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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.\ IIparent ll organizations. The three 

major goals of this LEAJ\-funded project were to: a) stimulate 

the invoivement of organiz,;d 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 cI'ime reduction and other justice­

related issues, and c) help troubled youth find a meaningful 

and productive place in socit.t,ty 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). Five 'm?"j:6r proJect:: :c·OIrLP.'0-

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 roinority-owned human services con-

suIting organization, was contracted to evaluate the CRCJJR Project. 

viii 

',. 

I 
",~ ,1 

The cornerstone of Aurora's evaluation approach 

velopment of a functional model which contained 
was the de-

the major LPD 
activities to be performed for each 

component as well as the 

interrelationship among each series of activities or "action 

stepsll. For e h t' ac ac l.on 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 carrYl."ng t"t ou l. s 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 

major LPD deliverables (e.g., the Craft Utilization Manual and 

the Community Services Survey Report) d 
an guidance in develop-

ing the Craft Utilization Sem;nar and " 
• l.n setting up various 

systems of documentation. 

Aurora also participated ;n f h • many 0 t e LPD's activities 

(e.g., the Craft Utilization (CU) Seminar) and in certai~ 

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 

pre-post CU Seminar evaluation instruments) to obtain 

evaluation data. 

(e.g. , 

Aurora I S evaluation arlalysis revealed that the LPD was 

only partially successful in achieving its stated goals and 
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objectives. While the CO 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. Formal CU programs were not developed although the 

LPD did conduct a variety of CU presentations and other activities 

to publicize the CO Manual and the concept of craft utilization. 

Aurora suggests that the major reasons for the lack of CO 

program development were the LPD's overestimation of organized 

labor's interest in developing such programs and the lack of 

adequate 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 f'ormally instituted and the clearinghouse catalogue, 

though developed, was never disseminated (ev;en though it was 

developed). The LPD was also unsuccessful in securing Fyal 

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 
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requests from specific ur~ and other groups interested in 

justice programming. 

In Aurora's View, one of the major deficiencies in the 

LPD's approach to the CRCJJR Project was its tendency to drift 

from its stated goals and objectives, concentrating its 

efforts on specific project tasks rather than attacking 

major 

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 indi vid""lls and 

groups as an extremely respected, useful, and knowledgeable 

resource in the field of commun;~y . -~ serv~ce 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 grant 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 r.eform; and 

o help troubled youth find a meaningful and pro­
ductive place in society by assisting the youth 
component (Labor Youth Sponsorsh~p 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. 
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I ~ As will be further discussed in Chapter 3, the CRCJJR 

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: Conununity Services Survey (Goals 1,2) i 

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

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

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

Component V: Assistance 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 th~s project. 

Monty Snead, Ph.D., Aurora's LPD evaluation Project Director, 

was responsible for designing, conducting, and reporting the 

evaluation activities for this project. 

2 
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This document represents Aurora's LPD "Crime Resist-

ance 'l Project final evaluaidon report for the FY80 funding 

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

1.2 Organization 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 LPP 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 detaile.d 

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 (OCJP) 

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, 1981~ however, 
Aurora's ongoing evaluation activities ceased, as scheduled, 
on December 20, 1980. Thus, an evaluation of LPD Project­
related activities from December 21, 1980, through 
February 28, 1981, is not presented in this report. 

3 

Chapter 4 provides a detailed account of Aurora's approach 

to the evaluation. Th;s d' " • ~scuss~on ~ncludes the presentation 

of Aurora's 1 t' eva ua ~on design and methodology to 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-rese'arch" approach to the evaluation of 

the CRCJJR Project not only produced a use.ful 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 pres cribed milestones and acti vi ties. 

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 

4 
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"success" or "failure". Specific statistical and other 

numerical data were collected to provide distinctly measur-

able indicators as to whether particular 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 

fil'ldings are presented for each ];roj ect 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. 
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CHAPTER 2 

HISTORY AND DESCRIPTION OF THE AFL-CIO/NCCD 
LABOR PARTICIPATION DEPARTMENT (LPD) 

AND THE GOALS, OBJECTIVES, AND MAJO.R 
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 Delinquency (NCCD). 

The NCCD, founded in 1907 with its main office in 

Hackensack, New Jersey, is a ~on-profit agency seeking 

national reform of the criminal and juvenile justice system, 

the establisfI..ment of cOIn.-nunity-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 

6 
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alternatives to traditional juvenile and criminal justice 

programs. 

This nonpartisan organization tests new models, methods, 

and policies in the criminal ju~tice 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 a.nd private agencies. 

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

of Community Se~lices (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 1"955, 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 A.FL-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, 
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Figure 2-1 

The Community Service System Of The AFL-CIO 

I AFL-CIO 

!president: Lane Kirkland 
L-CIO Community 

Services Committee 

IseclY-Treas.: Thomas R. Donahue 
Community Service 
Departments of Affili­
ated National and 
International Unions 

I 

AFL-CIO 

Department Of Community 
Services 

Director: 

State AFt-CIO 
and 

Community Services Committee 

Local Central Labor Body 
.and 

Community Services Committee 

I 
I 

Loca~ Union Community 
Serv~ces Committee 

--------------__ -J 

Liaison With United I 
Way. Of America 

~ ____ -------,Liaison With American 
I- Red Cross 

Liaison With National 
Council on Crime and 
Delinquency (The Labor 
Participation Department) 

.Liaison With Boy 
Scouts of America 

-""'+--~ Liaison With March 
Of Dimes 

Liaison With National 
-~-4-~ Insti tute on Alcohol 

Abuse and Alcoholism 

AFL-CIO (CSA) United I 
-------.:u Labor Agencies 

L~C~l AFL-CIO (CSA) Labor 
----~ ____ ~L7a~son Staff Representa-

t~ves With United Way, etc. 
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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 filling this service void. 

The ULA's are free-standing, non-profit bodies which are 

eligible for a variety of funding within the public and 

. t Through these agencies (which are consti-pr~vate sec or. 

tuted under their local central bodies) -- 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-Iarge. 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 
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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 (NeeD). 

The LPD represents the linkage between the AFL-CIO and 

the NeeD (see Figure 2-1). This partnership was formed in 
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April of 1970 and was created at a time in our nation's history 

when large segments of the American population were expressing 

increased conceT.n 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 m~nber 

AFL-CIO, and the NCCD, a private non-profit organization which 

has been at the forefront of progressive advocacy, progra~m-

ming and education in the justice field for oVl?r 73 years. 

The LPD has educated organized labor in criminal justice 

issues, stimulated crime prevention and other efforts 

related to criminal and juvenile justice 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 
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justice program services is thus another programrnat~ic 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 

communi ty service acti vi ties. The LPD is responsi VE~ to and 

supervised fiscally by the President and a Vice-President 

of the NCCD (Milton Rector and Diana G d ~. 1) or on, respec\:~ve y , 

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 

location, 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.? The Goals, Objectives, and Major Components of 'the 
CRCJJR Project 

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

three major goals for the CRCJJR project:! 

• to stimulate the involvement of organized labor, 
at the local and national level, in issues 
relating 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 reduction and 
justice reform (p.4) i and 

1. Un~ess otJ:erwise noted, all page numbers included in 
th~s sect~on refer to the CRCJJR proposal which the 
LPD submitted to OCJP. 
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• uth find a meaningful and to help troubled ro 
'ty by assisting the 

productive place ~~b~~c~~uth sponsorship,Pro-Youth component ( 't d Labor Comprehens~ve 'th' the Un~ e , h 
gram) w~, ~n, enters (ULCCJCs) ~n t e , 
Criminal Just7ce Cd Fort Worth, Texas ULAs,~n 
Cleveland, Oh~o a~f the Juvenile Courts ~n 
their effort ~o,o :~ alternative to the 
the two loca17t~e~ non-dangerous youth 
institutional~zat~o~ of y and other direct 
offenders through ~,VOC~~ng youth away from 
services aimed a;, ~v:rstem (p. 8, CRCJJR 
the criminal jUSC~C~ i~al LYSP proposal sub­proposal; p. 62, or g 
mitted to OJJDP). 

To attain these goals, l ' h the the LPD was to accomp ~s 

following object:Lves: 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

of ULAs and local AFL-CIO 
to conduct a s~rveYstaff to determine th7 past, . 
GQrr~unity serv~c:~tial involvement in cr~~e 
present, and pot , , 1 and juvenile just~ce resistance and cr~m~na 
issues (pp. 6-7); 

, house for information to establish a clear~ngt tial labor-sponsored 
concerning actual o~ Pj~s~~ce programs (p. 13); crime resistance an , 

, b providing clear~ng­
to serve a liaison fun~;~o~el~vant informatio~ to 
house documents and ot and other comrnun~ty 
LEAA grantees, 1~bor(grou~s'11_12); 
groups and agenc~es pp. , 

, ization (CU) manual and to develop a craft ut71 nce and training to at 
provide technicalli~~~~;~ational unions w~~)~ant 
least two nat~~na CU programs (pp. 12- I to develop the~r own 

then the Labor Youth Spon­
to maintain and S~~~~g the United Labor Compre-
sorship pr~gramlw~ t~ce Centers (ULCCJCs) in 
hensive Cr~mina hi

uS 
d Fort Worth, Texas ULAs the Cleveland, 0 0 an 

(p. 4); and 

newly-created ULAs in es­to assist at least two, or 'ustice program 
tablishing ~ crirnehr~~~~t:~~~stan~e (T/A) to es-and to prov~de tec n ted 
tablished ULA programs, as reques . 
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The reader should note that several featUres of earlier 

LPD iniatives were incorporated into the design of the CRCJJR 

project. Noteworthy commonalities between previous LPD ef-

forts and those prescribed for the CRCJJR Project are high-

lighted here with citations of the previous LPD projects 

with which they are associated. 

• assisting agencies with locallY-based, salaried staff 
(i. e., the ULCCJCs) provide direct services to troub­
lE~d youth (Citizens/Community Mobilization Project 
(J.973-1976) and Citizens Participation Towards a Sa­
fe!r Community Project, 1978-1979); 

• serving a "brokerage"/liaison function (Crime Pr,e­
vention Counselor Project, 1976-1979) by aSsisting 
union groups and other interested parties in joining 
forces to conduct a variety of efforts in the areas 
of crime reSistance and justice reform; and 

• reinstituting the concept of craft utilization through 
the creation of craft utilization programs in several 
international unions, and the development of a CU 
manual which Would be made available to any group or 
interested party Wishing to implement a CU program or 
learn more about the concept (Labor Leadership Deve­
lopment Proje~t, 1976-1979). 

In order to achieve the CRCJJR' s goals and objectives, 

the following five major project components were incorpor_ 

ated into the Project deSign, each addressing one or more 

of the LPD's stated goals and objectives: 

Component I: 

Component II: 

Component III: 

Component IV: 

Component V: 

Community Serv.ices Survey (CSS) 

Clearinghouse/Liaison Function 

Craft Utilization (CU) 

ASSistance to the Labor 
Sponsorship Programs Youth 

ASSistance to New United Labor Agen­
cies (ULAs) in Establishing New Crime 
ReSistance and Justice Reform Programs. 

14 , 



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. acti vi ties; 

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

4) a deter.mination of the labor communities' victimiza­
tion rates; 

5) a determination of ULA/CSA staff needs for consulta­
tioD. 

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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FIGURE 2-2 

Interrelationships Among the CRCJJR Project Goais, Objectives, and Project Components 

QQM& 

1. To stimulate the involvement of 
organized labor, at the local and 
national level, in issues relating 
to justice through the 
APL-CIO community services network 
and particularly through the 
United Labor Agencies (ULAs). 

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

3. 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 
to the institutionalization of 
non-dangerous youth offenders 
through advocacy and other direct 
services aimed at diverting youth 
away from the criminal justice 
system. 

6. 

OBJECTIVES MAJOR PROJECT COMPONENTS 

To conduct a In~rvey of ULAs and local ~I. 
AFL-CIO community services staff to 
determine their past, present, and po­
tential involvement in crime resist­
ance and criminal and juvenile justice 
issues. 

To establish a clearinghouse for infor­
mation concerning actual or potential 
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 
community ~roups 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 their own CU programs. 

To maintain and strengthen th'e 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-' 
ance or justice program and to pro­
vide technical assistance~o established 
ULA programs, as requested'. 

Community Services 
Survey (CSS) 

Clearinghouse/ 
Liaison Function 

Craft Utilization (CU) 

Assistance to the 
Labor Youth Sponsorship 
Program (LYSP) within 
United Labor Compre­
hensive Criminal Jus­
tice Centers (ULCCJCs) 

Assistance to New 
United Labor AgenCies 
(ULAs) with EXisting 
or Potential Crime 
Resistance and Justice 
Reform Programs 
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, 
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Data contained in the CSS S~mary Report would be used 

a) provide information for the clearinghouse database 
(Component II) regarding information concerning crim­
inal and juvenile justice activities within the labor 
movement (p.6); 

b) provide input to the craft utilization component 
(Component III) for selecting two or three unions 
who would profit most and who would be most recep­
tive to such programs (p. 13); and 

c) help identify two to four ULAs for possible criminal 
justice programs or advocacy projects (Component V, 
pp. 6, II, 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 (Le., 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 NIJJDP clearinghouses (as possible data for 

their clearinghouse functions). 

Clearinghouse activities were viewed as ~l ongoing LPD 

operation, but it was anticipated that this function would be-

come a more prom5nent feature of the project once an adequate 

database.was acquired. 

Component III: Craft Utilization 

Craft utilization (CU) involves the use of a union's 

unique 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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't' ns in crime resistance for these workers to educate c~ ~ze 

It is also a useful vehicle for de­techniques and issues. 
of suspected criminal activity. tecting the presence 

to be developed in cooperation with na­
A CU manual was 

tional and international labor unions who would be invited to 

the basis of the applicability of the union's 
a Cll seminar on 

area of crime prevention and their willingness 
function in the 

to participate (pp. 12, 16). 

) un;ons were to be selected for training Two (or three ... 

and T/A to develop their own CU programs (pp. 12, l7). LPD 

staff (and/or consultants for the LPD) were to assist parti­

cipating unions with Cll program implementation and were to 

work closely with these unions to secure program funding 

(pp. 9, 18) • 

to II outside II 

programs (p. 

Cpmponent IV~ 

The LPD 

requests 

18) • 

also indicated that it would respond 

for T/A to develop and implement CU 

Assistance to the Labor Youth Sponsorship 
Program (LYSP) within the United Labor 
Criminal Justice Cent'ers (ULCCJCs) 

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 assist delinquent 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 non-dangerous youth offenders. 

The principle method employed by LYSP staff at both sites was 
.~.'" 

advocacy and the delive~l 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 d) leisure time and personal inter­

est and development activities. IJYSP 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 ne~ds matched the services available through the pro-

gram. As during FY79, union volunteers continued to playa 

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 
Fyal. 

Component; V: Assistance to New United Labor Agencies (ULAs) 
Wi th Existing or Potent.iJ.al Criminal and Justice 
Programs 

Drawing in part from the data 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 co~mitrnent 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 progr~n-related areas. 
\. 

Several criteria for ULA selection were included in the 

LPD's proposal to OCJP (p. Ill.' These criteria required that 

ULAs be selected from areas: al 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 dl where the ULAs were fairly 

21 

.. .~ 

t 
t 
I 

. ! 

! 
, I 
I 1 
L:;1 

:. -

I: ~ ., '<Y 

If' 
III I 

~~ fi._ 

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: ess). Even in this case, results provided by the CSS were 

to. be 'used to ... gui.de the 'LPD :Lni ts .selection of those who would 

recei ve T/A .. 

The LPD defined T/A as IIprovidj,ng progranunatic assistance 

to Uni~ed 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 project 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 Staffing 

;r I 

The LPD carried out CRCJJR Project activities from two 

locations. Harry Boggs, the LPD Director, maintained the 

LPD 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. Ll.lshin 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 

ju~tice pr?gramming, they have also developed Gonsiderab1e 

familiarity with the crimina1.justice system. Their expertise 

has been acquired through the variety of projects which the 

L?P. has conducted in these a~eas, 'and, as ~oted 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. BQggs) and the secretary were budgeted 

to devote over ninety percent (90%) of their time to the 

CRCJJR Project, while eighty (80%) of Mr. Lushinls time was 

apportioned to this effort. Figure ~1 contains a schematic 

summary of the LPD1s organizational structure and also dis­

plays the interre1at.ionships between the LPD and the other 

major organizational components of the CRCJJR J;roject. 

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 administration of the 

LPD1s 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 corr~un­

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

3.2 Fis cal Management , 

Project funds fram OCJP were forwarded to the NCCD which 
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Figure ~-l 

Organizational Chart for the CRCJJU Project 
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would, j"n 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 Kok(l;f\':) office wer~ 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 APPROACH 

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 wi~h 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 

performance rela'cive to the CRCJJR Project, it also served 

as a~ integral part of the project itself -- a component 

that assisted the LPD in identifying problem areas as they 

were encountered and in implementing PLoject modifications 

and alternati'\re courses of action in response to these diffi­

cuI ties. Frequent con.tact and communication between Aurora 

and the 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 outcome.' 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 development, conduct and timeliness 

of project activities and procedures are examples of areas 

addressed during a process evaluation. 

outcome, 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. 

As will be shown in the following sec'cion, Aurora's ap-

proach to the evaluation of the CRCJJR project included consi-

derations of both process and outcome. 

4.2 ~valuation Design and Methodology 

Before one can design an evaluation, it is necessary to 

fLrst specify what is to be evaluated, what questions or is­

sues should be addressed by the assessment and what standards 

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 

CRCJJR Project proposal submitted to OCJP. However, this 
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document did not describe the functional relationships among 

these elements nor did it specify levels of project activity 

or products that could serve as evaluation standards. The 

first evaluation task was to conceptually organize the project's 

goals, objectives and activities into a functional model, de­

tailing the flow of project operations and their relationship 

to specific project goals ana objectives. Aurora's functional 

model of the CRCJJR project is represented in Figure 4-1. As indicated, 

five major project components were identified in the LPD's 

CRCJJR proposal, each directed at achieving one or more' of 

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

interrelationships among the project's goals, objectives and 

Project components}. The reader will also note a series of 

activities or "action steps" for each of the components. 

These action steps were also developed by Aurora on the basis 

of a cti vi ty proposed by the LPD in its CRCJ JR propos al . 

The functional model displayed in Figure 4-1 provides 

a visual representation of the interrelationships among all 

major project operations, linking these activities to each 

of the ]?roject components and, ultimately, to the :project's 

goals and objectives (see Figure 2-2). This model was submit­

ted to and approved by the LPD and by the OCJP Program Manager. 

The next step in preparing the evaluation design was to 

develop a set of evaluation questions for each of the action 

steps contained in the functional model. For each evaluation 

question, standards and indicators were developed to provide 
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benchmarks against which to address the issues raised by each 

question. The method by which evaluation information was to 

be collected was also specified. Appendix 4-1 through Appendix 

4-5 contain the evaluation questions, standards, indicators, 

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

each appendix corresponding to one of the five project compo­

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

which provides the timeline associated with the performance 

of the action steps for that component. 

As the reader will note by inspecting Appendix 4-1 through 

4-5, Aurora smployed a variety of methods to collect both 

process and outcome evaluation information in its assessment 

of the CRCJJR project. These methods include: 

• document review (e.g., to ensure completion of 
deliverables such as the Craft utilization (CU) 
Manual and the Community Services Survey (CSS)Report); 

• on-site observation of the project activities, including 
TA site visits conducted by the LPD (e.g., via trips 
to Norfolk, Virginia; Phoenix, Arizona; Cleveland, 
Ohio; Fort Worth, Texas; Atlanta, Georgia; New York, 
New York); 

• interviews with the LPD and other k~y informants 
related to the project: 

• development of the LPD Technical Assistance (T/A) 
Episode Recording Form (to document the T/A delivered 
by the LPD) and other forms by which the LPD and 
LYSP staff could re~ord LYSP-related T/A episodes. 
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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 I s offices were located i.n 

close proximity facilitated this interactive process. Aurora 

evaluation staff kept the Program Manager informed of evalua-

'cion acti vi ties 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, OCJPi and OJJDP. In sununary, Aurora provided an evalu-

ation strategy designed not only to assess the process and 

outcome of the CRCJJR 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 RECOHMENDATIONS 

5.1 rntroduction 

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 Append;x 4-5. .... Following the 

presentation of findings for each component, conclusion 

and recommendations specific to that component are provided. 

5.2 Finding RE: Component I. C 't - ommun~ y 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 h d a promised (e.g. assistance with the CSSls development, 

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

were further delayed for this reason. 

33 



'-_ .... ~ -

t 

r 

"' 

-------------

To fill 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 r1arch and April, 19~0. 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 1, 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 

':'0 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. In 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 CSSs 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 likelihood of response, the LPD 

enclosed an addressed, stamped envelope for returning completed 

CSSs and included a coverlett~r explaining the rationale of 

the survey and the intended use of the data requested. (See 

Appendix 5-1 for the final version of the CSS.) May 25, 1980 

was set as the deadline for the return of the completed CSSs. 

It was at this stage that the progress of CSS activities was 

qgain 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 CSS 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. Although 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 FY81 funding, 

as it became clear the LEAA was not l;kely to 'd .... prov~ e further 

funding for LPD initiatives. N t 'th d o w~ stan ing 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 requests 

generated by the CSS.) Dur;ng J 1 1980 .... u y, the LPD also delivered 

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

ess Report in its clearinghouse database and d ma e 2. presentation 

of CSS Report findings to representatives of the Fort Worth, Texas 

and Cleveland, Ohio ULA~ 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 ~SS 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' ess 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 fo:-mal 

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 fc.,regoing analysis of the CSS component, 

Aurora's conclusions are as follows: 

~I I 

• 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 tr,\e response rate to the CSS was rather 
low (24%), the data that were obtained and presented 
in the £~,g:,.~eport 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; 

• the ess Report was disseminated to all ULA/CSA staff 
as well as the NeeD, LEAA, and the evaluator; 

• the completion of the ess Report. did not occur as 
scheduled because: a) LPD efforts were initially 
focused on the eu component, b) NeeD withdrew its 
commitment to assisting the LPD with this component 
and, c) the LPD extended the deadlin~ for returning 
the esss in an unsuccessful attempt to increase the 
number of ess respondents; 

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

• a more concerted and systematic follow-up effort 
could have been initiated to increase the level 
of response to ess, 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: ComEonent II: 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 sources 

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 

the LPD1s other resources (which were mentioned in catalog, 

(e.g.,availability of other material through the LPD an.d 

NeCD) 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. 

Liaison actiVi'ties 

The LPD performed a variety of liaison activities 

during the course of the project year. These efforts 

included: 

• assis~ance in establishing a linkage between 
orga~~~ed labor and the National Crime Prevention 
Coal~t~on. ~hrough these LPD efforts, labor staff 
began attend~ng crime prevention training work­
workshopsspo~sor,ed ,by tAe coalition, providing 

• 

• 

• 

• 

th7se staff w1th crime prevention techniques/skills 
wh1ch they could apply within their locals. As a re­
s~lt of these,LPD liaison activities, a representa­
t~ve,o~ organ7zed labor now sits on the Board of the 
CoaI1t~on. F1nally, through its efforts in bringing 
toget~er members of the Coalition and the Internation­
al Un~~n of Police Associations, the LPD helped to 
establ~s~ ~ system whereby all materials produced by 
the,Coal~t10n are automatically transmitted to all 
Po11ce Departments throughout the country. 

li~king pr~vate industry (i.e., Reality Enterprises, 
Ph~ladelph~a, 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); 

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}; 

a~sisting labor representatives develop criminal jus­
t~7e programs for their membership (e.g., for the 
Un~ted 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 ~n organ~zed 
labor to establish a liaison in an effort to pro-
vide victim assistance; . -' . 

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 dissem~n­
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 I.PD 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; 
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are: 

• impressions gleaned from Aurora's interactions with 
community services staff and other individuals served 
by th7 LPD during the project year indicated that IJPD 
~as v~ewed as a respected and utilized resource with­
~n the labor community on issues relating to crime 
resistance, cr~minal and juvenile justice, and the 
AFL-CIO Commun~ty Service system. 

Recommendations based on the findings for this component 

• future LPD project efforts should be tied more 
closely to project goals and objectives; 

• the LPD should take steps to ensure that its liaison 
activitie.s are properly documented; 

• future proposals for the establishment of a formal 
clearinghouse component should not be considered 
unless it can be shown that the materials to be 
disseminated cannot be obtained through existing 
resources and will be distributed in sufficient 
volume to warrant its establishment as a formal 
project component; 
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5.4 Findings RE: Component III: Craft Otilization (CO) 

Heavy emphasis was given to the CO 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 CO Manual (COM) 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 COM to be well-organized, clear and understandable, and 

consistent with its intended objective of introducing its 

readers to the concept of CO and guiding them through the steps 

required to organize their own CU programs •. 

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 

CO to interested international unions and to identify those 

who evidenced interest in de'lTeloping 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. Onions invited to participate in 

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

ati'on in the Washington, D.C. area, b) had been previously involved 

with the LPD in the areas of cl~ime resistance or justice programming, 
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c) had expressed an interest in developing a CO progr.am, and 

d) represented a union suitable for the successful implementation 

of a CO 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, ~onty 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. Mr. Boggs adjusted to this 

circumstance by presenting the CUM and holding the ensuing 

discussion with the entire group of participants rather than 

employi.ng the intended small-groups forma~. 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 

canuidatesforcu program development) actually sent 

representatives to this meeting. One of ~hese eligible 

participants refused to complete the pre-post questiunnaires 

(for unknown reasons) even though Aurora 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 1 e igible 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 o_rograms never materialized). 

Both respondents were impressed with the CUM , , indicating that it 

was easy to read, well-organized, and engaqed the reader's 

interest. Both respondents expressed the opinion that the 

seminar was very useful. 

~hese two participants prov;ded u f 1 - • se u recommendations 

for improving the CUM (e.g., greater emphasis on the use 

of retiree groups as participants ;n 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. Informal 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 Cm1. 

Unfortunately, this meager turnout t was 0 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 
Appendix 5-5). 
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Based on the input received during the CD 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 

~~sthetically appealing m~nner, 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 cm1S 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 invited 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 (requesting that they make the CUM known to their 

central bodies), b) the chief officer in ~ach state federation 

of labor (requesting that they publicize the CUM through written 

press and news releases), and c) ',arious 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 distributed over 100 copies of the 

CUr-! during CU presentations to labor groups. Twenty copies 

of the CUM were sold at cost to a community service 

representative of the Graphic Artists International Union. 

~ 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 AFL-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 };lhere such CU pre,sentations occurred included: 

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

• a meeting of 550 delegates of the Communication 
Workers of America during their annual convention 
in Denver, Colorado on May 28, 1980: 

• a July, 1980 meeting attended by all community 
service representatives in the state of Ohio 
which was held at Kenyon College in Colum~us, 
Ohio; 

• a July, 1980 meeting with 25 local union officers 
which also was held at Kenyon College; 

• a convention of the Iowa Federation of IAabor held 
in July, 1980 which was attended by 300 state; 
delegates; and 

• a November, 1980 meeting of 40 central body officers 
from Iowa as well as representatives ft:om the Des 
Moines, Iowa Police Department. 

Mr. Boggs indicated that, as a result of his presentation at 

Kenyon College" three loca~ community service staff in 

Ohio had conducted CU training classe's in t'heir local communi ties. 

Mr. Boggs stated that another community servicfa representative 

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

to train local union members in the nse of thf': 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 un~on's 1 1 • oca s to encourage 

their involvement in CU programming. 

Finally, a representative of the Des Moines, Iowa Police 

Department reportedly has told Mr. ~oggs 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 ~spect of the CRCJJR project 

was the LPDts inability to cultivate enough interest in the 

CU concept wi thin its own la,bor consti tuellcy 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 correlated 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 d program evelopment. 

Aurora offers the following possibilities for this failure: 

• ~he LPD may have seriously misperceived labor's 
~nterest and willingness to get involved in such 
programs; 

• the LPD may ha~e failed to adequately "sell" the 
CU ~onc7pt to ~ts c~nstit~ency (e.g., by not dis­
sem~nat~ng the CUM ~n a t~mely fashion and by not sending 
the CUM to all pre-identified recipients); 

• the ~orsen~ng economy in FY '80 could have removed 
any 7ncent~ve for labor or other groups to even 
cons~der the possibility of adding additional programs 
when these groups were already scrambling to protect 
the programs they had; and ,-
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• the possibility that built-in, structural impediments 
to operat.ionalizing the concept of CU within unions 
may L-ave precluded the possibility of formal CtJ 
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: 

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

• 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; 

• while the dissemination of -the CUM began ahead of 
schedule, the task ultimately was not completed on 
time~ 

• 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). 

• 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 requested by Aurora); 

• no CU p~ograms were developed and,consequencly the 
LPD did not provide T/A for CU program d~velopment 
or T/A to operationa~ CU programs. 

• while organized la~or did assist the LPD in publicizinq the 
CUM and the CU concept to some extent~ these ef.forts 
were not ac; extensive as the LPD had anticipate(l •.. 
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Recommendations b d ' ase on f~ndings for the CU component are 

as follows: 

• future efforts to develop CU ( d 
should be preceeded by a carefanl other) programs 
~hei f 'b" u assessment of 
w r eas~ ~l~ty and the likelihood that' ad t 
support for such efforts can be obtained; equa e 

~~t~~:s;~~f~gla~~d, efforts should consider the op:tion 

( 
~n a more general educat' 1 f 

e:g., emphasizing to the public that th ~ona" ormat 
ex~sts for them to spot crime while e p<?ten:t~al 
what to do (and not do) when th' on the Job and 
than focu~in h ~s occurs) rather 
within indivld~~ltU~i~~~~lopment of formal CU programs 

• 

• in the future the LPD h ld 
documenting its CU (an~ ~~her3l:~~i~~~~e:~Phasis on 

• ~PD,activities should be more closely linked 
proJect goals and objectives. 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 

(ULCCJCS) in Cleveland, Ohio and Fort 

Worth, Texas 

Overall monitoring and reporting 

The LPD Director was responsible for reviewing the LYSPs l 

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 themo 

As the evaluator for the FY 180 LYSPs, Aurora did note 

in its Final Evaluation Report (submitted to the Office of 

Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention) that the forms 

which theLYD provided to each LYSP to report client data 

could have been updated at the outset of FY 180 to more 

accurately reflect the service objectives delineated in the 

FY 180 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. S ' erv~ce categories 

could have been more specifically defined and reporting 

formats improved (e.g., to ensure greater 't b cons~s ency e-

tween progr~ns). In summary, both LPD and the LYS~s 

could have improved their program's data reporting system. 

Aurora was not 4 n a po 't' t ' ~ S~ ~on 0 rev~ew 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. Aurora was aware tha~ NCCD did provide the LPD with 

monthly financial statements regard 4 ng LYSP 1 d • -re ate 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 weekly 

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.) ~he etiology of 

this poor rapport was unclear and it was basically side-stepped 

by Aurora, fearing that iit:.§i role of evaluator for both the 

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

to mediate what appeared be an intractable and lonq-standinq -

situation. As the LPD's 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 phone. 

The first LPD FY80 visit to the Fort Worth LYSP was 

conduct.ed 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 (Aurona, also serv~d 

as the evaluator of the FY80 LYSPs). 
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The LPD facilitated the evaluator's task, particularly 

during the first round of s~te 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 carrying 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 LYSP 

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 requirements 

to LEAA, Mr. Boggs reported to two LEAA Proj ect ~·1oni tors regarding 

the status 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 r1onitor within OJJDP. 

Although Mr. Boggs maintained regular communications with both 

Project Monitors, contact with OJJDP was disrupted following 

the departure of the LYSP Project Monitor within this office 

at the beginning of Hay, 1980. Following a number of unsuccess­

ful attempts to initiate contact \vith 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 T(A as needed or.,reguest~d 

Aurora requested that the LPD record the T/A 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 tw,o LYSP becomes immediately apparent. Thus, while the 

LPD indicated that a variety of T/A 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 ~able 5-2 

the Assistant Director did not provide a listing of specific 

T/A episodes for the Cleveland LYSP. The poor relationship 

58 



-------~ 

",,",'W' 

'-... !I \ J • \ } • - J • .. 

TAB L E 5-1 

--_. 
TECHNicAL-ASSISTANCE (TIM PROVIDED TO TliE FORT WORTH: 

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

LYSP BY TilE LPD _ .AS REPORTED BY THE LPD DIRECTOR AND AS~ISTANT DIRECTOR 

LOCATION DATES I LPD STAFF/ NEEDED If. 
OCCURRED CONSULTANTS NEEDED OF HOURS SPECIFIC OBJECTIVES 

(By LPD Director) 

~'ashington , 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 LYSP 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. 

"lashing ton , Jan. 10, 1980 LPD staff .. hours Establishing relationship between LYSP & 
D.C. OJJDP 

"'ashington, Jan. 18, 1980 LPD , Aurora staff 2 hours Establish evaluation 
D.C. 

I'lashington, 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 , Aurora staff 16 hours 
TX 

~eet 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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LOCATION DATES I OCCURRED 

"'ashing ton , 
D.C. 

t/ashington, 
D.C. 

•• • 

TAB L E 5-1 

(Continued) 

• I • 

LPD STAFFI NEEDED II 
CONSULTANTS NEEDED OF HOURS 

(By LPD Director) 
(Continued) 

(By LPD Assistant Director) 

• 

SPECIFIC OBJECTIVES 

Review of grant puoposal to OJJDP 

G.A.N. for no-cost extension 

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 guidance was given. As~istance was also given in several 
attempts to secure outside funding. This entailed review of grants and the suggestions 
necessary to improve them. 
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TAB L E 5-2 

TECIINICAL ASSISTANCE ("rIA) PROVIDED TO THE CLEVELAND, OHIO 
. LYSP nx lH!:i LPg l\~ Bfj~QB:rI!;Q OX IfI~ Ilfll (HBg~IQB ~HD ~1i!'iISIe.HI lHBti~IQB 

lOCATION I DATE(S) lPD STAFF/ NEEDED f!. SPECIFIC OBJECTIVES OCCURRED CONSULTANTS NEEDED OF UOURS 

(By LPD Director) 

tlashlngtcn, I LPD staff 3 hours G.A.n. for budget revision and contract 
D.C. 

(By LPD Ass.istant Director) 

Unfortunately, this datlll was not kept as the project progressed. And to dig it out 
would take a considerable amount of time. The Cleveland LYSP need for TIA from 
this office was during t:he early stages of implementation and the initial 
uevelopment of the prop<)sal (including budgetary requirements and a process 
for the exchange of vOUf::hers and reimbursements). Other assistance provided 
by this office entailed -tr.,:>ub1e-shooting-. Problems would arise from time 
to time where an outside force such as LPD would be mere effective than someone from 
the local scene. Thi8 was more often problems arising with the court and the 
probation office than EJimple programmatic functioll{l. 
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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 loc~l funding 

During FY80 the LPD identified the local Uni ted ~·jay as 

a potential funding source for the Fort Worth LYSP. The 

LPD was instrumental in guiding the LYSP staff throuqh the 

initial funding application process and the program, and was in 

fact, a'Narded "special project' status!jy the United 1';ay 

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 

Boaid of Directors and modifying its financial reporting sys­

tem) to conform to United 'WdY 's requirements for funding. ':!:'he 

LPD assisted the Fort Worth ULA (LYSP) staff with these changes. 
. -

Unfortuantely, it was learned at the end of FY80 that 

United Way funds would not be available for the coming year. 
I 

The LPD helped ;che staff initiate an appeal of 'this ruling and 

contacted local labor representatives (e.g., liaisons with 

Uni ted Way) in this regard.. Ultimately, these efforts were 

unsuccessful as this appeal was denied. As it was becoming clear 

that LYSP funding would riot be available from United Way, the 

LPD began making inquiries 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 acti vi ties aimed at secul'ing 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 

Institu.te on Alcohol and Alcoholism. These efforts did nol: 

resul t in any concrete funding possibili ties. 

The LPD also sent the Fort Worth LYSP an RFP from OJJDP 

which, if succe~sfully bid, would have provided the Fort Worth 

LYSP with an additional two years of federal funding. The 

Fort Worth LYSP submitteq a proposal to OJJDP which was ultimate­

ly denied. The LPD assisted the LYSP in its attempt to secure 

these funds by revi~wing 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

~essful 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 REP (which was also 

sent to Fort Worth) to the Cleysland 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 Aurora1s findings for the three sub-areas 

of this 'component are: 

• the LPD1s 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 LPD1s Washington office, and the relative 
small amount of T/A and assistance in seeu,ring 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 LPD1s 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 f.ully 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 FY81 funding (from any source) I 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; 

o 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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a mechanism for addressing and resolving communication 
breakdowns between key parties to a project should be 
developed to ,preclude the possibility that the perfor­
m~ce of,proJect-related duties and responsibilities 
w~ll be ~mpaired (by either party to this dispute)~ 
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5.6 Findings RE: component V: Assistans;:e to N~W ~ni ted 
Labor Agencies (ULAs) with Ex~st~ngjor 
potential Crime Resistance and Just~ce 
Reform Programs 

It should be noted at the outset that the mechanism 

for the delivery of T/A to ULAs deviated sorrlewhat 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)i 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 

~ather than focusing its efforts on program development 

within a few ULAs. In any event, the LPD did deliver a 

variety of T/A to Ul~s, 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: 

• 

:r I 

assisting the Norfolk, Va. ULA and Norfolk State 
university in a coll~bora~ive,eff~rt to est~blish 
a college course in Juven7le Just7ce and 7r~me , 
prevention. The LPD prov~ded ass~stance ~n help~ng 
these groups arrange for a seri7s of speak7rs from 
the court, organized labor, var~ous commun~ty 
service agencies, and the comrnunity-at-larg7· 
TWenty-one students took the course, wh~ch aimed 
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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 
pr~ar~ly 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 fer Aurora's report 
regarding these activities). 

• reviewing grants to be submitted to LEAA and funding 
possibilities (e.g., by sending REPs) for Career 
Placement and Diversion, Inc., in Millbrae, 
California, an ~~L-CIO program designed to assist 
ex-offenders by providing job placements and other 
support services. 

s 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 OJJDP 
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 by organized 
labor to weatherize homes of the elderly. The LPD 
disseminated this project model to other ULAs and 
communitY,servi7es staff throughout the country (e.g., 
the Phoen~x, Ar~zona ULA and members of Des Moines, 
Iowa's of South Central Federation of Labor). 

• responding to a request for T/A from Caroll Mir!oque, 
the Director of the Phoenix, Arizona ULA. (This 
request was generated by Mr. Minoque's participation 
in the Community Services Survey-Component I.) Two 
sit~ visits to the Phoenix ULA were conducted by 
the LPD. During the first site visit the LPD met 
with ~~. Minoque to discuss how labor should or 
could 1;>e involved ~ith current community service 
needs ~n the Phoen~x area and the possible role 
tha~ labo~ co~l<;i play in the criminal justice system. 
Dur~ng th~s v~s~t, 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 visit, 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 Phoe~ix, ULA(i.e., 
Mr. Minogue), the State Department o~ Corrections 
and the American Foundation on Criminal Justice to 
discuss potential funding sources for ex-offender 
programs (e.g., the home weatherization project). 

• attending mee~ings of the South Central Federation 
of Labor in Des 'Moines, Iowa, to desi~:rn programs 
aimed at diverting youth from the cr:i'rllinal 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 
Sa,n 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, a.s this individual CQuld 
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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• providing a variety of assistance to develop, fund, 
and implement a tWE:nty-four hour emergency shelter 
home in Kokomo, Indiana, for victims of domestic 
violence. Jean Lu::;hin, the LPD Assistant Director, 
was responsible fol:' 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 tc> the operational program. 
During a phone com~ersation at the end of the 
CRCJJR Project yeal~ with the Director of the 
shelter, Mr. Lushin's assistance was highly com­
plimented and it WcLS apparent that Mr. Lushin's 
efforts were viewed as the major reason why the 
shelter was developed and funded. 

Aurora's conclusions l:elated to the LPD' s assistance 

to new ULAs (Component V) cLre as follows: 

• the LPD drifted'fr6m the activities described for 
this component in its CRCJJR proposal as no further 
ULA selection crite!ria were developed and no ULAs 
were formally ident:ified and selected to develop 
specific programs; instead, the LPD responded to 
various outside T/~, requests from ULAs and other 
communi ty groups throughout the proj'ect year; 

• the LPD was instrum,ental in establishing a twenty­
four hour shelter care facility for victims of 
domestic violence in Kokoma, Indiana, and the LPD 
m~y ~ave facil~tated the awarding of several grants 
w~th~n the ULA in San Francisco, California; however, 
with these exceptions, no other LPD efforts related 
to this component resulted in the funding or 
implementation 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 episod'es were provided by the LPD at 
the end of the pro j etCt year; 

• there were no policies and procedures for the 
effective and eff'icient coordination of T/A 
flelivery between th.: LPD office in Washington,D.C. 
and Kokomo, Indiana; and, 

• in~ts ~avor" all individuals contacted by Aurora 
dur~ng ~nformal,T/A fo1:lowup conversations 
con~is~ently p7"0vidE:c:l positive comments regarding 
the~r ~nteractJ.ons ~n th LPD staff I noting them as a 
valuable resource within the community services arena. 
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Recommendations for this component include: 

• 

• 

• 

in future efforts, the LPD should adhere more 
strictly to the prescribed activities set 
forth in its proposals; 

a more effective and efficient mechanism should 
be established between the LPD's two offices for 
the coordination of the delivery of services 
required by future efforts; and, 

the LPD should more adequately document and 
maintain records of its ongoing T/A efforts. 
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CHAPTER 6 

SUMMARY 

In this final chapter, we take a step back to examine 

the CRCJJR ~oject from a broader perspective than that taken 

in the preceeding chapter. Recommendations are presented 

which address findings for the project as a whole based on 

the component-specific outcome.s which were presented in the 

previous chapter. 

Aurora presents the following general recommendations 

based on its overall assessment of CRCJJR p roj ect: 

• the LPD should direct more effort toward planning 
and management activities to ensure that project­
related activities are more specifically tied to 
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 
the LPD had devoted more energy to such planning 
and management efforts: 

• 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 
activities will be coordinated between the two 
LPD offices (i.e.; Washington, D. C. and Kokomo 
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 
CU programs), the LPD should provide substantive 
indicators that these indi v'iduals or groups will 
contribute and participate to the anticipated 
extent: 

• future LPD projects should require that the LPD more 
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 system 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 A~rora 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 the LYSPs secure state or 

local FY81 fun~ing, 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 respec~ 

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 delivery 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 we~e 

developed and a ~ell-received CU Seminar was conducted. Through 

these efforts several CU training sessions took pl~ce and 

an awareness of CU probably was enhanced within the labor 

community. The LPD was instrumental in assisting several 

labor groups secure funding for their grants in the justice 

area and, in one instance, was directly responsible for the 

development and funding of a24-hou~ shelter-care facility for vic­

tims of domestic violence. .Through its numerous liaison and 

T/A activities, the LPD helpeo to establish a course in jus-

tice programming at NorfolR 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 specify, there was no doubt .that the LPD was positively 

perceived by the labor community as a valuable and frequently 

utilized resource in t.he 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) 
Pre- Administer CSS 
Test CSS to U.L.A./ 
Instrument CS Staff 

" 

• • 

Second -
. Fourth Quarter 

(6) 

Disseminate 
CSS Report 
to Proper, 
Interested 
Parties 

, 

, 
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Appendix 4-1 

EVALUATION QUESTIONS, STANDARDS, INDICATORS AND METHODS FUIt THE COMMUNITY SF.RVICES SURVEY (CSS) COMPONENT 

Action 
step 

1. Develop 
CSS 

Responsible 
Agent(s) 

NCCD/LPD 

Milestone 
Date 

1st 
quarter 

Action step 1 

~yaluation Questions 

l.a. Was the CBS developed? 

b. Was the css developed 
on time? 

c. Is the CSS capable of 
obtaining the 
requested data: 

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

Standard::;, 

l.(a&b) A timely 
CSS 

c. (1_9) 
Relevant 
questions 

(2) assessment of councils' 
involvement in justice 
activities 

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

(4) ,determination of labor 
cO~Runities' 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 

". 

Indic.ators 

1.a. Existence 1.a. 
of CSS 

b. Date b. 
completed 

c. (1-9 ) c. 
Existence 
of relevant 
questions 

, 

, 

Method 

Document 
review 

Document 
review 

(1-9) 
.Item 
~nalysis 



.' 

'! 

(. • 

Action 
Step 

1. Develop 
C:;;S 

.. • 

Responsible 
AgenUs) 

NCCD/LPD 

Milestone 
Date 

1st 
quarter 

1 • 

Appendix 4-1 

(continued) 

•••• 

Action step 1 (continued) 

Evaluation Questions Standards 

' . 

Indicators 

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

c. (1-9) 
Relevant 
~<iesticins 

c. (1-9) 

(3) 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 union counselors 

d. Is the CSS methode,logi­
cally sound and usable? 

d. A CSS that is 
methodologically 
sound and usable 

Existence of 
relevant 
questions 

d. Existence of 
responses that 
are: 

f.\ethod 

c. (1-9) 
item 
analysis 

d. 0.-3) 
Do~ument 

review 

(1 are items 
understandable? 

d. '<1) items are (1) understandable 
understandable 

(2) :.:re responses (2) responses are (2) measurable 
measurable? measurable 

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

, 

• 

\ 



Action 
Step 

Responsible 
Agent(s) 

2. NCCD/LPD Pretest 
CSS 
Instrument 

(. 

Milestone 
pate 

1st 
quarter 

• 

Appendix 4-1 

(continued) 

Action Step 2 

Eya1uation Questions 

2.a. Was the CSS instrument 
pretested? 

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

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

d. On ·the basis of the 
pretest results, 
was the CSS instrument 
revised, as warranted? 

'cit • • 

standards Indicators Method 

2.a. A .pre­
tested CSS 
instrument 

2.a. Evidence of 
pretest 

2.a. Document 
review 

b. A sufHcient 
sample (e.g., 
3-5) which 
insures a 
reasonable 
assessment of 
CSS df~sign and 
contelilt 

c. Pretest 
condi.tions 
which were 
sufficiently 
similar to 
actual test 
conditions 

d. A revised CSS 
instrument 
which incor­
poruted changes 
needed after 
insftrument was 
pretested 

b. Existence of 
pretest 
data from a 
sufficient 
sample of 
respondents 

c. Evidence that 
pretest 
conditions 
were suffi­
ciently similar 
to actual test 
conditions 

d. Existence of 
revised CSS 
instrument 
which incor­
porate~ the 
necessary 
changes 

b. Document 
review 

c. Document 
review, 
comparison 
of pre­
test vs. 
actual 
test con­
ditions 

d. Document 
review, 
comparing 
pretest CSS 
instrument 
with 
revised CSS 
instrument 

, 

" 

, 
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Action 
Step 

3. Administer 
ess to 
U.L.A./ 
eSA staff 

Responsible 
AgenUa) _ 

NeeD/ 
LPD 

I ' ". 

Milestone 
pate 

lat 
quarter 

• 

Appendix 4-1 

(continued) 

Action Step 3 

Eyaluation Questions 

3.a. Was the revised ess 
(following the pilot 
test) administered to 
U.L.A./eSA staff? 

b. Was ess administration 
completed on time? 

c. Was the sample repre­
sentative of all 
U.L.A./eSA staff? 

(1) select sample size 
based on time/ 
budget/proposal con­
straints and the 
total number of 
~.L.A.ieSA staff 

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

(3) develop sampling 
procedure 

• 

Standards Indicators 

3.a. The adminis- 3.a. 
tration of 

Evidence that, 
ess was 
administered 
to U.L.A./ 
eSA staff 

the revised 
ess to U.L.A./ 
eSA staff 

b. Timely adminis­
traticm of the 
ess 

b. Date adminis­
tration 
completed 

i'lethod 

3.a. Document 
review 

b. Inspect 
date 
completed 

c. A representa­
tive sample of 
respondents 
based on: 

c. (1-4) Evidence c. (1-4) 

(1) time/budget/ 
proposal con­
straints and 
the total 
number of 
U.L.A./eSA 
staff 

(2) identification 
of all U .L.A./' 
eSA staff 

for representa- Document 
tiveness of review 
respondents 
based on . 
standards 3.c (1-4) 

(3) development of a 
sampling procedure 

(4) develop criteria by 
which to determine 
sample's representatives 

(4) criteria to determine 
representativeness of 
sample 

" 
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4. Analyze 
CSS data 

Responsible 
Agent(s) 

neaD/LPD 

I • 
' .. 

t-tilestone 
Date 

1st 
quarter 

'. • 

Appendix 4-1 

(continued) 

Action step 4 

Evaluation Questions standards Indicators (.jetllod 

4.a. Was the CSS data 
analyzed? 

4.a. Analysis of CSS 
data 

4.a. Existehce of 4.a. Document 

b. Were the analyses 
performed on 
schedule? 

c. Were analyses 
performed in a 
way which would 
address the 
questions/informa­
tional requirements 
for which the instru­
ment was intended? 

(1) what analyses 
were performed? 

b. Timely completion 
of data analysis 

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

(1) description & 
results of 
analyses 
performed 

CSS data analy- review 
sis results 

b. Data completed b. Inspect 
date 
completed 

c. Existence of 
appropriate 
analyses 

(1) existence of 
description 
and results 
of analyses 

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

(1) Document 
review 

(2) were analyses per- (2) appropriate appli- (2) evidence that (2) Document 
formed appropriate cation of analyses appropriate review 
for the type of 
data which was 
being used? 

d. Was the data 
reliable and 
valid? 

for the type of 
data collected 

d. Data which are 
reliable and valid 

analyses 
applied 
data 

d. Existence of 
reliable and 
valid data 

were 
to 

d. Document 
review 

, 
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~tion step 

5. Prepare 
css 
report 

\ . • 

Responsible 
Agentll!l-

NCCD/LPD 

Milestone 

r ' • 

Appendix 4-1 

(continued) 

Action Step 5 

Date Eyaluation Questions 

• 

Indicators Method 

2nd 5.a. Was the CSS report 
quarter prepared? 

Standards 

5.a. Completed CSS 
report 

5.a. Existence of 
CSS report 

5.a. Document 
review 

b. ,Was the CSS report 
prepared on schedul,\:' 

c. Did the CSS report 
address the questions/ 
informational require­
ments for which the· 
report was intended? 

(1) what were the results 
of the, CSS? 

b. CSS report -
completed on 
sche{3ule 

c. CSS report which 
addressed pre­
specified issues 

(1) list of CSS 
results 

d. Was the CSS report clear d. A clear and 
and understandable? understandable 

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

report 

Consistency be­
tween data analy­
sis results and 
statements con­
tained in the CSS 
report 

b. Date Completed 

c. Evidence that 
CSS report 
addressed pre­
specified 
issues 

(l) e>cistence 
of CSS results 

d. Existence of CSS 
report which is 
clear and 
understandable 

b. Inspect 
date 
completed 

c. Document 
review 

(1) Document 
review 

d. Document 
review 

e. Evidence that data e. Document 
analysis results review to 
and data and compare 
statements contained content of 
in the CSS report data 
are consistent analysis and 

CSS report 

, 
r 
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Action Step 

6. Disseminate 
CSS report 
to proper, 
interested 
parties 

• 

Responsible 
Agents(s) 

LPD 

( 1 
" . 

Appendix 4-1 

(continued) 

Action Step 6 

, I '. '. • 

Milestone 
---.Q2~ Evaluation Questions 

Standards 
2nd 6.a. 

quarter 
(and ongoing 
thereafter) 

Method 
,Was the CSS report dis­
seminated to proper, 
interested parties (e.g., 
AFL-CIO and NCCD depart­
ments, the evaluator, 
LEAA, etc.)? 

6.a. Dissemination of 
CSS report to 
proper, interested 
parties 

6.a. Evidence that 
CSS was dis­
seminated to 
proper, 
interested 
parties 

6. (a-c) 

(1) Was the CSS report: 
(1) CSS reportr 

(a) input into the (a) contained in clearinghouse 
clearinghouse data base? 
data base 

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

(c) used to identify 2-3 (c) used to identify U.L.A.s who have the 
2-3 U.L.A.s to capacity, interest, and 

(1) Evidence that 
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 

Docu­
ment 
Review 

develop programs in 
program development conullitment to implement 

the criminal and/or and conduct programs in 
juvenile justice the criminal and/or area juvenile jUstice area? 

" 
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TIM ELINE OF ACTION STEPS FOR CLEARINGHOUSE/LIAISON COMPONENT 

First Ouarter Second-Fourth Quarter 

(1) 

Develop Operational I I Systems and Procedures 

I (2) 
Assess and Catalog 
Information Currently 
on Hand 

I (3) 
Identify Informational I Sources 

I 141 16~ 

I Develop and Disseminate/ I Identify Recipients L 
I Clearinghouse Catalog 

I (5i I (7) 
Collect. File, and I 
Reproduce Materials 

IOn-gOing Operations: 
and Dissemination of 

Collection I 
Materials . 

(8) 
Provided Technical Assistance to LEAA Grantees 
and Other Community Groups Concerning Linkages 
with Labor (if schedule and Resources Permit) 

I 
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Appendix 4-2 

EVALUATION QUESTIONS, STANDARDS, INDICATORS, AND METHODR F'OR THE CLEARINGHOUSE/LIAISON COMPONENT 
Responsible Milestone Action Step 1 

I\ctiQ!L!:itep Agent (s) Date Evaluation Question :3tandal'ds Indicators Method 

1. Develop 
operational 
systems and 
procedures 

LPD 1st 
quarter. 

l.a. Were operational systems 
and procedures developed? 

b. Were they developed on 
schedule? 

c. Were these systems and 
procedures clear and 
understandable? 

d. Were these systems and 
procedures realistic? 

e. Did these systems and 
procedures maximize the 

'accessibility of 
clearinghouse documents 
to potential users? 

(1) did the LPD develop 
a procedure for 
coordinating c1earing-
house requests/ 
responses between the 
D.C. and Kokomo, 
Indiana offices? 

La. 

b. 

c. 

d. 

e. 

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

Clearinghouse La. 
operational 
systems and 
procedures 

Operational '0 b. 
systems and pro-
cedures developed 
on schedule 

Clear and under- c. 
standab1e, systems 
and procedures 

Realistic systems d. 
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 bf~tween 
the two LII?D 
offices 

(2) The LPD w:lll 
provide o\:her 
clearinghouse-
related services 

Existence of La. Document 
operational 
systems and 
procedures 

Date completed 

Existence of 
clear and 
understandable 
systems and 
procedures 

Existence of 
realistic 
systems and 
procedures 

Existence of 
such systems 
and procedures 

(1) Existence of 
a procedure 
for this 
coordination 
activity 

(2) Existence of 

review 

b. Inspect 
date 
comp1etro 

c. Document 
review 

d. Document 
review 

e. Document 
review 
and/or 

i nterviB(. 
user 
sample 

(1) Oocu-
\IIent 

• review 

(2) Document 
other s~lrvices review. 

inspec-
tion of 

besides dissemination' service 
of clearinghouse delivery 
cat~log & documents system 

, 

, 

\ 

I' 
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ncsponsible 
'\ctjO'1 titeps Agen~ 

2. Assess and 
catalog 
information 
currently 
on hand 

3. Identify 
informational 
sources 

LPD 

LPD 

Milestone 
Date 

\ 1 
" . •• 

Appendix 4-2 

(Continued ) 

Action Steps 2 arid 3 

, . • • •• • 

Evaluation Questions :-ltandards Indicators tle.thod 

1st 2.a. Was information currently 
quarter on hand cataloged and . 

assessed? 

2.a. Information on 
hand cataloged 
and assessed 

2.a. Evidence that 2.a. Docu-

1st 
quarter 

(1) was this done on schedule? (1) completed on 
schedule? schedule 

b. How much and what type b. Listing of the b. 
(i.e .• amount and amount and descrip-
desc'ript1on) of informa- tion of information 
tion was cataloged and cataloged and 
ass(~ssed? assessed 

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

3.a. Were informational sources 3.a. Identification of 3.a. 
identified? informational 

(1) were they identified 
on schedule? 

(2) what informational 
sources were identified? 

sources 

(1) identified on 
schedule 

(2) description (number 
and type) of infor­
mational' sources 

information on ment 
hand was Review 
cataloged 
and assessed 

(1) Date (1 ) 
completed 

Existence of b. 
listing for 
amount and type 
of information 
cataloged and 
assessed 

Existence of a c. 
realistic and 
understandable 
cataloging 
system. 

Existence of 3.a. 
informational 
sources which are 
identified by 
number and type 
(1-2) 

Inspect date 
completed 

Docu-
ment 
review 

Docu-
ment 
review 

Docu­
ment 
review 
(1-2) 

\ 



c. • 

00 
U1 

• 

3. Identify 
informa­
tional 
sources 

ncsponsible 
_.11Yent (s) 

LPD 

Milestone 
Date 

1st 
quarter 

- -~- ~~--------

•• 

Appendix 4-2 

(continued ) 

Action Step 3 (continued) 

Evaluation Questions 

3.b. What was the process used 
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 
juvenile justice?) 

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

(3) were the present 
U.L.C.C.J.C.s and LE~A 
grant sites used as 
sources of clearinghouse 
information? 

, " • • 

Standards 

b. A valid process 
for identifying 
informational 
sources (which 
allowed represen­
tative informational 
sources to be 
chosen) (1-2) 

(3) Use of the 
U.L.C.C.J.C.s 
and LEAA grant 
sites to obtain 
clearinghouse 
information 

Indicators 

b. Existence of 
a valid pro­
dess for 
identifying 
informational 
sources (which 
allowed repre­
sentative 
informational 
sources to be 
chosen (1-2) 

• 

Method 

b. Docu-
ment 
review 
(1-2) 

(3) Evidence that (3)Docu-
U.L.C.C.J.C.s ment 
and LEAA grant review 
I>,ttes were 
use~ as clearing­
house 'informational 
sources 

, 

• 

I' 
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• 

00 
0\ 

• 

4. Collect, 
file, and 
reproduce 
materials 

\, • 

itcsponsible 
Agent(s) 

LPD 

• 

Milestone 
Date 

1st 
quarter 

• 

Appendix 4-2 

(con,tinued ) 

Action Sbep 4 

Evaluation Questions 

4.a. Were materials collected, 
filed, and reproduced? 

(1) did this occur on 
schedule? 

b. Was collection and 
filing activity consis­
~ent with clearinghouse 
operational systems and 
procedures? 

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

• 

Indicators Method 

4.a. (1) Collected 
materials 
which are 
filed and 
reproduced 
on schedule 

4 .a. (1) Existence 4.a. (1) 
of oollected 
materials 

J)ocu­
ment 
review 
and in­
spection 
of date 
collplettrl 

which are 
filed & 
reproduced 
along with 
the date 
completed 

b. Evidence that 
materials col­
lection is con­
sistent with 

b. Materials col­
le~tion & filing 
which is consist~nt 
with operational 
systems and 
procedures 

operational 
systems and 
procedures 

b. Compare 
procedures 
for materi­
als col­
lection £. 
filing 
with oper­
ational 
systems £. 
pre><:::blures 

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

c. Existence of c. Document' 
record for the review 
number and type 
of material which 
was collected, 
filed and 
reproduced 

" 

, 

• 

, 

t' 



00 
-...J 

5. Ide~t.lfy 
recipients 
(of catalog) 

I ~ '. 

Hesponsible 
Agent(s) 

LPD 

c • c •• ( \ • •• • ; ) .. 

Milestone 
Date 

1st 
quarter 

Appendix 4-2 

(continued) 

Act ion Step 5 

Evaluation Questions 

5.a. Were recipients 
identified? 

:Jtandards Indicators 
i 

Method 

(1) did this occur 
on schedule? 

5.a.(I) Recipients identi­
fied on schedule 

5.a. (1) Recipients' 
list & date 
completed 

5.a.(1) Document 
review & 
inspec­
tion of 
date com­
pleted 

b. Who were the 
recipients? 

(1) how many recipi­
ents were pre­
identified 

b.(1-2) Listing of pre­
identified and 
other recipients 

b.(1-2) List of b. (1-2) Docu-

(i. e., outreach­
related) 

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

(3) were international/ (3) 
national unions/AFL­
CIO state federations, 
and local labor 
councils included as 
catalog recipients? 

International/national 
unions, AFL-CIO state 
federations, and local 
labor councils included 
as recipients 

pre-identi- ment 
fied and other review 
recipients 

(3) Evidence that 
these groups 
.. ere identified 
as recipients 

(3) Docu­
ment 
review 

, 

, 

\ 

, 
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00 

(' • 

6. Develop and 
disseminate 
catalog 

nesponsible 
Agent(::;) 

LPD 

Milestone 
Date 

I '\ • 

Appendix 4-2 

(continued) 

Action Step 6 

Evaluation Questions 

: ' • • 

-;tandards Indicato!:"s /-lethod 

after 
1st 

quarter 

6.a. Was catalog developed 
and disseminated? 

6.a. A developed and 
disseminated 
catalog 

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

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

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

b. Existence of 
catalog within 
three months 
after the first 
items stocked 

b. Compare date 
completed 
with date 
first items 
stocked 

(1) was the catalog up­
dated on an "a6-
needs" basis? 

(1) catalog updated 
.on "as-needs" 
basis 

(1) eviaence that 
catalog up­
dated "as­
needed" 

(1) Document 
review 

(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 available, etc.? 

catalog containing (2) 
information related 
to other LPD/NCCD 
materials/services 

Evidence that '2) 
catalog containea 
information 
related to other 
LPO/NCCD 
materials/services 

Document 
review 

(3) how many documents were (3) At least 10-15 docu-(3) Existence of 10- (3) Document 
contained in the catalog? ments contained in 15 documents in review 

(4) did 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? 

"'1\ 

catalog catalog 

catalog containing 
the relevant 
information 

(4) Existence of 
relevant infor­
mation ir 
catalog 

(4) Document 
review 

, 

, 

, 
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Responsible 
Action Steps -Agent(s) 

7. On-going 
operatfons: 
collection &. 
dissemination 
of materials 

LPD 

8. Provide tech- LPD 
nical assis-
tance (T/A) to LEM 
grantees & other 
community groups 
concerning linkages 
with labor (i f 
schedule & resources 
permi t) 

• • • • • 

Appendix 4-2 

(continued) 

Action Steps 7 and 8 

Milestone 
Date Evaluation Questions 

after b.(2) what were the LPD b.(2) 
1st responses to these 

quarter requests, and what 
outcomes were associ­
ated with this LPD 
activity? 

standards 

LPD responses to out­
side requests will be 
described & tallied 
as will any outcomes 
assocj,ated with this 
LPD activity 

c. Was the clearinghouse 
function used to: 

c. U-4) The LPD will use 
the clearinghouse 
function to satisfy 
the requirements (1) provide T/A to existing 

U.L.C.C.J.C.s? 

(2) establish criteria for 
programs in U.L.A.s? 

(3) provide T/A for opera­
tional programs for 
craft utilization? 

(4) provide input to the LEAA 
and NIJJDP clearinghouses? 

on- 8.a. For Evaluation Questions, 
going Standards, Indicators and 

Methods related to the delivery 

of c. U-4) 

of TA, see Action Step 6 ("provide 
T/A to operational programs") for 
Component to Establish Crime 
ReBist~nce Programs in U.L.A.s 

---------

, .. • 

Indicators Method 

b.(2) Evidence that 7(a-c) Docu-
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) 

ment 
review 

, 

, 

\ 
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First 
Craft 

I UtiU- (1) 

Prepare 
zation Outline 

of 
(CU) Draft 

CU 
Compon_ Ma'nual 

en!! 

( , 
... . (~:. • { , • • 1 • • 

Appendix 4-3 

Quarter 
TIMELINE OF ACTION STEPS FOR THE CRAFT UTILIZATION (CU) COMPON~~T 

(3) 
Invite 
nat./ 
intern. I unions .""'-" ........ =-....., 
to par- , 
ticipate; 
in CU I 
Seminar 

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

(5) -\ 
Develop 1 
criteria I 

!~~ec- /. tion 
of unions 
for cu 
ro rams 

Second Quarter 

(9) 
Prov e 
T/A for 
CU pro­
gram 
deVel­
'opment 

Third Quarter 
Fourth Que.rter 

(14) 

r-------~r-----~~I Respond to 
T/A requests 
related to 

1--------..... . 

(12) 
Prov de T A 
to unions 
for imple­
menting 

CU manual 

-

, 

'I 

• 

\ 

l' 
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Action Ste~ 

1. Prepare 
Outline for 
Draft CU 
Hanual 

Responsible 
Agent(s) 

NCeD/LPD 

t, • 

Milestone 
Date 

lat 
Quarter 

'. , 

• • , I 

' . 

Appendix 4-3 

J DICATORS AND ME I DS FOR TilE CRAFT U ILTZJ\TION COMPONENT 

Action Step 1 

Evaluation QUestions 

(1) Was outline 
prepared? 

for draft eu Jatlnual 

(2) Was manual Outline prepared 
in time to disseminate to eu 
seminar participanta? 

(3) Was the outline valid (con­
tent validity)? 

Standards Indicators 

(1) An outline (1) Existence 
of the eu of eu 
Hanual which Hanual 
iSI 

(2) Timely (2) Date com-
pie ted 

(3) valid (3) CU Manual 

(4) Was it clear an4 understandable? (4) clear, under'-(4) CU Hanual 
standable 

(5) Wae it well organiz~d? (5) well organ- (5) eu Hanual 
hed 

(6) Did it contain sufficient (6) meets the (6) eu Manual 
detail to meet the needs of it. needs of 
users? users 

(7) 

(1) Document 
review 

(2) examine 
date com­
pleted in 
relation 
to future 
action 
steps 

(3) Document 
review 

(4) Document 
revie\~ 

(5) Document 
review 

(6) Document 
review 

Here needs of user's assessed? 
(7) tleeds (7) Needs ~'sse8s17) 

assessment ment con-
Needs 
a8sessment(e.~ 
interviews) 
tlocument 

(8) Were Overall goale of component 
specified clearly? 

!l) were these goals consiste.lt 
with proje~t goale? 

b) were these goals realistic? 
c) were these goals measurable? 

(8) specification (8a-~~c~~1Btence(8) 
of goals Which of goals 
arel 
a) consistent 

with pr.oject 
goals 

b) realistic 
c) measurable 

review 

, 

, 

\ 
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Action Step 

2. Plan 
CU Seminar 

Responsible 
Agent 

NCCD/LPD 

Milestone 
Date 

1st 
Quarter 

-------- -~--~ ------

, 1 

'-'. 
.. , ". 

Appendix 4-3 

(continued) 

Action Step 2 

Evaluation questions 

, \ • 

Standards 

• 

Indicators Method 

(1) Was the CU Seminar planned? (1) A timely 
CU seminar 
Plan 

(1) Existence of (1) Document 

a) Waa it conducted in time 
to be coordinated with 
other action steps? 

(2) Were expectations of LPD and 
participating unions defined 
clearly and were theses 

a) consistent with goals 
of project/component 

b) realistic 
c, lIIeasurable 

(2) Clearly de-' (2) 
fineable,pro­
ject -­
consistent, 
realistic 
and lIIeasuJ:'llble 
goals for LllD 
and users 

plan review 

Existe nee of (2) Document 
goals review 

(3) Was plan developed fors 

a) degree of familiarity 
with Cu mat~ri31 by 

(3) A plan fors 
(3a-d, 

(3,EK.istence of 
Plan for 
(la-d) 

(3, Document 
review 

(4' 

(5) 

participants prior to 
seminar? 

'b) content of seminar (apar~ 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 organizeds 
(1) were operational procedures 

established for planning 
and conducting seminar? 
(a' was the influence of 

structural factors on th6 
seminar process considered? 
(i.e., size of room, seating 
arrangements, etc.) 

Was interface with evaluation (4) A clearly 
component specified clearly? specifiable 

interface 
a' typos of data to be collected 

and by and for whom? 

Was the need for post-seminar (5) Post-seminar 
follow-up determined? followup -

if needed 

" 

(4, Existence of (4, Document 
a clearly review 
specifiable 
interface 

( 5, Existence of ( 5) Needs 
post-seminar Assessment 
followup _ (e. g. , inter-
if needed views) 

... 

(' 

.... 
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~c::tion Step 

1. Invite 
interna­
tional/na­
tional 
unions 

Responsible 
Agent(s) 

NCCD/LPD 

• 

Hilestone 
Date 

1st quarter 

------------~.----

(.: •• 

Appendix 4-3 

(continued) 

Action Step 3 

, • 

Bvaluation gusstions 

(1) Nere unions invite4 to par­
ticipate in CU Seminar? 

a) was the timing of 
invitations coordinated 
with other action 
steps? 

(2) Nere criteria developed for 
selection of unions to 
participate? 

(1) 

(2) 

• • • 

Standards Indicat'fJra 

Unions invited (1) Letter .. gf 
in coordination Invitation 
with other action sent to 
steps. participants 

Reliable and (2) €xintencl.! 
valid criteria of criteria 
for selection 
unionlJ to parti-
cipate (which 
are consilJtn nt a) were criteria reliable 

and valid? 
b) did criter~a pursue 

project/cnmponent goals? 
• with prloject/ 

(3) Nere potential participants 
identified? 

(3) 

(4) Nas operational procedure (4, 
developed to send and receive 
correspondence to unions? 

,'1\ 

componeillt goals) 

IdentiUed (3) LilJt of 
participants identified 

users. 

Operational "" Existe nee 
procedure for send- of procedure 
ing and receiving 
correlJpondence from 
un'~.s. 

• 

~ 

(1) 

(2) 

(1) 

(4) 

Document 
review 

Document 
review 

Document 
review 

Document 
review 

, 

, 

.. 

\ 

l' 
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Action Step 

4. Conduct 
CU 
Seminar 

'. I • \.' • 

Rellpondble Hil.atona 
Agent(a) ~--

NCCD/LPD 1st 
Quarter 

[ , ". , I ". 

Appendix 4-3 

(conti nued) 

Action Step 1 

BValuation gu.ationa 

llwas CU seminar conducted? 
a) was it conducted on 

schedule? 
2)wall planning for content and 

process followed? 

3)were the goals of the seminar 
achieved? 

a) what did seminar parti­
cipants learn from 
staff? 

b) what did LPD staff learn 
from participants? 

1)was the role of the eval­
uation component of the 
project coordinated wit.h 
seminar activities? 

5)did the seminar function 
provide for feedback from 
participant,s? 

a) what feedback did 
participants provide? 

'J. • • • ) • 

Standarda Indicators 

1,2), A CU seminar 
which was conducted 
on schedule and 
which followed it's 
planned schedule of 
activities. 

3)90als of serlnar 
for participants 
and LPD sta ff 
will be achieved 

4)a well-coordin_ 
ated eva 1 UiJ LJ Oil 

role 

l)seminar 
conducted on 
schedule in 
accordance 
with prior 
planning 

3 )iJ(:hl ~'veillent 
of qO<lls by 
seminar 
participants 

H2), conducted 
seminar on time 
in accordance 
with prior 
planning 

3) compare goals 
set with goals 
achieved. 

4)illlplclllcnta_ 4)questionailcs, 
lion of well interviews 
coordinated 
f'va luat Ions 

5)available plan for 51 existent 
providing followup mechansim fOI 51 inlerv lews, 
to seminar parti- feedback f['olll document 
cipants and a participants review 
record of feed-
back from 
participants 

, 

, 

. • 

, 
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Action Step~ Responsible 
Agent(.) 

5. Develop 
Criteria for 
Selection of 
Unions for 
CU Programs 

6. Revise 
CU Manual 

NCCD/LPD 

NCCD/LPD 

r " 
~. 

~ileatone 
Date 

2nd 
Quarter 

2nd 
Quarter 

, l • 

Appendix 4-3 

(continued) 

Action Steps 5 end 6 

EValuation Questiona 

(1) Were reliable and valid 
criteria for union selection 
c'leveloped? 

a) were criterial 
(1) cOllsistant with project/ 

component goals? 
(2) reaUstIc 
il) measurable 

b) were criteria developed 
on U:!'z? 

(2) Were criteria made explicit 
to all invited,parties? 

(1) Was au Manual revised1 

.a) was it reviued on 
schedule? 

(2) Were apptopriate data from 
CU seminar incorporated 
into revised CU Manual? 

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

(3) Is manual clear and under­
standable? 

(4) Is manual packaged appro­
priately? 

, , '. • • 

Standsrds Indicators 

(1'2) Reliable and (h2) Existence (1'2) Document 
valid criteria for of criteria review 
union selection 
which are consistent 
with goals, realistic, 
measurable, clear and 
understandable, deve-
loped on'time and 
made explicit to unions. 

(1,2,),'4) A clear' (1,2,3,&4) (1,2,3,1.1) 
understandable CU manual Existence Document 
developed on schedule of revised revie~ 
which is packaged "'~nual and exalllJn" date 
appropriately and (date COIII- cOllipleted 
whose goals are pleted) 
consistent with which is 
project/comp( ,t goals. packaged 

appropri­
ately 

... 

j 

" 

\ 
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• 

Action Step 

7. Select 
2-3 Unions 
for CU 
Programs 

• 

Responsible 
Agent(., 

NOOC/LPO 

, \ • 

HUestone 
Date 

2nd 
Quarter 

, " ( , 
" . • 

Appendix 4-3 

(con tinued l 

Action Step 7 

EValuation Questions 

(1) Were 2.3 Unions aelected ? 

a) were they selected on 
schedule? 

(2) Were selection criteria ap­
plied consistently and 
uniformly? 

(3) lIava LPO/Union expectationa 
been clearly dommunicated? 

• .. '. 

Standards Indicators 

(1,2) 2-3 unions (1) Existence (1) 
selected for CU of report on 
program in accor- selection 
dance with schedule 
and selection la) date 
criteria completed 

(2) Unions select- (2) 
ed best 
satisfy criteria 

• 

Document 
Review 

Compare 
unions in 
relation 
to 
criteria 

(3) Clear com­
munication of 
LPO/union expec­
tations. 

(3) Existence of (3)lnterviewH, 
clear expecta- document 
tions by the review 
LPD/unions 

, 

, • 

L' 
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Action Step 

B. Review 
by GPO 
and 
other 
involved 
parties 

-.-- ._----

1 .. 

Responsible 
Agent(s) 

NCCD/LPD 
(for sub­
mission of 
appropriate 
documents) 

Hil.atone 
Date 

2nd 
Quarter 

• 

Appendix 4-3 

(conti nued) 

Action step B 

Evaluation Que~tiona 

(1) Was reviqed CU Manual reviewed 
by G'PO and other involved 
parties? 

a) was it revised on schedule? 

Standards 

(1) The revised 
CU Manual was 
reviewpd on 
schedule by GPO 
and other 
involved parties 

(2) Were procedures/requirements 
for review clear? (i.e., iden- (2)A1l parties 
tify all involved parties) were clear about 

review procedures 
a) Were these procedures/re­

quirements followed? 

(3) Was It clear and understandable 
plan develo~ed for incorporat­
ing feedback from review? 

and these were 
followed. 

(3) A clear and 
understandable 
plan for 
incorporating 
feedback from 
review. 

' . 

Indicators 

(1) 

(2) 

Existence of 
reviewed (ap­
aproved).re­
vised CU 
Manual 

Compliance 
with pro­
cedures/ 
requirements 
for review. 

(3) Existe,ce of 
plan 

(1) 

• 

Document 
Review 

(2) Document 
Review 

(3)Document 
Review 

, 

, 

, 
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Action Step 

9. Pro­
vide 
Technical 
Asoistance 
For CU 
Program 
Develop­
ment. 

Responsible 
Agent(s' 

NCCD/Li'D 

-~--- -- -------- ---- ------- ~-----------~ 

Hileatone 
Date 

Jrd Quarter (1) 

(2' 

(3) 

(4) 

( 5) 

(6) 

'. • 

Appendix 4-3 
(continued) 

AqUon Step 9 

Bvaluation gueationa 

Was T/A provided for CU Pro­
gram development? 

Were needs assessed? 

a) were clear and under­
standable goals derived 
from needs assessment 
which werel 
1) consiutent with 

project/program 
goa1&? 2' realistic? 

J, measurable? 
4, M,target· and ·cri me • 

IIpecific? 

uld 'L'/A relate to identi­
fied needs of unions? 

1I0w did recipients view 
utility of T/A? 

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

a) what were the topics 
method of delivery? 
1) who delivered T/A? 

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? 

Standarda 

(1,2' The pro­
vision of T/A 
to cu program 
developers 
mee,ting goals 
based on needs 
assessment 

(J,4) T/A will 
relate to iden­
tified needs 

Indicators 

(1,2) T/l. pro­
vided to CU 
program devel­
opers with goals 
based on needs 
assessment 

of unions and 
unions will per­
ceive T/A as 
I!seful 

(J,4) Provision of 
relevant 'rIA 
perceived as 
useful by 
unions 

(5) Available 
plan for amount , 
method of T/A 

(5) Plan for 
method and 
amount of T/A to 
be provided 

(6) Viable pro- (6) Existence of 
cess for identify- plans for these 
ing T/A topics processes 
and making T/A 
requests. 

(7) criteria 
for refusing 
T/A requests 

(7, Refusal 
of T/A 

Requests 

(1'2, Document 
review and 
other 
assessment 
strategies 
(e.g., inter­
views, 
surveys, 
etc.' 

(J& 1) Compa re 
planned 
needs and 
amount of 
T/A with 
that 
delivered 

(5' 

16, 

Document 
review 

Document 
review 

(7) Document 
Review 

" 

, 

l' 
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Action Step 

10. Produce 
(Print) CU 
Manual 

t .... • 

Responsible 
Agent(s) 

NCCD/LPD 

----------

( , •• 

3rd quarter 

Appendix 4-3 

(continued) 

Action Step 10 

'.l. 
' . 

BValuation Que. tiona 

(1) Was CU Manual produced? 
a) was it produced on 

schedule? 
b) how many copies were 

produced? 
(2) Were operational proce­

dures/steps defined to 
Ensure successful pro­
duction of entire manual 
w/in the scheduled mile­
stone date? 

(3' Was CU Manual printed 

" 

and packaged appropriate­
ly? 
a) is printed CU Manual 

clear and understand­
able? 

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

, 

, 

• 

Standards Indicators 

(1) A specified (1) Existence (1) document 
number of CU of printed review 
Manuals CU Manuals 

(2) Operations/ (2) Existence (2) develop-
procedures/steps of proce- ment of 
to ensure "suc- dur.es/steps proce-
cessful" produc-
tion. 

dUres/ 
steps/ 
to cn-

(3) A clear and un- (3' EXistence of sure 
derstandable clear and "suc-
printed CU Manu- understandable cessful 
al which is pack- printed CU produc-
aged nicely Manual which tion" 

is packaged 
nicely (3) document 

review , 

r 
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Action Stee 

., 

Responsible 
Agent(s) 

11. Oi BBemi - tlCCO/LPO 
nate CU Manu-
al 

Hile.tone 
Oate 

3rd quarter 

Appendix 4-3 

("ontinued) 

Action Step II 

• • • • • 

Evaluation Que.tions 
Standards Indicators 

(1) Was CU Hanual disseminated (1) 
to identified recipients on 
schedule? 

(2) Was a plan for CU Hanual di-
ssemination developed? (2) 

". 

a) were recipients of CU 
Hanual identified? 
1) were criteria for 

CU Hanual Recipients 
defined? 

b) were operational proce­
dures develop.ed to re­
cord; maintaiu and moni_ 
tor dissemination pro­
cess? 

c) was responsibility for 
CU Hanual dissemination 
function defined and 
aSlHgned clearly? 

CU Hanual dis- (1) 
seminated on 
schedule to all 
identified re­
cipients 
CU Manual disse-(2) 
mination plan 
a) cri teria for 

identification 
of recipients 

b) a record keep_ 
ing fUnction 
to maintain 
and monitor 
dissemination 
process 

c) clearly defined 
roles for CU 
Manual dissemi_ 
nation staff 

Hanuals 0) document 
dissemina_ reView 
ted on 
schedule 

Existence(2) document 
of plan (a-c) 

reView 

, 

, 

\ 

I' 
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12. Provide 
Technical 
Assistance 
for Imple­
menting 
CU Pro­
grams 

Responsible 
Agent(s) 

NCCD/LPO 

(T/II) 

• 

HUestone 
Date 

3rd 
Quarter 

• 

Appendix 4-3 

(continued) 

Action Step 12 
EValuation Que.tions 

• • -.. 

Standards Indicators 

(1) Was T/A for implementing Cu pro­
grams provided on schedule? 

(1) T/A for CU 
programs imple­
mentation pro­

vided on 
schedule 
(2)Needs 
assessed 

(1) T/A for <;1I 
programs imple­
mentation 
schedule (2) Were needs assessed? 

(3) Were there clear goals for T/A 
consul ta bion? 

(2) needs 
8S0eosmellt 

(3) Clear goals (3) Existence of 
for T/A pro- goals 

a) Did T/A provids assistance to 
CU programs for·secure fund-
ing? 

vided 

(4) Was implementation strategy con- (4) Implementa­
siotent with goal.S established tion strategy 
during progr.am development phase?consistent wi 

(4) Consistent 
goals 

(5) Did T/A relate to identified 
needs of unions and how did 
recepients of T/A review the 
utility of T/A provided? 

(6) What were the T/A topics and 
how were they identified? 

(7) now were T/A requests made? 

prior goals 

(5) ~elevant ~/A (5) Topics iden­
provided and view- tified and 
ed by recepients T/A provided 
as useful which lIatisf'ied 

needs of T/A 
recepients 

(6) Identified 
T/A topics 

(7) Procedure 
for making T/A 
requests 

(6) Topics 
identified 

(7) ~xlRtpnrp of 
procedure 

(1) 

(2) 

• 

[)OcuRient 
reviel~ 

Assessment 
strategies 
inciudinci 
interviews, 
question­
naires, 
etc. 

Il) Do~umE'nt 
review 

(4) Compare 
goals of 
implemen­
tation 
strategy 
with 
project 
goals for 
T/A 

15) Document 
review and 
assessment 
of how 
recepients 
reacted to 
T/A pro­
vided 

(6) tlcodr; \rHWRR­

ment-

(7) Document 
review 

(8) Are any program chang:!sl 
outcomes attributable to 'l'I.'I.? (8) Ability to 

note out cOllie/ 
chanqcR 

(8) EXistence of (8) Forms devel_ 
plan for record_ opment, inter­
ing changes attri_ views, document 
butable to T/A review 

"I 

, 

, 

, ,. 

\ 
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1\ction Step 

13. Provide 
T/A to 
opera­
tional 
programs. 

• 

Responsible 
1\gent(s) 

NCCD/LPD 

---------------

r' • 

Hilestone 
Date 

4th 
Quarter 

• '. 

APPEUDIX 4-3 
(Continued) 

bction :>tep 13 

EValuation Questions 

(1) Was T/A provided to operational 
programd? . 

(2) Were needs ossessed? 

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

(3) Are any program changes/out­
comes attributable to T/A? 

. (4) What was level of T/A provid­
ed and how did recepients view 
the utility of T/A provided? 

a) did T/A rdlate to identified 
needs? 

(5) lIow was T/A delivered and by 
whom? 

'. ' . 

Standards Indicators 

(1&2)T/1\ provided to (1&2) T/A 
operational programs based on needs 
based on clear assessment pro-
goals derived from vided. 
needs assessment 

(3) Ability to note 
outcome and 
changes 

(3) Existence of 
plan for re­
cording out­
comes/changes 
attributallie 
to T/A 

• 

Method 

(1&2) Document 
review 
and needs 
assessments 
strategies 
(inter­
vip.ws, 
question­
naires). 

(3) .. 'or Ins deve­
lopment, in­
terviews, 
document rc­
v! e·.~ 

(4) Determination (4) Plan for level(4) Document 
of level of T/A of T/1\ provided & review, 
provided for assess- for assessing inter-
ing how recepients recepient view viewn, 
viewed utility of T/A of utility of question-

(5) Procedure for 
delivery of T/A. 

T/A. naires. 

(5) Existence of 
procedure (5) Document 

review 

(6) Were T/A monitoring and follow- (6) Provision for (6) Existence of 
T/A monitoring 
and folloW-Up 
functions. 

. 5) Document 
review up functions provided? T/A monitoring and 

following functions 

" 

, 

, 

\ 
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APPENDIX 4-4 

ACTION STEPS FOR ASSISTANCE TO LABOR YOUTH SPONSORSIIIP PROGRAMS. 

Component IV: 

Assistance to 
t--__ ,..~'" provide overall monitorin~J 

Labor Youth 

Sponsorship 

, provide technical assistance, as needed or requested , 

-~ provide assistance in securing state or local fundin~ 

Programs 

• All action steps for this component occurred on an ongoing basis throughout the Project Year • 

" 

\ 

I' 

, 



6£!.ion step 

I. Provide 
overall 
",ant taring 
of the LYSP's 

• 

Responsible 
Agent(s) 

LPD 

• l ! 
' . • l '. I ' '. , ' • 

Appendix 4_~ 

EVALUATIotl QUES".'IONS, S7AHr.?,RDS, INDICATORS, AND M!'.:TIIOn::; Ji'f)R 

A::;::;!::;"'A"CE TO LABOR YOUTII SPONSORSIIIP PRonRMIS CmIPotl~~rJT 

Milestone 
Date 

Throughout 
?roject year 

'Action Step 1 

Ev~luat!on Questions 

1. What were the LPD's LYSP 
monitoring requirements? 
a) Were they realistic, 
and valid? 

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

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

,,'11 

a) If so, were these changes 
adopted? 

Standards 

1. Monitoring require·­
ments that are useful .. 
realistic, valid, and 
performed by the LPD 

3. The recornmendiiltion 
of changes; where 
needed, and the adop­
tion of said changes 

. ) 

' . 

Indicators 

1 & 2. Exis­
tence of moni­
toring require­
ments wldch are 
usefUl, valid, 
and performed 
by the LPD 

3. Evidence for 
changes recommen­
ded by the LPD 
and changes 
adopted 

1 & 2. Doc­
ument review, 
interviews 

3. Document 
Leview, inler­
views 

I • 

l' 
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Action 
.t1lep_ 

2. Provide 
technical 
assistance (1'/A) 
Lo LYSP's as 
needed 0. re­
quested. 

( , • 

-~ - - -------~ ----~------

• • • 

Appendix 4-4 

(continued ) 

Action step 2 

• 

Responsible Milestone Evaluation 
Questions Standards Agent (s) Dat_e __ _ 

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

a) Who delivered requested 
T/A? 

2. wh,!: wall the amount and 
type »f T/A delivered? 

3. /low were T/A needs identi­
fied? 

4. How was T/A provided? 

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

6 0 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. ProvJ .. sion of T/A 
to the LYHP's as needed 
or requested which is 
specified as tOI amount, 
type, and who provided, 
how T/A needs were identi­
fied, how T/A is provided, 
objectives, outcomes, 
LYSP's assessment 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 

1-7. Ques-
t ionna ire s, 
interviews, 
document review 

8. Compare T/A 
del i vered to 
each LYSP 

, 

, 
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Action 
~ 

( " • 

Responsible 
Agent(s) 

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

. , • • 

Appendix 4_4 

(continued ) 

Action Step 3 

Milestone 
pate 

Evaluation 
Quel!tionll 

Throughout 1. Did the LPD assist the 
project LYSP's in securing state 
year or local funding? 

2. What type(ll) of assis­
tance was provided? 

3. Was state or local 
funding secured? 

a) If so, how much and 
from whom was it secured? 

4. If funding was secured, 
how instrumental was the 
LPD in securing these 
funds? 

Standards 

1 & 2. Provision 
of LPD assistance 
to the LYSIP' s in 
aecuring sltate or 
local fUnd:lng 

3. State 01: local 
funding se(:ured by 
each LYSP fco carry 
on program in FY 
B1 

4. The LPD will 
playa major role 
in assisting each 
LYSP secur,e FY B 1 
state or local 
funding 

• 

Indicators 

1,& 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 
l'unding secured 

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

t , • .' 

Method 

1 & 7.. Document 
review, interviews 

3. Document Leview 

4. Interviews, 
document review 

, 

, 

l' 
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Appendix 4-5 

TIMELINE OF ACTION STEPS FOR THE ASSISTANCE TO 11.1. •• A.S CO:,lPCNEL.T 

First Second Third Fourth 
Quarter Qua,rter Quarter QUarter 

(1) (2) (3) (4 ) (5) (0 

Develop Identify 2-3 Assist Selected Assist Selected Assist Selected Provide Technical Assistance to '--I- Criteria -I-- U.L.A.s for 1- -I"" U.L.A.s with U.L.A.s with U.L.A.s with !- Assistance for New U.L.A.s for U.L.A. Possible Program Identifying Identifying Opet-ational Selection Programs Development Program Needs Funding Sources Programs and Resources I 
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Appendix 4-5 

EVALUATION QUESTIONS, STANDARDS, INDICATORS, AND tfETllODS Foa TilE ASSISTANCE 'Iv N~ U.L.A.s COMPONENT 

Action Step 

1. Develop 
criteria 
for 
U.L.A. 
selection 

ReHponsible 
Agent Is) 

LPD 

Milestone 
Date 

1st 
quarter 

~voluatlon Questions ;;tandards 

l.a. Were reliable and l.a. 
valid criteria 
developed for U.L.A. 
selection within the 
first few weeks of 
the grant period? 

Reliable and valid 
criteria developed 
within the first 
few weeks of the 
grant period to 
select U.L.A.s for 
possible programs 

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

(1) in areas with 
heavily organ­
ized industries? 

b. (1-4) Criteria 
listed in b (1-4) 
will be applied to 
U.L.A. selection 

(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 1I0t fully defined 
their mission? 

l.a. 

Indicators 

Existence of reli­
able and valid 
criteria within 
the first few 
weeks of the 
grant period 

b. '(1-4) Evidence that 
criteria b.(l-4) 
were applied to 
selection of U.L.A.s 

l.a. Document 
review & 
inspection 
of dl!te 
completed 

b. (1-4) 
Document 
review 

, 

, 



( 

...... 
o 
1.0 

Action Step 

2. Identify 2-3 
U.L.A.s fo,; 
possible 
programs 

Responsible 
Agentls) 

LPD 

Milestone 
Date 

2nd 
quarter 

, ., 

Apgendix 4-5 

(continued) 

Action Step 2 

Eyaluation Questions 

2.a. Were 2-3 U.L.A.s 
identified for 
possible 
programs? 

(i) did this occur 
on schedule? 

b. Which U.L.A.s were 
selected to develop 
programs? 

standards 

2.a. 

2.a. (1) 2-3 U.L.A.s 
will be identifiGd 
for possible pro­
grams (on schedule) 

b. U.L.A.s will be 
described 

( , -w 

Indicators 

2.a.(I) evidence that 
2-3 U.L.A.s were 
identified by the 
LPD for possible 
programs (& date 
completed) 

b. Existence of U.L.A. 
descriptions 

(1) Evidence that 
U.L.A.s were 

2. a . (1) Docu­
ment re­
view I. 
inspec­
tion of 
date com­
pleted 

b. Docu­
ment 
review 

(1) Docu-
ment 

(I) did the selected 
U.L.A.s meet the 
pre-specified 5el­
lection criteria? 

(1) U.L.A.s will be 
selected according 
to pre-specified 
criteria 

selected according review 

c. Were the results of the c. 
Community Services Sur­
vey (CSS) used to help 
identify U.L.A.~ for 
possible proqr~ms? 

The CSS results will 
be used to identify 
U.L.A ... for VutHl'1ble 
programs. 

c. 

to pre-specified 
criteria 

Evidence that the c. Docu-
CSS was used to ment 
identity U.L.A.s Revjew 
for possible 
programs 

, 

• 

\ 

(' 
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Responsible 
~ction Bteps ~oent(s) 

3. AssiSt 
selected 
U.L.A.s 
with pro­
gram dp.­
velopment 

4. Assist 
selecte!i 
U.L.A.s with 
with 
identifying 
program 
needs & 
resources 

LPD 

LPD 

( , 
'W 

Hileatone 
Date 

3rd 
quarter 

3t'd 
quarter 

'. 

Appendix 4-5 

(continued) 

Action steps 3 and 4 

Evaluation Questions 

• 

;itandards Indicators 

3.a. What type(s) of assia­
tance with program 
development did the 
LPD provide to 
selected U.L.A.s? 

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

Exiatence of 3.a. Document 
record of rel- review 

b. Did the LPD establish 
policies and procedur~s 
for the coordination 
of this assistance be­
tween the two LPD 
offices? 

c. What programs were 
developed as a result of 
this assistance? 

the program develop­
ment assistance 
they provide to 
selected U.L.A.s 

b. The LPD will esta­
blish policies & 
procedures for the 
coordination of 
program development 
assistance between 
the two LPD offices 

c. The LPD will main­
tain a list of the 
programs dave loped 

evant LPD 
asaistance to 
selected U.L.A.a 

b. Existence of 
relevant policies 
and procedures 

c. Evidence for 
the development 
of programs 

b. Document 
review 

c. Document 
review. 
interview 
program 
directors 

4.a. Did the LPD assist 4. (a-b) The LPD will main- 4. (a-b) Existence 4. (a-c) Document 
selected U.L.A.s with tain a record of the of record of rele- review 
identifying program needs assistance they pro- vant assistance 
and resources? vide to selected U.L.A.s 

(identifying program 
needs & resources) 

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

(1) did the LPD optimally b. (1) the LPD will optim- b.(l) evidence that the 
match these needs & ally match program needs LPD optimally matched 
resources for each U.L.A.? and resources program needs & resources 

c. Did the LPD establish c. The LPD will establish c. Existence of relevant 
policies , procedures for policies & procedures policies and procedures 
'coordination of this assis- for coordination of 
tance (between the 2 offices)? this assistance 

, 

.' 

\ 



Action Step 

5. Assist 
selected 
U.L.A.s 
with 
identi­
fying 
funding 
sources 

Responsible 
Agent Is) 

LPD 

Milestone 
Date 

3rd 
quarter 

• 

Appendix 4-5 

(continued) 

Action Step 5 

Evaluation Question§ 

5.a. For each selected U.L.A.: 

(1) did the LPD provide 
assistance with identify_ 
ing fUnding sources? 

(2) what sources of 
funding were identified? 

(3) what funding sources 
did the U.L.A. apply for? 

(4) what sources of 
fUnding were secured? 

(5) what role did the LPD 
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.s? 

" 

§tilndardIL 

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

.. 

5.a. 

Indicator!! 

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

.' 

(1-6) Uocument 
review. 
interView 
individuals 
receiving 
assistance 
from the 
L.P.D. 

, 

, 

l' 
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6. Provide 
T/A to 
opera­
tional 
programs 

Responsible 
MentIs) 

LPD 

Milestone 

( , '. 

Apnp,ndix 4-5 

(continue~) 

Action Step 6 

pate Evaluation Questioos 

.,' 

Indicators , Method 
4th 6.a. Was T/A requested? 

quarter 

Standard I! 

6.a. 'N/A 6.a. Existence of 6.a. Document 

b. Was T/A provided? 

(1) was it timely? 

b. The LPD will deliver 
T/A in a timely 
fashion 

c. For each T/A episode: c. A recording procedure 
will be developed 
which addresses ques­
tions c. /1-6) 

(1) who requested T/A? 

(2) what type(s) of T/A 
WilS pC9vided? 

(3) how was the need for 
T/A identified? 

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

(5) what were the objectives 
of the T/A requested? 

(6) what was the outcome 
of the T/A provided? 

T/A requests review 

b. Date T/A re­
quested a. date 
T/A delivered 

b. Compare 
date re­
quested a. 
date delivered 

c. LPD use of c. Document 
recording pro- review 
cedure to pro-
vide answers 
to c. (1-6) for 
each T/A episode 

, 

, 

, 
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Action 
~ 

6. Provide 
T/A to 
opera­
tional 
prOgrams 

Responsible 
Agent(s} 

LPD 

" 

Milestone 
pate 

4th 
quarter 

6.d. 

e. 

, . 
.~-. 

Appendix 4-5 

(continued) 

Action Step 6 

Eyaluation Questionu 

• 

Standards Indicatora 

lIow were T/A requests 6.d. 
made and what was the 
procedure for responding 

Established 
procedure for 
making T/A 
requests , for 
LPD responsea 
to T/A requests 

6.d. Existence 
of programs 

to T/A requests? 

(1) were policies , 
procedures established for 
t.he coordination of T/A 
delivery between the 
two LPD offices? 

Were T/A monitoring , 
follow-up functions 
developed? 

(1) policy and . 
procedure for 
coordination of 

'T/A delivery 

e. Development of 
monitoring , 
follOlf-UP 
functions 

:0 

d.(l) Exiatence of 
procedures 

e. Existence of 
monitoring , 
follow-up 
functions 

• 

6.d. Document 
review 

d. (1) document 
revi"ew 

e. Document 
review 

f. Were any requests for 
T/A refused? 

(1) if so. why? f.(l) record of & 
criteria for 
refusal of T/A 
requests 

f. (1) existence 
criteria and 
record of 
refusals 

of f. (1) docu­
ment 
review 

, 

, 

• • 

, 
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APPENDIX 5-1 

community Services Survey Report 

Please respond to the following questions: 

What is the jurisdiction of the local labor council? 

(a) city 
(b) county 
(c) multi-county 
(d) other 

What type of role do you f 7el labor has to pJ.clY in the 
area of criminal and juven~le justice? 

ta) a very significant role 
(b) a significant role 
(c) a somewhat significant role 
(d) a minor role 
(e) an insignificant role 

Within your jurisdiction has the AFL-CIO.e~er been p~rt 
of a committee addressing the area of cr~~nal and 
juvenile justice? 

a) Yes 
b) No 

,3a. 

3b. 

If so, what was the purpose of this committee 
and what was your role on it? 

--,-.-.... _-----------------
How suceessful do you feel this committee has 
been in accomplishing' its objectives? 

(1) very successful 
(2) successful 
(3) somewhat successful 
(4) not very suc~essful 
(5) unsuccessf:ul 
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APPENDIX 5-1 

4. 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 you feel this 
program(s) has been? 

(1) very successful 
(2) successful 
(3) somewhat successful 
(4) not very successful 
(5) l:i.nsuccessful 

5. What do you perceive as the needs of your community in the 
area of criminal and juvenile justic~? 

6. In the area of criminal and juvenile justice how can 
the AFL-CIO Community Services Department be of help to 
you? 
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APPENDIX 5-2 

PRE-CRAFT UTILIZATION QUESTIONNAIRE 

Please respond to the following questions before you read 
the craft utilization manual. (Circle the most appropriate 
response. ) 

union Affiliation: 

N.ame and Title: 

1. 

" 

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

(l) very good , 
(2) good 
(3) fair 
(4) moderately poor 
(5) poor 

2. As a ~eans of reducing crime, at this point ~, see craft 
utilization programs ,as: 

(1) very effective 
(2) effective ' ' -
(3) somewhat effective 
(4') not very effective 
(5) ineffective 
( 6) undecided, 

3. As far as the craft utilization workshop is con,cerned, 
I am: 

(1) very interested and supportive 
(2) interested and supportive ,_ 
(3) somewhat interested and supportive 
(4) mildly interested and supportive 
(5) not interested and supportive -. 

4. ,At this point 'do you think you will provide information 
about craft utilization to YOUI membership? 

(1) Yes 
(2) ~o 
(3) Undecided 

5. I anticipate'. that the' union I represent: 

~( I 

(1) definitely will use the craft utilizat~on ~ariual 
(2) probably will use the craft utilization ~anual 
'(3) might use the craft utilization manual 
(4) probably will not use ,the craft utilization manual 
{5) definitely will not use the craft utilization manual 
( 6) "undeci ded 
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APPENDIX '5-3 

POST-CRAFT UTILIZATION WORKSHOP QUESTIONNAIRE 

thion Affila'tic:n: 

Na:tI! and Ti tie: ~---------------------
----------------------~ 

(1) The union I represent: • 
(l) definitely will use the craft ut.ili:atial ual 
(2) probably will use the c::aft: util.izat.icn man 
(3) might use the craft util.izatic:n lMnual manual 

« ~» p~y ~ not use the craft ntiJ;zatial manual 
;) definitely will not use the c:aft ._~H_-...~_ .. _, 

(6) \Z'f1ee! dad .. ~~ man--.&. 

(2) ~ a::I'lUnt of the c::'3ft: utili:aticn manual was: 

(1) w:y well 0J:dered 
(2) wall orCItrea 

(B) 

(3) a::III!What o:derad 
(4) not very ordered 
(5) 'UDOl:c3at:ed 

(1) 'II'C'y easy to read 
(2) easy to read 
(3) ~ ~ to rMti 
(4) not very easy to read 
(5) hard to maC. 

(3) tbes the material in the manual Ingage the reader's interest? 

Yes No 

D:I ~ haw any ~ for ~ ~ &spec:t Qf the D2IIlIJal? 

----------------------------
(4) ~_~_U'1ial:rcu:tepr8Mnt be ~::::~=:==-
~~ p:cg:am1 _.-t---':! ........... 

( 8) tb}"QU have an orgmU.zed retiree gl:'Qq)? 

Yes No 

(9) Has the lZUal :tCU represent eve:: passed l' 
c::iJnina.l. justice and ' ~', a resc 1..'tJ.Q:l in the area of 
.. ~ ,', ~ ~eventicn (e.g_, handgun ~ntrol -, , 
.. ·~a.:.:.4:atlon of sutus offel'lders, prisC"l reform)? c Qelnst1tu-

Yes 
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dVItA,1l~RO~D -1 PRELITvUNARY EV~LUA'!'ImT REPOR'2:' ON ':"HE 
~ ~ ... ""J. ~ 1\:"1. or CD SEHI!':AR 
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'I I 

TO: 

From: 

RE: 

DATE: 

MEl-I0RANDUM 

Jim Statman, CPM, LPD/AFL-CIO Project 

Monty Snead, Project Director ~ 
Craft Utilization (CO) Seminar Conducted by the LPD 
on 4/3/80 at the AFL-·CIO Building, Washington, D.C. 

April 15, 1980 

P~llrticipants : 

Harry Bogqs, Director, APL-CIO/Labor Participation 
Department 

Rob Costa, LPD staff rn~,er 

Allan Benson, LPD Project Monitor, LE~. 

Monty Snead, LPD Evaluation Project Director 

v1al ter R. Williamso.n, Director of COI!'.muni t~' 'Services, 
Brotherhood'of Railway and Airline Clerks (BRAC) 

Evert Lehman, International Brotherhood of Electrical 
Workers 

"Chiefll Bryant, Na·tional Couhcil on Alcoholism 

9'ef~ Stege ... :, Intel;'national Union of Police AS~':lc.iatj ons, 
(IUVA), Arl~ngton Police Department 

E,;. Allan Bosch, AFL-CIO Department of Community Services 

On April 3, 19~O, the AFL-CIO/Labor Participation Depart­
ment sponsored a craft utilization (CU) seminar designed to 
provide information about cu to interested international/ 
national unions and to identify those unions which evidence 
enough 'interest to initiate their own cu programs. The major 
task of the group was to provide comments/input for a draft 
CO Manual developed by the LPO 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-CD 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-~~~ztionnaires (three each) 
were collected as only three unions were represented that had 
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the capability of instigating CU programs. In soite of the 
low number of unions who participated in the CO Seminar 
(ten were invited), the overall reaction of all participants 
to the draft CO Manual was very favorable. Moreover the 
representatives of the unions in attendance exhibited a high 
level of interest in developing their own CO programs. Harry 
indicated that he would have revised the CU Manual by mid-
May. Union represen'tatives indicated that they would be willing 
to discuss CU program development at that time. 

Feedback regarding the Manual included: 

1. The suggestion 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 1'1anual 
emphasized the "noninvolvement" asoect of the type of 
crime reporting intended tor a CD program. 

. . The group agreed that there could be occasions where 
C::l. t~zens may become more involved in crime reporting tha.n was 
l.ntended. There also was unanimous agreement that this issu~ 
should not be treated in the CU Manual, but incorporated int~ 
local-union CU program training. 

/tw 

CC: Bob Walker 
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TO: 

FROM: 

RE: 

---~- -------~. 

MEMO 

Harry Boggs, Dir7ctor • 
Labor Participat~on Departrnen~ 
AFL-CIO/NCCD 
1706 R Street, NW 
Washington, DC 20009 

Jim statman, CPM/AFL-CIO Project 
Aurora Associates, Inc. 
suit.e 502 
1200 - 18th Street., ~~1 
Washington, DC 20036 

Monty Snead, project Direct.or 
Aurora Associates, Inc. 

Reoort for Craft Utilization (CD) 
summary : 'he LPD on Aoril 3, 1980, at 
Conducted ,?y ~ 81· c. _ 16th Street. r NW 
AFL-CIO Bu~ld~ng, ~ 
Washington, DC 

Seminar 
the 

....... " 

DATE: June 2, 1980 

Participants: 

'I J 

, t AFL-CIO/Labor Participat.ion Harry Boggs, D~rec or. I! 
Department 

Rob costa, LPD staff member 

Allan Benson, LPD project Monitor, LEAA 

S d LPD ~valuation project Director Monty nea, ~ 

- , t o~ Community Services, 
Walter R. Wil~i~~ln, D~anr~cA~~li~e Clerks (BRAe) 
Brotherhood o~ Ra~ way 

Inte~national Brotherhood of Electrical 
Evart l"ehman, .. 
Workers 

Brant, National Council on Alcoholism 
W!!..:.,;. G::.:,.. ...:C:.:h:::i:.::e:.:::f;...;.;;~;..... 

.'onal Union of police ASsociat.ions, 
Jeff Steaer, Interna~~ • 
(Iu~A), Arlington police Departmen~ 

10 Department of communit.y Serivces 
Dr. Allan Bosch, AFL-C -
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On April 3, 1980, the .~L-CIO/Labor Participation Depart.­
ment. spc'Dsored a craft utilizat.ion (CD) seminar designed to 
orovideinformation about. CO to interested international/national 
unions and to identify those uni~ns which evidenced enough 
interest to initiate their own CD programs. The major task of 
the participants was to provide comments/input for a draft CD 
manual developed by the LPD. 

Besides participating in the seminar itself, Aurora's 
primary mission was to collect pre- and post-CO Seminar 
auestionnaires which were administered to all oarticioants whose 
union had the potential to initiate a CD program. The general 
purpose of this report is to summarize Aurora's evaluation 
activities related to the CO Seminar and to provide the LPD with 
evaluation feedback related to its CU Seminar act.ivities. This 
report contains a summary of the following specific CD-related 
issues and activities in order to accomplish this purpose: a) 
LPD/Aurora planning of the CO Seminar, b) an analysis of the pre­
post-CU Seminar data, c) a narrative description of CD Seminar 
activites, and d) Aurora's ccmments and recommendations regarding 
LPD and other CU Seminar activities. To introduce these topics, 
the first secti.9n of this report contains a brief summary of the 
rationale and purpose of CO programs. 

The Rationale and Purpose of Craft utilization (CO) Programs 

While crime prevention focuses on the social conditions 
·rthich fuel crilne (e. g., unemplo:tment, th~ economy, and poor 
ho'-~iIlY) I CLime res.isLance :LoS defined as the antici~a:t.i~r~, 
recognition, and appraisal of a crime risk and the initiation 
o.f some action to remove or reduce it. The basic pr~e 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. 

Craft. utilization involve~ 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 carr~ers 
and telephone repair workers are in a unique position within 
their communities to apply such cri~e resistance effort.s. 

Planning the CU Seminar 

During late March and early April, Aurora met with LPD staff 
to plan the CU Seminar. The process of the meeting was formulated 
and an agenda for the Seminar was developed (see Appendix I) . 
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As indicated on the agenda, the original process plan for 
t.'1e meeting involved splitting the participants into two groups w!,',ich 
would concomitantly (but separately) focus on the same task (i.e. 1 

to provide comments and feedback r~garding the draft CO Hanual). 
The aim of this prOCedl.lrel was to maximize the likelihood that 
diverse and relevant feeclliack would be solicited from participants. 

Jean Lushin, Assist/ant Director of the LPD, had intenced to 
co-lead one of these gro'ups with Harry Boggs i however, due to 
an m!fortunate series of illnesses in his family, Mr. Lushin 
was unable to attend the: Seminar. Mr. Boggs adjusted to this 
circumstance by cornbinirlg these two groups during the discussion 
phase of the Seminar ra1:.her than dividing the participants into two 
smaller groups. 

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

During .March, Aurclra constructed (with input from the LPD) 
pre- and post-CO Seminar questionnaires. The next section of this 
docll."nent contains the J:ationale behind these instruments and a 
summary of the results of the pre- post-questionnaire data. 

PUlalvsis of Pre- Post-CD Seminar Questionnaire Data « 

Prior to the CO Seminar, pre- post-CO Seminar questionnaires 
'"cr<= :;Orl~"::':'t..=t~d. (The:;e ~.ns::~.~.u:-=nt:':' arr- c:>ntai.r.ac in :i.!pendi.C':e-::' 
II and III.i The purpose of these instruments was to assess: 
a) participants 'knowle~dge of CO (before and after readin~ the CO· 
Manual and attending 'the Seminar), b) their reactions/comments 
about the draft CO Manual, c) participants' interest in develop­
ing a CO program within their own union, and d) participants' 
reaction to the Seminar itself. 

The pre-CO Seminar ~~e$tionnaires were completed by participants 
orior to the Seminar (and before participants had read the draft 
CO Manual). ~he post-CO Seminar questionnaires were completed 
i~~eciately after the Seminar. The following narrative represents 
a summary of the pre- po~t-CO Seminar questionnaire data. 

Following the CU Seminar, respondents indicated that they felt 
the Manual was easy to read, well-ordered, and engaged the reader ':s 
interest. One respondent suggested that the Manual should contain 
more exam~les of CO for specific trades, while the other respondent 
offered no suggestions for improvement. 
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Both union representatives expressed interest in develo~ina 
a CO I?::o,?ram. However, one respondent stated that he v.as 
~dec~~ec about_whether the union he represented would be willina 
~o ~ss~gn a statf person to work with the program during the 
proJec~ Y7ar • The other respondent stated that his union would 
be unw~ll~ng to do so: The negati~e response of this latter res­
pondent probably w~s cue t~ the fact that this individual 
~orked as a cC?mmun~ty serv~ces represent,ative for a police 
cepartm~nt wh~~h already offered similar services through his 
actual Job rather than through his union. 

. Nei ther respondent offered any suaaestions abou""' ~he W'~'7 
~n which the LPD might be able to helo·orovide this in~or.ma~1on 
~l~houg~.one respondent did request that he be provided with ' 
~n.orma~~on about the progress of the Manual. 

According to both respondents, neither of their unions had 
ev~r passed a,resolution in the area of criminal justice and 
cr~rne prev7nt~on. ,Both respondents stated that their unions did 
have organ~zed ret~ree groups. 

Both respondents expressed the opinion that the meetinq was 
ver~ useful,~~ one ~es?ondent ~ndicated that he felt the -
Sem~nar was ~nIormat~ve as well. I~terest~ngly enough, this 
la~~er respondent also was the part~cipant who evidenced a very 
gooo ~nowledge of CO prior to the Seminar. • 

~ int~restin~ trend was apparent across the five pre- oost­
CD S~~~ar ~tems (~.e., ~ose questions that were completed both 
?~fo'te _nd a ftear the SeIIU nar). rhe r.e~:"':lndF:nt who h'o5.ca ":~d 'h.~ 
r,ad a good, knowle~ge of CD before the Leminar retained his 
favorab~e ~mpress~on of CD and its effectiveness. In com~arison, 
the attitude toward CU of the respondent who evidenced onty a 
p~or knowledge C?f CO before the Seminar improved across all 
f~ve pre- post-~tems. 

Specifically, this respond.ent: 

1. described his pri?r knowledg~ of CO as "poor"; 
following the Senu.nar, he described it as "fair"i 

2. wa7 ':und7cided" about the effectiveness of craft 
ut~l~z~tion ~rogr~s as a means of reducing crimei 
follow~ng this Sem~nar¥ he viewed them. as "very 
effect~ve" for thi.,s purpose; 

3. was," somew~at interested and supporti ve." of the 
S~nar.pr~or to its Occurence; followina the 
Seminar, he indica ted he was I' interested -and 
supportive" (a sligh~, but positive improvement)i 
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4. 
s "undecided" as to whether his union woul~ u~e 

~~ CU·Manual; after the Seminar thl.S responaen 
in~icated that his union "probably would use the 
Craft Utilization Manual";. and 

5. was lIundecid7d" ,abo~pr~~i~~nani~~~~;~~~ua~~~nar 
CU to his ~nJ.on~i~ re:~onde~t indicated that ~e 
questionnaire, J.'nformation to his mernbershJ.p. 
would provide this 

, t' s can be made from such a limited 
Of course, few generalJ.~a J.o~ dicate that the attitude toward 

data sample, but th!S ~end, ~esdJ.~nowledge of CU prior to , 
CU of one responden w wJ.th ~~d 7te e after attendina the SemJ.nar. 
the Seminar consistently dJ. J.mprov. -

O~ CO Seminar Discussion Narrative Summary -
h t'ng by reviewing the rationale, pur-

Harry Boggs beg: n t ed~:~tJ.CU Manual. The major c~mments of 
pose, and contents 0 ... ~e thi presentation are sumrnarJ.zed here. 
the participants followJ.ng s 

, d thO t the purpose of CO programs was 
Allan Benson emphasJ.z7 , a~ts in 'eopardy, but to make , , 

not to put CO program par~J.~l.p , inal ;ctivities and opoortunJ.tJ.es 
them more ~ware of ~oten~~eic~~rhood. He also pointed out th~t 
within thel.r communl.ty 0 -g h'ghlY dependent on the manner 
the success of the CO prd°f.ramp~t:~~iat program participants. 
in which CO was markete .0 

f . Steger (of the Arlington po~ice 
~llan Bosch asked Je ~ needed to respond to calls ~ram citizens 

Deoartment)'what the po~ice t' 'ty Mx Steaer resoonded that 
reporting possible crimJ.nal ac J.Vl. a~d lo~ation of the ~uspicious 
all that was needed was the natur7 anonom ous. This comment 
activity. Thus,. call7r~ can remaJ.~ involved as known witnesses 
raised the issue of Cl.tJ.zens becom.lng

d the "noninvolvement" aspects 
. , . '1 the CU Manual stresse .. 
to crl.mes ~nJ. e, rting intended for a CO program. 
of the type of crJ.rne repo . 

e could be occasions where citizens 
The group a~reed tha~ th:~ e re orting than was intended •. 

may become more 1nv~~ved J.n c_~~t th~t this issue should not be 
There also was una.II1.l:Qcas :1lg:t'~~ incorcorated into local-union 
included in the CO,Manua, u -
CO program~training. 

~I l 

----- -------------~ 
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Mr. Steaer oointed out that all oolice departments have 
representatives who will talk to co~~unity groups. He also felt 
that, once in place, CO programs could be workable without much 
supervision. Mr. Steger felt ~hi3:'t; CO programs were best 
suited to 3.ddress the problem of'neighborhood burglaries. He also 
suggested that the CO Manual should mention the use of retiree 
groups as potential participants in CO programs. (The revised 
CO 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 CO 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 CO Manual by the Seminar 
participants was highly favorable, only three of the nine 
Seminar participants were potential CO program developers 
(i.e., appropriate respondents to the pre- post-CO questionnaires). 
One of these three potential respondents indicated that he would 
withhold submission of his questionnaire data until the CO 
Manual was published. Dur.ing a. follow-up phone conversation between 
Monty Snead (Aurora's LPD Evaluation Project Director) and 
this participant, it was learned that this pre- post-data may be 
provided' after the CO Manual is p~wlished. Thus, pre- post-data 
were coll 1ected for two of the three potential CO program developers 
who attended the Seminar. In any event, the International President 
of this union has indicated that the CO Manual will be announced 
ir: th - UIlirm t S re·N::;~.e.. tta= 'onc,: t.he CO M""nllal ha~ bE:'?T. publi:-!".ed. 

This initially small pool of potential CO program developers 
raises the possible problem of finding unions willing to spensor 
CO programs. The £avorable response of the union representatives 
who did not attend the conference and the positive trend' in'~~e 
questionnaire data suggest that the limited attendance at the CO 
Seminar will not hamper CO 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 th~~ response generated from 
the publicity the Manual recei'\)'es in th~ AFL~CIO newsletters. 
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LPD Technical Assistance (T/A) Episode Recording Form 

Name (of person delivering T/A) : ______________________________ __ 

Date: 

Please answer the following questions for each episode of T/A. 

1. Who requested the T/A? 

Name: 

Address and Telephone Number: 

Agency/Group Affiliation: ________________________________ __ 

2. What typets) of T/A was/were requested? 

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

4 . 

5. Wha,t was/were the obj,ective (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 SERVICES COUr:-.~SELLING COURSE GRADUATION CEREMONY 

Attachment B 

MEMO 

TO: Jim Sta~~an, CPM, AFL-CIO Project 

FROM: Monty Snead, Aurora AFL-CIO Project Director It /~ 
RE'f Trip Report for Norfolk, Virginia Uni "ted Labor Agency's 

Community Services Cc~~sel1ir.g Courses Graduation. Held 
at the Norfolk Holiday Inn on May 9, 1980. 

DATE: June 12, 1980 

The pUrpose of this report is to summarize my May 9, 
1980 Norfolk trip activities related to my attendance at 
the Norfolk United Labor Agencyi s (U.L.A~ s) Conununity Ssr­
vices Courses graduation ceremony. This event was relatec 
to AFL-CIO (LPD) NCCD Project activities in that Harry Boggs 
had been provid.ing materials, teclln.ic:al assistance, and 
training to the Norfolk U.L.A. and the Norfolk State Univer~ 
sity to establish a college course in Juvenile Crime Preven­
tion at the University. 

The purpc-r'e cf th::.s ;ou.~sc :"'3.S ":0 hcl~ '.minn ur.c n:)n, 
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 graduates 
being honored at the ceremony had 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 asso­
ciated ("Juvenile Crime") represented the first time that 
Labor and a University had been involved in the establishment 
of a program of study which was not solely labor-related (i.e., 
a course which is available to the total commu;:nity and pri­
marily sponsored by Labor). Following an outline of my itin­
erary, I have provided a narrative summary of these activities. 
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Friday, May 

12:15 p.m. 

12:30 - 2:30 

5:00 p.m. 

7:30 - 10:30 

APPENDIX 5-7 

Outline of Norfolk Trio Activities 

9, 1980 

p. m. 

p.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 banquet and cere­
mony. Principal speaker: Douglas A. 
Fraser, President, International Auto 
Workers Union 

ll:00p.m.-12:30~~. Informal social meeting with Harry 
Boggs and Phylis Angus (Supervisor 
of the U.S. Census for the Tidewater, 
VA area) 

Saturday, May 10, 1980 

8:30·a.m. 

11:00 a.m. 

:r i 

Breakfast with Harry Boggs 

Harry Boggs dropped me off at my home 
in Richmond, Virginia 
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APPENDIX 5-7 

Narrative Descriotion of Norfolk Trio Activities 

Fo~lowing our meeting to discuss our schedule and general 
LPD Project activities, Ear~I Boggs and I attended the pre-grad­
uation social hour at the Norfolk Holiday Inn (Scope). During 
this event I met Phylis Angus, supervisor for the Tidewater Area 
Census. Through Ms. Angus and 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. Ask~w indicated to me that these courses are part of a 
growing number of crime prevention :~nitiatives which will become 
a part of the overall course offeripgs at Norfolk State University 
and other local "Wli"Ve:rS':i:.ties/colleges. 

During his address, Mr. Fraser addressed issues of national 
concern (e.g., the fa1te~ing 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 ~eremony concluded with .the graduates ·receiving thei: certi­
ficates. Ms. Angus, Mr. Boggs and I met informally after the 
banquet ceJ:"emony.· . 

,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 
c\.)'ij.rse graduates. This could invol va the use of questiontlai .... e 
al'd/or tele.~bone survey in$trUIt'en~s tC"' assess part.ici.pants-' re­
actions .to t:.he course and to determine how they will use the 
knowledge they have acquired. 

Attachment: Brochure for Graduation Ceremony 
cc: Bob Walker, Harry Boggs 
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APPENDIX 5-8 

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 ctty 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 
wi th an overview of t,he 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, ~. Boggs and! met with ~~. 
~~nogue at the ULA at which time he presented an overview of 
current ULA activities and programs. Examples of such 
activities included: an annual flu shot program (servicing 
over 45,000 persons last year), emergency relief of various 
kinds (e.g., money (for gas l food), renegotiating house pay­
ment terms for unemployed/disabled workers), a.n~ infol:1Ilation 
and referral services. Services also involved. setting up 
free physicals, free medical care, and free legal services. 
Throughout M:. Minogue's review of ULA services, it was 
apparent that one of the primary resources he offered clients 
was his use of key contacts within the state/local government 
and the community to address the specific needs of clients 
which were not being met by existing comrnw1ity services. For 
ex~ple, Mr .. Minogue made direct calls to 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 
~.r. Minoque drew upon his community contacts to assist needy 
clients find shortcuts in the system in order to supply them 
with the immediate relief they were seeking. (Appendix! 
contains a copy of the form the agency uses to record client 
da ta and the services pI:ovid·ed.) 

During our morning discussions, ! also had the opportunity 
to me·et Bob Connelly, the President of the Central Labor 
Council in Phoenix. (The Council's of:ice is in the same 
building as the UI.JI •• ) Mr. Connelly stated Ulat one of the 
problems that has prov~n frustrating in eying to establish 
ne;,~ rrc<;=ums io1 ~6.b.at a large portion c£ t.he l\...nc.!; that. g~c 
earmarked for human service programs are slated to go through 
an unbrella agency (e.g., ARCA) which, in turn, passes-through 
~~e funds to. the service delivery agencies. Mr. Connelly 
and Mr. Mino~~e agreed that typically ~~ere is little money 
left for direct service after all of the a~uinistrative 
costs have been payed. They would like to see such monies 
passed directly through to the agencies delivering the 
service, thereby avoiding much of what they feel are ~~eces­
sary administrative costs. 

I was also introduced to Dan and Carlene Hoorman who 
operate a labor-sponsored program offering real esta~e fee 
discoun~s (from 7% to 4% of purchase price) to union-member 
home buyers. Mr. and Mr:$. Hoorman reportee tha t they average 
one sale per month unaer this p~ogr~~ and that the rate of 
sales was likely to increase in the tuture. 
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APPENDIX 5-8 

'. A 1:00 p.m. meeting wi.th ME..-
C;nter on Sexual Assault (COS;A.) --:~ ~ A.1'ln: ~cF~dden from the 
a(_ Ms. McFadden had tbrought £h a~a n~~ Deg~n unt~l 1:45 p m 
X had to catch a 3:00 ~ ,e.~eet~ng was at 2:00 ~ m .. 

For the thirty minutes Ofmtn!l~gn~,to Dallas/pt. worthi . 
Ms. MCFadden described th m~eting that I was able t~ 
;;xual ass~ult vict~ns (~d~~~~c;s ~e7 program offered t~ttend, 
aol:~:.,. am fam:.

2
"'11¥ program called "Rainb~;~:7~' A representative 

• - y : ~ p.m. departure. a~a not sho~ up until 

Although! left Phoenix 
August 25, Harry Bocg~ r -, on the,afternoon of Monca 
Upon,my return to washin~~neg untl.l Wednesday, Aucr~s~t27 
be WJ.ll be sending Mr. Hino' .C., ~~. Boggs repoJ':'ied that 
can use to develo~ _ p ~ue a concept ~a~er wh~ch . yo th - c:;. ropOsal for - - ol. ne 
be u se.n~~n weatherize honles for the :'l~!~i~arn w~Ch, would employ 
\.. g ~. Boggs a co~y of th - .. ' M=. !~~noaue will 
~as been orJ.Iltea~ - e agencv1s b"-o("'h""-e-o ' 

-. .J. ... -...... nee ~t 

It should be noted that dur; ' •. 
Mr. ,Boggs a form with Which he -n~, th~s ~r~? I submitted to 
~f~~~l~~;!deach epiSOde of te~~i~afe~~~fs:eleVant infor­
~rne (an~ to J~~n ~~S~~'l As I, indicated to ~~e a~s:~~ppendi.x 
~s that the LPD' ater ~n ?o-t Wo~th\ ~ 
as it isd 1· w~ll record this teChnicai },.myexpectation 
tec~' e l.~ered (and to the exte ~ ,ass~stance data 

-m~c~l ass~stance actiVit' ) nd Poss~ble, for past LPD 
a clearJ.Ilghouse 10 hi -h ~es. I also gave hi ' 
;~~po~:n~ ~f .the L~Dwpr~'e~ deve;?ped (for the cl:a~~;~~~u~f 
l_..,cu ...... e.:. ~ll n C"''''' a~et '1 J. t). _ne pur~ose 001: ~1-. .:,. S .:: - • e mo ~hl . - w ..!~ l.n'" n.,.. , - .. '-I.~ .. orm ~s n.... y. repo-ts J'~ .... or a .s AUt"."u'~ t and S :-

... • ':I w ~pt~.llll:lc:c 
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APPENDIX 5-8 
. ::'.ppe:1·:::x _ 

LABOR' £: COMMtiN!TI SERVICE AGENCY 
5818 North 7th St. Room 107 

Phoenix, Az. 85014 

DATE '----------------- NW..E MR 
MS 

LOCAL UNION, _____ _ MRSI ________ -----------------

PHQm, ______________ __ ADDRESS, ___ " ___________ --

SOCIAL SEctiR.IlY 1). _________ JOB S'!An1S, __________ --

INCOME $. ___ -'"1_ ........ _ MAL STAroS M ( 
S ( 
D ( 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 
PROBL:El{ DESCR.IPTION 

) SINGLE ( ) 
) W () 
) If OF DEP, CHILDREN ( ) 

* *'* * * * * * * * * * * 
______________________________ ~h-

-
* * +. * * * * * * * +. * ~ * * * * * +. * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 
RESOLUTION LABOR 1 S LEGAL SERVICE ( ) 

.. 
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"', . APPENDIX 5-8 

LPD Tec~'ical Assistance (T/A) Episode Reco=ding FO=n1 

Name (of person delivering T/A) : 

Date: ------------------------------
Please answer the following questions for each episode of T/A. 

1. Who requested the T/A? 

Name: 

Address and Telephone Numher: 

Agency/Group Affiliation: 

--------------------------------
2. wlla t type (s) of T/A was/wEire requested? 

'. 3. Ho'W' was the need for T/A identified? 

-------_._-------
4. What type(s) of T/A did you actually deliver? (Please list 

~pe7'ific activities you per:Eormed to provide this-r/A and 
~nd~cate what program needs/resources and potential fund­
in9 Sources were identifiec.) 

5. What was/were the objective(s) 
requested? of 01.' .... / ... ... ne .. ~. 

----------------------------------------------------------
6. What was/were the outcome(s) of the T/A provided? 
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