented here followed by the goal (s) each sought to
achieve:

Component I: Community Services Survey (Goals 1,2);

Component II: Clearinghouse/Liaison Function
(Goals 1,2);

Component III: Craft Utilization (Goals 1,2);

Component IV: Labor Youth Sponsorship Program
(Goal 3): and

Component V: Assistgnce to New ULAs with Existing or
Potential Justice Programs (Goals 1,2).

These components will be discussed in greater detail in
Chapter 5, but are presented here to provide a brief sum-
mary of the structural components of the project and the
goals to which they relate.

Aurora Associates, Inc., a minority-owned small busi-
ness with its main office located in Washington, D.C., was
selected as the independent evaluator for this project.
Monty Snead, Ph.D., Aurora's LPD evaluation Project Director,

was responsible for designing, conducting, and reporting the

evaluation activities for this project.



This document represents Aurora's LPD "Crime Resist-
ance" Project final evaluation report for the FY80 funding

period (i.e., December 21, 1979, to December 21, 1980) .1

1.2 Oraanization of the Evaluation Report

Chapter 2 begins with a discussion of the AFL~CIO/NCCD
Labor Participation Department (LPD), describing its two
"parent" organizations, the AFL-CIO (Department of Community
Services) and the National Council on Crime and Delinquency
(NccD), and how the LPD evolved from them. This narrative
is intended to provide the reader with an understanding of
+the LPD's role in the criminal and juvenile justice area.
Chapter 2 concludes with a presentation of the LPD's goals
and objectives for the CRCJJR Project, including a detailed
discussion of the five project components developed to
achieve them.

Chapter 3 contains a description of the overall organ-
ization of the entire project from the funding source (ocap)
to the project-component level. An organizational chart
presenting the interrelationships among the organizational
and project components is provided and is narratively de-

scribed in the text.

1. The LPD requested and received a "no cost" extension
of funding from LEAA through February 28, 198l: however,
Aurora's ongoing evaluation activities ceased, as scheduled,
on Decembar 20, 1980. Thus, an evaluation of LPD Project-
related activities from December 21, 1980, through
February 28, 1981, is not presented in this report.

St g e e e
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Chapter 4 provides a detailed account of Aurora's approach
to the evaluation. This discussion includes the presentation
of Aurora's evaluation design and methodology ta assess
the process and outcome of LPD efforts. Aurora's functional
model of the CRCJJR project is presented in this chapter.

This model was developed on the basis of the goals, objectives,
and activities set forth in the LPD's CRCJJR proposal and is
aimed at describing the flow of specific project component-
related activities, or action steps, as well as the inter-
relationships among the components themselves. Aurora also
constructed evaluation questions, standards, indicators, and
methods for each action step in order to assess the process
and outcomes of the LPD's efforts. These are presented in
this chapter as well.

Aurora's "action-research" approach to the evaluation of
the CRCJJR Project not only produced a useful evaluation frame-
work which closely linked LPD operations to its stated goals
and objectives, but it also provided a management tool which
enabled the LPD to continually monitor and compare its per-
formance relative to the prescribed milestones and activities.
Aurora's provision of ongoing evaluation feedback throughout
the project year, another feature of the action~research
strategy, also served to guide LPD efforts and to pinpoint
and correct difficulties as they occurred.

Although many of the LPD's tasks were process-related,

Aurora attempted to provide more than narrative accounts of



"success" or "failure". Specific statistical and other
numer;cal data were collected to provide distinctly measur-
able indicators as to whether pvarticular goals and objectives
had been achieved. A description of LPD evaluation instru-
ments developed by Aurora also is presented. Copies of these
instruments (and other supportive materials) are contained
either in the text or in appendices of this report.

Chapter 5 contains a presentation of Aurora's process
and outcome evaluation findings for each of the five major
project components based on the data that were collected
by Aurora. Each action step is categorized under its specific
project component and data are presented which address the
evaluation questions, standards, and indicators for that

action step. Conclusions and recommendations based on Aurora's

findings are presented for each Rxoject component.
The final chapter, Chapter 6, contains an overall
assessment of the CRCJJR Project, touching briefly on the

major issues raised in earlier chapters of the report.

I

CHAPTER 2

HISTORY AND DESCRIPTION OF THE AFL-CIO/NCCD
LABOR PARTICIPATION DEPARTMENT (LPD)
AND THE GOALS, OBJECTIVES, AND MAJOR
COMPONENTS OF THE CRCJJR PROJECT

2.1 History and Description of the LPD

In order to understand the nature and purpose of the
AFL-CIO/NCCD Labor Participation Department (LPD), it is
necessary to comprehend the evolution and purpose of the
"parent" organizations from which it was formed: namely,
the AFL-CIO Department of Community Services (CSA) and
the National Council on Crime and Delinguency (NCCD).

The NCCD, founded in 1907 with its main office in
Hackensack, New Jersey, is a aon-profit agency seeking
national reform of the criminal and juvenile justice system,
the establishment of community-based alternative facilities
and programs, and the creation of effective community crime
prevention techniques. The NCCD, with the largest criminal
justice library in the country, has been a pioneer in
recommending standards and promoting legislation to upgrade
the justice system.

Since 1961, the NCCD has been attempting to enlist the
working cooperation of citizens and business and labor groups
in support of its program of education and reform in the
criminal justice area. It has collaborated with concerned
citizens in advocacy and crime reduction efforts as well as

initiated innovative approaches to provide and improve



alternatives to traditional juvenile and criminal justice

programs.

This nonpartisan organization tests new models, methods,
and policies in the criminal justice area and assists public

agencies, at every level of government, to use what has been

learned from these efforts. For over seventy years, the

professional services of the NCCD have been used in federal,

state, local, and other public and private agencies.

The LPD's other parent group, the AFL-CIO Department

of Community Services (CSA), was formed in 1955 with the

merger of the American Federation of Labor (AFL) and the

Congress of Industrial Organizations (CIO). The constitu-

tional purpose of the CSA, as adapted from the AFL-CIO's

Executive Council statement in 1955, is to stimulate the

active participation of the AFL~CIO's millions of members

in the affairs of their communities. A diagram containing

the linkages within the CSA and between the CSA and other

groups (including the NCCD) is presented in Figure 2-1.
The principle organizational element of the CSA is the

Community Services Committee (CSC). In addition to the

national CSC of the CSA, these committees are also contained

within the AFL-CIO state federations of labor, the local

central bodies and at various levels in some national and

international unions belonging to the AFL-CIO. Because very

few state and local CSC's are staffed by full-time personnel,

Figure 2-1
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they are limited in the number of service programs they can
implement.

The creation of the United Labor Agencies (ULA) represents
one of labor's efforts toward f£illing this service void.

The ULA's are free-standing, non-profit bodies which are
eligible for a variety of funding within the public and
private sector. Through these agencies (which are consti-
tuted under their local central badies) -- groups or
"Councils" comprised of a variety of unions within a locale --
direct social, health, mental health and educational services
are delivered, primarily to union members and their families,
but also to the community-at-large. Each ULA is governed

by a Board of Directors having an AFL-CIO majority, but open
to representatives of independent unions and the community.
At present there are over two dozen operational ULAs through-
out the country.

One of the predominant features of the Community Services'
network within the AFL-CIO is its heavy reliance on union
volunteers. In addition to the millions of union volunteers
who give blood and help raise funds for the United Way and
other charitable groups, thousands of union representatives
serve on policy boards and operating committees of their
communities' health and welfare agencies.

Through the efforts of CSA staff (e.g., in local United
Way offices and the ULAs), ten of thousands of union counselors

have been trained to assist working men and women by using

O

©3

it

o

o

community resources and service linkages to solve the wide
range of personal and financial problems not covered by
union members' contracts. Thus, the formal CSA network at
the national, state, regional and local level only represents
the "tip of the iceberg" -- the structural framework for the
vast resources contained within the CSA system.

The final major component of the CSA system is the full-
time CSA liaison representative. These staff are usually
located in local United Way offices and are selected by their
central bodies. They are responsible to their own labor
council and its CSC in matters of basic philosophy, policy,
and program. They are paid by their liaison agency and re-
sponsible to it on administrative matters. At the present
time there are 226 AFL-CIO~-CSA liaison representatives
working with United Way organizations in 173 communities.
There are also 8 full-time staff in 22 state AFL-CIOs and 53
staff with CSA portfolios in 50 national and international
unions.

At the national and regional level, there are 30 full-
time CSA representatives working with six national service
organizations: the United Way of America, the Red Cross,
the Boy Scouts of America, the March of Dimes, the National
Institute on Alcohol Abuse and Alcoholism (NIAAA), and the
National Council on Crime and Delinquency (NCCD).

The LPD represents the linkage between the AFL-CIO and

the NCCD (see Figure 2-1). This partnership was formed in

10



April of 1970 and was created at a time in our nation's history
when large segments of the American population were expressing
increased concern at an alarming growth in crime and a
concomitant failure of law enforcement agencies, the courts
and correctional systems to effectively meet this challenge.
Thus, the LPD represents a partnership between the nation's
largest single organized constituency, the 13.4 million member
AFL~CIO, and the NCCD, a private non-profit organization which
has bean at the forefront of progressive advocacy, program-
ming and education in the justice field for over 73 years.

The LPD has educated organized labor in criminal justice
issues, stimulated crime prevention and other efforts
related to criminal and juvenile 5ustice programs, and sup-
plied NCCD with a sense of how the crime problem affects
members of the American labor movement.

This partnership reflects the belief of both the NCCD and
the AFL-CIO that professionals in the justice field cannot
alone successfully address the issues of crime and delinquency
in America. It is also a reflection of the AFL-CIO's under-
standing that justice system issues present a significant
area of unmet human service needs for its membership, their -
families and communities. This cooperative effort is consis-
tent with the numerous projects that AFL-CIO CSA has developed
and implemented in such areas as alcoholism, health, and youth
services with such organizations as the American Red Cross,
the United Way, and the Boy Scouts. The Department of

Community Services' involvement in criminal and juvenile

11
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community service activities.

of the NCCD (Milton Rector and Diana Gordon,

location,

N

Justice program services is thus another programmatic avenue

for meeting the human services needs of the community in keeping

with its mandate.

While the Director and Assistant Director of the LPD

(Harry Boggs and Jean Lushin, respectively) are, in fact,

paid through NCCD, they are also national CSA staff members.
(See Figure 2-1). Each has risen through the ranks of

organized labor and has considerable experience in

The LPD is responsive to and

supervised fiscally by the President and a Vice-President

respectively),

and is philosophically and programmatically responsive to
the Director of the AFL-CIO Department of Community Services,

Walter Davis. By virtue of organizational allegiance and

the LPD staff have been primarily responsive to

the CSA/union sector, though consultation between the two

offices has been frequent over the years.

2.2 The Goals, Objectives, and Major Components of the

CRCJJR Project

As noted at the outset of this report, the LPD set

three major goals for the CRCJIJR project:1

® to stimulate the involvement of or ani
at thg local and national level, ig isgsgslabor,
relgtlng to justice through the AFL~-CIO com-
munity services network and particularly
through the ULAs (p.4);

® to serve as the liaison between labor and

other groups engaged in crime reductio
Justice reform (p.4); and " and

=

S
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l. Unless otherwise noted, all page numbers included in

this section refer to the CR
. CJJR pr i
LPD submitted to OCJP. + Proposal which the
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to help troubled youth find a meaningful and
productive place in society by assisting the
youth component (Labor Youth Sponsorship Pro-
gram) within the United Labor Comprehensive
Criminal Justice Centers (ULCCJCs) in the
Cleveland, Ohio and Fort Worth, Texas ULAs in
their effort to offer the Juvenile Courts in
the two localities an alternative to the
institutionalization of non-dangerous youth
offenders through advocacy and other direct
services aimed at diverting youth away from
the criminal justice system (p. 8, CRCJJR
proposal; p. 62, original LYSP proposal sub-
mitted to OJJDP).

To attain these goals, the LPD was to accomplish the

following objectives:

to conduct a survey of ULAs and local AFL-CIO
Cormmunity Services staff to determine the past, .
present, and potential involvement in crime
resistance and criminal and juvenile justice

issues (pp. 6-7);:

to establish a clearinghouse for information
concerning actual or potential labor-sponsored
crime resistance and justice programs (p. 13):

to serve a liaison function by providing clearing-
house documents and other relevant information to
LEAA grantees, labor groups, and other community
groups and agencies (pp. 5, 11-12);

to develop a craft utilization (CU) manual and
provide technical assistance and training to at
least two national/international unions who want
to develop their own CU programs (pp. 12-13):

e to maintain and strengthen the Labor Youth Spon-
sorship Program within the United Labor Compre-
hensive Criminal Justice Centers (ULCCJCs) in
the Cleveland, Ohio and Fort Worth, Texas ULAs

(p. 4): and

® to assist at least two newly-created ULAs in es-
tablishing a crime resistance or justice program
and to provide technical assistance (T/A) to es-
tablished ULA programs, as requested.
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the followi i aj .
owing five major project components were incorpor

ated into i
the Project design, each addressing one or more

B of the LPD's stateq goals and objectives:

Com =] : i
ponent I: Community Services Survey (css)

Cam : i
ponent II: Clearinghouse/Liaison Function

I
| Component ITI: Craft Utilization (cu)

Co : i
mponent iV. Assistance to the Labor Youth

Sponsorship Programs

Com : i
ponent V: Assistance to New United Labor Agen

[ ]
cies (ULAs) in Establishing New Crime

Resistance and Justice Reform Programs
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The interrelationships among the CRCJJR's goals, objec-
tives, and project components are summarized in Figure 2-2.
The remainder of this chapter will describe in greater de-

detail the activities associated with each of these compo-

nents.

Component I: Community Services Survey (CSS)

As part of the CSS component, the LPD indicated that
it would conduct a survey of all ULAs and local AFL-CIO
Community Services staff to determine their past, present,
and potential involvement in criminal and juvenile justice
programs (p.6). The survey was to be designed, pretested,
administered, and analyzed by the NCCD Research Center East
(p.7). Survey questions were to be constructed to provide
the LPD with the following information (p 7-8):

1) the jurisdiction of the local labor council;

2) an assessment of the council's involvement in jus-
tice activities;

3) identification of communities' justice needs as per-
ceived by labor:;

4) a determination of the labor communities' victimiza-
tion rates;

5) a determination of ULA/CSA staff needs for consulta-
tion

6) an assessment of United Way's interest and involve-
ment in justice issues:

7) a determination of the emphasis given to criminal
justice issues in the local training of union coun-
selors; and

8) an assessment of the degree to which local labor

councils have implemented the AFL-CIO's policies
on criminal justice issues.
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Interrelationships Among the CRCJJR

GOALS

To stimulate the involvement of 1.
organized labor, at the local and

national level, in issues relating
to justice through the

AFL~-CIO community services network
and particularly through the

United Labor Agencies (ULAs).

To serve as the liaison between
labor and other groups engaged
in crime reduction and justice
reform.

To help troubled youth find
a meaningful and productive
place in society by assisting th
youth component (Labor Youth Spon
sorship Program) within the
United Labor Comprehensive Crimi-
nal Justice Centers (ULCCJCs) at
the ULA's in Cleveland, Ohio and
Fort Worth, Texas in their efforts
to offer the Juvenile Courts in
the two localities an alternative
tc the institutionalization of
non-dangerous youth offenders
through advocacy and other direct
services aimed at diverting youth
away from the criminal justice
system.

3y N
. o ®
® @ ® ®
FIGURE 2-2
Project Goals, Objectives, and Project Components
OBJECTIVES MAJOR PROJECT COMPONENTS

To conduct a gurvey of ULAs and local I.
AFL-CIO community services staff to k/,///
determine thelr past, present, and po-
tential involvement in crime resist- I.
ance and criminal and juvenile justice
issues.

IIT.
To establish a clearinghouse for infor-
mation concerning actual or potential Iv.
labor-sponsored crime resistance and
justice programs,

To serve a liaison function by pro-

viding clearinghouse documents and

other relevant information to LEAA

grantees, labor groups, and other V.
community groups and agencies.

To develop a craft utilization (CU)
manual and provide technical assist-
ance and training to at least two na-
tional or international unions who
want to develop thelr own CU programs.

To maintain and strengthen the Labor
Youth Sponsorship Program within United
Labor Comprehensive Criminal Justice
Centers (ULCCJCs) in Cleveland, Ohio
and Fort Worth, Texas.

To assist at least two newly-created
ULA's in establishing a crime resist-y,
ance or justice program and to pro-
vide technical assistanceto established
ULA programs, as requested.

Community Services
Survey (CSS)

Clearinghcuse/
Liaison Function

Craft Utilization {(CU)

Assistance to the

Labor Youth Sponsorship
Program {LYSP) within
United Labor Compre-
hensive Criminal Jus-
tice Centers (ULCCJICs)

Asslstance to New
United Labor Agencies
(ULAs) with Existing
or Potential Crime
Resistance and Justice
Reform Programs
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Data contained in the CSS Summary Report would be used

to:

a) provide information for the clearinghouse database
(Component II) regarding information concerning crim-
inal and juvenile justice activities within the labor

movement (p.6):

. . . cqs . &
b rovide input to the craft utilizatlon componen
) %Component ITI) for selecting two or three unions
who would profit most and who would be most recep-
tive to such programs (p. 13): and
. . i inal
¢c) help identify two to four ULAs fqr possible crimina
) jusgice programs or advocacy projects (Component V,
pp. 6, 11, 17).

Component II: Clearinghouse/Liaison Function

The clearinghouse/liaison component of the CRCJJR was de-
signed to offer information about actual and potential crim-
inal justice activities within the labor movement to other
LEAA grantees (e.g., especially, those concerned with justice
and crime resistance issues), organized labor, and other commun-
ity agencies and groups (p. 5). The database was to be deve-
loped from three primary sources: 1) the CSS Summary Report
(i.e., ULAs and AFL-CIO Community Services staff, p. 13); 2)
independent unions; and 3) LEAA grant sites (i.e., the ULCCJCs')
and other organizations involved in criminal and/or juvenile
justice services (p. 14).

Six major activities were proposed for the creation and
operation of the clearinghouse (pp. 5, 13-16, 19). These in-
cluded: 1) developing operational systems and procedures; 2)
assessing and cataloging information currently on hand; 3) iden-

tifying other sources of clearinghouse materials; 4) collecting,
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filing, and reproducing materials; 5) identifying recipients;
and 6) disseminating clearinghouse materials.

A catalog of the available materials was to be developed
within three months from the time the first items were stocked.
Materials would be distributed through international/national
unions, AFL-CIO federations, local labor councils, and by other
means. The LPD would update the catalog on an “as-needed"
basis (p. 15).

The clearinghouse function would be used to 1) provide
technical assistance (T/A) to the ULCCJCs in Fort Worth and
Cleveland (p. 11); 2) establish criteria for programs in
newly-created ULAs; 3) provide technical assistance to op-
erational programs for craft utilization (p. 11); and 4) provide
input to LEAA and NIJJIDP clearinghouses (as possible data for
their clearinghouse functions).

Clearinghouse activities were viewed as an ongoing LPD
operation, but it was anticipated that this function would be-

come a more prominent feature of the project once an adequate

database: was acquired.

Component III: Craft Utilization

Craft utilization (CU) involves the use of a union's
unigque craft or particular work environment as a tool for
crime prevention. For example, the opportunity for observa-
tion of the security of homes and neighborhoods afforded to

postmen and telephone-line repairmen can become an opportunity

18
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for these workers to educate citizens in crime resistance
techniques and issues. It is also a useful vehicle for de-
tecting the presence of suspected criminal activity.

A CU manual was to be developed in cooperation with na-
tional and international labor unions who would be invited to
a CU seminar on the basis of the applicability of the union's
function in the area of crime preventiocn and their willingness
to participate (pp. 12, 16).

Two (or three) unions were to be selected for training
and T/A to develop their own CU programs (pp. 12, 17). LPD
staff (and/or consultants for the LPD) were to assist parti-

cipating unions with CU program'implementation and were to

work closely with these unions to secure progran funding
(pp. 9, 18). The LPD also indicated that it would respond
to "outside" requests for T/A to develop and implement CU

programs (p. 18).

Component IV: Assistance to the Labor Youth Sponsorship

Program (Lysp) within the United Labor
Criminal Justice Centers (Unccacs)

Through its FY79 efforts with a previous project (Citi-
en's Participation Towards a Safer Community-CPTSC), the LPD
assisted ULA's in the creation of two United Labor Comprehen-
sive Criminal Justice Centers (ULCCJCs) in Fort Worth, Texas

1

and Cleveland, Ohio. It should be noted that the LPD was

1. It should be noted that the LPD was also instrumental in
the creation of the Fort Worth, Texas ULA.
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also instrumental in the creation of the Fort Worth, Texas
ULA.

The purpose of the LYSPs, pursuant to Goal 3 in Figure
2-2, was to éssist delinguent and unruly youth (primarily
probationers and pre-trial diversion candidates) by offering
the Juvenile Courts in Fort Worth and Cleveland an alternative
to the institutionalization of noh—dangerous youth offenders.
The principle method emgloyed by LYSP staff at both sites was
advocacy and the delivery of direct services provided by
volunteers from union locals in conjunction with LYSP staff
to divert youth away from the criminal justice system. The
general strategy of the LYSPs' design was to use the exist-
ing structure of the AFL-CIO and its community services net-
work to offer services which were not readily available.
Direct service at both sites included the provision of: a)
job and vocational training placements; b) vocational coun-

seling; c¢) tutoring; and 4d) leisure time and personal inter-

est and development activities. LYSP clients also benefited

from referrals to other community service agencies which had

established linkages with the LYSPs. Through a unique arrange-

ment with the respective Juvenile Courts, a probation officer
within the Juvenile Court system referred youth to the LYSP
if their needs matched the services available through the pro-
gram. As during FY79, union volunteers continued to play a
key role in the provision of services to youth at both sites.
The LPD proposed to maintain and strengthen the LYSPs
in both Cleveland and Fort Worth by providing (p. 8):
a) overall monitoring of the ULA's LYSP subcontracts
with the NCCD and the LPD (e.g., reviewing each
LYSP's monthly fiscal statements and direct ser-

vice progress reports):;
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b) technical assistance (e.g., with project development,

management, and promotion) on an "as-needed" basis:
and

c) assistance with securing local or state funding for
FyYsl.

Component V: Assistance to New United Labor Agencies (ULAs)

With Existing or Potential Criminal and Justice
Programs

Drawing in part from the dats gathered from the admini-
stration of the Community Services Survey (Component I: CSS),
the LPD was to identify and select at least two ULAs which
had the capacity, interest and commitment to implement and
conduct a criminal or juvenile justice program (p. 6). The
LPD indicated (pp. 9-12) that it would assist the selected
ULAs in developing and maintaining these programs by offer-
ing assistance with program development and design, the iden-
tification of needs, resources and funding sources, and fund-

ing sources, and the provision of technical assistance in a

variety of program-related areas.

\
Several criteria for ULA selection were included in the

LPD's proposal to OCJP (p. ll). These criteria required that
ULAs be selected from areas: a) with heavily organized indus-
tries, b) where there was a high probability that citizen

involvement in criminal and juvenile justice issues would make

a positive contribution to community life, c¢) where there was

some indication that state or local support would be available

for a long-lasting program, and d) where the ULAsS were fairly
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new and had not fully defined their goals and were more likely
to be influenced to incorporate criminal and juvenile justice
programming into their planned activities. Further, selection

criteria were to be developed by the LPD following project

start-up.

The Role of Technical Assistance (T/A) in the CRCJJR Project

The role of T/A in the CRCJJR project deserves special
mention because, while the provision of T/A was not delineated
by the LPD as a separate project component, it was an integral
part of all but one CRCJJR project component (i.e., Component
I: CsSS). Even in this case, results provided by the CSS were
to be used to guide the LPD in its selection of those who would
receive T/A.

The LPD defined T/A as '"providing programmatic assistance
to United Labor Agencies, other LEAA grantee projects, labor
organizations and other community groups, through contact re-
sulting in or f-om onsite visits, phone or written correspon-
dence, and/or the sending of written materials" (p. 9). The
LPD indicated that the T/A delivered during the CRCJJR Project
would usually fall within the following categories (pp. 9-11):
a) alternative funding development, b) program management, c)
program development, d) assistance with volunteers, e) project
promotion, f) community education, and g) materials development.
It was anticipated that the need for T/A would increase through-
out the pProject year as all CU and other justice programs began
to be instituted.within the ULAs, labor unions, and other inter-

ested groups who were developing programs in these areas.
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CHAPTER 3

PROJECT ORGANIZATION

3.1 Project sStaffing

The LPD carried out CRCJJR Project activities from two
locations. Harry Boggs, the LPD Director, maintained the
1PD office in Washington, D.C. Jean Lushin, the LPD Assist-
ant Director was in charge of the Kokomo, Indiana office of
the LPD.

Mr. Boggs has been a national AFL-CIO Community Services

staff member on full-time assignment to NCCD since 1975 and
has served as Director of the AFL-CIO/NCCD LPD since 1977.
Mr. Lushin, a national Community Services liaison represen-
tative, has worked on full-time assignment with the LPD for
over seven years and since 1975 has served as Assistant LPD
Director.

Mr. Lushin and Mr. Boggs have both worked their way up
through the ranks of organized labor and are well-versed in
the inner workings and structure of the labor movement. As
community organizers in the area of criminal and juvenile
justice prpgramming, they have also developed considerable
familiarity with the criminal justice system. Their expertise
has been acquired through the variety of projects which the
1PD has conducted in these areas, and, as noted in the previous

chapter, there were major similarities between these efforts
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and those required for the CRCJJR project.

The Washington, D.C. LPD staff consisted of a part-time
(50%) Clearinghouse Coordinator and a full-time secretary.
The LPD Director (Mr. Boggs) and the secretary were budgeted
to devote over ninety percent (90%) of their time to the

CRCJJR Project, while eighty (80%) of Mr. Lushin's time was

apportioned to this effort. Figure 3-1 contains a schematic

summary of the LPD's organizational structure and also dis-
plays the interrelationships between the LPD and the other
major organizational components of the CRCJIJR mxoject.
Functionally, the activities of the two LPD offices were
coordinated as a single unit with Mr. Boggs assuming respon-
sibility for the overall management and administ#ation of the
LPD's activities as well as the provision of direct services
associated with the CRCJJR and Victim/Witness grants. Mr.
Lushin was primarily responsible for providing direct services.
The task of providing assistance to the LYSPs was divided be-
tween the LPD Director and ASsiStant Director with Mr. Boggs
serving as the primary contact between the LPD and the Fort

Worth, Texas LYSP and Mr. Lushin performing similar duties

for the Cleveland, Ohio LYSP. However, Mr. Lushin also commun-

icated frequently with Sam Cripe, the Fort Worth LYSP Director.

3.2 Fiscal Management .

Project funds from OCJP were forwarded to the NCCD which
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Figure 3-1

Organizational Chart for the CRCJIR Project

AFL-CIO Department
of Community Services

Labor Participation Dept.
(LPD) '~ Kokomo,

®

IN.

Assistant Director

(aov)

Secretary
(90%)

Office of Juvenile |
Justice and ! Office of Criminal Justice
Delinquency Prevention : Programs (OCJP) - LEAA
(03JDP)} - LEAA i
A -l
' . ~~~\~
‘ 3 National Council
on Crime and
Delinquency (NCCD)
Labor Participation pept.
(LPD}~ Washington, D.C.
|
Directqr
(90%)
Clearinghouse
Coordinator Secretary
(50%) (90%)
e -
! victim/Witness
- "“= Project

PROJECT COMPONENTS

-

Component I:

Comnunity Services)

Survey (CSS)

Component IX:
Clearinghous
Liaison
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Craft Utilization) Asslistance to Labor
{cu) Sponsorship Proqrams

Component IV:

Youth
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Component V:
Asgsistance to
Hew ULAs

a
Percentages in parentheses represent the amount of time allotted to the CRCIIR Project for that

position.



would, in turn, reimburse the LPD for its expenses on a month-

ly basis. The LPD relied on the NCCD for accounting, book-
keeping and other fiscal matters, and Mr. Boggs retained only
hard-copy records of individual expenses. All expenses in-
curred by Mr. Lushin at the Kckumd office were forwarded
through Mr. Boggs and submitted with the other Kokomo office
LPD expenses to the Washington office. NCCD was responsible
for processing monthly payments to the LPD and submitted
monthly financial reports to Mr. Boggs regarding the fiscal
status of the grant.

Mr. Boggs was also responsible for monitoring the finan-

cial status of the two LYSP subcontracts. NCCD would send

Mr. Boggs monthly financial statements regarding the disposi-

tion of monies spent by each LYSP.
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CHAPTER 4
EVALUATION APPRCACH

4.1 Introduction

In developing its evaluation approach, Aurora attempted
to provide assessment procedures that were realistic, that
minimally intruded into project operations, and that avoided
duplication of LPD management information procedures. Aurora
was concerned with the design of procedures and methodologies
which would generate data allowing an overall assessment of
the project., but which would also enable Aurora to provide
the LPD and OCJP with ongoing feedback information that would
be useful for the conduct and refinement of these program ef-
forts. This "action-research" approach to the evaluation did
not merely provide an "after—the-fact" judgment of the LPD's
performancs relative to the CRCJIR Project, it also served
as an integral part of the project itself -- a component
that assisted the LPD in identifying problem areas as they
were encountegred and in implementing project modifications
and alternative courses of action in response to these diffi-
culties. Frequent contact and communication between Aurora
and tkhe LPD in an atmosphere of mutual cooperation and under-
standing were essential for the success of this evaluation
approach.

To conduct a balanced, but comprehensive, evaluation of
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§ ” the CRCJJR Project, it was necessary to collect information

? - related to both process and cutcome.: Process assessment refers to the
% collection of information related to the activities and pro-

) cedures employed to meet a project's goals and objectives.

Information regarding the developﬁent, conduct and timeliness

of project activities and procedures are examples of areas

addressed during a process evaluatiocn.

it A P
* o
A

Qutcome, Or impact, assessment is aimed at determining
how effective a project has been in achieving its goals and
objectives. While process assessment involves focusing on

) the means to achieve these goals and objectives, outcome
assessment is directed towards determining how effective these
efforts have been in achieving these ends.

V“;’ As will be shown in the following section, Aurora's ap-

proach to the evaluation of the CRCJJIR project included consi-

derations of both process and outcome.

- )
4.2 Evaluation Design and Methodology
B Before one can design an evaluation, it is necessary to
h first specify what is to be evaluated, what guestions or is-
sues should be addressed by the assessment and what standards
ik will be used to derermine the "success" of the effort. Aurora

developed an evaluation design that took as its framework the
project goals, objectives, and activities described in the LPD's

CRCJJIR Project proposal submitted to OCJP. However, this

; ve
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FIGURE 4,1 1 THE FUNCTIONAL MODEL OF THE CRCJJR PROJECT

'NOTE: ‘The prescntation of Action Steps in this flow-chart depicts
functional relationshipa; it is not scaled to the project
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document did not describe the functional relationships among benchmarks against which to address the issues raised by each
these elements nor did it specify levels of project activity L) question. The method by which evaluation information was to

or products that could serve as evaluation standards. The be collected was also specified. Appendix 4-1 through Appendix
first evaluation task was to conceptually.organize the project's 4-5 contain the evaluation questions, standards, indicators,

and methods for the action steps of the CRCJJR project, with

%

|

!

1

|

!

1

T
goals, objectives and activities into a functional model, de- ‘ %:3
tailing the flow of project operations and their relatiomship X each appendix corresponding to one of the five project compo-
to specific project goals and objectives. Aurora's functional \

nents. At the beginning of each appendix a figure is presented

which provides the timeline associated with the performance

model of the CRCJJR Pproject is represented in Figure 4-1. As indicated, | .
five major project components were identified in the LPD's

of the action steps for that component.
CRCJJR proposal, each directed at achieving one or more of | As the reader will note by inspecting Appendix 4-1 through

the project's goals and objectives. (See Figure 2-2 for the

§.3

4-5, Aurora employed a variety of methods to collect both
interrelationships among the project's goals, objectives and

Project components). The reader will also note a series of of the CRCJJIR project. These methods include:

|
j process and outcome evaluation information in its assessment
i
|
!
!

activities or "action steps" for each of the components. B o docgment review (e.g., to énsure gomple;ion o
These action steps were also developed by Aurora on the basis % | g:ié:irggée:h:uggmgsngzs gziggcggléégszéo?Cégyéeport);
of activity proposed by the LPD in its CRCGJJR proposal. % é o on-s;te opsgrvation of the project activitie§, ingluding
The functional model displayed in Figure 4-1 provides é a B Eg ;gggOX;?lsirgggggft;iogzii?eAiggoéz;géiezéiaﬁgfps
a visual representation of the interrelationships among all _% ' ggio;oiiff Worth, Texas; Atlanta, Georgia; New York,
major project operations, linking these activities to each 2 | o interviews with thg IPD and other key informants
of the project components and, ultimately, to the project's 'vé ’f é related to the project;
goals and objectives (see Figure 2-2). This model was submit- % .;‘ d g;z:éggmgggoggizgepgig ?:ghg;giieﬁistizagsz égiﬁiered
ted to and approved by the LPD and by the OCJP Program Manager. é = ggsghztggg)czﬁidoigizrgoi?ngzeygt:g ;?z 2g?szgis'
The next step in preparing the evaluation design was to 1 é .}
develop a set of evaluation questions for each of the action %'§
steps contained in the functional modél. For each evaluation éf.
question, standards and indicators were developed to provide 25; f; ’
i

.
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In keeping with the action-research evaluation model
effectuated by Aurora, ongoing input and feedback were pro-
vided to the LPD on a variety of issues throughout the pro-
ject year. For example, Aurora assisted the LPD in developing
the agenda for the CU Seminar and provided the LPD with input
regarding the process of this meeting. Aurora also reviewed
the CU Manual at various stages of construction, providing
recommendations and comments for improving this document.

Similar feedback was provided regarding the construction of

the CSS Report and the Clearinghouse Log prepared by the LPD.

The fact that the LPD and Aurora's offices were located in
close proximity facilitated this interactive process. Aurora
evaluation staff kept the Program Manager informed of evalua-
tion activities via meetings and telephone contacts.

Finally, Aurora prepared monthly reports detailing: a)
evaluation activities, b) LPD Project activities, c¢) evalua-
tion findings; d) significant issues or problems which emerged
and e) recommendations for resolving these difficulties.

These reports were submitted on a monthly basis to the LPD,
NCCD, OCJP; and OJJDP. In summary, Aurora provided an evalu-
ation strategy designed not only to assess the process and
outcome of the CRCJIJJR project, but also to address the ongoing

needs of the LPD and the requirements of LEAA.
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CHAPTER 5

FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS

5.1 Introduction

Aurora's evaluation findings for each of the five
major components of the CRCJJR Project are presented here.
For each component, the discussion is geared to address
the evaluation questions for that component as contained
in Appendix 4-1 through Appendix 4-5. Following the
bresentation of findings for each component, conclusion

and recommendations specific to that component are provided

5.2 Finding RE: Component I. Community Services Survev (CSS)

The initial development of the CSS was delayed by
several months at the outset of the project primarily due
to the preeminence placed by the LEAA Program Manager and the
LPD on developing the CU manual and conducting the CU seminar.
However, during the first months of the project, the LPD also
learned that the NCCD did not have the staff time available
to provide the assistance with the various activities
it had promised (e.g. assistance with the CSS's development,

data analysis, and report preparation). CSS-related activities

were further delayed for this reason.
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To £ill this void left by the NCCD and to get this com-
ponent back cn track, Aurora agreed (in mid-March, 1980 when
its contract began) to perform these tasks required to assist the
LPD in the various stages of this component, serving a supportive,
consultative as well as a evalutive role.

Aurora and the LPD drafted the initial version of the
CSS during March and April, 1980. Aurora and the LPD took
steps to ensure that the items contained in the CSS would
gather the intended data which the LPD had delineated in its
CRCJJR proposal (see Action Step }, Appendix 4-1). Consid-
erations of content (e.g.,was the wording of CSS items clear
and concise?), response burden (i.e., assuring that response
time was less than thirty minutes), and format (e.g., minimizing
the need for unnecessary writing), were addressed during this
instrument construction process.

To address the requirement that the CSS assess the Labor
communities victimization rate, the LPD and Aurora developed a
separate victimization questionnaire which was to be completed
by labor staff who would also be receiving the CSS. However,
this instrument was never administered, and an estimate of the
victimization rate among the labor community was never obtained.

The LPD decided to drop the victimization survey because
of the significant lack of response it had experienced to a
similar survey of the labor community which had been conducted

in Newark, New Jersey as part of another project in early May,

1980.
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At this juncture, it should be noted that the responsibility

of the actual findings contained in the CSS Report belonged

to LPD. Aurora's task was to assess the LPD's success in

achieving and performing the activities associated with the

CSS: component.

While the LPD's provision of additional time to complete
the CSSs was understandable, it actually accomplished little
in the way of increasing the number of completed CSS returned
“o the LPD. Out of the approximately 200 CSSs mailed to ULA/
CSA staff, only 47 (24%) were returned.

Several factors may have contributed to this low rate

of return: a) the fact that the ULA/CSA staff were not involved

in crime resistance and justice programming and, therefore,
felt they had little to report, and b) an unwillingness or
lack of initiative to complete the survey. 1In retrospect,
Mr. Boggs also felt that the date set for the mailing and
return of the CSSs may have been ill-timed since the National
Convention of the AFL-CIO Community Services Department took
place‘on May 18-22, 1980. In preparing for this meeting
(which occurs only once every two years), Mr. Boggs noted
that CsSSs may have gotten lost in the shuffle as ULA/CSA staff
prepared for the Convention.

The LPD might have improved its response rate by conduct-
ing a systematic follow-up of nonrespondents, but only a
few such follow-up calls actually occured and no other follow-

up activities of this nature were reported by the LPD.
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The draft CSS was pretested on a ULA staff member and
on May 12, 1980, the LPD mailed the CSS to all ULA/CSA staff
(ca, 200). To increase the likelihcod of response, the LPD
enclosed an addressed, stamped envelope for returning completed
CcSSs and included & cover letter explaining the rationale of
the survey and the intended use of the data requested. (see
Appendix 5-1 for the final version of the CSsS.) May 25, 1980
was set as the deadline for the return of the cémpleted Csss.
It was at this stage that the progress of CSS activities was
again delayed as the LPD, faced with a low return rate, was
forced to extend the deadline for receipt of the CSSs to June
30, 1980 in the hopes of receiving additional surveys. While
the LPD (with Aurora's assistance) began in May, 1980 to
analyze the data from the returned CSSs, it was not until July,

1980 that the (£SS Report was finalized. Thus, the CSS Report,

originally targeted for completion in the first quarter of 1980,

was not actually completed until the third quarter of 1980.
Further delays in the CSS activities were experienced

during the duplicating and dissemination stages of the CSS

component. Alfhough the LPD had legitimate reasons for

this delay (e.g., extensive travel of LPD Director and an

illness in the family of one of the key staff persons

assigned to perform this task), Aurora maintains that the

LPD staff required an inordinate amount of time to complete

this duplicating and dissemination process.
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One possible explanation for the extent of this delay
was the LPD's preoccupation with the search for FY8l funding,
as it became clear the LEAA was not likely to provide further
funding for LPD initiatives. Notwithstanding these bonafide
impediments to progress, Aurora contends that it should not
have taken over four months to complete this stage of the CSS
component.

As early as May, 1980, the LPD did begin to respond to T/a
and informational requests contained in the returned CSSs and
the final css Report was, in fact, completed at the beginning
of July, 1980. (The LPD's delivery of T/A to the Phoenix,
Arizona and San Francisco ULA's were responses to reguests
generated by the CSsS.) During July, 1980 the LPD also delivered

the completed CSS Report to the NCCD, LEAA, and placed the

CSS Report in its clearinghouse database and made a2 presentation
of CSS Report findings to representatives of the Fort Worth, Texas
and Cleveland, Ohio ULAg in Atlanta, Georgia (i.e., during a

meeting on related project matters).

For these reasons, the negative impact caused by this
delay was softened to some extent; however, the fact that
community services staff did not receive the CSS Report until
November, 1980 (when the LPD's ongoing project activities were
winding down), severely restricted the potential for the LPD
to incorporate and act on whatever responses or requests would

follow the  CSS Report's dissemination. In this regard alone, the

LPD impeded its own ability to perform its intended role as
resource provider.
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Finally, it should be noted that, while not a formal
requirement of the CSS component, the LPD had intended to
provide interested parties with project model data which was
obtained from CSS respondents. However, the LPD indicated
that it subsequently dropped this idea since the project model
data that were obtained were not‘as useful as anticipated.

Based on the foregoing analysis of the CSS component,
Aurora's conclusions are as follows:

e the LPD did deliver on its promise to develop and

conduct the community services survey and prepare
the CSS Report based on its findings;

® even though the response rate to the CSS was rather
low (24%), the data that were obtained and presented
in the CSS Report indicated that the LPD achieved its
objective of collecting and disseminating information
on labor's involvement in the areas of crime resistance
and criminal and juvenile justice programming;

e the CSS Report was disseminated to all ULA/CSA staff
as well as the NCCD, LEAA, and the evaluator;

® the completion of the CSS Report did not occur as
scheduled because: a) LPD efforts were initially
focused on the CU component, b) NCCD withdrew its
commitment to assisting the LPD with this component
and, c) the LPD extended the deadline for returning
the CSSs in an unsuccessful attempt to increase the
number of CSS respondents:

® duplication and dissemination of the CSS Report
was unduly delayed until the remaining months
nf the project and the extent of this delay was
potentially attributable to the LPD's preoccupation
with locating FY81 funding (to the exclusion of pre-
scribed CSS component activities). Extensive travel
requirements and family illness were also factors
contributing this problem;
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the CSS Report wi s included in the clearinghouse
database (Component II), but the delay in dissem-
inating this document probably decreased the poten-
tial for further dialogue and interaction between
the LPD and ULA/CSA staff (and other interested
parties who may have learned about the CSS Report
from these staff) which might have occurred as a
result of the timely dissemination of the €SS Report:

a more concerted and systematic follow-up effort
could have been initiated to increase the level

of response to CSS, although at this point there is
no way to determine the extent to which this activi-
ty would have increased the level of response to the
survey.
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5.3 Findings RE: Component TT: Clearinghouse/Liaison

Clearinghouse

While the LPD did receive and respond to all (n=37)
clearinghouse-related requests during the project year
(e.g., providing award certificates, training outlines,
and craft utilization manuals) . an actual clearinghouse
was not formally instituted. Few new informational scurces
were identified in addition to those documents already on
hand at the LPD when the project started and these were
never completely cataloged. Although the clearinghouse
catalog was developed in July, 1980, it was never dissemi-
nated. The catalog that was produced by the LPD contained
only 6 documents (including the Craft Utilization Manual).
aurora had assumed that the catalog envisioned by the LPD
would be much broader in scope and questioned the utility
of the document under these circumstances. Nevertheless,
the LPD was encouraged to disseminate the catalog so that
+he LPD's other resources (which were mentioned in catalog,
(e.g.,availability of other material through the LPD and
NCCD) would receive notice in the labor community before the
final quarter of the project year.

Lack of available monies was cited as one reason why the
catalog was not developed with enough time left in the project
year to adequately respond to all requests likely to be gener-

ated by its dissemination. At the end of the project year, the
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LPD donated all of its literature to the public library.

Ligison activities

The LPD performed a variety of liaison activities

during the course of the project year. These efforts

included:

@ assistance in establishing a linkage between

: organized labor and the National Crime Prevention
Coalition. Through these LPD efforts, labor staff
began attending crime prevention training work-
workshops sponsored by the coalition, providing
these staff with crime prevention techniques/skills
which they could apply within their locals. As a re-
sult of these LPD liaison activities, a representa-
tive of organized labor now sits on the Board of the
Coalition. Finally, through its efforts in bringing
together members of the Coalition and the Internation-
@l Union of Police Associations, the LPD helped to
establish a system whereby all materials produced by
the Coalition are automatically transmitted to all
Police Departments throughout the country.

e linking private industry (i.e., Reality Enterprises,
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania) with organized labor to
establish a joint labor/management venture aimed at
providing job skills and employment opportunities
for ex~-offenders just released from prison (through

the Federal Prison Industries, U.S. Department of
Justice - UNICOR) :;

e developing a brochure and crime resistance education-

al) program for the United Auto Workers in Detroit,
Michigan:;

® linking local labor with victim compensation boards

and other victim/witness projects (e.g.,) in Connecti-
cut and New Jersey):

® assisting labor representatives develop criminal jus-
tice programs for their membership (e.g., for the
United Way in Tippecanoe County, Indiana)
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delivering speeches to union counsellor trainees
(e.g., at the United Way in Kokomo, Indiana and
Delaware County, Indiana):;

providing the Department of Criminal Justice in
Jacksonville, Florida with contacts in organized
labor to establish a liaison in an effort to pro-

vide victim assistance; oo

holding meetings with representatives of Criminal
Justice and the Elderly (CJE) to identify common
areas of concern and cooperation in the area of
crime resistance and victim assistance between
CJE and the AFL-CIO's retiree organization;

assisting the National Center on Institutions and
Alternatives in planning a meeting for Indiana
Citizens concerned about children jailed in Indiana;

delivering programs and making presentations to
AFL-CIO liaison representatives and national com-
munity services staff outlining the purpose and
functions of the LPD and the AFL-CIO's Community
Services Department (e.g., at the AFL-CIO Building,
Washington, D.C. and at the United Way in Alexandria,

Virginia).

The following conclusions are presented by Aurora based

on its finding for the Clearinghouse/Liaison component of

the Project:

a serious effort was not undertaken to operationalize
the clearinghouse as a formal component of the pro-
ject as the clearinghouse catalog was never dissemin-
ated and the limited amount of correspondence catego-
rized and documented as clearinghouse-related could
easily have been conducted as part of the LPD's on-
going correspondence activities:

while it was difficult to assess specific outcomes
associated with LPD liaison activities, there was no
doubt that the LPD conducted a variety of liaison
efforts within organized labor and the private sector.
In fact, Aurora suspected that the LPD engaged in
additional undocumented liaison activities beyond
those presented here, but, could not document these
efforts as they were not recorded or presented to

Aurora;

42

et e s
b a

e —

° 1mpres§ions glganed from Aurora's interactions with
gomTEnlty Services staff and other individuals served
Y the LPD during the project year indicated that LPD
was viewed as a respected and utilized resource with
in Fhe labor community on issues relating to crime )
resistance, criminal andg juvenile justice, and +h
AFL-CIO Community Service system. ' ©

Recommendations based on the findings for this component

are:

e future LPD project efforts sh i
j ould be tied mo
closely to Project goals and objectives; te

@ the LPD should take ste
ada s PS to ensure that i iad
activities are properly doc ented; its liaison

e future proposals for the est i
. ablishment of a form
clearlnghouse component should not be consideredal
ggless.lt can be shown that the materials to be
isseminated cannot be obtained through existing
sgizgzc:s and will be distributed in sufficient
© warrant its establishmen .
project component: € @s 2 formal
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5.4 Findings RE: Component III: Craft Utilization (CU)

Heavy emphasis was given to the CU component by the LPD
and the LEAA Program Manager at the outset of the CRCJJR Pro-
ject, and Aurora immediately began working on this component with

the LPD. The initial step in this process was to review the

draft CU Manual (CUM) which had been prepared by the LPD Assistant

Director, Jean Lushin, during the initial months of the project.
During March, 1980, Aurora reviewed the draft CUM, recommending
minor changes and revisions; in general, however, Aurora found
the CUM to be well-organized, clear and understandable, and
consistent with its intended objective of introducing its
readers to the concept of CU and guiding them through the steps
required to organize their own CU prograns.

During March, 1980, Aurora also began assisting the LPD in
the planning of the CU seminar and in providing the LPD with
input regarding the process, content, and agenda for the
meeting. The seminar was designed to provide information about
CU to interested international unions and to identify those
who evidenced interest in developing their own CU programs.

The LPD also hoped to obtain constructive input regarding
the CUM. The LPD invited 20 international unions to partici-
pate in the seminar. Unions invited to participate in

the seminar were those who: a)had community service represent-

ation in the Washington, D.C. area, b) had been previously involved

with the LPD in the areas of crime resistance or justice programming,
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c) had expressed an interest in developing a CU program, and
d) represented a union suitable for the successful implementation
of a CU program.

On March 17, 1980, the LPD sent all invited participants
a copy of the draft CUM so that they could review it and be
"primed" for the meeting upon arrival. Aurora, as part of its
CU component evaluation strategy, constructed pre- and post-
CU seminar questionnaires. The pre-CU seminar questionnaire
was included with the draft CU Manual sent to invited seminar
participants. (See Appendix 5-2 and Appendix 5-3 for a copy of
these instruments.) This initial questionnaire was to be
completed by invited union representatives prior to attending
the seminar (and before reading the draft CUM). The post~CU
seminar questionnaire was to be completed immediately after
the seminar. The purpose of these two instruments was to
assess: a) participants' knowledge of CU before and after
reading the CUM and attending the seminar, b) their reactions
and input regarding the CUM, c¢) their union's interest in
developing a CU program, and d) their reactions to the
seminar itself. By inspecting these pre-post measures (see
Appendix 5-2 and Appendix 5-3), the reader will note that
some of the items on these pre-post instruments were identical,
thereby allowing direct pre-post comparisons.

The CU seminar occurred, as scheduled, on April 3, 1980

at the AFL-CIO building in Washington, D. C.
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Aurora's evaluation Project Director, Monty Snead, and the
LEAA Program Manager, Allen Benson, also attended this meeting.
The originally-planned process for this meeting involved
splitting the participants into two groups who would con-
comitantly (but separately) focus an identical tasks (i.e.,

to provide comments and feedback regarding the draft CUM).

The aim of this procedure was to maximize the likelihood

that diverse and relevant input would be solicited from parti-
cipants. Unfortunately, Mr. L.ushin could not attend this
meeting due to family illness. Mrt Boggs adjusted to this
circumstance by presenting the CUM and holding the ensuing
discussion with the entire group of participants rather than
employing the intended small-groups format. This procedure
appeared as productive as the one planned, although there was
no way to tell how successful the interested process would
have been since it was not used.

Although a total of seven participants (excluding LPD
staff) attended the CU seminar, only three of the twenty
invited international unions (who were considered likely
candidates forCU program development) actually sent
representatives to this meeting. One of these eligible
participants refused to complete the pre-post questionnaires
(for unknown reasons) even though AuroFa later initiated

follow-up contacts with this individual to secure these data.
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From a short-term perspective, however, analysis of the
data provided by the two eligible participants revealed
that the CU seminar had been highly Successful., Both respondents

indicated that the seminars had enhanced their knowledge of

CU and both representatives expressed an interest in develop-
ing a CU program (even though such programs never materialized).
Both respondents were impressed with the CUM, indicating that it
was easy to read, well-organized, and engaged the reader's
interest. Both respondents expressed the opinion that the
seminar was very useful.

These two participants provided uéeful recommendations
for improving the cUM (e.g., greater emphasis on the use
of retiree groups as prarticipants in CU programs and the
inclusion of more examples of CU for specific tasks) which
were ultimately incorporated in to the final version of the
CUM. 1Informal discussion with other participants of the
seminar suggested that attendees (while not representing
unions with the capacity to develop CU programs) also held
consistently positive views of the seminar and the CUM,
Unfortunately, this meéager turnout was to serve as harbinger
of the difficulties the LPD would incur in soliciting unions
to develop CU programs.

A more detailed account of Aurora's assessment of the
CU seminar, including a presentation of pre-post CU seminar
questionnaire data was provided in two reports prepared

by Aurora following the cu seminar (see Appendix 5-4 and
Appendix 5-5).
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Based on the input received during the CU seminar,
the CUM was revised by the LPD and again reviewed by
Aurora. Utilizing the artistic talents of its staff,

the LPD formated the final version of the CUM in an
aesthetically appealing manner, interspersing graphics
throughout the CUM to supplement the text. The CUM was
then reviewed and approved by the LEAA Program Manager
and subsequently submitted to the printers on June 10, 1980,
The LPD received 1,500 copies of the CUM from the printers
on June 30, 1980, ahead of the scheduled completion data
for its delivery. The CUM was included in the clearing-
house database and the clearinghouse catalog, (although
as was indicated earlier, the catalog was never
disseminated). In fact, only a few CUMS were requested
and disseminated through the clearinghouse.

During July 1980, the LPD applied to the Postal Service
for bulk mailing rate, and in August, 1980, this rate was approved.
During July and August, 1980, the LPD disseminated copies of
the CUM to the NCCD, LEAA, Aurora, and the 20 unions who had
been invi;ed to participate in the CU seminar. As part of its
CUM dissemination strategy, the LPD pre-identified the following
CUM recipients: a) all of the approximately 200 ULA/CSA community
service staff krequesting that they make the CUM known to their

central bodies), b) the chief officer in each state federation

of labor (requesting that they publicize the CUM through written

press and news releases), and c) wvarious departments of the AFL-CIO

(e.g., metal, maritime, food, and beverage).
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Mr. Boggs estimated that a total of 600 CUMS had been
disseminated. He reported that all ULA/CSA staff (ca. 200)
received the CUM and indicated that the remainder of the
CUMS were distributed to only a subset of the other pre-

identified recipients, As the LPD did not record this

‘activity (as requested by Aurora), it was not possible to

determine those from this group who received the CUM.
Mr. Boggs reportedly disﬁributed over 100 copies of the
CUM during CU presentations to labor groups. Twentv copies
of the CUM were sold at cost to a community service
representative of the Graphic Artists International Union.
A more detailed account of these recipients and the number of
CUMs' distributed was not possible as the LPD did not document its
dissemination activiti«s (as requested). Instead, Aurora had
to rely on verbal reports from the LPD for these data. Mr.
Boggs stated that the reason he held on to so many copies of the
CUM was that he wanted to make sure he had enough CUMS to sell
if there was a high demand for the document.

According to Mr. Boggs, the CUM was publicized in the
AFL-CIO Community Services newsletter (Community) and the

Union Label Newsletter, a publication disseminated to all

international unions, central labor councils, and union label

councils.
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Unexpectedly, the CUM was not announced in the AFL-CIO News

(a major AFL-CIO publication), other APL-CIO departmental
publications or the newsletter of the International Brother-

hood of Electrical Workers. Mr. Boggs did not explain why

these initiatives did not occur,
The LPD did perform other activities in an effort to
publicize the CU concept among the labor community.

Activities where such CU presentations occurred included:

e a meeting conducted at the AFL-CIO Community Services
National Convention held in New York, New York on
May 18, 1980;

e a meeting of 550 delegates of the Communicatiop
Workers of America during their annual convention
in Denver, Colorado on May 28, 1980;

e a July, 1980 meeting attended by all commugity
service representatives in the state of Ohio

which was held at Kenyon College in Columbus,
Ohio:

e a July, 1980 meeting with 25 local union officers
which also was held at Kenyon College:’

e 2 convention of the Iowa Federation of Labor held
in July, 1980 which was attended by 300 state:
delegates: and

e a November, 1980 meeting of 40 central body officers
from Iowa as well as representatives from the Des
Moines, Iowa Police Department.
Mr. Boggs indicated that, as a result of his presentation at
Keﬂyon College, three local community service staff in

Ohio had conducted CU training classes in their local communities.

Mr. Boggs stated that another community service representative

" for the Greater Des Moines, Iowa area plans to use the CUM

to train local union members in the nse of the CU concept.
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The Vice President and head of the community service component
of the Graphics Artists International Union also contacted

Mr. Boggs to purchase more CUMs which she has indicated

will be used to distribute to the union's locals to encourage
their involvement in CU programming.

Finally, a representative of the Des Moines, Iowa Police
Department reportedly has told Mr. 3Boggs that funding might be se-
cured to subcontract with the LPD to have the CU Manual reprinted
in bulk (i.e., at least 100,000 copies); however, as of this
writing (January, 1981), the funding had not materialized.

Perhaps the most dissappointing aspect of the CRCJJR project
was the LPD's inability to cultivate enough interest in the
CU concept within its own labor constituency as not one CU
program was developed. Since no union evidenced enough interest
to conduct such a program,the LPD obviously did not conduct
promised cbrrelated activities such as establishing union
selection criteria, selecting unions for CU programs, providing
T/A for CU program development or for operational CU programs.
Mr. Boggs stated that he did not know why unions did not
express more of an interest in the idea of CU program development.
Aurora offers the following possibilities for this failure:

® the LPD may have seriously misperceived labor's

interest and willingness to get involved in such
programs;

e the LPD may have failed to adequately "sell" the

CU concept to its constituency (e.g., by not dis-
seminating the CUM in a timely fashion and by not sending
the CUM to all pre-identified recipients);

e the worsening economy in FY '80 could have removed

any incentive for labor or other groups to even
consider the possibility of adding additional programs

when these groups were already scrambling Lo protect
the programs they had; and,
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e the possibility that built-in, structural impediments
to operationalizing the concept of CU within unions
may lave precluded the possibility of formal Cu
program development (e.g., whether or not training
will occur on company time). This potential com-
plicating factor was never tested since program
development never reached a stage where it needed
to be confronted.

Based on these findings for the Craft Utilization com-

ponent of the CRCJJR project, the following conclusions are

presented:

e +the LPD met or exceeded its timelines for preparing
and producing the CUM and for planning and con-
ducting the CU seminar;

e the CU seminar was well-received by union participants
and provided a useful forum for obtaining input for
improving the CUM, although the turnout for the
seminar was poor and did not accomplish its purpose
of sparking union interest in the development of CU

programs;

e while the dissemination of the CUM began ahead of
schedule, the task ultimately was not completed on

time:

e effective use was not made of the CUMs produced by
by the LPD as the CUM was not distributed to all
parties whom the LPD had targeted to receive it,
(almost 1,000 of the 1,500 CUMs produced by the
LPD were not distributed).

e it was difficult for Aurora to determine the quantity
and the recipients of the CUMs disseminated since the LPD
did not adequately document its dissemination of
the CUM (as was regquested by Aurora);

e no CU programs were developed and, consequencly, the
LPD did not provide T/A for CU program development
or T/A to operational CU programs.

® while organized tabBor did assist the LPD in publicizing the

CUM and the CU concept to some extent, these efforts
were not as extensdgive as the LPD had anticipated. .
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Recommendations based on findings for the CU component are
(=

as follows:

e future efforts to develo
p CU (and other)
should be preceeded by a careful assessmegioggams

their feasibility and th : s
e likelihood X
support for such efforts can be obtaizng adequate

) g;t;izsgggiiéaggd.efforts should consider the ootion
CU in a more general educational
é:igéé ?gghiiéélzg to the public tﬂat the potentfgimat
1 to spot crime while on the job
what to do (and not do) when this occurs) rgzheind

than focusing on the 4
: ] : evelo
within individual unions; pment of formal CU programs

e in the future the LPD should
: . place more ol
documenting its CU (and other) activitie:?phdSls on

® LPD activities should be m
Bra ore cl i
project goals and objectives. osely linked to
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5.5 Findings RE: Component IV: Assistance to the Labor Youth

Sponsorship Program (LYSP) within the United

Labor Comprehensive Criminal Justice Centers

(ULCCJICS) in Cleveland, Ohio and Fort

Worth, Texas

Qverall monitoring and reporting

The LPD Director was responsible for reviewing the LYSPs'
progress reports and monthly LYSP financial status reports
prepared by the NCCD. The Fort Worth LYSP submitted progress
reports on a monthly basis while the Cleveland LYSP forwarded
progress reports to the LPD on a quarterly basis. Both LYSPs
submitted to the LPD a final progress report summarizing
client services and other noteworthy activity for the entire

year. Aurora was not aware of any LPD action taken with

‘reference to the progress reports, although it was clear

that the LPD received them.

As the evaluator for the FY '80 LYSPs, Aurora did note
in its Final Evaluation Report (submitted to the Office of
Juvenile Justice and Delingquency Prevention) that the forms
which the LYD provided to each LYSP to report client data
could have been updated at the outset of FY '80 to more
accurately reflect the service objectives delineated in the
FY '80 proposal and to provide more specific data in certain

service-related areas.
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The service‘categories and other data provided by each LYSP
were also somewhat inconsistent with stated service goals.
Consistency between LYSPs was also lacking in the format of
and the data contained in these reports. Service categories
could have been more specifically defined and reporting
formats improved (e.g., to ensure greater consistency be-
tween programs). In summary, both LPD and the LYSPs

could have improved their program's data reporting system.

Aurora was not in a position to review financial data
related to the LYSPs as this activity was not within
the purview of its evaluation of either the LYSP or CRCJJR pro-
jects. Auro;a was aware tha* NCCD did provide the LPD with
monthly financial statements regarding LYSP-related expenditures
and that the LPD did discuss such fiscal matters with LYSPs
(e.g., during site visits and meeting of LPD and LYSP staff
in Atlanta, Georgia).

Besides a review of progress reports and financial
Statements, telephone contacts and site visits were also
employed by the LPD as a means of monitoring the perfor-
mance of the LYSPs. The LPD Director and Assistant Director
each assumed primary responsibility for assisting one of the
LYSPs, with Mr. Boggs serving as the major LPD contact for the

Fort Worth LYSP and Mr. Lushin performing a similar role

for the Cleveland LYSP.
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Mr. Boggs reported that he maintained at least weeklvy
telephone contact with Mr, Cripe, the LYSP Director in Fort
Worth, Texas. Due to an apparent lack of rapport between Mr.
Boggs and the Cleveland LYSP, a significantly fewer number

of contacts, between Mr. Boggs and the Cleveland LYSP were con-

ducted (e.g., about four telephone calls were exchanged between Mr.

Boggs and the Cleveland LYSP during FY80.) The etiology of
this poor rapport was unclear and it was basically side-stepped
by Aurora, fearing that its role of evaluator for both the

LPD and the LYSPs would be compromised if anv attempt was made

to mediate what appeared be an intractable and long-standing -

situation. As the LPD'sz primary interface with the CLeveland LYSP,

Mr. Lushin took up some of the slack in this regard, being able to
remove himself to some extent from this less than friendly atmos-
phere. Mr. Lushin reported that he contacted the Cleveland

LYSP once or twice a month by pheone.

The first LPD FY80 visit to the Fort Worth LYSP was
conducted by Mr. Boggs and Mr Lushin at the end of April,
1980. The LPD's second site visit to the Fort Worth LYSP
was conducted by Mr. Lushin at the end of August, 1980.
Mr. Lushin made two site visits to the Cleveland LYSP and
these were conducted by the LPD and were coordinated with

Aurora's LYSP evaluation site visits (Aurora, also served

as the evaluator of the rY80 LYSPs).
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The LPD facilitated the evaluator's task, particularly
during the first round of site visits to the LYSPs by assist-
ing in the arrangement of meetings and interviews, and
introducing the evaluator of LYSP staff and other key informants.

The LPD also responded to the evaluator's requests for LYSP-

related information during the course of FY80. These LPD activities

were extremely beneficial to Aurora in carrving out its evaluation
tasks.

Finally, it should be noted that the LPD conducted a
meeting with LYSP staff in Atlanta, Georgia on July 8-10, 1980,
to review LYSP operations and performance. (This meeting was
also attended by Aurora.) Unfortunately, the Cleveland LVSP
staff were unable to attend this meeting for reasons unknown
to the evaluator, sending a Cleveland ULA representative in-
stead.

With regard to the LPD's LYSP-related reporting regquirements
to LEAA, Mr.‘ﬁogqs reéorted to two LEAA Project Monitofs.regarding
the stéﬁus of LYSPs. LPD activities in assisting the LYSPs were
reported tc the OCJP Project Monitor, while the progress of the
LYSPs themselves was provided to the Project Monitor within OJJDP.
Although Mr. Boggs maintained regular communications with both
Project Monitors, contact with OJJIDP was disrupted following
the departure of the LYSP Project Monitor within this office

at the beginning of May, 1980. Following a number of unsuccess-

ful attempts to initiate contact with OJJDP, communication was
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eventually re-established toward the end of FY80., Mr. Boggs
reported that this occurence did to some extent impair his
ability to process various LYSP requests (e.g., request for
budget modifications and a no-cost extension, which had to be

channeled to OJJDP through his office).

The provision of %/A as needed or. reguestéd

Aurora requested that the LPD record the T/2 it delivered
to each LYSP during FY80, specifying: a) the location at
which the T/A was provided, b) the dates it was delivered, c)
the objectives of the T/A delivered, d) the number of hours
required to deliver each episode of T/A, and e) the outcome
of the T/A provided. These data are summarized in Table 5-1
for the Fort Worth LYSP and Table 5-2 for the Cleveland LYSP.
(Note that in Tables 5-1 and 5-2 that the outcome of each /A
episode is not provided since the LPD indicated that all T/a
objectives were obtained.)

In comparing the T/A episodes listed in Tables 5-1 and
5-2, the difference in the volume of T/A provided by the LPD
for the two LYSP becomes immediately apparent. Thus, while the
IPD indicated that a variety of T/2 was delivered to the Fort
Worth LYSP throughout the course of FY80 (e.g., related to LYSP
start-up, a no-cost extention request, fiscal management, re-
lations with OJJDP, etc.), the LPD recorded only one specific
T/A espisode with the Cleveland LYSP. As indicated in Table 5-2
the Assistant Director did not provide a listing of specific

T/A episodes for the Cleveland LYSP. The poor relationship
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TABLE 5-1 )
”“ TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE (T/A) PROVIDED TO THE FORT WORTH, TEXAS - e - ]
LYSP BY THE LPD AS REPORTED BY THE LPD DIRECTOR AND ASSISTANT DIRECTOR
LOCATION DATES LPD STAFF/ NEEDED #
’ OCCURRED CONSULTANTS NEEDED OF HOURS SPECIFIC OBJECTIVES
{By LPD Director)
Washington, | Dec. 1, 1979 LPD staff 1 hour To secure approval of LYSP start-up
D.C.
washington, | Dec. 17, 1979 LPD staff 3 hours To start payroll to LY¥SP staff and get
D.C. advance funds
washington, | Jan. 2, 1980 LPD staff 5 hours To get independent auditor for LYSP so
D.C. they could get and disburse their own funds.
viashington, | Jan. 10, 1980 LPD sgtaff 4 hours Establishing relationship between LYSP &
D.C. 0JJDP
washington, | Jan, 18, 1980 LPD & Aurora staff 2 hours Establish evaluation
b.C.
Washington, | Feb. 8, 11 LPD staff 5 hours
D.C. 1980 Finish working out details on LYSP to take
over disbursement of funds
Washington, | Feb. 13, 1980
D.C. LPD staff 5 hours
washington, | March 3, 1980 LPD staff 2 hours Prepare budget modifications for LYSP
D.C.
Fort Worth, | April 21, 1980 LPD ¢ Rurora staff 16 houts
™ Meet with Board for assistance on bonding
Washington, | *Not Available LPD staff 20 hours and possible grant funds.
D.C.
Atlanta, July 8-10, LPD, Aurora, & 16 hours Review of grants - evaluation and possible
GA 1980 Cleveland staff funding sources
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TABLE 5-1
(Continued)
LOCAT 10N DATES LPD STAFF/ NEEDED #
GCCURRED CONSULTANTS NEEDED OF HOURS SPECIFIC OBJECTIVES
(By LPD Director)
(Continued)
Washington, Review of grant proposal to 0JJDpP
D.C.
Washington, G.A.N. for no-cost extension
D.C.

{(By LPD Assistant Director)

Again, this data was not maintained in such a fashion to comply with this particular chart.
However, this office has assisted in devising the initial program, structure, by-laws,

liaison with the court, and assistance in obtaining the first United Way approval. It also
walked through the initial stages for A-95 approval. T/A also involved telephone contact

with LYSP staff where advice and quidance was given.
attempts to secure outside funding.

necessary to improve them.

Asuistance was also given in several
This entailed review of grants and the suggestions
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TABLE 5-2
TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE (T/A) PROVIDED TO THE CLEVELAND, OHIO
LYSP BY THE _LPD AS REPORTED BY THE LPD DIRECTQOR AND ASSISTANT DIBECTOR
DATE(S) LPD STAFF/ NEEDED
LOCATION OCCURRED CONSULTANTS NEEDED | OF HOURS SPECIFIC OBJECTIVES
(By LPD Director)
washingtcn, LPD staff . 3 hours G.A.H. for budget revision and contract
D.C.

(By LPD Assistant Director)

Unfortunately, this data was not kept as the project progressed. Ang to dig it out
would take a considerable amount of time. The Cleveland LYSP need for T/A from

this office was during the early stages of implementation and the initial
wevelopment of the proposal (including budgetary requirements and a process

for the exchange of vouchers and reimbursements). Other assistance provided

by this office entailed "trouble-shooting”. Problems would arise from time

toc time where an outside force such as LPD would be mcre effective than someone from
the local scene. This was more often problems arising with the court and the
probation office than simple programmatic functionz.
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between the Cleveland LYSP and the LPD Director mentioned
earlier was viewed by Aurora as the major factor contributing
to the small number of T/A episodes delivered to the Cleveland

LYSP.

Assistance in securing state or local funding

During FY80 the LPD identified the local United Way as
a potential funding source for the Fort Worth LYSP. The
LPD was instrumental in guiding the LYSP staff through the
initial funding application process and the program, and was in
fact, awarded "special project' status sy the United wWav --
a major step in the process of securing funds from this
organization. The Fort Worth ULA even made structural and
other programmatic changes {e.g., expanding the size of its
Board of Directors and modifying its financial reporting svs-
tem) to conform boUnitédhuuﬂsrequirements for funding. The
LPD assisted the Fort Worth ULA (LYSP) staff with these changes.
Unfortuantely, it was learned at the end of FY80 that
United Way funds wogld not be available for the coming year.
The LPD helped the staff initiate an appeal of this ruling and
contacted local labor representatives (e.g., liaisons with
United Way)in this regard, Ultimately, these efforts were
unsuccessful as this appeal was denied. As it was becoming clear
that LYSP funding would not be available from United Way, the
LPD began making ingquiries regarding state funding to the Texas
Governor's Criminal Justice Division: however, these efforts

also failed to result in funding for the LYSP. The LPD
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included a variety of other activities aimed at securing federal
monies for the Fort Worth LYSP (although it should be noted
that assistance in securing federal funds was not a prescribed
LPD activity). With the assistance of Alan Bosch, a member

of the AFL-CIO national community services staff, the LPD ex-
plored LYSP funding opportunities through the Department of
Labor, National Institution on Drug Abuse, and the National
Institute on Alcohol and Alcoholism. These efforts did not
result in any concrete funding possibilities.

The LPD also sent the Fort Worth LYSP an RFP from OJJDP
which, if successfully bid, would have provided the Fort Worth
LYSP with an additi;nal two years of federal funding. The
Fort Worth LYSP submitted a proposal to OJJDP which was ultimate-
ly denied. The LPD assisted the LYSP in its attempt to secure
these funds by reviewing the LYSP's proposal before submission
and by assisting the LYSP during its appeal of OJJDP's eventual
decision to deny funding.

Regarding the Cleveland LYSP, the LPD did assist in a suc-
cessful negotiation with the Juvenile Court whereby one half
of the Juvenile Court Liaison's salary was funded by the Court
as of May, 1980. (The JCL in Cleveland served as the primary
interface between the Court and the LYSP, referring appropriate
youth from the Court to the program).

The LPD forwarded a copy of OJJDP's RFP (which was also
sent to Fort Worth) to the Cleveland LYSP, but the proposal sub-

mitted failed to make it past the initial review process.
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Finally, the LPD explored various funding options with

both programs during its site visits and the aforementioned

LPD-LYSP

staff meeting held in Atlanta, Georgia.

Conclusions based on Aurora's findings for the three sub-areas

of this component are:
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the LPD's LYSP data recording and reporting forms were
outdated and not specifically tailored to the goals
and objectives of the FY80 LYSPs:

for the Cleveland LYSP, the low number of contacts
with the LPD's Washington office, and the relative
small amount of T/A and assistance in securing funds,-
was the likely result of the poor relationship be-
tween the LPD Director and the Cleveland LYSP. While
Aurora cannot attribute this difficulty to either
party, there was little doubt that this problem seri-
ously detracted from the LPD's ability to assume a
more facilitative role at the Cleveland LYSP;

while the volume of T/A delivered to the Cleveland LYSP
was low and its exact value cannot be fully specified,
the LPD did succeed in providing a variety of T/A to
the Fort Worth LYSP which seemed to meet the needs

of the recipients:; and,

the LPD was unsuccessful in assisting either LYSP
secure FY8l1 funding (from any source), although there
clearly were more efforts directed toward this task
in Fort Worth than in Cleveland.

The following recommendations are offered regarding the

findings for this component:

all reporting and data recording forms used by the LPD
(for the LYSP and other purposes) should be updated

to conform. with the requirements of existing

or proposed projects;

a more systematic and documented approach to securing

funds for programs should be detailed in future efforts
of this sort; and,
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& mechanism for addressing and resolving co i i
breakdowns between key parties to a pro?ectmgﬁgtfzt;:n
developed to preclude the possibility that the perfor-
mance of.project—related duties and responsibilities
will be impaired (by either party to this dispute).
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indings RE: Component V: Assistance oW L
5.6 Finding Tabor Agencies (ULAS) with Existing Or
Potential Crime Reslstance and Justice
Reform Programs

T+ should be noted at the outset that the mechanism
for the delivery of T/A to ULAs deviated somewhat from
the process outlined in the CRCJJR proposal. The LPD did
not actually single out and select ULAs to receive T/A to
establish programs (as was indicated in the CRCJJR propo=
sal); instead, the LPD's T/A delivery mechanism consisted
primarily of responding to T/A requests from various ULAS.
Thus, formal criteria for identifying ULAs to receive T/A
were not developed (beyond those already provided in the
CRCJJR proposal), and a formal ULA selection and identifi-
cation process did not occur. The LPD apparently decided
to abandon this process and concentrate its efforts on
responding to various outside requests for such assistance
rather than focusing its efforts on program development
within a few ULAs. In any event, the LPD did deliver a
variety of T/A to Uias, and Aurora provided the LPD with

the LPD Technical Assistance (T/A) Episode Recording Form

(see Appendix 5-6) on which such T/A could be recorded

T/A episodes reported by the LPD included:

isti the Norfolk, Va. ULA and Norfolk State
¢ 33?$Z§§2§y in a collabora?ive_effqrt to estgbllsn
a college course in juven}le justice and grlgel .
prevention. The LPD provided gssmstance in efplng
these groups arrange for a series of speakgrs rom
+he court, organized labor, various community
service agencies, and the community-at-large.

Twenty-one students
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at providing an undertanding of the juvenile justice
system and how they could become involved in construc-
tive change and support for this system. The series
of ten classes began in February, 1980 and ended

in May, 1980. Mr. Boggs, the LPD Director, reported
that the effort represented the first time that
organized labor and a university had been involved
in the establishment of a program of study which was
primarily sponsored by labor and which was available
to the total community. On May 9, 1980, Aurora
attended the "graduation" ceremony held in Norfolk,
Virginia, for the twenty-one students who completed
this course. (See Appendix 5-7 for Aurora's report
regarding these activities).

reviewing grants to be submitted to LEAA and funding
possibilities (e.g., by sending RFPs) for Career
Placement and Diversion, Inc., in Millbrae,
California, an AFL-CIO program designed to assist

ex-offenders by providing job placements and other
support services.

assisting the ULA in Wilmington, Delaware, to review
existing programs and to give assistance in main-
taining the current level of funding for its Juvenile
Restitution Program. The LPD conducted an on-site
visit, meeting with ULA staff to review program pro-
cedures and other material to determine if such pro-
grams were meeting their goals and objectives. As a
result of this visit, the LPD also contacted 0OJJDP
for grant renewal information and instructed ULA
staff in the use of processes and guidelines for
appealing a recent rejection of an OJJDP-funded
initiative. Out of this series of interactions with
the Wilmington ULA, the LPD learned of a relatively
new program in which jobless and/or ex-offender

youth were employed, trained, supervised bhy organized
labor to weatherize homes of the elderly. The LPD
disseminated this project model to other ULAs and
community services staff throughout the country (e.qg.,
the Phoenix, Arizona ULA and members of Des Moines,
Iowa's of South Central Federation of Labor).

responding to a request for T/A from Caroll Minogue,
the Director of the Phoenix, Arizona ULA. (This
request was generated by Mr. Minoque's participation
in the Community Services Survey-Component I.) Two
site visits to the Phoenix ULA were conducted by

the LPD. During the first site visit the LPD met
with Mr. Minoque to discuss how labor should or
could be involved with current community service
needs in the Phoenix area and the possible role

that labor could play in the criminal justice system.
During this visit, the LPD met with the Central
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Labor Council and representatives of other community
service agencies to discuss these issues and the
concept underlying the youth weatherization program
(which was being conducted by the Wilmington, Delaware
ULA). Aurora accompanied the LPD on this wvisit, and
these activities are presented in more detail in
Aurora's trip report for this visit (see Appendix 5-8).
During the LPD's second site visit, meetings were

held with representatives of the Phoenix, ULA(i.e.,
Mr. Minoque), the State Department of Corrections

and the American Foundation on Criminal Justice to
discuss potential funding sources for ex-offender
programs (e.g., the home weatherization project).

attending meetings of the South Central Federation

of Labor in Des Moines, Iowa, to desi¢n programs
aimed at diverting youth from the criminal justice
system and to discuss potential funding sources for
these programs. The LPD brought together the United
Way, members of organized labor, (i.e., the Des
Moines, Iowa ULA) and the Central Iowa Planning
Council to discuss these initiatives. Guidelines
and objectives for these programs were established
and the potential of funding from CETA (Titles IID,
IV, VI and VII), the Governor's discretionary fund,
and the Department of Energy was explored. The

fate of the proposed one million dollar youth
diversion project (similar to the home winterization
project for the elderly which was described earlier)
was undetermined as of this writing as no definite
funding commitments have yet been secured.

conducting meetings with representatives of the
San Francisco, California ULA to discuss how
agencies should identify and write grants. Five
small discussion groups and workshops were held
to explore potential funding from CETA, state
discretionary monies, OJJDP, and other offices
within LEAA. Following these meetings, the ULA
received funding for two of three grants written
by this agency. Aurora attempted to contact the
ULA representative involved with the LPD during
these meetings to determine how instrumental the
LPD's assistance was in securing the monies that
were obtained; however, as this individual could
not be reached (he was in the process of leaving
the ULA for another community services position),
this information was not available.
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prov%ding a variety of assistance to develop, fund,
and implement a twenty-four hour emergency shelter
home in Kokomo, Indiana, for victims of domestic
violence. Jean Lushin, the LPD Assistant Director,
was responsible for writing the proposal for the
program, mustering community support (including
the initiation of contacts within Indiana State
Congressmen), securing funding, and providing on-
going assistance to the operational program.

During a phone conversation at the end of the
CRCJJR Project year with the Director of the
shglter, Mr. Lushin's assistance was highly com-
plimented and it was apparent that Mr. Lushin's
efforts were viewed as the major reason why the
shelter was developed and Ffunded.

Aurora's conclusions related to the LPD's assistance

to new ULAs (Component V) are as follows:

L

thg LPD drifted frdm the activities described for
this component in its CRCJJIR proposal as no further
ULA selection criteria were developed and no ULAs
were formally identified and selected to develop
speglflc programs; instead, the LPD responded to
various outside T/A requests from ULAs and other
community groups throughout the project year;

the LPD was instrumental in establishing a twenty-
four hour shelter care facility for victims of
domestic violence in Kokoma, Indiana, and the LPD
may have facilitated the awarding of several grants
within the ULA in San Francisco, California; however,
with these exceptions, no other LPD efforts related
to this component resulted in the funding or
}mplgmentation of specific crime resistance or other
Justice programs;

the LPD did not adequately document its ongoing
T/A efforts even though T/A Episode Recording Forms
for most T/A episodes weres provided by the LPD at
the end of the project year;

there were no policies and procedures for the
gffgctive andt efficient coordination of T/A
delivery between the LPD office in Washington,D.C.
and Kokomo, Indiana; and,

in its favor, all individuals contacted by Aurora
during informal, T/A followup conversations

. consistently provided positive comments regarding

their interactions with LPD staff, noting them as a
valuable resource within the community services arena.
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CHAPTER 6

Recommendations for this component include: ‘ ;( R SUMMARY

e in future efforts, the LPD should adhere meore
strictly to the prescribed activities set

forth in its proposals; In this final chapter, we take a step back to examine

e a more effective and efficient mechanism should B o the CRCJJR project from a broader perspective than that taken

be established between the LPD's two off@ces for
the coordination of the delivery of services
required by future efforts; and,

in the preceeding chapter. Recommendations are presented

which address findings for the project as a whole based on

e the LPD should more adequately document and E‘, T

maintain records of its ongoing T/A efforts. the component-specific outcomes which were presented in the

previous chapter,
Aurora presents the following general recommendations
based on its overall assessment of CRCJJR project:

e ¢ the LPD should direct more effort toward planning
} and management activities to ensure that project-
(4 ' related activities are more specifically tied to

% S stated goals and objectives. The LPD's tendency
-~ to drift away from the activities prescribed in
its proposal to OCJP could have been decreased if
i 1 the LPD had devoted more energy to such planning
{ i and management efforts:;

El

P ) * the precise nature of the manner in which the LPD

; - Director and Assistant Director define their

| different project-specific roles and responsibilities
should be clarified and more fully stated. Spe-
cifically, a detailed account of how project

s ' activities will be coordinated between the two

? IR J LPD offices (i.e.; Washington, D. C. and Kokomo

1 - " Indiana) should be provided;

¢ in cases where LPD deliverables are dependent upon
the interest and willingness of others to participate
in particular activities (e.g., the development of
B CU programs), the LPD should provide substantive
}o~ indicators that these individuals or groups will
contribute and participate to the anticipated
extent:

; ® future LPD projects should require that the LPD more
e 'Q@ fully document its ongoing activities, not only to
~ satisfy the needs of the evaluator, but also to
provide the LPD with retrievable records of its
own activities:
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* the LPD should develop a more organized svstem for
filing and logging all of this documentation and
other records for this and other projects:; and

* all LPD reporting forms (e. g., for the LYSPs) should
also be revised.

Taken as a whole, the CRCJJR Project can at best be
viewed as a mixture of success and failure. From a negative
perspective, the LPD was unable to implement any CU programs,
and Auarora concluded that failure to achieve this objective
was due primarily to the LPD's misperception of labor's
interest and willingness to participate in such programs and
the LPD's failure to "sell" the CU concept (e.g., by the delay

in disseminating the CUM and CSS Report). Further, the

clearinghouse was not formally operationalized and the clear-
inghouse catalog was never disseminated. In addition, the
LPD did not succeed in assisting thé LYSPs secure state or
local FY81 funding, and both'programs were shut down in

1980 for this lack of available monies. The LYSPs also should
not be abrogated from responsibility in the regard as this
task was also one of their primary missions. With respect

to Component V (assistance to new ULAs), it should be noted
that the formal ULA selection process and provision of T/A
for specific, pre-identified ULAs was dropped in favor of a
more casual approach whereby the LPD simply responded to out-
side T/A requests from ULAs and other groups. Thus, while
T/A efforts with ULAs were conducted, the fragmented and

ad hoc approach to T/A deliverv probably contributed to the

LPD's inability to attain its objective of developing crime
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resistance and criminal and juvenile justice programs within
the ULAs or to provide T/A to such programs once they became
operational.

From a positive perspective, the CSS and CUM were
developed and a well-received CU Seminar was conducted. Through
these efforts sevéral CU training sessions took place and
an awareness of CU probably was enhanced within the labor
community. The LPD was‘instrumental in aséisting several
labor groups secure funding for their grants in the justice
area and, in one instaqce, was directly responsible for the
development and funding of a 24-hour, shelter-care facility for vic-
tims of domestic violence. .Through its numerous liaison and
T/A éctivities, the LPD helped to establish a course in jus-

tice programming at Norfolk State University in Norfolk,

‘Virginia, and provided a variety of assistance to labor and

community groups throughout the project year. While tangible
returns from many of these liaison activities were difficult
to speclify, there was no doubt that the LPD was positively
perceived by the labor community as a valuable and frequently
utilized resource in the field of community services and

criminal and juvenile justice programming.
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Appendix 4-1

TIMELINE OF ACTION STEPS FOR COMMUNITY SERVICES SURVEY (CSS) COMPONENT

First Quarter

(1) (2) (3) (4)

@
Community
Services
Survey (CSS)
Component

l Develop fre~ - Administer Css Analyze
CSs Test CSs to U.L.A./ CSS Data

Second
Quarter

(5)

Prepare

Instrument | CSA Staff

CSs

Second -

"Fourth Quarter

(6)

Report

to Proper,
Interested
Parties

Disseminate
CSS Report

i
i

g



EVALUATION QUESTIONS, STANDARDS,

Action Responsible
Step Agent (s)

1. Develop NCCD/LPD
CSS

SL

Milestone
Date
1st l.a.
quarter
b.
c.

Appendix 4.1

Action Step 1

Evaluation Questions Standards Indicators
Was the CSS developed? 1. (a&b) A timely l.a. Existence
CSS of CSS

Was the CSS developed b. Date

on time? completed

Is the CSS capable of c. (1-9) c. (1-9)

obtaining the Relevant Existence

requested data: questions of relevant
questions

(1) determination of
the jurisdiction
of the local labor
council

(2) assessment of councils'
involvement in justice
activities

(3) identification of com-
munities' justice needs
as perceived by labor

(4) determination of labor
communities' victimization
rates

(5) determination of U.L.A./
csA staff needs for
consultation

(6) assessment of United Way's
interest and involvement
in justice issues

INDICATORS AND METHODS FOR THE COMMUNITY SFRVICES SURVEY (CSS) COMPONENT

Method

pocument
review

Document
review

(1-9)

.Item

%nalysis
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Action Responsible
Step Agent (g)
1. Develop NCCD/LPD
CSs
~J
(9,

Milestone
Date

1st
quarter

Appendix 4-1
(continued)

Action Step 1 (continued)

Evaluatiop Questjonsg

l.c. (7) assessment of the c.
degree to which
local labor councils
have implemented the
AFL-CIO's policies
on criminal justice
issues

-~
(=]
-

an assessment of the
U.L.A./CSA staffs’®
perception of the
success of committee/
program efforts

(9) determination of em-
phasis given to
criminal justice issues
in the local training
of unlon counselors

: £ J K @ ®
Standards Indicators Method
(1-9) e, (1-9) c. (1-9)
Relevant Existence of item
guestions relevant analysis
questions

-,

d. Is the CSS methodcingi- d. A CSS that is d. Existence of d. (1-3)

cally sound and usgable?

(1 are items 4.
understandable?

{(2) ure responses
measurable?

(3) is the response time
burden less than 30
minutes?

methodologically responses that Do<ument
sound and usable are: review
) items are (1) understandable
understahnhdable
(2) responses are (2) measurable
measurable
(3) response time (3) response time
burden is less is less than

than 30 min. 30 minutes
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Action Responsible Milestone
Step Agept (s) Date
2. Pretest NCCD/LPD 1st
CSS quarter

Instrument

Appendix 4-1
(continued)

Action Step 2

Evaluatjon Questiong

2.a. Was the CSS instrument 2.a. A pre-

pretested?

Was the pretest
sample sufficient to
insure a reasonable
assessment of its
design and content?

Were pretest condi-
tions sufficiently
similar to actual test
conditions to insure
reasonable reliability
and validity?

On the basis of the
pretest results,

was the CSS instrument
revised, as warranted?

porated changes

needed after

instrument was

pretested

which incor-
porated the
necessary
changes

@ » -
Standard Ipdicators Method
2.a. Bvidence of 2.a. Document
tested Css pretest review
instrument
b. A sufficient b. Existence of b. Document
sample (e.g., pretest review
3-5) which data from a
insures a sufficient
reasonable sample of
assessment of respondents
CS5 design and
content
c. Pretest c. Evidence that c. Document
conditions pretest . review,
which were conditions comparison
sufficiently were suffi- of pre-
similar to ciently similar test vs.
actual test to actual test actual
conditions conditions test con-
ditions
d. A revised CS5S 4. Existence of d. Document
instrument revised CSS review,
which incor- instrument comparing

pretest CSS
instrument
with
revised CSS
instrument
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Action Responsible
Step _Agent(s) _
3. Administer NCeCD/
CSsS to LPD
U.L.A./
CSA staff
~J
0

- ¢ o
Appendix 4-1
{(continued)
Action Step 3
[}
Milestone : .
Date Evaluation Queatjong Stapdards Indicators ‘ ethod
1st 3.a. Was the revised CSS 3.a. The adminis- 3.a. Evidence that, 3.a. Document
quarter (following the pilot tration of CSS was review
test) administered to the revised administered
U.L.A./CSA staff? CSS to U.L.A./ to U.L.A./
CSh staff CSA staff
b. Was CSS administration b. Timely adminis-  b. Date adminis- b. Inspect
completed on time? traticn of the tration \ date
CSs completed completed
c. Was the sample repre- c. A representa- c. (1-4) Evidence c. (1-4)
sentative of all tive sample of for representa- Document
U.L.A./CSA staff? respondents tiveness of review
based on: respondents
based on .
standards 3.c (1-4)
(1) select sample size (1) time/budget/

based on time/
budget/proposal con-
straints and the
total number of
U.L.A./CSA staff

(2) identify all U.L.A./
CSA staff

(3) develop sampling
procedure

(4) develep criteria by
which to determine

sample's representatives

(2)

(3)

(4)

proposal con-
straints and
the total
number of
U.L.A./CSA
staff

identification
of all U.L.A./ .
CSA sgtaff

development of a
sampling procedure

criteria to determine
representativeness of
sample
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Action Step

4.

Analyze
CSS data

Responsible
—_Agent(s)

Hcep/LpPb

Milestone
Date

1lst
quarter

Appendix 4-1

{continued)

Action Step 4

Evaluation Questions

4.a.

b.

Was the CSS data 4.a.

analyzed?

Were the analyses b.
performed on

schedule?

Were analyses c.

performed in a

way which would
address the
questions/informa-
tional requirements
for which the instru-
ment was intended?

(1) what analyses
were performed?

(2) were analyses per-
formed appropriate
for the type of
data which was
being used?

Was the data d.
reliable and

validz

Standarxds

Analysis of CSS 4.a.

data

Timely completion
of data analysis

Analyses that ad-
dress the questions/
informational.
requirements for
which the instru-
ment was intended

(1) description &
results of
analyses
performed

b.

C.

(2) appropriate appli-
cation of analyses

for the type of
data collected

Data which are
reliable and valid

a.

Indicators

Existehce of 4.a.
CSS data analy-
sis results

Data completed b.
Exlistence of c.
appropriate
analyses

(1) existence of
description
and results
of analyses

(2) evidence that
appropriate
analyses were
applied to
data

Existence of d.
reliable and
valid data

Hethod

Document
review

Inspect
date
completed

Compare
analysis
employed with
questions/
informational
requriements
for which
instrument was
intended

(1) Document
review

{2) Document
review

Document
review



Responsible
Action Step Agent (s}
5. Prepare NCCD/LPD
CSS
report

08

Milestone

Date

2nd
quarter

5.a.

b.

Appendix 4-1
(continued)

Action Step 5

Evaluation Quesgtions

Was the CSS report 5.a.
prepareéd?
.Was the CSS report b.

prepared on schedul}

Did the CSS report c.
address the questions/
informational require-
ments for which the-

report was intended?

(1) what were the results
of the CSs?

Was the CSS report clear d.
and understandable?

Were data and statements e.
contained in the CSS
report consistent with
resultg obtained during
data analysisg?

Standards

Completed CSS 5.a.
report

CSS report ~ b.
completed on
schedule

CSS report which c.

addressed pre-
specified issues

(1) list of CsS

results
A clear and d.
understandable
report
Conslistency be- e,

tween data analy-
8is results and
gtatements con-
tained in the CSS
report

W (Y]
Indjcators Method
Existence of S5.a. Document
CSS report review
Date Completed b. Inspect
date
completed
Evidence that c. Document
CSS report review
addressed pre-
specified
issues

(1) existence
of CSS results

Existence of CSS d.
report which is
clear and
understandable

Evidence that data e.
analysis results

and data and
statements contained
in the CSS report
are consistent

{1) Document
review

Document
review

Document
review to
compare
content of
data
analysis and
CSS report
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@ ®
Responsible
Action_ Step Agents (g)
6. Disseminate LPD
CSS report
to proper,
interested
parties

Milestone
—Date

2nd
quarter
(and ongoing
thereafter)

 §

[ 2 ® i | @ ® ® @
Appendix 4.1
(continued)
ction Step 6
Evaluation Quegtions Standards Indicaters Method
6.a. Was the cSs report dis- 6.a. Dissemination of 6.a. Evidence that 6. (a-c) Docu-~
seminated to proper, CSS report to CS5 was dis- ment
interested parties (e.g., Proper, interested seminated to Review
AFL-CIO and Nccb depart- parties proper,
ments, the evaluator, interested
LEAA, etc.)? parties
(1) Was the Css report: (1) ¢Ss reporty (1) Evidence that

(a) input into the
clearinghouse
data base?

(b) used for the Craft
Utilization (CU) com-
ponent to help identify
2-3 international unions
to develop cu programs?

(c) used to identify 2-3
U.L.A.s who have the
capacity, interest, and
commitment to implement
and conduct programs in
the criminal and/or
Juvenile justice area?

(a) contained in
clearinghouse
data base

(b) used for cuy
component to
identify unions
to develop cu
programs

(c) used to identify
2-3 U.L.A.58 to
develop programs in
the criminal and/or
Juvenile justice
area

CSS report was:

(a) contained in
clearinghouse
data base

(b) used for cu com-
ponent to
identify
unions

(c) used to identify
2-3 U.L.A.s for
brogram development
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Appendix 4-2
TIMELINE OF ACTION STEPS FOR CLEARINGHOUSE/LIAISON COMPONENT v
First Quarte Second-Fourth Quarter
(1)
Clearinghpuse/ Develop Operational
Liaison Function Systems and Procedures
| e
Assess and Catalog
Information Currently
on Hand g
| g
Identify Informational
Sources
(4) (6)
Develop and Disseminate
lIdentify Recipients F’ ! Clearinghouse Catalog
{5) . (1) !
Collect, File, and On-going Operations: Collection .
Reproduce Materials and Dissemination of Materials
(8) , ,
Provided Technical Assistance to LEAA Grantees . \
and Other Community Groups Concerning Linkages
with Labor (if Schedule and Resources Permit)
A ¢
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EVALUATION QUESTIONS, STANDARDS,

Action Step

1. Develop
operational
systems and
procedures

Responsible Milestone
_Agent(s) Date
LPD 1st
quarter

Appendix 4.2

Action_Step 1

Evaluation Question standards
l.a. Were operational systems l.a. Clearinghouse l.a.
and procedures developed? operational
systems and
procedures
b. Were they developed on b. Operational -b.
schedule? systems and pro-
cedures developed
on schedule
c. Were these systems and c. Clear and under- c.
procedures clear and standable systems
understandable? and procedures
d. Were these systems and d. Realistic systems d.

procedures realistic?

Pbid these systems and e.
procedures maximize the

‘accessibility of

clearinghouse documents
to potential users?

(1) did the LPD develop
a procedure for
coordinating clearing-
house requests/
responses between the
D.C. and Kokomo,
Indiana offices?

{2} Besides the specific docu-
ments in the clearinghouse
catalog, what other services
were available to the public
through the clearinghouse?

and procedures

Systems and pro- e.
cedures which
maximize the
accessibility of
clearinghouse
documents to
potential users

{1) A procedure for
coordinating
clearinghouse
requests/re-
sponses between
the two LIPD
offices

{(2) The LPD will
provide other
clearinghouse~
related services

INDICATORS, AND METHODS FOR THE CLEARINGHOUSE/LIAISON COMPONENT

Indicators

Existence of 1.
operational
systems and
procedures

Date completed

Existence of
clear and
understandable
systems and
procedures

Existence of
realistic
systems and
procedures

Exlstence of
such systems
and procedures

(1) Existence of
a procedure
for this
coordination
activity

(2) Existence of
other service

besides dissemination’

of clearinghouse

catalog & documents

Method

a.

b.

e}

s

Document
review

Inspect
date
completad

Document
review

Document
review

Document
review
and/or

interview
user
sample

(1) Docu-
ment
ireview

{2) Document

review,
inspec-
tion of
service
delivery
system
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Responsible
Action Steps Agent (s)

2. Assess and LPD
catalog
information
currently
on hand

3. Identify LPD
informational
sources

Milestone
Date

on hand cataloged and
assessed? -

(1) was this done on schedule?
schedule?

How much and what type b.
(1.e. amount and

description) of informa-

tion was cataloged and
assessed?

Was the cataloging system c.
realistic and understandable
to users?

Were informational sources 3.a.
identified?

(1) were they identified
on schedule?

(2) what informational
sources were identified?

® ® | ® @
Appendix 4-2
{(continued)
Action Steps 2 and 3
Evaluation Questions sStandards Indicators
2.a. Was information currently 2.a. Information on 2.a. Evidence that

information on
hand was
cataloged

and assessed

hand cataloged
and assessed

(1) completed on (1) Date
schedule completed

b. Existence of
listing for
amount and type
of information

Listing of the
amount and descrip-
tion of information
cataloged and

assessed cataloged and
assessged

A realistic and c. Existence of a

understandable realistic and

cataloging system understandable
cataloging
system.

Identification of 3.a. Existence of
informational informational

sources sources which are

identified by
number and type
(1-2)

{1) identified on

schedule

(2) description (number
and type) of infor-
mational’ sources

tlethod

Docu-
ment
Review

Inspect date
completed

Docu-
ment
review

Docu-
ment
review

Docu-
ment
review
(1-2)




Action_Step

3. Identify
informa-
tional
sources

S8

~

Responsible
_Agent(s)

Appendix 4-2
{continued)

Action Step 3 (continued)

Milestone

Date Evaluation Questions

1st 3.b. What was the process used
quarter to identify informational

sources?

(1) was it valid (e.g., was
the process targeted
toward obtaining infor-
mational sources in the
area of criminal and
Jjuvenile justice?)

(2) were informational
gsources selected
representative of the
area from which they
were chosen?

(3) were the present
U.L.C.C.J.C.8 and LEXRA
grant sites used as
sources of clearinghouse
information?

@ @ '@ @
Standards indicators Method
b. A valid process b. Existence of b. Docu-
for identifying a valid pro- ment
informational dess for review
sources (which identifying (1-2)
allowed represen- informational
tative informational sources {(which
sources to be allowed repre-
chosen) (1-2) sentative
informational

sources to be
chosen (1-2)

(3) use of the (3) Evidence that (3)Docu-
U.L.C.C.J.C.s U.L.C.C.J.C.s ment
and LEAA grant and LEAA grant review
sites to obtain sites were
clearinghouse used as clearing-
information house ‘informational

sources
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Appendix 4-~2

{contirnued)
Action Step 4

itesponsible Milestone

Action Step Agent (s) Date Evaluation Questions
4. Collect, LPD 1st 4.a. Were materials collected,
file, and quarter filed, and reproduced?
reproduce
materials (1) did this occur on 4.a.
schedule?
b. Waa collection and b.

filing activity consis-
tent with clearinghouse
operational systems and
procedures?

c. How much and what type of c.
materlial was collected,
filed and reproduced?

Stgﬂdagds

(1) Ccollected
materials
which are
filed and
reproduced
on schedule

Materials col-
lection & filing
which is consist
with operational
systems and
procedures

Record the num-
ber and type of
material which
was collected,
filed and
reproduced

Indicators

4.a.(1) Existence

b.

ent

C.

of collected
materials
which are
filed &
reproduced
along with
the date
completed

Evidence that
materials col-
lection is con-
sistent with

operational
systems and
procedures

Existence of
record for the
number and type
of material which
was collected,

filed and
reproduced

Method

4.a.(1) bocu-

ment
review
and in-
spection
of date
canpleted

Compare
procedures
for materi-
als col-
lection &
Filing
with oper-
ational
systems &
procedures

Document-
review
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Action Step

5.

Idenclify
recipients
(of catalog)

”~

Responsible

Agent (s)

LPD

(. 4 [ o ) s
[ @ ® @ ® ] w
Appendix 4-2
{continued)
Action Step 5
Mllestone
.Date Evaluation Questions Stapdards Indicators Method
1st 5.a. Wera recipients

fuarter identified?

(1) did this occur 5.a.(1) Recipients identi- 5.a.(l) Recipients' §.a.(l) Document

on schedule? fied on schedule list & date review &
conpleted inspec-
tion of
date com-
pleted
b. Who were the

recipients?

(1) how many recipi- b.(1-2) Listing of pre- b.(1-2) List of b. (1-2) Docu-
ents were pre- identified and pre-identi- ment
identified other recipients fied and other review
(1.e., outreach- recipients

related)

(2) how many recipients
were not pre-
identified (i.e.,
received catalog
after requesting it?)

(3) were intemational/ (3) International/national (3) Evidence that (3) Docu-
national unions, AFL- unions, AFL-CIO state these groups ment
CIO state federations, federations, and local vere identified review
and local labor labor councils included as recipients
councils included as as recipients

catalog recipients?
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Responsible
Activn Step Agent (s)
6. Develop and LPD
disseminate
catalog

88

77

N
-

Milestone
Date

after
1st
quarter

E

() 2 A .
@ ® ® ®
Appendix 4-2
{continued)
Actioﬁ Step 6
aluatio uestions standards

6.a. Was catalog developed 6.a. A developed and 6.a.

and disseminated?

disseminated

Was the catalog de-
veloped within the
first three months
after the items were
stocked?

(1) was the catalog up-

catalog

Catalog developed b.
within the first
three months after
the items are

stocked

(1) catalog updated

dated on an “as-
needs" basis?

(2) did the catalog also (2)
include information
related to other LPD/

NCCD Library materials
{(i.e., available-for

use, but not included in
catalog) including hours
of operation, other
services avallable, etc.?

(3) how many documents were (3)
contained in the catalog?

(4) daid the material in the (4)
catalog contain informa-
tion on actual & poten-
tial criminal and
juvenile justice activi-
ties and programs through-
out the country?

on “as-needs"
basis

catalog containing
information relate
to other LPD/NCCD
materials/services

At least 10-15 doc
ments contained in
catalog

catalog containing
the relevant
information

Indjcators

Existence of 6.a.
catalog and evi-
dence of 1its
dissemination

Existence of b.
catalog within
three months

after the first
items stocked

(1) evidence that

catalog up-
dated "“as-
needed"

(2) Evidence that

d catalog contained

information
related to other
LPD/NCCD

Method

Document
review

Compare date
completed
with date
first items
stocked

(1) Document
review

‘2) Document
review

materials/services

u-{3}) Existence of 10-
15 documents in
catalog

(4) Existence of
relevant infor-
mation ir
catalog

{(3) Document
review

(4) Document
review

v



Action Steps

Responsible
Agent (s) Date

7.

68

On-going LPD
operations:
collection &
dissemination

of materials

Provide tech- LPD
nical assis-

tance (T/A) to LEAA
grantees & other
community groups
concerning linkages
with labor (if
schedule & resources
permit)

Milestone

after
1st

quarter

on-
going

Appendix 4.2

(continued)

Action Steps 7 and 8

Evaluation Questions

b. (2) what were the LPD

responses to these
requests, and what
outcomes were associ-
ated with this LPD
activity?

c. Was the clearinghouse
function used to:

8.a.

(1) provide T/A to existing

(2)

(3)

(1)

For Evaluation Questions,
Indicators and
Methods related to the delivery

Standards,

U.L.C.C.J.C.8?

establish criteria for

programs in U.L.A.s?

provide T/A for opera-

tional programs for
craft utilization?

provide input tc the LEAA
and NIJJDP clearinghouses?

Standards

side requests will be
described & tallied
as will any outcomes
assoclated with this
LPD activity

c.(1-4) The LPD will use

the clearinghouse
function to satisfy
the requirements

of c.(1-4)

of TA, see Action Step 6 ("provide
T/A to operational programs") for

Component to Establish Crime
Resistznce Programs in U.L.A.s

Indjcators Method

b. (2) LPD responses to out- b.(2) Evidence that 7(a-c)
LPD responses

to outside re-
quests were
described & tal-
lied with out-

comes associated
with this LPD
activity

c.(1-4) Evidence that the

LPD used the clear-
inghouse function to
satisy the require-
ments of c.(1-4)

Docu-
ment
review

%
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Appendix 4.3

TIMELINE OF ACTION STEPS FOR THE CRAFT UTILIZATION (ci) COMPONFNT

Second Quarter

(6)

Ce ‘o @
First Quarter
Craft
(1)
Utili-
TeparT'l__
zation Outline
of
(cu) Draft
Cu
Compon_ Ma'nual
ent
(2) (3) (4)
0 Plan rInvite lﬁonduct
o —] cu [} nat./ (]
Seminar| | intern. eminar
[ unions
to par-'
\\\\\\\\ ticipate;
in cu
\\\\ Seminar
N \\\“
\N
~

—

(5) '\
Develop ?
criteria |
for #
selec-
tion

of unions
fer cu
rograms

5] Revige iRevIew I
Manual by Gro
and

other
involved
parties

unions

(8)

(9)
Provide
T/A for

gram
devel -~
" opment

Third Quarter

{10)
Produae
manual

CU pro- f——-—-...

Fourth Quarter

{11) (14)
Dissemin~ Respond to
ate I r/n requests
manual related to
CU manual
L= —ahual |
(12) (13)
Provide T/R Provide T,
to unions to opera-
7| for imple- |- tional
menting
rograms
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Action Step

1. Prepare
Outline for
Draft Cu
Manual

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)
(5)
(6)

& @ ® ® '@
Appendix 4-3
EVALUATION, QUESTIONS, STANDARDS, INDICATORS, AND METHODS FOR_THE CRAFT UTILTZATION COMPONENT
Action Step 1
Responsible Milestone Evaluation Questions Standards Indicators
Agent (s) Date
NCCD/LPD st (1) Was outline for draft CU manual (1) An . outline {1) Existence
Quarter prepared? of the CU of CU
Manual which Manual
is:

(2) wWas manual Outline prepared (2) Timely (2) pate com-
in time to disseninate to Ccu pleted
seminar participantg?

(3) Wae the outline valid (con- (3) valia (3) cu Manual
tent validity)?

(4) Was it clear and understandable? (4) clear & under-{4) CU Maauval

standable

(5) Was it well oxganized? (5) well organ- (5) CU Manual

ized

(6) pDid it contain sufficient {€) meets the (6) Cu Manual
detail to meet the needs of ita needs of
users? users

{7) Were needs of user's assessed?  (7) y..44 (7 Needs sssessd?)
assessment ment con-

(8)

Were overall goals of component
specified clearly?

a)

b)
c)

were these goals consistent

with project goals?

were these goale realistic?
were these goals measurable?

(8)

dycteq.
specification (Ba—c?csiistence(s)

of

goals which

are:

a)

b)
c)

consistent
with project
goals
realistic
measurable

of goals

Method

Document
review

Lxamine
date com-~
pleted in
relation
to future
action
steps
Document
review

Document
review
Document
review
Document
review

Needs

assessment(e.g
nterviifs)
ocumen

review
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Action Ste

2. Plan
CU Seminar

) ‘&
Responsible Milestone
Agent Date
NCCD/LPD 1st

Quarter

<y

o

oy

Appendix 4 ~3

(continued)

Action_Step 2

Evaluation Questions Standards

(1) was the CU Seminar planned? (1) A timely
CU seminar
a) Was it conducted in time Plan
to be ccordinated with

other action steps?

(2) Were expectations of LPD and (2) Clearly de-
participating unions defined fineable,pro-
clearly and were these: ject -~

consistent,
a) consistent with goals realistic

of project/component

b) realistic gcals for LPD

c) measurable . and users
(3) Was plan developed for; (3) A plan for:
(3a-d)

a) degree of familiarity
with CU material by
participants prior to
seminar?

"b) content of seminar (apart from
CU Manual) '

c) process of seminar?
(1) general procedure for

conducting seminar and
a plan for incorporating
data into revised manual,
d) insuring that seminar is well
coordinated and organized:
(1) were operational procedures
established for planning

and conducting seminar?

(a) was the influence of
structural factors on the
gseminar process considered?
(L.e., slze of room, seating
arrangements, =tc.)

(4) Was interface with evaluation {4) A clearly
component specified clearly? specifiable
. interface
a) types of data to be collected
and by and for whom?

(5) Was the necd for post-seminar
follow-up determined?

(5) Post-seminar
followup -
if needed

Indicators Method

(1) Existence of (1) Document
plan review

(2) Existence of

goals {2) Document

review

and measgurable

(3)Existence of {3) Document
Plan for review
(3a-ad)

(4) Existence of (4) Document

a clearly review
specifiable
interface

(5) Existence of (5) Needs

post-seminar Assessment
followup - {e.q., inter-
if needed views)



€6

& Qo ¢ £s: ¢ . -
® @ 9 ® ® L] ® ® ®
Appendix 4-3
{continued)
Action Step 3
Action Step Responsible Hilestone Bvaluation Questions Standarde Indicators Méthod
Agent (s) Date
3. Invite NCCD/LPD 1st gquarter (1) Were unions invited to par- (1) Unions invited (1) Letters of (1) Document
interna- ticipate in CU Seminar? in coordination Invitation review
tional/na- with other action sent to
tional a) was the timing of steps. participants
unions invitations coordinated
with other action
ateps?
{2) Reliable and (2) Existence (2) Document
(2) Were criteria developed for valid criteria of criteria review

selection of unions to

participate? for Belection

unions to parti-
cipate (which
are consistant
with project/
componeint goals)

a) were criteria reliable
and valid?

b) did criteria pursue .
project/component goals?

(3) WVere potential participants (3) Identified (3) List of (3) Document
identified? participants identified review
. usere.
{4) wap operational procedure (4; Operational {4) Existence (4) Document
developed to send and receive procedure for send- of procedure review
correspondence to unions? ing and receiving

correspondence from
uniris.,

oo .
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Action Step

4. Conduct
cu
Seminar

14

Remponsible Milestone

Agent (s} Date

NCCD/LPD 1st
Quarter

. \
L '@

Appendix 4.3
{continued)

dctjon Step 4

Evaluation Questions

l)was CU seminar conducted?
a) was it conducted on
schedule?
2)was planning for content aud
process followed?

3)were the goals of the seminar
achieved?

a) what did seminar parti-
cipants learn from
ataff?

b} what did LPD staff learn
from participants?
4)was the role of the eval~-
uatlon component of the
project coordinated with

geminar activities?

5)did the seminar function
provide for feedback from
participants?

a) what feedback did
participants provide?

y i
(] @ ® .’
Standards Indicators Method

182, A cU seminar l)seminar 142), conducted
which was conducted conducted on seminar on time
on schedule and schedule {n in accordance
which followed it‘'s accordance with prior
planned schedule of with prior planning
activities. planning

3)goals of serinar 3)achievement 3) compare goals
for participants of goals by set with goals
and LPD staff seminar achicved.
will be achieved participants

4)a well-coordin~  4)implementa- A4)questionaires,
ated evalualion tion of well interviews
role coordinated

evaluations

5)available plan forS)existent
providing followup mechansim for o) interviews,
to seminar parti- feedback from document
cipants and a participants review
record of feed-
back from
participants
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Action Steps Responsible Milestone
N Agent (s) Date

5. Develop NCCD/LPD 2nd
Criteria for Quarter
Selection of ’

Unions for

CU Programs

6. Revise ﬁCCD/LPD 2nd
€U Manual Quarter

(1)

(2)

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

-

Appendix 4-3
{continued)

Action Steps 5 and 6

Evaluation Quastions

Were reliable and valid
criteria for union selection
developed?

a) were criteria:
(1) consistant with project/
component goals?
{2) realistic
{(3) measurable
b) were criteria developed
on tims?

Were criteria made explicit
to all invited parties?

Was €U Manual revised?

.a) was it reviged on

schedule?

Were appropriate data from
CU seminar incorporated
into revised CU Manual?

a) wvere these data consistent
with project/component goals?

Is manual clear and under-
standable?

Is manual packaged appro-
priately?

® ® ®
Standards Indicators Method

(1642) Reliable and (1l&2) Existence (1&2) Document

valid criteria for of criteria
union selection

which are consistent

with goals, realistic,

measurable, clear and
understandable, deve-

loped on time and

made explicit tounions.

review

(1,2,3,&4) A clear & (1,2,3,44) (1,2,3,419)

understandable CU manual Existence

developed on schedule of revised
which 1s packaged Manual and
appropriately and (date com-
whose goals are pleted)
consistent with . which is
project/comp¢ - .t goals., packaged
appropri-
ately

Document
review,
examine date
completed
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Action Step Responsible
Agent(s)

Milestone
Date

7. Select NDDC/LPD
2-3 uUnions

for CU

Programg

2nd
Quarter

Appendix 4-3
(continued)

Action Step 7

Evaluation Questions

{1) Were 2+3 Unions melected ?

a) were they selected on
achedule?

{2) Were selection criteria ap-
plied consistently and
uniformly?

(3) Have LPD/union expectations
been clearly communicated?

] & @ L
Standards Indicators Method
(1£2) 2-3 unions (1) Existence (1) Document
selected for CU of report on Review
program in accor- selection
dance with schedule
and selection la) date
criteria completed
(2) Unions select- (2) Compare
ed best unions in
satisfy criteria relation
to
criteria
{3) Clear com- (3) Existence of {(3)Interviews,
munication of clear expecta- document
LPD/union expec- tions by the review
tations. LPD/unions
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Action Step

8. Review
by G PO
and

other
involved
parties

) G2

& @
Responsible Milestone
Agent(a) Date *
NCCD/LPD 2nd
(foxr sub- Quarter
mission of
appropriate
documents)

——

(1)

(2)

3

Appendix 4-3

{continued)

Action Step 8

Evaluation Questions

Was reviged CU Manual reviewed
by GPO and other involved
parties?

a) was it revised on schedule?

Were procedures/requirements
for reyiew clear? (i.e.,, lden-
tify all involved parties)

a) were these procedures/re-
quirements followed?

Was a clear and understandable
plan developed for incorporat-
ing feedback from review?

@&.

Standards Indicators

Method

{1) The revised (1)
CU manual was
reviewed on
schedule by GPO

and other

involved parties

(2)All parties
were clear ahout
review procedures
and these were
followed.

(2)

(3) A clear and (3)
undersgtandable

plan for
incorporating
feedback from
review,

Existance of

reviewed (ap-

aproved}, re-
vised CU
Manual

Compliance
with pro-
cedures/
requirements
for review.

Existeice of
plan

(1) Document

Review

{2) Document
Review

+ (3Ybocument

Review

v
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Action Step Responaibla
Agent (8)

Milestone
Date

9. Pro- NCCD/LPD
vide

Technical

Asgistance

For CU

Program

Develop-

ment.

3rd Quarter

Appendix 4-3
{continued)

ction Step 9

Evaluation Questions

{1) Was T/A provided for CU Pro-
gram development?

{(2) Were needs assesnsed?

a) were clear and under-
standable goals derived
from needs assessment
which were:

1) consistent with
project/program
goals?

2) realistic?

3) measurable?

4) “target” and“"crime"”
specific?

(3) vid 1/A reldte to identi~
fied needs of unions?

{4) How did recipients view
utility of T/A?

(5) What was the level of T/A
provided (e.g., fof days)

a) what were the topics
method of delivery?
1) who delivered T/A?
(6) What was the process for
identifying T/A topics and
making T/A requests?

{7) Were any requests for T/A
refused?

a) if so, wny?

] ® ]
Standards Indicators

(162) The pro-
vision of T/A
to CU program
developers
meeting goals
based on needs
assessment

- (3s4) T/A will
relate to iden-
tified needs
of unions and

(1£2) T/A pro-
vided to CU
program devel-
opers with goals
based on needs
asgessment

Method

{1&2)Document

review and
other
assessment
strategies
(e.g., inter-
views,
surveys,
etc.)

(3s4) Provisicen of (3&%) Compare

relevant T/A
perceived as

useful by

unions will per- unions

celve T/A as
useful

(5) Available

plan for amount &

method of T/A

(6) viable pro-

cess for ldentify- plans for these

ing T/A topics
and making T/A
requests.

{(7) Criteria
for refusing
T/A requests

(5) Plan for
method and

be provided

amount of T/A to

planned
needs and
amount of
T/A with
that
delivered

(5) Document

review

(6) Existence of (6) Document

processes

{(7) Refusal
of T/A
Requests

review

(7) Document
Review

lt
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Action Step

10. Produce
{Print) cu
Manual

NCCD/LPD

,‘ {7y L
® ® ®
Responsible Milestone
Agent (s} Date
3rd quarter

o
QJ

Appendix 4-3

(continued)

Action Step 10

Evaluation Questions

(1)

(2)

3)

Was CU Manual produced?

a) was it produced on
schedule?

b) how many coplies were
produced?

Were operational proce-~

dures/steps defined to

esure successful pro-
duction of entire manual
w/in the scheduled mile-
stone date?

Was CU Manual printed

and packaged approprilate-

ly? .

a) is printed CU Manual
clear and understand-
able?

b) is format/presenta-
tion/packaging of
printed CU Manual
aesthetically appeal-
ing?

Standards

(1}

(2)

(3

Indicators

Method

A specified (1)
number of CU
Manuals

Operations/ (2)
procedures/steps
to ensure "suc-

cesgful” produc-
tion.

A clear and un- (3)
derstandable
printed CU Manu-
al which is pack-
aged nicely

Existence (1)

of printed
CU Manuals

Existence (2)

of proce-

dures/steps

Existence of

clear and

document
review

develop-
ment of
proce-
dures/
stepS/
to en-
sure
"suc-

understandable cessful

printed CU

Manual which
is packaged

nicely

{3)

produc-
tion"

document.
review
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Action Step

11. Dpisasemi-
nate CU Manu-
al

® @
Responaible Milestone
Agent (s) Date
NCCD/LPD 3rd quarter

&
s
@

Appendix 4.3
(continued)

ction Step 11

Evaluation Questiong Standardg

(1) was cu Manual disseminated (1)
to identifjeqd recipients on
schedule?

(2) Was a plan for cu Manual di-
ssemination developed? (2)
a) were recipients of cy

Manual identified?

1) were criteria for
CU Manual Recipients
defined?

b) were operational proce-
dures developed to re-
cord, maintain ang moni .-
tor dissemination pro-
ceasg?

c) was responsibility for
CU Manual dissemination
function defined and
astiigned clearly?

@ ] L
Indicators Method
_—= —_—

CU Manual dis- (1)
seminated on
schedule to all
identified re-
cipients
CY Manual disse-(2)
mination plan
a) criteria for
identlfication
of reciplents
b) a record keep-
ing function
to maintain
and monitor
disseminatjion
process
c) clearly defined
roles for cuy
Manual dissemj.
nation gtaff

Manuals (1) document
diassemina- review
ted on

schedule

Existence(z) document
of plan (a-c)
review
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Action Step Responsible

12, Provide NCCD/LPD

‘@
Milestone
Agont (=) Date
3rd
Quarter

Technical
Assistance (T/A)
for Imple-
menting

CU Pro-~

grams

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

(5)

(6)

(7)

(8)

L 4 » ] L @ L
Appendix 4-3
(continued)
Action Step 12
Evaluation Questions S8tandards Indicators Method
wWas T/A for implementing cu pro- (1) /A for cu (1) T/A for Cu {1) Document
grams provided on schedule? programs imple- programs imple- review
mentation Pro~ mentation
vided on schedule
Were needs assesgsed? schedule (2) needs (2) Asgessment
{2)Needs assessment strategies
agsgsesgsed includina
interviews,
question-
nalres,
. ete,
Were there clear goals for T/A {3) Clear goals (3) Existence of (3)  Dpocument
consultatbion? for T/A pro- goals review
vided
a) pid T/A provids assisgtance to
CU programs for :secure fund-
ing?
Was implementation strategy con- (4) Implementa- (4) Consistent (4) compare
sistent with goals established tion strategy goals goals of
during program development phase?consistent w/ implemen-
prior goals tation
P strategy
with
project
goals for
T/A
Did T/A relate to identified (5) nelevant w/p (5) Topics iden- (5) Document
needs of unions and how did provided and view- tified and review and
recepients of T/A review the ed by recepients T/A provided agsessment
utility of T/A provided? as useful which satiefied of how
needs of T/A recepients
recepients reacted to
T/A pro-
vided
What were the T/A topics and (6) Identified (6) Topics (6) Needs Assess—
how were they identified? T/A topics identified ment
Hlow were T/A requests made? (7) Procedure (7) Bxistence e {7) Document
for making T/A procedure review
requests
Are any program changas/ (8) Ability to

outcomes attributable to /AR (8) Existence of

note outcome/ plan for record

chanqes

butable to T/x

ing changes attri-

(8)

Forms devel-

opment, inter.
views, document

review
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Action Step

13. Provide
T/A to
opera-
tional
programs.

® ®
Responsible Milestone
Agent (8) Date
NCCD/LPD 4th
Quarter

(1)

(2)

(3)

- (4)

(5)

(6)

APPENDIX 4-3
(Continued)

Action Step 13

Evaluation Questions

Was T/A provided to operational
programas? )

Were needs assessed?

.a) were clear goals derived
for T/A?

Are any program changes/out-
comes attributable to T/A?

What was level of T/A provid-
ed and how did recepients view
the utility of T/A provided?

a) did T/A relate to identified
needs?

How was T/A delivered and by
whom?

Were T/A monitoring and follow-
up functions provided?

Standards

(162)T/N provided to
operational programs
based on clear

goals derived from
needs assessment

{(3) Ability to note
outcome and
changes

(4) Determination

of level of T/A
provided for assess-
ing how recepients

Indicators

(1s2) T/A
bagsed on needs
asgsessment pro-
vided.

(3) Existence of
- plan for re-
cording out-

comes/changes

attributa®hle
to T/A

Method

{152)Document

review

and needs
agsgsessments
strategies
(inter-
views,
question-
naires).

(3) forms deve-

lopment, in-
terviews,
document re-
view

(4) Plan for level(4) Document

of T/A provided &

for assessing
recepient view

viewed utility of T/A of utility of

(5) Procedure for
delivery of T/A.

(6) Provision for
T/A monitoring and
following functions

T/R.

{(5) Existence of
procedure

{6) Existence of
T/A monitoring
and follow-up
functions.

review,
inter-
views,
question-
naires.

(5) bocument
review

" §8) Document
review
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ACTION STEPS FOR

Component IV
Asslstance to
Labor Youth
Sponsorship

Programs

APPENDIX 4-4

ASSISTANCE TO LABOR YOUTH SPONSORSHIP PROGRAMS*

‘________iﬂ_g;ovlde overall monltorIﬁE]

._______gtgrovide technical assistance, as noeded or requested |

_________algrovide assistance in securing state or local fundln&]
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action Step

1. Provide
overall
monitoring
of the LYSP's

Appendix 4-4

EVALUATION QUESTIONS, STANLDIRDS, INDICATORS, AND METHODS FNAR
ASSTSTANCE TO LABOR YOUTH SPOMSORSHIP PROGRAMS COMPONEMNT

Responsible Milestone

Agent (s)

Date

LPD

Throughout
Project year

Action Step 1

Evaluation Questions
1. What were the LPD's LYSP

. monitoring requirements?

a) Were they realistic,
and validz

2. What activities did
the LPD pursue to monitor
the LYSP's?

). Was it necessary for the
LPD to recomnend changes to
the LYSP's as a result of
the monitoring efforts?

a) If so, were these changes

adopted?

Standards

1. Monjtoring require-
ments that are useful,
realistic, valid, and
performed by the LPD

3. The recommendation
of changes; where

needed, and the adop-
tion of said changes

Indicators

1 & 2. Exis-
tence of moni-
toring require-
mente which are
ugeful, valid,
and performed
by the LPD

3, Evidence for
changes recommen-
ded by the LPD
and changes
adopted

Method

1 & 2. Doc-~
ument review,
interviews

3. Document
review, inter-
views
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Action
Step

2. Provide
technical
assistance (1/A)
to LYSP's as
needed or re-
quested.

Responsible Milestone

Agent (s) Date

LPD Throughout
Project
year

Appendix 4-4

(continued)
Action Step 2
Bvaluation
Questions Standards

1. Did the LPD provide T/A to
each LYSP as needed or re-
quested?

a) Who delivered requested
T/A?

2. whit was the amount and
type of T/A delivered?

3. How were T/A needs identi-
fled? .

4., How was T/A provided?

5. What were the objectives
of the T/A provided? .

6, What were the outcomes of
the T/A provided?

7. What was each LYSP's
assessment of the T/A pro~
vided?

8. What, if any, were the
differences between the T/A
delivered to each LYSP?

1-7. Provision of T/A

to the LYSP's as needed

or requested which is
specified as to: amount,
type, and who provided,
how T/A needs were identi-
fied, how T/A is provided,
objectives, outcomes,
LYSP's assesament of T/A
delivered

8. Ability to note
differences in T/A pro-
vided to each LYSP

Indicators

1-7. Existence of
plan for recording
information re-
quired by ques-
tions 1-7

8. Existence of
data needed to
compare T/A be-
tween LYSP's

Method

1-7. Ques-
tionnalres,
interviews,
document review

8. Compare T/A
delivered to
each LYSP
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Appendix 4-4 '
{continued)

Action Step 3

Action Responsible Milestone Evaluation tandards
Step Agent (s) Date Questjong Standards

3. To assist LPD
the LYSP's in
securing state

or local

funding

1 & 2. Provision
Throughout 1. Did the LPD assist the
Project LYSP's in securing state of LPD asaistance

to the LYSP's in
year or local funding? securing state or

2, What type(s) of assis- local funding

tance was provided?

3. Was state or local
funding secured?

3. State or local
funding secured by
each LYSP to carry
a) If so, how much and on program in FY
from whom was it secured? B1

4. If funding was secured, 4. The LPD will

how instrumental was the play a major role
LPD in securing these in assisting each
funds? LYSP secure FY 8}
state or local
funding
# r

Indicators

1.&4 2, Evidence
that the LPD
provided assis-
tance in secur-
ing state or
local funding

3. Record of
type and amount
of state or local
funding secured

4. Evidence of
LPD's role {n
funding obtained
by LYSP's

Met hod

1 & 2. Document
review, interviews

3. Document Leview

4. Interviews,
document review



Appendix 4-5

&

TIMELINE OF ACTION STEPS FOR THE ASSISTANCE TO U.L.A.S CONMPCNEWT

First Second Third
Quarter Quarter Quarter
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)
Develop Identify 2-3 Assist Selected| Assist Selected| Assist Selected |
Assistance to Criteria U.L.A.s8 for U.L.A.s8 with | U.L.A.s with L U.L.A.s with
New U,L.A.8 for U.L.A. Possible Program Identifying Identifying
Selection Proqrams Development Program Needs Funding Sources
!/

Lot

and Resources

Fourth
Quarter

(€¢)

Provide Technical
Agsistance for
Operational
_Programs
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Appendix 4.5

EVALUATION ‘QUESTIONS, STANDARDS, INDICATORS, AND METHODE FOR TIHE ASSISTANCE TO NEW U.L.A.8 COMPONENT

.

Actjon Ste
Responsible Milestone

Action_Step Agept (5) Date Evaluation Questions 3tapnd Indjcators Method

1. Develop LPD 1lst l.a. Were reliable and l.a. Reliable and valid 1l.a. Existence of reli- 1l.a. Document
criteria quarter valid criteria criteria developed able and valid review &
for developed for U.L.A. within the first criteria within inspection
U.L.A. selection within the few weeks of the the first few of date
selection first few weeks of grant period to weeks of the completed

the grant period? select U.L.A.s8 for grant period

possible programs

b. Did these criteria
include U.L.A.8:

(1) in areas with b. (l1-4) Criteria b. *(1-4) Evidence that b. (1-4)
heavily organ- listed in b(1l-4) criteria b.(1-4) Document
ized industries? will be applied to were applied to review

U.L.A. selection selection of U.L.A.s

(2) where citizen
involvement in
criminal and
juvenile justice
issues seems likely
make a positive
contribution to
community life?

(3) where there is some
indication that local
support will be avail-
able for a long-lasting
program?

(4) which are fairly new and
have not fully defined
their mission?
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Action Step Agent (g)

2. Xdentify 2-3
U.L.A.s for
possible
programs

Responsible

LPD

Milestone
Date

2nd
quarter

Apoendix 4-5
{(continued)
Actjon Step 2

mmn_mmm Standards

2.a.

Were 2-3 U.L.A.s 2.a.

identified for

possible

programs?

(1) diad this occur 2.a. (1) 2-3 U.L.A.s 2.a.

will be identified
for possibie pro-
grams (on schedule)

on achedule?

Which U.L.A.8 were b. U.L.A.8 will be b.
selected to develop described

programng?

(1) did the selected (1) U.L.A.s will be

selected according
to pre-specified

U.L.A.8 meet the
pre-specified sel-

lection critertia? criteria
Were the results of the c. The -CSS results will c.
Community Services Sur- be used to identify
vey (CSS) used to help U.L.A.s for possible
identify U.L.A.¢ for programs.

possible programs?

@
Indicators Method
(1) evidence that 2.a.{1) Docu-
2-3 U.L.A.8 were ment re-
identified by the view &
LPD for possible inspec-
programs (& date tion of
completed) date com-
pleted
Existence of U.L.A. b. Docu-
descriptions ment
review
{1) Evidence that (1) Docu-
U.L.A.s8 were ment
selected according review
to pre-specified
criteria
Evidence that the c. Docu-
CSS was used to nent
identity U.L.A.s8 Review

for possible
programs

[



”

0TI

l-\

Responsible Milestone

Action Steps _Agent(s) Date

3.

Assist LPD 3rd
selected guarter
U.L.A.8

with pro-

gram de-

velspment

Assist LPD 3ra
selected quarter
U.L.A.8 with

with

identifying

pregram

needs &

resources

Appendix 4-5
{continued)

Action Steps 3 and 4

Evaluation Quegtions

What type(s) of assis- 3.a.
tance with program
development did the

LPD provide to

selected U.L.A.87

standagds

The LPD will main- 3.a.
tain a record of

the program develop-
ment assistance

they priovide to
selected U.L.2.8

cato Method
Existence of 3.a. Document
record of rel- review
evant LPD

assistance to
selected U.L.A.s

b. Document

Did the LPD establish b. The LPD will esta- b. Existence of i

policies and procedures blish policies & relevant policies review

for the coordination procedures for the and procedures

of this assistance be- coordination of

tween the two LPD program development

offices? assistance between

the two LPD offices

What programs were c. The LPD will main- c. Evidence for c. Document

developed as a result of tain a list of the the development review,

this assistance? programs daveloped of programs interview
program
directors

Did the LPD assist 4.(a-b) The LPD will main- 4. (a-b) Existence 4. (a-c) Document

selected U.L.A.8 with tain a record of the cf record of rele- review

identifying program needs
and resources?

For each selected U.L.A.,
what were the identified
needs and resources?

assistance they pro-

vide to selected U.L.A.s

{(identifying program
needs & resources)

vant assistance

(1) did the LPD optimally b. (1) the LPD will optim- b.{l) evidence that the

match these needs & .
resources for each U.L.A.?

Did the LPD establish c.
policles & procedures for

‘coordination of this assis-

tance (between the 2 offices)?

ally match program needs

and resources

LPD optimally matched
program needs & resources

The LPD will establish c. Existence of relevant

policies & procedures
for coordination of
this assistance

policies and procedures

¢
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Reaponsgible
Action Step ent

5. Assist LPD

selected

U.L.A.s

with

ldenti-

fying

funding

sources

Appendix 4-5

{continued)

Action Step §
Milestone

Date Evaluation Questiong
3rd 5.a. For each selected U.L.A.:
quarter
(1) did the LPD provide
assistance with identify-
ing funding sources?

(2) what sources of
funding were identified?

(3) what funding sources
did the vU.L.aA. apply for?

{4) what sources of
funding were secured?

(5) what role did the LpD

Stapdagdg

S5.a. (1-6) The LPD
will maintain
a log of this
information

take in the funding' process?

(6) what Program(s) were
developed as a result of
LPD's efforts to identify
and secure funding for
the program(s) in the
selected U.L.A.8?

!ng]catorg

5.a. (1-6) Esdstence 5.a.
of log con-
taining this
information

Hetho

(1-6) Document
review,
interview
individuals
receiving
assistance
from the
L.P.D.



Responsible Milestone
Action Step Agent (s) Pate \Z

Apnendix 4.5

(continued)

Action_ Step 6

Existence of 6.a.

Date T/A re- b.

u ue Stapdarpds Indicators
6. Provide LPD 4th 6.a. Was T/A requested? 6.a. N/A 6.3.
T/A to quarter T/A requests
opera-
tional b. Was T/A provided? b. The LPD will deliver b.
programs T/A in a timely quested & date
fashion T/A delivered
(1) was it timely?
c. For each T/A episode: ¢. A recording procedure c.

¢it

(1)
(2)

(3)

(4)

(5)

(6)

will be developed
which addresses ques-
tions c.(1-6)

who requested T/A?

what type(s) of T/A
was provided?

how was the need for
T/A ldentified?

what type(s) of T/A
was actually delivered?

what were the objectives
of the T/A requested?

what was the outcome
of the T/A provided?

LPD use of c.
recording pro-
cedure to pro-
vide answers

to c.(1-6) for
each T/A episode

tMethod

Document
review

Compare

date re-
quested &

date delivered

Document
review
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Action Responsible
Step . _Aaent(s)

6. Provide LPD
T/A to
opera- I}
tional
programs

Milestone
_Date

4th
quarter

Appendix 4-5

(continued)

Action Step €

Evaluation Questiong Standards Indjcators Method

6.d4. How were T/A requests 6.d. Established 6.d. Existence 6.d. Document
made and what was the procedure for of programs revievw
procedure for responding making T/A

to T/A requestsa?

(1) were policies &
procedures established for
the coordination of T/A
delivery between the

two LPD offices?

e. Were T/A monitoring &
follow-up functions
developed?

f. Were any requests for
T/A refused?

(1) if so, why?

requests & for
LPD responses
to T/A requests

(1) policy and . d.(1l) Existence of d.(1) document
procedure for procedures review
coordination of

‘T/A delivery

o
1
e. Development of e. Existence of e. Document
monitoring & monitoring & review
folloy-up follow-up
functions functions

f£f.(1) record of & £.(1) existence of f£.(l) docu-

criteria for criteria and ment
refusal of T/A record of review
requests refusals




APPENDIX 5-1

Communityv Services Survey Report

Please respond to the following gquestions:

1. What is the jurisdiction of the local labor council?

(a) city

(b) county
(¢) multi-county
(d) other

2. What type of role do you feel labor has to play in the
area of criminal and juvenile justice?

(a) a very significant role

(b) a significant role

(¢) a somewhat significant role
(d) a minor role

(e) an insignificant role

3. Within your jurisdiction has the AFL-CIC ever been part
of a committee addressing the area of criminal and
juvenile justice?

a) Yes
b) No

3a. 1f so, what was the purpose of this committee
and what was your role on it?

3b. How successful do you feel this committee has
been in accomplishing- its objectives?

(1) very successful

(2) successful

(3) somewhat successful
(4) not very successful
(5) unsuccessful
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Within your jurisdiction have you ever developed a
program in the area of criminal and juvenile justice?

a) Yes
b) No

4a. If so, what was the nature of this program

(e:g., title, purpose, types and number of
clients served, funding source)?

4b. Overall, how successful do ycu feel this
program(s) has been?

(1) very successful

(2) successful

(3) somewhat successful
(4) not very successful
(8) unsuccessful

What do you perceive as the needs of yo ; .
s s ur communit
area of criminal and juvenile jUSticeg y in the

In the area of criminal and juvenile justice how can

;giaAFL-CIO Community Services Department be of help to
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PRE-CRAFT UTILIZATION QUESTIONNAIRE

Please respond to the following guestions before you read

the craft utilization manual.

response.)

Union aAffiliation:

Name and Title:

1.

(Circle the most appropriate

At this point my knowledge of craft utilization can best
be described as:

(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)
(3)

very good

good

fair
moderately poor
poor

As a means of reducing crime, at this point I see craft
utilization programs .as:

(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)
(5)
(6)

As far as
I am:
(1)

(2)
(3)
(4)
(5)

very effective
effective .
somewhat effective
not very effective
ineffective .
undecided -

the craft utilization workshop is concerned,

very interested and supportive
interested and supportive

somewhat interested and supportive
mildly interested and supportive
not interested and supportive

At this point do you think you will provide information
about craft utilization to your membership?

(1)
(2)
(3)

Yes
No
Undecided

I anticipate-.that the union I represent:

(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

(5)

(6)

definitely will use the craft utilization manual
probably will use the craft utilization manual
might use the craft utilization manual .
probably will not use the craft utilization manual
definitely will not use the craft utilization manual
undecided
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POST-CRAFT UTILIZATION WORKSHOP QUESTIONNAIRE

Chion Affilatien:

Name and Titla:

(1)

(2)

(4)

(5)

(6)

(7

(8

- (9)

D Bt ‘
initely will use the craft utiliza tien
(2) probably will use the craft utilization m:zlm
Ei; might use the craft utilizaticn manual
probably will not use the craft utilizatien
(3) ddmim?nnmtmtbcmutilizau;:nnn:%ul

(B)
(1) very easy to read
(2) easy to read
(3) somewhat easy to read
(4) not very easy to read

Would the uniom o i
mmthemtuutadindevelcpmgamft

Yeu No

Wandmmunycummbcuimncmassignastaﬂpmtn

“m‘ﬁ&mmmﬁumj&mﬂ
Yas No

-Undecided

Yes No  ndecided
If you responded “Yes® +o
misht. help You provide this infommeiog” TO0 T Of any way ve

Id you have an crganized retiree growp?

Yes No

Has the wion you represent ever passed a resolution in the area of
m*-‘c:- nal zusu cE and erimm prevention (e.g., handgumn control deinstit
~iChaszation of status offerders, Priscn reform)? ‘ -
Yes N2 Xon't loow
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APPENDIX 5-4
PRELIMINARY EVALUATION REPORT ON THE

CU SEMIMAR

MEMORANDUM

TO: Jim Statman, CPM, LPD/AFL-CIO Project
' )
From: Monty Snead, Project Director ﬂrf

RE: Craft Utilization (CU) Seminar Conducted by the LPD
on 4/3/80 at the AFL~CIO Building, Washington, D.C.

DATE: April 15, 1980

Participants:

Harry Boggs, Director, AFL-CIO/Labor Participation
Department

Rob Costa, LPD staff member

Allan Benson, LPD Project Monitor, LEA2

Monty Snead, LPD Evaluation Project Director

Walter R. Williamson, Director of Community Services,
Brotherhcod of Railway and Airline Clerks (BRAC)

Evert Lehman, International Brotherhood of Electrical
Workers

"Chief" Bryant, National Council on Alcoholism

Jeff Steges, International Union of Police Associations,

€ 2

(TUVA), Ariington Police Department

Dr. Allan Bosch, AFL-CIO Department of Community Services

On April 3, 1920, the AFL~CIO/Labor Participation Depart-
ment sponsored a craft utilization (CU) seminar designed to
provide informaticn about CU to interested international/
national unicns and to identify those unions which evidence
enough 'interest to initiate their own CU programs. Thae major
task of the group was to provide comments/input for a draft
CU Manual developed by the LPD and Harry Boggs outlined the
CU Manual to the group for this purpose.

Besides participating in this seminar process itself, my
primary mission was to collect the pre- and post-CU seminar
questionnaires which were to be administered to all participants
whose union had the potential to initiate a CU program.

A total of six pre- and post-guastionnaires (three each)
were collected as only three unions were represented that had
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APPENDIX 5-4
Jim Statman
April 15, 1980
Page II

the capability of instigating CU programs. 1In spite of the

low number of unions who participated in the CU Seminar

(ten were invited), the overall reaction of all participants

to the draft CU Manual was very favorable. Moreover, the
representatives of the unions in attendance exhibited a high
level of interest in developing their own CU programs. Harry
indicated that he would have revised the CU Manual by mid-

May. Union representatives indicated that they would be willing
to discuss CU program development at that time.

Feedback regarding the Manual included:

1. The sugge§tion that retiree groups be given more attention
as potential participants in CU programs.

2. How to handle the issue of citizens becoming involved
as known witnesses to a crime while the CU Manual
emphasized the "noninvolvement" aspect of the type of
crime reporting intended for a CU program,

. The group agreed that there could be occasions where
gltlzens may become more involved in crime reporting than was
intended. There also was unanimous agreemen:t that this issue

should not be treated in the CU Manual, but incorporated into
local-union CU program training.

/tw

CC: Bob Walker
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FINAL EVALUATION REPORT OIN THE
CU SEMINAR

V% 4URORA

?\'/@ - "ISSOCI"_ITES I‘.\,C P30, 13A Streer NS S S0, Nuemmgen, W0 20T 2

MEMO
TO: Harry Boggs, Dirgctor
T Labor Participation Department

AFL-CIO/NCCD
1706 R Street, NW
Washington, DC 20008

Jim Statman, CDM/AFL-CIO Project
aurora associates, Inc.

suite 502 L.
1200 - l8th Streex, MW
Washington, DC 20036

roi i or
FROM: Monty Snead,.PrOJecg Direct
aurora Associates, ne.

summary Report for Craft Ut@lizatiogo(cgl Eiflnar
Conducted by the LPD on april 3, li ﬁw the
AFL-CIO Building, 815 - léth Street, M
wWashingten, pC

@

A2TE: June 2, 1980

participants:

Harry Boggs, Director: AFPL-CIO/Labor Participation
Department

Rob Costa, LPD staff member
ROD_LO=-=

Allan Benson, LPD project Monitor, LEAR

Monty Snead, LPD Evaluation Project Director

i1l i £ community Services,
R. Williamson, Director o=
giéiﬁirhoea o Railway and Airline Clerks (BRARC)

Evart Lehman, International Brotherhood of Electrical

Workers

W.G. Chief Brant, National Council on Alcoholism

“ ¥ . & 3
i Ini of Dolice 2ssoclations:
Jeff Steger, International Union ©

(IGP2), Arlington Pnlice Department

pr. Allan Bosch, AFL-CIO Department of Community Serivces
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APPENDIX 5-5

Memc
Page 2
June 2, 1980

On April 3, 1980, the AFL-CIO/Labor Participation Depart-
ment sponsored a craft utilization (CU) seminar designed to
provide information about CU to interested international/mational
unions and to identify those unions which evidenced enough
interest to initiate their own CU programs. The major task of

the participants was to provide comments/input for a draft CU
manual developed by the LPD.

Besides participating in the seminar itself, Aurora's
primary mission was to collect pre- and post-CU Seminar
gquestionnaires which were administered to all participants whose
union had the potential to initiate a CU program. The general
purpose of this report is to summarize Aurora's evaluation
activities related to the CU Seminar and to provide the LPD with
evaluation feedback related to its CU Seminar activities. This
report contains a summary of the following specific CU-related
issues and activities in order to accomplish this purpose: z)
LPD/Aurora planning of the CU Seminaxr, b) an analysis of the pre-
post-CU Seminar data, ¢) a narrative description of CU Seminar
activites, and d) Aurora's comments and recommendations regarding
LPD and other CU Seminar activities. To introduce these topics,
the first section of this report contains a brief summary of the
rationale and purpose of CU programs. ’ :

The Ratiocnale and Purpose of Craft Utilization (CU) Programs

While crime prevention focuses on the social conditions
which fuel crime (e.g., unemployment, the economy, and poor
housing), crims resistance is defined as the anticiracion,
recognition, and appraisal of a crime risk and the initiation
of some action to remove or reduce it. The basic premfse under-
lying crime resistance is that crime. can be reduced by identifying

what factors create an opportunity for potential crime and remov-
ing these opportunities.

raft utilization involves the use of union personnel in
crime resistance programs who use their skills or work environ-
ment to reduce or prevent crime., For example, letter carriers
and telephone repair workers are in a unique position within
their communities to apply such crime resistance efforts.

Planning the CU Seminar

During late March and early April, Aurors met with LPD stafsf
to plan the CU Seminar. The process of the meeting was formulated
and an agenda for the Seminar was developed (see Appendix I).

L
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Page 3
June 2, 18380

As indicated on the agenda, the original process plan for

the meeting involved splitting the participants into two groups which

would concomitantly (but separately) focus on the same task (i.e.,
to provide comments and feedback regarding the draft CU Manual).
The aim of this procedure was to maximize the likelihood that
diverse and relevant feedback wculd be solicited from participants.

Jean Lushin, Assistant Director of the LPD, had intended to
co-lead one of these groups with Harry Boggs:; however, due to
an wmifortunate series of illnesses in his family, Mr. Lushin
was unable to attend the Seminar. Mr. Boggs adjusted to this
circumstance by combining these two groups during the discussion
pPhase of the Seminar rather than dividing the participants into two

smaller groups.

In the final analysis, the procedure appeared as productive
as the one planned, although it is difficult to tell how successiul
the intended process would have been since it was not used.

During March, Aurcra constructed (with input f£rom the LPD)
pre- and post-CU Seminar questionnaires. The next section of this
document contains the rationale behind these instruments andéd a
summary of the results of the pre- post-guestionnaire data.

2nalysis of Pre- Post-CU Seminar Questionnaire Data

Prior to the CU Seminar, pre- post-CU Seminar guestionnaires
were onsewriucted. (These ‘nshrumsnt~ are contairad in )rpendices
II and III.! The purpose of these instruments was to assess:

- a) participants'knowledge of CU (before and after reading, the CU.
Manual and attending the Seminar), b) their reactions/comments
about the draft CU Manual, c) participants' interest in develop-
ing a CU program within their own union, and d) participants'
reaction to the Seminar itself,

The pre-CU Seminar questionnaires were completed by participants

prior to the Seminar (and before participants had read the draft
CU Manual). The post-CU Seminar questionnaires were completed
immeciately after the Seminar. The following narrative represents
a summary of the pre- post-CU Seminar questionnaire data.

FPollowing the CU Seminar, respondents indicated that they felt
the Manual was easy to read, well-ordered, and encgaged the reader's
interest. One respondent suggested that the Manual should contain
more examples of CU for specific trades, while the other respondent

offered no suggestions for improvement.
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] Both union representatives expressed interest in develooi
ingb program, Hoyever, one respondent stated that he was oPene
un ::;?22 :bgﬁzfgn::?:;ntii uni;n @i represented would be willine

' g s WOIrX with the program during th )
ggogiszliiir.t Tge cher respondept stated that his unign wguld
condonytll g bi © so. The negaglve response of this latter res-
pongent ® obably was due to the fact that this individual
HoTred a d_.a cgmmunlty Services representative for a police

epartment which already offered similar services through hi
actual job rather than through his union. TN -

Neither respondent offered an 1
' . por £ Y suggestions about the wav
:iaghlcﬁ the LPD mlght bg'able to help provide this Enformazion

-llough one respondent did request that he be provided with '

information about the progress of the Manual.

cver g::g;glggrto ?ot@ respondents, neither of their unions had
T I esolution in the area of crimi j 1
‘ . minal justice and
grlme prevention, _Both respondents stated that their unions 4igd
ave organized retiree groups.

Both respondents expressed the inion
= opinion that the meeti
;ery useful,and one respondent indicated that he felt thelng e
leitnar was lnformative as well’ Interestingly enough, this
atter respondent also was the participant who evidenced a very
good knowledge of CU prior to the Seminar. i

v Segg lntgresting trend was apparent across the five pPre- post-
o0 e fiﬁ :Ei:i é;éeé' Fhos$ qu;itions that were completed both
] a eminar) . e resnmondent who irdica+ed

nad 2 good knowledge of CU before the Leminar rétained'hiQ-Q ne

favorable i i i i
i impression of CU and its effectiveness. 1In comparison,

the attitude toward CU of the res . i

pondent who evidenceé onYy
poor knowledge of CU before the Seminar 3 r 78
five pre- post-items. nar i1mproved across all

Specifically, this respondant:

1. described his prior knowied
: . ge of CU as "poor";
following the Seminar, he described it az "§air";

2. was ?undgcided" about the effectiveness of craft
utzllzgt;cn programs as a means of reducing crime;
follow;ng this Seminar, he viewed them as "very
effective" for this purpose;

3. was_“somewpat interested and supportive" of +he
Sem;nariprlor to its occurence; following the
Semlnar, he indicated he was "interested and
supportive" (a sligh;, but positive improvement);

|—t
18]
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i 3 nion would use
tyndecided" as to whethe; his ur 1
+ :ii cgpManual; after the Seminar this rgsponqigz
indicated that his union "probably would use
craft Utilizatieon Manual"; and

d idi information about
vundecided" about prov%dlng in o :

> ggstougis vnion's membership; on the pogttggtsizlnar
questiénnaire, this respondgnt lndlqate = he
would provide this information to his membershdib.

i i de from such a limited
w generalizations can be ma : |
2 Ofmgigrsiétfihiz trend does indicate that the a;tztiie roward
g%t&fsiné réspondent with limited knowledge oi cg'giliie © minar.
theoSeminar consistently did improve after attending

i i Discussion
Narrative Summary of CU Seminar

i iewing the rationale, pur=
s began the meeting by revi g . e P2
H:igycggggnts gf the draft CU Manual. The mag;;aiggggnhzre.
igzeéarticisants following this presentation aze s

' urp was
Allan Benson emphasized thaz tpe ?eopzigyOfbgz igogzizs
articipants in paray., o
2§t tgogztaggrzrggrggtgntial criminalactlvxtifsangigiggrgﬁiligii
Shir i ! d. He also p _
ithi i mmunity or neighborhood. 2t
:izh:2c§222ro§othe Cprrograms was highly dependent on +he mann

in which CU was marketed to potential program participants.

nllan Bosch asked Jefu Steger (of the Aéltggzgilzoéigi Citizens
tment) what the police needed to respon s frgm citl
e orti ssible criminal activity. Mr. S;eger€res. nded that
regoiﬁﬁﬁgwig needed was the nature and location oahzgec;;;éﬁt
:ttivitv, Thus, callers can remain anonomyous.

of the type of crime reporting intended for a CU program.

asi itizens
The group agreed that there could be occ;s;onsswgiizngzgf
may become more involved in crime reporting FhaEeWZHould nded.
Thgre also was unamifoms agreement that this 1SS t

! . ~anion
included in the CU, Manual, but incorporated into local-unio
cv programwtraining.
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Mr, Steger pointed out that all police departments have
representatives who will talk to community groups. He also felt
that, once in place, CU programs could be workable without much
supervision. Mr. Steger felt that CU programs were best
suited to address the problem of'neighborhood burglaries. He also
suggested that the CU Manuzal should mention the use of retiree
groups as potential participants in CU programs. (The revised
CU Manual does contain this reference.) Walter Williamson
commented that the National Association of Retired Railroad
Employees was a good, active source of retirees. Mr. Boggs
pointed out that retirees' fear of crime could be reduced by
their involvement in crime resistance programs. Another suggestion
(which was incorporated into the revised CU Manual) was to include

more specific examples of CU that could be applied to various
union trades.

Conclusions and Comments

While the overall response to the CU Manual by the Seminar
participants was highly favorable, only three of the nine

Seminar participants were potential CU program developers

(i.e., appropriate respondents to the pre- post~CU questicnnaires).
One of these three potential respondents indicated that he would
withhold submission of his questionnaire data until the CU

Manual was published. During a, K follow-up phone conversation between
Monty Snead (Aurora's LPD Evaluation Project Director) and

this participant, it was learned that this pre~ post-datz may be
provided after the CU Manual is published. Thus, pre- posi-data
were collected for two of the three potential CU program developers
who attended the Seminar. In any event, the International President
of this union has indicated that the CU Manual will be announced

ir th- union's rewsletter oncz the CU Manuul haz bezr. publirked.

This initially small pool of potential CU program deyelopers
raises the possible problem of finding unions willing to spensor
CU programs. The favorable response of the union representatives
who did not attend the conference and the positive trend in the
questionnaire data suggest that the limited attendance at the CU
Seminar will not hamper CU program development. Moreover, the CU

Manual will be publicized in the AFL-CIO News (the national publica-
tion of the AFL-CIO) and the other AFL~CIO newsletters. :

Aurora will work with the LPD to develop a CU Manual dissemina=-
tion strategy after assessing the comments of those receiving the

final version of the Manual and following the response generated from
the publicity the Manual receives in the AFL=~CIO newsletters.
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LPD Technical Assistance (T/A) Episode Recording Form

Name (of person delivering T/A):

Date:

Please answerlthe following questions for each episode of T/A.

1. Who requested the T/A?

Name:

Address and Telephone Number:

Agency/Group Affiliation:
2 What type(s) of T/A was/were requested?

3. How was the need for T/A identified?

— - " A— — ———— v

4 What type(s) of T/A did you actm§lly deliygr?thizlgizeaiést
. £ ctivities you performecd to provide ‘ d
igg;gat: 3hat program needs/resources and potential fund

ing sources were identified.)

5 What was/were the objective(s) of the’T/A requested?

6 What was/were the outcome(s) of the T/A provided?
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TRIP REPORT FOR NORFOLK, VIRGINIA ULA's

COMMUNITY SERVICESCOUNSELLIMSCOURSE GRADUATION CEREMONY
tachment B

MEMO

TO: Jim Statman, CPM, AFL-CIO Project

FROM: Monty Snead, Aurcra AFL-CIO Project Director/%7’

RE" Trip Report for Norfolk, Virgirnia United Labor Agency's
Community Services Ccunselling Courses Graduation. Held
at the Norfolk Holiday Inn on May 9, 1980, :

DATE: June 12, 1980

The purpose of this Ireport is to summarize my May 9,
1980 Norfolk trip activities related to my attendance at
the Norfolk United Labor Agency's (U.L.A!s) Community Ser-
vices Courses graduation ceremony. This event was relatead
to AFL-CIO (LPD) NCCD Project activities in that Harry Boggs
had been providing materials,-&xﬁnﬁzﬂ,assunzmce,and
training to the Norfolk U.L.A. and the Norfolk State Univer-
sity to establish a college course in Juvenile Crime Preven-

ion at the University.

The purpere cf this TOWrsS¢ ~2s to hel» union uré non.
union persons understand their juvenile justice system and
how they could become involved in constructive change and
support for this system. Classes began in February, 1980
and were concluded on May 6, 1980. .

Over one-third (N = 21) of the fifty-seven graduztes
being honored at the ceremony haé completed this course,

(The remaining thirty-six graduates had completed either a
"Health Awareness" or "Basic Counsellor" course.) Mr. Boggs
pointed out that the course offering with which he was a8sso-
ciated ("Juvenile Crime") represented the first time that
Labor and a University had been involved in the establishment
of a2 program of study which was not solely labor-related (i.e.,
& course which is available to the total community and pri-
marily sponsored by Labor). Following an outline of my itin-
erary, I have provided a narrative sSummary of these activities.
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Outline of Norfolk Trip Activities

Friday, May 9, 1980
12:15 p.m.

12:30 - 2:30 p.m.

5:00 p.m.
7:30 - 10:30 p.m.

11:00p.m.-12:30a.m.

Saturday, May 10, 1980

8:30 a.m.
11:00 a.m.

Arrive Norfolk International Airport

Met with Harry Boggs to discuss AFL-
CIO Project and the evening's -
scheduled activities

Attended pre-graduation social hour

" Attended graduation banguet and cere-

mony. Principal speaker: Douglas A.
FPraser, President, Intermational Auto
Workers Union

Informél social meeting with BHarry
Boggs and Phylis Angus (Supervisor

of the U.S. Census for the Tidewater,
VA area) .

Breakfast with Harry Boggs

Harry Boggs dropped me off at m& home
in Richmond, Virginia
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Narrative Description of Norfolk Trip Activities

Following our meeting to discuss our schedule and general
LPD Project activities, Harry Boggs and I attended the pre-grad-
uation socizl hour at the Norfolk Holiday Inn (Scope). During
this event I met Phylis Angus, supervisor for the Tidewater Area
Census. Through Ms. Angus andéd Mr. Boggs, I was introduced to
the mayor of Portsmouth and several Vice-Presidents and Presidents
of local unions.

Just prior to the graduation banquet dinner I was able to
meet Douglas Fraser, President of the International United Auto
Workers Union and principle speaker for the graduation ceremony.
I also was introduced to Paul Askew, Chairman of the Board of
Directors for the Norfolk U.L.A. (I later met Mr. Askew at the
AFL-CIO Community Services Conference in New York City - May 19-

20). Mr. Askew indicated to me that these courses are part of a

growing number of crime prevention ‘initiatives which will become
a part of the overall course offerings at Norfolk State University
and other local universities/colleges.

During his address, Mr. Fraser addressed issues of national
concern (e.g., the faltering economy, particularly as it related
to the auto industry) in addition to congratulating the course
graduates for their efforts. (The following week Mr. Fraser was
appointed to the Board of Directors of Chrysler Corporation.)

The ceremony concluded with the graduates receiving their certi-
ficates. Ms. Angus, Mr. Boggs and I met informally after the
banguet ceremony.

While Mr. Boggs received positive feedback from those who
participated in the Juvenile Crime Course, I will discuss with
him the possibility of securing "harder" followup data from these
cuourse graduates. This could involve the use of guestionnaire
and/or telenhone survey instrumen+s tco assess participants’ re-
actions to the course and to determine how they will use the
knowledge they have acguired.

Attachment: Brochure for Graduation Ceremony
cc: Bob Walker, HBarry Boggs
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TRIP REPORT FOR VISIT TO THE PHOENIX, ARIZONA ULA

MEMORANDUM
TO: Jim Statman
FROM: Monty Snead
RE: Trip Report for my visit to the Phoenix, Arizona
United Labor Agency (ULA) with Harry Boggs, LPD

Director

DATE: September 2, 1980

After getting settled in Phoenix, Harry Boggs and I
drove around Phoenix in order to familiarize ourselves with
the logistics of the city. (Mr. Boggs had come to Phoenix
on Saturday, August 23, the day before my arrival.) Speci-
fically, Mr. Boggs indicated that he wanted to assess the
distribution and size of the city's population and how (and
where) the more affluent sections of the city were separated
from the poorer areas. These activities also included talk-
ing to some local citizens about various community service
issues. All of these activities were designed to provide us
with an overview of the Phoenix area which would better enable
us to discuss labor's community services activities during
our visit to the Labor's Community Service Agency (the ULA
in Phoenix) which was scheduled for the next day. In fact,
the purpose of Mr. Boggs' visit to the Phoenix ULA was to
meet its Executive Director, Caroll Minogue, to discuss
current ULA activities and the possibility of establishing
additional crime resistance programs in this agency. Mr.
Boggs felt that this familiarization process would better
equip us to discuss the community services issues with Mr.
Minogue the next day (neither Mr. Boggs or myself had ever
been to Phoenix).
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On Monday, August 25, Mr. Boggs and I met with Mr,
Minogue &+t the ULA at which time he presented an overview of
current ULZ activities and programs. Examples of such
activities included: an annual flu shot program (servicing
over 45,000 persons last year), emergency relief of wvarious
kinds (e.g., money (for gas, food), renegotiating house pay-
ment terms for unemployed/disabled workers), anéd information
and referral services. Services alsc involved setting up
free physicals, free medical care, and free legal services.
Throughout Mr. Minogue's review of ULA services, it was
apparent that one of the primary resources he offered clients
was his use of key contacis within the state/local government
and the community to address the specific needs of clients
which were not being met by existing community services. For
example, Mr.. Minogue made direct calls <o the governor's
office (Phoenix is the capital of Arizona) to insure speedy
delivery of food stamps to an individual who had previously
been denied such service. Other examples were cited where
Mr. Minogque drew upon his community contacts to assist needy
clients £ind shortcuts in the system in order to supply them
with the immediate relief they were seekincg. (Appendix I
contains a copy of the form the agency uses to record client
data and the services provided.)

During our morning discussions, I azlso had the opportunity
to meet Bob Connelly, the President of the Central Labor
Council in Phoenix. (The Council's office is in the same
building as the ULZ.) Mr. Connelly stzted that one of the
problems that has proven frustrating in trying to establish
nes prece-ems is that a large portion c¢f the {uncs thzt gec
earmarked for human service programs are slated to go through
an unbrella agency (e.g., ARCA) which, in turn, passes~through
the funds to.the service delivery agencies. Mr. Connelly
anéd Mr. Minogue agreed that typically there is little money
left for direct service after z2ll of the administrative
costs have been paved. They would like tc see such monies
passed directly through to the agencies delivering the
service, thereby avoiding much of what they feel are unneces- .
sary administrative costs.

I was also introduced to Dan and Carlene Hoorman who
operate a labor-sponsored program offerinc rezl esta+te fee
ciscounts (from 7% to 4% of purchase price) +o union-member
home buvers. Mr. and Mrs. Hoorman reported that they average
cne szle per month under this program and that the rate of
sales was likely to increase in the future,
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APPENDIX 5-8

topendix I

LABOR'S COMMUNITY SERVICE AGENCY

5818 Nerth 7th St. Room 107
Phoenix, Az. 85014

LOCAL UNION MRS
PHONE ADDRESS

JOB STATUS

SOCIAL SECURITY #

INCOME $ / MAR. STATUS g g

) (
) W (
D ( ) # OF DEP.C
| ; k % * * ® % X%
* k k %k Kk %k k Kk k% Kk k% k h kK Kk Kk kR
PROBLEM DESCRIPTION

x ™ % %
X ok Kk %k k kR Kk Kk k% Rk ok %k R kKW
‘fo;uiizN* TEEEas LABOR'S LEGAL SERVICE ( )
e ] &

L

N

! v ' 135 -
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4. What type(s) of T/a did you actually deliver?

APPENDIX 5-8

t‘l
'y
9]

Technical Assistance (T/&) Episode Recording Form

Name (of person delivering T/a):

Date:
Please answer the following questions for each episode of T/a.
l. Who reguested the T/A?

Name:

Address and Telephone Number:

Agency/Group Affiliation:

2. What type(s) of T/A was/were reguesteds

" 3. How was the need fo; T/A identified?

-—rp . o ———

(Please lis+
speciiic activities You performec to provide this™>T/2 and
indicate what Program needs/rescurces and Potential fund-
ing sources were identified.)

5. What was/were the cbjective (s) of +he T/% requested?

6. What was/were the outcome (s) of the T/2 orovided?
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