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1.1 OVERVIEW 

SECTION.I 

I NTROOUCTI ON 

This report presents the 2l-0ay Status Report for the cluster evaluation 

of narcotics coordination projects sponsored by the California Council on 

Criminal Justice (CCCJ). The projects which are being evaluated are in 

Alameda, Contra Costa, and Santa Clara Counties. The projects in Alameda J 

and Contra Costa Counties include a coordination component and action­

oriented components. The action-oriented components relate to drug abuse 

education, prevention, treatment, .and rehabilitation. The Santa Clara County 

project has only a coordination component. 

This report represents the first step toward achievement of the con­

tractual objectives for the evaluation~ which are comprised of: (1) a set of 

primary contract objectives which relates to evaluation of the project coor­

dination function and action-oriented components; and (2) a secondary contract 

~.bjecti ve whi ch rel ates to the defi nition of a narcoti cs coo'rdinati on program. * 

Throughout the text, explicit and implicit references will be made to these 

objectives, which are restated below: 

The primary contract objectives are: 

• To evaluate the project coordinating function as it relates to ac­
complishing project objectives and to improving utilization of 
resources; 

• To evaluate the results of the project coordinating function in 
improvi~g services delivered to cl~ents; 

*A "program" is defined by CCCJ as a primary segment of a Functional Criminal 
Justice Category, consisting of all projects that have common or closely 
related objectives. 
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• To evaluate the results of the action-oriented components in re­
ducing drug abuse and in diverting abusers from the criminal 
justice system; and . 

• To analyze the evaluation criteria designed fOt' each project and 
for each component and to l'ecommend improvements. 

When the primary contract objectives have been achieved, JRB will address 

the secondary contract obj~ct;ve, which is: 

~ To determine a comprehensive program definition inclusive of re-
commended goals, objectives, and evaluation criteria, by 

Identifying objectives common to the cluster coordination projects; 

Identifying evaluation criteria which can be used to measure achieve­
ment of common coordinating objectives; 

Defining objectives which are unique to the requirements of a 
specific coordinating project, and identifying the reasons for such 
uniqueness; 

Examining the relationships between the coordinating function and 
agencies directly involved in action-oriented component adminis­
tration; and 

Examining the effect of coordinating agency involvement upon its 
directly administered action-oriented components. 

JRB's approach to achieving the objectives is in five phases. This report 

fulfills the Task 1.3 requirements of Phase I. The report documents Tasks 1.1 

and 1.2, Initial Research and Preliminary Site Visits. Tasks 1.1 and 1.2 were 

intended to yield information to define the scope and direction of the evalua­

tion effort in the remaining months of the contract. Specifically, JRB staff 

utilized the initial 21-day period to accomplish the following activities: 

o Review and analyze relevant documentation; 

• Meet with project Coordinators; 
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• Establish lines of communication with key people through the 
Coordinator; 

• Determine the allocation of th~ Coordinator's time for coordination, 
administration, and action-component operation; 

• Determine which action-oriented components would represent a cross­
section of drug-related activities in tile county; 

• Establish a chronology for each project; 

• Update project goals, objectives, and priorities; 

o Determine availability of data for action components; 

• Identify possible constraints upon the evaluation effort; and 

• Collect additional relevant materials, such as recent grant applica­
tions and other evaluation reports. 

The results of these activities are documented in the remaining sections 

of this report. Section II describes the initial research effort and presents 

an historical account of the Narcotics Criordination Project in each of the 

three counties. 

Con~traints which may effect JRB's evaluation effort are discussed in 

Section III. The issues that JRB has identified as basic to the evaluation are 

explained in Section IV. Section V briefly describes the major steps which 

remain to be completed in the evaluation. 

The extent to which the JRB evaluation objectives will be met is stated 

in Section VI, and alternative evaluation methodologies are discussed in 

Section VII. Section VIII presents the proposed schedule of work. 
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Throughout the report~ references are made to supporting materials and 

visual displays. 10 ensure textual continuity, JRB has appended these items 

to the report. 
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SECTION .II 

INITIAL RESEARCH AND PRELIMINARY SITE VISITS 

2.1 INITIAL RESEARCH (TASK 1.1) 

The purpose of the initial research effort was to aid JRB staff in 

determining the extent of information to be collected during the pre·· 

liminary site vis'its. 

Documents collected from the coordinators in the three counties were 

reviewed. The documents included grant applications, reports of previous 

evaluations, material describing action-oriented components, and relevant 

legislation. Information obtain~d from the document review was summarized 

for each county, and areas in which information gaps existed were identified. 

The absence of information which would allow JRB to evaluate the effectiveness 

of the Coordinator, to define his functions, and to determine his relation­

ship to action-oriented components was noted for all three counties. 

Based upon the results of the document review, JRB staff developed a 

set of questionnaires designed to yield the information that was lacking . 

One questionnaire was developed for the Coordinator, and addressed the scope 

of his activities and the evolution of his role over the project's duration . 

The second questionnaire, for directors of action-oriented components, 

primarily was intended to yield information which would describe the 
." . 

relationship between the Coordinator and the component. In addition, each 

questionnaire addressed the current relevance of the goals and objectives which . . 
were identified originally by JRB for the projects and components. Both 

questionnai~es were designed for use by the JRB staff as guidelines for 
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preliminary site Visit interviews, rather than for direct administration 

to the interviewees. 

The documents which Were used for the initial research are listed in 

Appendix A. The questionnaires are in Appendix B. JRB's understanding of 

the goals and objectives referenced by the questionnaires is illustrated in 

the charts in Appendix C. 

2.2 PRELIMINARY SITE VISITS (TASK 1.2) 

Nearly two weeks were spent visiting Coordinators and directors of 

selected action-oriented components. The time spent in each county varied, 

and was primarily a function of the availability of the Coordinator and 

key project staff. Appendix 0 shows schedules of appointments in each county, 

and lists the individuals with whom JRB staff visited . 

The action-oriented components included in the preliminary site visits 

were selected to represent a cross-section of drug abuse activities for each 

county's project. One or more components was selected from each of the four 

major areas of drug-abuse control: education, prevention, treatment, and 

rehabilitation. Characteristics of the client population, geographical 

location of the component, and range of services delivered also were con­

sidered in developing the cross-section. Tahles which summarize these 

characteristics for each component visited are in Appendix E. 

Based upon the initial research, and upon the interviews with the Coor­

dinators and with directors of action-oriented components, JRB staff developed 

a chronology of the coordinating project for each county. Each c~ronology 

describes the evolution of the coordination role, and discusses events which 

have contributed to changes in the coordination fUnction. The chronologies 

are presented, by county, in the following paragraphs. 

6 



",,, .. 

l , 

• .. 
• 

• • • • 
II 

• • ., 

~ 

~ :~-"S 
j 

2.2.1 Alameda County 

In 1970 a grant application for ~ Comprehensive Drug Abuse Program was 

submitted jointly by five Alameda County Departrrents: Health, Medical In­

stitutions, Probation, District Attorney, and Schools. The application 

provided for centralized coordination through the County Health Department, 

the chief grant applicant designee . 

The Comprehensive Drug Abuse Program established a 7-man policy-making 

body comprised of the heads of the five participant agencies, the presiding 

judge of the Superior Court, and the Sheriff. The addition of an eighth 

representa ti ve fY'om the Alameda County Drug Abuse Coal i ti on was pl anned 

contingent upon the ability of the Coalition to formalize its structure. 

At the time the grant application was submitted 5 the Coalition included re­

presentatives of over ~hirty community groups involved in drug abuse, and 

had been in existence for nearly a year . 

The original grant supported a Drug Abuse Project Director (Coordinator) 

and the following action-oriented comp~nents: A Probation Drug Unit and Drug 

School; a Criminal Justice Liaison (District Attorney); Drop-In Centers; 

Halfway Houses; an Outpatient Clinic; a Drug Education Program; and Detoxi­

fication, Emergency Services, and Methadone Maintenance in the County Hospital . 

The Project Director and his staff were to be responsible for management and 

coordination of all action-oriented components. The project was funded for 

a total of three years, through December 31,1973 . 

Several major changes have occurred since the project's inception. The 

first was the passage.of Senate Bill 714 in 1972. The Bill requires that 

each County receiving Short-Doyle funds for drug abuse programs provide for 

.7 
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the coordination of those programs. A Coordinator must be appointed by the 

County Board of Supervisors, and must be one of the following persons: 

1 . 
2. 

3. 

The local mental health director of the County; 

The Chief Administrative Officer of the County; or 

The head of the County agency responsible for overall health services 
for the County. 

The Alameda County Board of Superv'isors appointed the Director of Mental 

Health, County Health Care SerVices Agency, as Coordinator. SB-714 further 

spe,cif'les that the Coordinator is to be assisted by a 15-member county drug 

Advisory Board, The original pol'lcy-making body with increased membership 

was designated as the Advisory Board. Most of the project components 

originally funded by CCCJ have been or will be funded through Short-Doyle. 

Responsibility for project components is now divided among the five District 

Mental Health Offices. This situation is illustrated in Figure 2-1 which 

shows each of the od gi nal components wi thi n the present Count}? structure. 

The second development which affected the role of the Coordinator oc­

curred in the communi ty drug abuse ~}roups. The County Drug Abuse Coal iti on 

was replaced by the Community Dy'ug Alliance. Initially, close coordination 

was maintained with the Alliance by the Coordinator. The Alliance has 

gradually grown independent of the C6ordinator. His office now serves only 

as an information resource on que~tions of grant application composition 

and availability of funding sources. 

Thirdly, the Coordinator's t'ole has been affected by the introduction 

of the Treatment Alternatives for Street Crime (TASC) Program in the County. 

TASC will be administered by the Probation Department, although it will 

s 
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FIGURE 2-1 
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assume responsibility for some drug abuse projects currently under Mental 

Health. The Drug Abuse Project Coordinator will have no line responsibility 

for TASC-sponsored projects . 

The last major change is organizational, and has yet to be implemented . 

A Department of Substance Abuse will be incorporated into the County's Health 

Care Services Agency on a level with the Departments of Public Health and 

Mental Health. The Substance Abuse Department will deal with abuse of both 

alcohol and drugs. The position of the Drug Abuse Project Coordinator 

within the new organizational structure has not yet been determined. 

JRB has examined the evolution of the action-oriented components over 

the three year period of the CCCJ grant. The following point~ are of 

interest: 

j With the end of CCCJ funding, not one individual component has been 
discontinued for lack of funding. All activiti.es are being con­
tinued through other sources of government or private funding. 

o Community drug projects, represented by the Community Drug Alliance, 
hold 50% of the positions on the Advisory Board. The maximum re- ' 
presentation of such drug projects on the original policy board had 
been two positions. 

2.2.2 Contra Costa C,ounty 

The original CCCJ grant was awarded to Contra Costa County in 1971 to 

expand the Discovery Program (the drug abuse treatment program of the County 

Mental Heal th Services) and to foster coordination b\:!tween all county drug 

abuse projects. Responsibility for the project'lay initially with the 

Department of Mental Health Services . 

. 10 
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The grant funded an Executive Director and a half-time Educ6tional 

Assistant. The Executive Director was responsible for administration of 

the Discovery Program and for county-wide drug abuse coordination. The 

Educational Assistant was responsible for helping school districts establish 

programs and for training drug consultants. 

The following events have occurred since the original grant was 

awarded: 

• During the first year of CCCJ funding, the Department of Mental Health 
Services was merged with the Departments of Health and Social Services 
to form a single su~ra-agency, the Human Resources Agency (HRA). 

o To fulfill the requirements of SB-714, the Board of Supervisors ap­
pointed the Director of HRA as County Drug Coordinator . 

o ThE' exi sti ng county Drug Abuse Board became the Advi sory Board to 
the County Drug Coordinator within HRA. 

o The dual responsibilities of coordination and project operation created 
a confl ict of interest for the Executive Director of the Discovery 
Program. He recommended that those functions be separated. 

o The position of Executive Assistant to the Drug Abuse Board was created. 
The Executive Assistant was to assist the Board in coordinatin~ the 
County's drug programs. 

o The half-time pnsition of Educational Assistant became the full-time 
position of Educational Coordinator. The County Schools assumed 
administrative responsibility for the activities of the education 
component. 

This series of events has made the role of the coordinator in Contra Costa 

difficult to define, as· indicated by the current organizational structure shown 

in Fig~re 2-2. The Director of HRA holds the title of County Drug Coordinator, 

11 
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FIGURE 2-2 
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but primary responsibility for coordination rests with the. Executive Assistant 

to the Drug Abuse Board. The Educational Coordinator cooperates with the 

Executive Assistant to facilitate drug education activities in the schools. 

The Director of the Discovery Program coordinates the activities of the 

neighborhood centers, the the\~apeutic community, and the detoxification unit 

at the County Hospital. 

2.2.3 Santa Clara County 

In December 1970, the Santa Clara County Board of Supervisors adopted a 

Drug Abuse Coordination Plan developed by the Office of the County Executive. 

The County Executive was given responsibility for implementing the plan. He 

appointed a group of citizens as the Task Force on Goals and Objectives and 

asked them to study the coordination problem. 

A grant application was submitted to CCCJ in August 1971 to support a 

Drug Abuse Coordinator within the administrative framework of the County 

Executive's Office. Funding was requested for the Coordinator and his sup­

port staff only -- action-oriented components were not included in the grant. 

The Coordinator was to receive initial policy and priority guidance from the 

Task Force on Goals and Objectives. Additional task force groups would be 

appointed to provide guidance in the areas of drug abuse prevention, rehabili­

tation, and control, and in program evaluation. Task Force leaders would be 

13, 
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appointed from the membership of the 25-man Drug Abuse Coordination Commission . . 
established by the Board of Supervisors. lhe Task Force composition consisted of 

representatives from the county health, criminal justice, and educational 

systems, and from the community sector . 

Four Task Force Groups were appointed to develop priorities in the 

followinq specific ar/aas of drug abuse programming: 

• Primary Prevention, which is aimed at altering the social, personal, 
and material environment to reduce the incidence and prevalence of 
drug abuse; 

o . Secondary Prevention, which involves providing services for early 
detection and early treatment of the drug abuser; 

o Tertiary Prevention, which provides services to reduce permanent or 
long-range disability from drug abuse; and 

o Evaluation, which stresses the necessity for evaluative research in 
all the areas of drug abuse control. 

The Coordinator continues to receive guidance from these Task Forces and to 

serve as an information resource to them. 

The passage of SB-714 did not lead to changes in the organizational 

structure of county drug abuse coordination. The Board of Supervisors placed 

responsibility for coordination of Short-Doyle funding with the Office of the 

County Executive, and designated the existing Drug Abuse Commission as the 

Advisory Board. The County Plan for Short-Doy1e/T14 is developed annually 

by the Coordinator, based upon input from the County Mental Health Centers and 

in accordance with Task Force priorities. 

The Coordinator1s lines of authority are clear both in practice and on 

papel~, as shown in Figure 2-3. His primary .responsibility is to the Commission 

and ~is activities vis-a-vis the drug program staff are authorized by that 

Commission, based on the information he provides them. 

14 



I 
~ 
j 

~ 
,1 

" ., 
i1 

Ii 
'/ 

I 
1 
1 

I 
f 

I 
I , 
i 

, ,. 

~-.-•• R i_I I I I I I I II II II 

" 1 
I 
! 

I 
1 

--' 
01 

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

COUNTY EXECUTIVE'S 
OFFICE 

to-...... 
...... ...... ...... 

FIGURE 2-3 

SANTA CLARA COUNTY ORGANIZAITONAL CHART 

...... ...... ...... 

" " 

...... 
...... ...... 

...... ...... DRUG ABUSE 
COMtlISSION 

I 

,t----;PRIMARY PREVENTION 
,,' I I TASK FORCE 

" " 

LAW ENFORCEMENT 

SCHOOLS 

~~.--~--~ 
. ~XIFICATION 

" " r--------------L!-~------------~ ------ • ~ OUTPATIENT I 
~ I SERVICE __ 

DRUG ,l\BUSE 
COORDINATOR 

" .,,' _HSECONDARY PREVEN-
~f~---~----------- TION TASK FORCE 

'I ...... , ...... , ...... 
''I ...... , ...... , ...... 

''I ...... 

'~ ............ TERTIARY PREVEN-
"', ' nON TASK FORCE M RESIDENTIAL 

, TREAH1ENT , ! 

"""" " ~. CORRECTIONS 

''I EVALUATION 
TASK FORCE .. -:-...,.: 

.~ ALL COMPONENTS 

I 
-t DROP-IN CENTERS 

HALFWAY HOUSES 

.. ,"'1 



- , -, 

r. ) 

-~''i'T"1';-1 --,---,--------~-....... ""'-....... ,.,..,. -."..,.-.~-..,~.~.,.....,..-...,"'"'---_..---==: ==. =---~~---~....,.,-,........-" ,"'--"''''-' .... , ... _-_ ... -.. __ ... -
ill 

1,.······ .. 1:._.: 
ti 

l.···~· 1 
, ... ", 

r. •... ,[", 

I ' 
1 ; :. '" ~ 

(1nI ... 
\ 

" 

•

,.,;r.,. 
j . 

, , 
, '!' - ~ 

•

..... i_ 

'" ...... ,-

•
"J 

-' ,j 

• • • '. 
' . 
.-
• • • .' 
• :'. 

SECTION II I 

CONSTRAINTS UPON THE EVALUATION EFFORT 



SECTION II I 

CONSTRAINTS UPON THE EVALUATION EFFORT 

3.1 CONSTRAINTS UPON EVALUATION OF THE COORDINATION FUNCTION 

The preceding section described the preliminary site visits,' Information . 
obtained from these visits allowed JRB to identify the following constraints 

upon the evaluation of the coordination function. 

3.1.1. Difficulty in Defining the Role of the Coordinator 

In order to develop an accurate definition of the drug coordination 

program, it is necessary to identify the responsibilities and functions of 

the Coordinator. Technically, the Coordinator exists to carry cut the 

policies of the local drug abuse advisory body .. However, the parameters 

of his jbb depend on his leadership ability, the position of his office 

within the county structure, and the amount and type of funds channeled 

through his office. The following problems observed in JRB preliminary 

vists further obscure the definition of a program for drug abuse 

coordination: 

o Lack of defined relationships and responsibilities for the Coordinator: 

e Turnover among coordination and component staff; 

6 Reorganizations in the county structure affecting the drug program; and 

o Coordination exerted by persons and bodies other than the Coordinator. 

3.1.2 Changes in Funding So urGes 

The type of func!ing a project receives determines to \'Jhom and in what 

manner it must report. Projects which received CCCJ funds reported to the 

CCCJ-funded Coordinator and generally regarded him as a focal point for 
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information. With the commencement of Short-Doyle, Revenue Sharing, and TASe 

funding, the focal point has splintered. For example, programs in Alameda 

County were moved from the Public Health Department to the Mental Health 

Department in preparation for 714/Short-Doyle funding. More recently, four 

programs have been transferred to Probation, the hub of the TASC program. 

3.1.3 Difficulty'in Developing Comparable Evaluation Mechanisms 

The activities of a Coordinator or a project component in one county 

do not always have corresponding activities in the other counties. This makes 

comparison based on parallelisms between projects exceedingly difficult. 

In Santa Clara County, Task Forces chaired by Commission members and 

compri sed of communi ty rep'resenta tives and program staff convene to estab 1 ish 

annual priorities in one of four areas of drug abuse, as described on page 21. 

The activities of these groups are significant to our study because of their 

close interaction with the Coordinator, yet Contra Costa and Alameda Counties 

have no comparable structure. 

Another example is found in the Drug Education component of each of the 

three counties. At this stage of their development, each county espouses 

different objectives and activities in the area of drug education. The Alameda 

County Program is structured to provide consultant services to schools through-

out the county. In-service training for teachers in Contra Costa County is 

augmented by direct sessions with students. Two State-funded pilot projects 

are being implemented in Santa Clara County. Common denominators among these 

three different drug education programs will be difficult to establish. 

17 
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3.2 CONSTRAINTS UPON THE EVALUATION OF ACTION-ORIENTED COMPONENTS 

The following constraints upon the evaluation of ~ndividua1 action 

projects have been identified. 

3.2.1 Effect of Other Evaluation Efforts 

Some of the projects visited recently have been, or currently are being, 

eva 1 ua ted by other research teCl.ms. I n Alameda County, for example, the JRB 

evaluation follow~ a "Study of Eleven Neighborhood Drop-In Centers" conducted 

by Vicki Glazer and Sally Howlett, and coincides with a study of CCCJ project 

effectiveness by the State Health Department's Outcome Measurement team; a 

review of project reports by Scientific Analysis Corporation; and an assess-

ment of drug abuse needs and programs in Berkeley by Sally Howlett. The 

extent to which the other evaluation activities will affect the JRB effort 

is not yet known. JRB staff will be sensitive to the other evaluators, and 

will draw upon the results of their research. Particular care will be 

used in working with staff of the projects subjected to the other evalua­

tions. The information gained from preliminary vists indicates that some 

6f-these individual's~feel prior evaluations failed to behefit their projects; 

consequently they are skeptical of further evaluation efforts . 

3.2.2 Lack of Baseline Data 

Data upon which to base an evaluation is frequently sparse, inconsistent, 

and inaccessible. For example, although monthly reports are filed by Neigh­

borhood Centers in Alameda County, the data contained in the reports are not 

18 



comparable, because (l) they are not filled out by every Center; (2) they 

do not reflect the service focus of each proj'ect; and (3) persons completing 

the forms do not interpre~ terms ina unif.orm manner. 

3.2.3 Abserice of Control Groups 

None of the projects visited utilizes experimental and control tech-
, 

niques as part of their evaluation process. Many of the action-oriented 

treatment and rehabilitation components ~ppea~ to be highly selective in their 

int~ke procedures. Factors on which decisions are based generally are 

assessed subjectively from behavioral characteristlcs. To establish a 

control group repre?enting similar traits.would.be a futile task. 

19 
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SECTION IV 

.P.,~.sIC ISSUES IN THE EVALUATION PROCESS 

" 

4.1 HOW CAN THE EVALUATION BE OF VALUE TO THE COUNTIES AND PROJECTS UNDER 
INVESTIGATION? 

JRB is particularly interested in contributing something to the counties 

participating in the evaluation. Counties ar.d projects will be assisted in 

identafying baseline data which they need to make determinations concerning 

service delivery and project effectiveness. Information gaps \'/111 be 

identified and methods for data collection recommended. Where current re-

porting forms are not yielding the necessary data) JRB will offer counties 

alternate forms to use in the systemmatic collection of data . 

4.2 WHICH COMPONENT PROJECTS SHOULD BE EXAMINED, AND HOW EXTENSIVELY? 

In order to evaluate the efforts of the Coordinators, it is necessary to 

examine the development of action-oriented components in relation to the 

Coordinator. The vast number of these projects, however, prohibits an in­

depth examination of each. 

The method by which projects are selected for inclusion in JRB's study 

is the key to successful completion of this evaluation. In order to identify 

a cross-section of projects to be used in the evaluation, Coordinators were 

asked to review their projects in terms of the following factors: 

• Project Goals (education, prevention, treatment, rehabilitation); 

e Project Modality (detox, methadone maintenance, drop-in center, 
residential centers, etc.); 

20 
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• Client Population (age, ethnic group); 

• Type of drug problem addressed; 

• Amount of time de~oted by the Coordi nator to the project; and 

• Project "success" (both successful projects and those experiencing 
problems were identified). 

JRB staff interviewed Project Directors who reported a positive relation­

ship with the Coordinator as well as Directors who reported little or 

negative interaction with him. JRB staff tried to assess (1) the receptivity 

of individuals interviewed, and (2) their willingness to communicate openly 

regarding their interaction with the Coordinator. A determination of actual 

projects to be examined will be made and incorporated into th~ 'gO-day report. 
~ ......... -- ~- .. _",---" ~ .. , ---.-

4.3 HOW ACCURATELY CAN THE ROLE OF THE COORDINATOR BE DELINEATED? 

In each county one individual was funded by CCCJ to fill the role of 

Drug A~use Program Coordinator. However, preliminary investigation indicates 

that actual coordination of drug abuse projects can be a shared and complex 

function. Only in Santa Clara County is there one distinct Coordin~tor. In 

Contra Costa County, responsibility for coordination is shared by the Executive 

Assistant, the Educational Coordinator', the Discovery Program Director, and 

the Director of the Human Resources Agency. In Alameda County, coordination 

stems from the five Mental He~lth District offices, the Director of Medical 

Services, tha Drug Education Coordinator, the Probation Department, the Com­

munity Drug Alliance, and the District Attorney's Office, as well as from the 

Coordinator and his Administrative Assistant. 
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In cases where the coordination activity is shared, JRBwill examine 

the activities of all persons or groups who coordinate. ActDal, designated, 

and perceived lines of communication and coordination will be compared in 

each tounty. This will assist JRB in developing a definition of the 

coordination function. 

. 22 
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SECTION ·v 

MAJOR. STEPS IN THE EVALUATION PROCESS 

The first three steps in the evaluation process -- Initial Research 

Preliminary Site Visits, and the 21-Day Report -- have been completed. This 

section describes those steps yet to be completed. 

5.1 DEVELOPMENT OF EVALUATION DESIGN (TASK 1.4) 

Statement of Issues and Objectives 

The objectives underlying each County's drug abuse program as presented in 

CCCJ grant applications, reports, and interviews with the counties~ appear in 

chart form in Appendix C. On the basis of subsequent interviews with Coordina­

tors and component staff, charts will be revised to accurately reflect actual 

and intended objectives for each project. 

Specification of Evaluation Criteria 

1\1 Preliminary research efforts have focused on the coordination function. 

; The information collected is sufficient to enable JRB to establish initial 

.. 11 evaluation criteria for coordination. 

Criteria also will be developed for each of the action-oriented components 

selected for evaluation. Where projects address common problem areas, common 

criteria will be identified. The extent to which criteria can be matched will 

depend upon (1) commonality of objectives, and (2) availability of project 

data. 

2.3 
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Evaluation criteria selected for both the coordination functfon and 

the action-oriented components will be stated in terms of effectiveness and 

efficiency measures. Effe,ctiveness measures address achievement of goals 

or objectives, stated as changes in Y'esults, outcomes, and/or impact. Ef­

ficiency measur~s address the way in which resources are allocated or services 

are provided in order to accomplish objectives. 

Data Collection Approach 

.A preliminary assessment has been made of availability of data from a 

~umber of sources; including previous evaluations, project records, Coordinator 

files, and published statistical summaries. The data co'llection approach will 

identify specific data which are needed for the study and the sources from 

-which' they may be collected. 

Instrument Design 

Once criteria, data elements and data sources have been identified, instru-

ment design will be a simple process. Data collection instruments will be 

developed or modified. Instruments used by other evaluation teams will be 

exam'ined to identify the most expedient way of collecting the needed data. 

Client-specific and project-specific forms developed by JRB to facilitate 

drug program coordination in other communities will be made available to 

Coordinators and components interested in establishing an on-going information 

system . 
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Analysis Plan 

The analysis plan will define the methods JRB will use to process the 

information obtained through the data collection instruments. 

Scheduling 

The Proposed Work Plan and Scheduling is given in Section VII. 

5.2 PRETESTING AND REPORT PREPARATION (PHASE II) 

Instruments developed for use in this study will be tested in 

Alameda County during a two-week period in February 1974. ' This 

may reduce the time needed in that county in the data collection phase. 

Alameda County has been selected for the pretest because it offers the widest 

range of drug abuse activities of the three counties. 

After the results of the field tests have been analyzed and appropriate 

revisions made, JRB will submit the 90-Day Report to the CCCJ Project Manager. 

5.3 DATA COLLECTION (PHASE III) 

Data Collection will be conducted over a 7-week period. Approximately four­

man weeks are allotted for each county. 

5.4 DATA ANALYSIS (PHASE IV) 

Data analysis will begin toward the middle of the Data Collection Phase. 

'Efforts will be made to translate findings into the most useful, meaningful 

form for CCCJ and the three county projects. 
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SECTION VI 

EXTENT TO WHICH CONTRACT OBJECTIVES CAN BE MET 

This section summarizes the material presented in the previous sections 

and presents it in relation to each of the contract objectives. 

6.1 PRIMARY CONTRACT OBJECTIVES 

• To evaluate the project coordination function as it relates to ac­
complishing project objectives and to improving utilization of 
r.esources; 

Evaluation of the project coordination function will be conducted in terms of 

(1) overall county program objectives and (2) objectives for specific 

components selected for inclusion in this analysis. The depth of the 

analysis will depend to some extent on the acc~ssibility and uniformity 

.of data previously collected. 

.• To evaluate the results of the project coordinating function in im­
proving services delivered to clients; 

The impact of coordination on service delivery will be examined through quan­

titative and qualitative data collected over the life of the project. The 

constraint of inadequate baseline data will impact on the accuracy of this 

analysis. 

• To evaluate the results of the action-oriented components in re­
ducing drug abuse and in diverting abusers from the criminal justice 
system; 

Components selected for this study will be those which have a working re­

lationship with the Coordinator, and not ne~essarily those which have the 
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greatest impact on the criminal justice system. Rarely, if ever, is baseline 

data available upon which to compute a "reduction in drug abuse II or a "diversion 

of abusers from the criminal justice system. 1I These goals, wh'tlle commendable, 

may be somewhat idealistic. JRB will try to recommend procedur'es that would 

assist in determining if there is a reduction in drug abuse as a result of 

individual efforts. 

• To analyze the evaluation criteria designed for each project and for 
each component, and to recommend improvements. 

Evaluation criteria for each county's drug abuse program will be analyzed, 

especially those relating to the Coordinator's role and those relating to com­

ponents examined in depth. In the case of Santa Clara County, criteria have 

not been formulated for all components. In Alameda County, component staff are 

seldom aware of the evaluation criteria which have been developed for their 

projects, and consequently are not guided by them. For component projects 

studied which have no criteria developed, practical evaluation criteria will b~ 

proposed by JRB. 

6.2 SECONDARY CONTRACT OBJECTIVE 

• To determine a comprehensive program definition inclusive of recom-
mended goals, objectives, and evaluation criteria, by 

Identifying objectives common to the cluster coordination projects; 

Identifying evaluation criteria which can be used to measure achieve­
ment of common coordinating objectives; 

- Defining objectives which are unique to the requirements of a specific 
coordinating project, and identifying the reasons for such uniqueness; 

Examining the relationships between the coordinating function and 
agencies directly involved in action-or1ented component administra­
tion; and 

Examining the effect of coordinating agency involvem€!nt upon its 
directly administered action-oriented components. 
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The secondary contract objective will be addressed after the primary 

contract objectives have been achieved. If the primary contract objectives 

are successfully completed, it should make the compilation of an accurate, 

comprehensive description of a county drug coordination program a much easier 

effort . 
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SECTION VII 

PRELIMINARY FINDINGS CONCERNING ALTERNATIVE EVALUATION METHODOLOGY 

The selection of a methodology for evaluating the Narcotics Coordination 

Cluster was based upon JRB's experience in evaluating similar programs. Many 

aiternative methodologies for evaluation exist. Maltz* describes an internal 

and external evaluation scheme -- internal relating to projects, or how and why 

results were achieved; external relating to programs, or how well a program 

achieved its goals. An Urban Institute report** distinguishes four major types 

of evaluation -- program impact evaluation, program strategy evaluation, pro­

ject evaluation, and project rating. In addition to the four types of evalua­

tion defined by the report, two alternatives to evaluation of on-going programs 

are discussed -- field experiments and experimental demonstrations. 

The evaluation methodology proposed by JRB for the Narcotics Coordination 

Cluster is a combination of most of the above methods. It was designed to 

allow quantitative and qualitative assessment of projects and program areas 

using both effort-related and performance-related measures. Methodological 

options do exist within this structure in that quantitative analysis can be 

emphasized more heavily than qualitative assessment, or performance more 

heavily than effort. The extent to which particular emphases are applied depends 

upon the evaluation criteria selected. 

*Evaluation of Crime Control Programs, Michael D. Maltz, April 1972, U.S. 
Department of Justi ce. " 

**Federal Evaluation pong; Analyzing the Effects of Public Programs, The 
Urban Institute, Library of Congress Catalog No. 78-139578. 
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JRB will select evaluation criteria which are appropriate to 'the goals 

and objectives of the projects evaluated, subject to availability of data, 

as noted in Section 5.1. 

The coordination function appears to be more amenable to a qualitative 

assessment of performance, since many of the stated objectives f(~ Coordinators 

are not quantifiable. 

It is too early to determine the level of evaluation appropriate to each 

of the action-oriented components to be included in this evaluation. Those 

selected will be evaluated by methodologies appropriate to their objectives 

and data availability . 

A noted expert in criminal justice social programs has suggested 

that evaluation methodology should be solely determined by user requirements.* 

That is, techniques employed in the evaluation are simply tools to serve the 

needs of the user. As discussed in Section 3.2.1, JRB interviews with action­

oriented component director~ indicated that prior evaluation effort~ have not 

always been of benefit to these users. Therefore, JRB will make a particular 

effort to identify evaluation methodologies that are respohbive to the infor­

mation requirements of the individual components . 

It is unrealistic to expect that all action-oriented components origi­

nally were designed to include a well-structured evaluation component. However, 

JRB will aid in developing eva]uation components to serve future needs. 

*Robert F. Emrich, Proposed Evaluation Guidelines and Standards, Preliminary 
Draft, California Council on Criminal Justice, September 1973 . 
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Directors and staff of action-oriented cpmponents will be asked to define 

real-world priorities for their particular area of drug-abuse. Where the 

existing goals and objectives for a component do not accurately reflect its 

priorities, JRB will assist component staff in re-defining goals and objec­

tives. If the existing component data base is inadequate to measure 

achievement of goals and objectives, JRB will make recommendations for data 

base improvements. 
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SECTION VIII 

SCHEDULE AND STAFFING 

The schedule proposed by JRB for accomplishing the tasks described in 

Section V appears in Figure 8-1. The following individuals are partici­

pating in the evaluation effort: 

• Ronald E. DiZinno, Vice President of JRB and Manager of the 
Management Sciences Division, \'Iho will provide liaison between 
CCCJ, the JRB evaluation team, and other Division personnel 
whose expertise may be applicable to project requirements, and 
who will participate in methodology development and data analysis; 

• Dr. John D. Caldwell, JRB senior scientist, who will assist 
the evaluation team in methodology development, data analysis, 
and documentation; 

• Susan J. Pogash, staff social scientist, .who will be respon­
sible for most of the field pretesting and data collection, and 
who will participate in the data analysis; 

o Meredith R. Standish, staff economist, who will participate in 
all pr'oject phases and who will share responsibility for final 
report preparation; and 

• Dr. Stephen M. Pittel, consultant, who will assist the JRB staff 
during the phases of methodology development and data analsyis . 
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APPENDIX A 

SELECTED RESEARCH BIBLIOGRAPHY 

ALAMEDA COUNTY 

Heaton, Marcea, Study of a Methadone Maintenance Clinic, Master's Thesis, 1972. 

Statistical Report: Alameda County Drug Program, prepared by Program Planning 
Division, May 1973. 

Alameda County Comprehensive Drug Abuse program. Preljmjnary Monitoring Report. 
Internati ona 1 Tra i ni ng Consultants, 19 June 1972 .. 

Glazer, V. and S. Howlett, Study of Eleven Neighborhood Drop-In Drug Abuse 
Centers in Alameda Count~, Final Report, 16 January 1972 

Narcotics Education League, CCCJ Grant Application 1973 

CONTRA COSTA COUNTY 

Impact Evaluation Model, Contra Costa County, 1973. 

Contra Costa County Plan for Drug Abuse Services: 714 Funding Request, Dl~Ug 
Abuse Component of the County Short/Doyle Plan. 

Summary of Evaluation: Drug Abuse Prevention Education Workshop, May 1972 . 

Peer Group Pilot Project, Clayton Valley High School, 1973-74. 

SANTA CLARA COUNTY 

Evaluation of the First Year of Operation of the Santa Clara County Drug Abuse 
Coordination Project, American Social Health Association, November 1972. 

An Ordinance to Amend Section 3.2.23-2 of the Santa Clara County Ordinance Code, 
Relating to the Drug Abuse Coordination Commission, Santa Clara County Board of 
Supervisors, 1972. 

Santa Clara County Methadone Program; Details of Organization and Procedures, 
27 May 1970. 

Santa Clara County Drug Abuse Plan, Amendments to the County Short/Doyle plans for 
fiscal years 1972-73 and 1973-74, in accordance with S.B. 714 (effective 
15 December 1972). 

Goals and Objectives, County of Santa Clara Drug Abuse Coordination Progl~am, Task 
Force on Goals and Objectives, June 1971. 
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SANT~ CLARA COUNTY (CONTINUED) 

Drug Abuse Priorities for 1973, Santa Clara County Drug Abuse Coordination 
Commission, 4 January 1973. 

The Palo Alto Experience: A Preliminary Evaluation Report on the Palo Alto 
Community Drug Abuse Program, Institute for Drug Abuse Education and Research, 
John F. Kennedy University, September 15, 1973. 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

California Legislature, Senate, Narcotics and Drug Abuse Act, S.B. 714, State 
of California (1972), ANNOT: Adds code sections to the California Education, 
Health and Safety, and Welfare and Institutions Codes; see especially Part 3 
of S.B. 714. 

)972 Comprehensive Plan for Criminal Justice, California Council on Criminal 
~lustice. 

Evaluation of Crime Control Programs in California: A Review, California Council 
on Criminal Justice, April 1973 (Draft). 
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APPENDIX B 

PRELIMINARY VISITS QUESTIONNAIRE 
, COUNTY DRUG, COORD'INATORS 

1. How has the coordiriation function evolvrid over the'life of the project 
(especially with regard to the political situation arid funding sources)? 

2. Describe the County organizational structure in which your project 
operates. 

3. What is your relationship to the Technical Advisory Committee, 'and any other 
coordinating, policy-making or advisory bodies? 

4. How do you divide your time administratively, operationally? 
With which action-oriented components do yo~ spend most of your time? 
What kind of assistance do you provide? 

5. Do the objectives shown in the charts* adequately reflect'ybur project? 

6. What would you hope to get out of this evaluation? 

7. Have any evaluations been conducted in the past? What, if anything, did 
you learn from them? What changes resulted from the evaluation? 

8. Which components do you recommend for inclusion in the evaluation (in terms 
'of their representativene5s, and your interaction with them)? Why? 

9. Which components report to you on a regular basis? Describe the content 
of these reports. 

*The 'referenced charts, refl ect JRB I S understandi ng of County project goals 
"and objectives. They are shown in Appendix C. 
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APPENDIX B (Continu~d) 

PRELIMINARY VISIT ~UESTIONNAIRE -­
COMPONENT DIRECTORS 

1. Describe your project -- how it began and how it has changed. 

,.....---.rc-,-,..,., ..... 
-·""'!::~e::""-""~"";':."-. 

2. How is your project funded? (TASC, Revenue Sharing, Short-Doyle/7l4, City, 
etc. ) 

3. Whom do you regard as Coordinator? 

4. Describe your relationship to the Coordinator (past, present)? 
What kinds of things do you consult him about, and how often? 

5. What purpose should the Coordinator be serving? What purpose is he 
serving? What has he done since he arrived on the scene, in terms of 
coordination of drug projects? 

6. Does the Coordinator have power and authority? How does he get things 
done? 

7. To whom is the Coordinator responsible? (Technical Advisory Committee? 
Another County agency? etc.) 

8. What is the nature of your project's relationship to the Technical Ad­
visory Committee (and to other coordinating, advisory, or policy-making 
groups)? 

9. What ki nds of reports do you submit to the Coordi nator? 'l~ith what regul arity? 
To what other persons/groups do you submit reports? Describe their content. 

10. Describe the intake process work for your project? 

11. To what other projects does your project refer persons? From what 
sources are persons referred to your project? 

12. To what extent do the objectives shown in the Charts* relate to your project? 

13. Has your project ever been evaluated before? Describe the process and 
outcome of the evaluation. 

14. What types of pY'oject data are available for purposes of evaluation? 

*Appendix C. 
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APPENDIX C 

CHARTS 

ALAMEDA COUNTY COORDINATION COMPONENT 

! 
! 
i ,t 
': 
1 ~, 
-1 
d 
;t 
~ i 

I 
~ ; 

[ 

Reduce number of drug 
abusers in Alameda 
County (App) 

I 

Establish Communica-
tions Network and Program Planning 
Linkages between pro- and Evaluation 
gram components and 
other.pro~rams and 
agencles 

----

Coordination 

1 

--
Reduce cost of drug 
abuse to County 

.. 
I 

Resource Mobilization Technical Assistanc~ 

-- --- -- -- .. -
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APPENDIC C (Continued) 

ALAMEDA COUNTY COORDINATION COMPONENT (Continued) 

Coordination 

Reduce number of drug 
abusers in Alameda 
County (App) 

Establish Communica­
tions Network and 
Linkages between pro­
gram components and 
other.pro~rams and 
agencles 

Achieve coordinated 
and joint action of 
agencies in solvingl drug abuse proQ~l~e~m __ ~ 

Link CDAP with drug­
related efforts of 
law enforcement 
aoencies 2 

Establish system for 
referral of drug 
abuser from courts to 
treatment programs 2 

Reduce cost of drug 
abuse to County 
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APPENDIX C (Continued) 

ALAMEDA COUNTY COORDINATION COMPONENT (Continued) 

.' 
Reduce number of drug 
abusers in Alameda 
County (App) 

Collect data to use 
in research and 
treatmrnt of drug 
abuse 

Develop uniform data 
collection system 3 

Program Planning 
and Evaluation 

Analyze data which 3 
has been collected 

Determine extent to 
which CDAP has im­
pacted on drug 
problem 3 

Coordination 

Reduce cost of drug 
abuse to County. 

Design an evaluation 
model 3 

J 
Provide performance 
feedback to program 
components 3 

Develop client 
tracking system 3 
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APPENDIX C (Continued) 

~LAMEDA COUNTY 'COORDINATION COMPONEN~,(Continul!!d) 

Reduce number of drug 
abusers in Alameda 
County (App) 

Coordination 

Reduce cost of drug 
abuse to County 

Resource Mobilization 

Develop education 
prevention, treat-
ment and rehabilita­
tion resource, to comb~t 
drug problem 

Identify and mobilize 
latent community 
resources to use in 
programs 2 
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APPENDIX C (Continued) 

ALAMEDA COUNTY COORDINATION COMPONENT (Continued) 

.;:. 
N 

Reduce number of drug 
abusers in Alameda 
County (App) 

Coordination 

Reduce cost of drug 
abuse to County 

Technical Assistance' 

Assist community 
institutions to 
develop drug- 2 
related programs 

Help school districts 
and agencies draft 
drug program 
proposals 2 
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APPENDIX C (Continued) 

ALA~1EDA COUNTY TREATMENT !REHABILITATION COMPONENT 

Treatment! 
Rehabilitation 

--.-------------------------- ~-------------------------I 
I 
I 
I 
1 

.1 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

I 
1 Provide appropriate 
r care ~t appropri ate 

time l' 

r 
Reduce illegal activities 
of probationers in 
intensive drug units2 

? 

r 
Reduce crime invo'Ze- Significantly reduce 
ment af: drug user or stop drug use 1 

I 
Reduce recidivism rate Reduce number of youths 
of youths with drug ; who become involved in 
offense record2 criminal justice system 

through drug related 
activity2 

1 ______ ---
-------------------~-------~-----------

Referral 
Emergency 

I 
and 
Services 
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APPENDIX C (Continued) 

. ALAMEDA COUNTY TREATMENT/REHABILITATION COMPONENT (Continued) 

Treatment/ 
Rehabilitation 

'-:-----------:-------:---------1----------------------- I -

I I I. I /1 i Appropriate Care Crime Involvement Drug Use i 
, , 
I ______ ----------------~------~-----------------~-, 

Referral and 
Emergency Services 

Provide over­
dose rescue 1 

i'rovide family 
i nterventi on 1 

Establish 24 .. 
hour phone 
crisis service' 
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APPENDIX C (Continued} 

ALAMEDA COUNTY TREATMENT/REHABILITATION COMPONENT (Continued) 

Treatment/ 
Rehabilitation 

I 
I . 
I 
I 

-----------------------r-------------------------
t I 

I , 
! 1 

1 
Appropriate Care Crime Involvement Drug Use I 

I I J __ _ I __ _ 1__________ _ ____ _ 
------------------.---____ 1 

Provide in­
patient care 1 

Establish com­
munity dftox 
centers 

Treatment 

Detoxification 

Provide out­
patient care 1 

Keep patients 
in program for ! 

full detox period2 

Counseling 

Provide indivi­
dual and family 
counseling 
following detox1 
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APPENDIX C (Continued) ALAMEDA COUNTY TREATMENT/REHABIliTATION COMPONENT (Continued) 

..j::> 
0) 

Methadone 
Maintenance 

Keep methadone 
patients drug­
free (exce~t for 
methadone) 

Withdraw patients 
from methadone 
after appropriate 
treatment 2 

Treatme"t/ 
Rehabil itati on 

--------, , 
I I ..••. -... -----. - I I'· .... - .... -.. _ ... _ .. - I I Drug Use I i Annrnnri~tp r~rp rrimp Tnvnlvpmpnt 

.L----~-------~---------i-------------------~---~ 
I 

Rehabilitation 

Education I Counseling Group Living Medical and Sup­
portive Services 

Establish drug 
school as alter­
native to 
incarceration 1 

I Provide home 
vi sits ~y PH 
nurses' 

• 

Assist abuser in 
making commit­
ment to alter- . 
native drug use l 

Provide alterna~ 
tive experiences l and environments. 

Establish neigh­
borhood counfel­
ing centers 

Encourage family 
to be support1ve 
of drug user 

iEstablish special 
probation units

l for drug cases 

Home vi sits by 
PH nurses 1 

Develop employ­
ment or job 
training 
opportunities2 

Provide other 
needed suppor­
tive servicesl 
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APPENDIX C (Continued) ALAMEDA COUNTY PREVENTION/EDUCATION COMPONENT 

2revention/Education 

I 
To prevent non-drug 
users from becoming 
users 

IN COMMUNITY 

I 
Stimulate community. 
thinking re: drug abuse 
to effect community yp­
proaches to problem 

1 
Encourage insti­
tutions to sup­
port needs and 
interests of 
youths ~ 

I . 
Effect attitudes of 
general public to drug 
abuse (to see as medi­
cal not legal problem)3 

r 
Demythologize 

. drug usage 3 

I 
Education to 
unique needs 
of Black/ 
Chi cano users 

~--------~----------~I-

To reduce abuse of 
drugs in County 

Provide in­
service 
training 1 

Assist teachers 
in developing 
drug educat10n 
curriculum 

Achieve student 
initiated 
activities 3 

IN SCHOOLS 

Assist school 
districts to de­
velop drug

3 programs 

EducationBoards 
of Education, 
principals re: 
drug prob1ems and 
programs, 

"'\ 
l!;"'~. 

, In'·I: 

1 .. ",if ~' .~. 

! 
Conduct parent 
workshops 3 
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APPENDIX C {Continued) 

CONTRA COSTA COUNTY COORDINATION COMPONENT 

r 
Reduce number of drug 
abusers in Contra 
Costa County 

I 
Communications 
Network and 
Program Linkages 

Coordination 

Program Planning 
and Evaluation 

1 

Reduce cost of drug 
abuse to County 

Central Information 
Resource Center 
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APPENDIX C (Continued) 

CONTRA COSTA COUNTY 
COORDINATION CO~1PONENT (Continued) Coordination 

~ 
~ 

Reduce number of drug 
abusers in Contra 
Costa County 

Communications 
Network and 
Program Linkages 

Achieve coordinated ef­
fort among all groups, 
agencies in drug abuse 
education, treatment, 
prevention, rehabili­
tation and control 

Recommend policy to 
Drug Abuse Board 

Achieve joint planning 
by school districts, 
social services and 
prtvate organizations l 

Disseminate infor~ 
mation re: drug 
abuse developments 

QUANTITATIVE MEASURES PERPORMANCE MEASURES 

• Number and proportion of agencies attending staff ~onferences 
e Number of Director visits to drug county facilities 
• Number of drug programs operating in county 
• Percentage of relevant agencies contacted 
• Policy recommendations forwarded to Drug Board 

Hc1d regular drug 
C',m.'::'JE! staff 
C{}f;'fiiwences 1 

- --_._,--,.,. -.'-." ;'.r" "---'.---.'~-''''-'- "'''W-___ •. -- -"'~"-"""'---~-'"~-"'~'~- .. -.-.-.---.~----

Reduce cost of drug 
abuse to County 

Standardize pro­
cedures for 
county 
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APPENDIX C (Continued) 

CONTRA COSTA COUNTY 
COORDINATION COMPONENT (Continued) 

Reduce number of drug 
abusers in Contra 
Costa. County 

Examine continuously 
existing services, re­
sources and p,ogram 
alternatives 

f 
Campi le h~mdb06k 

,I 

on, county drug ab­
use polices and . 

Survey activities 
in field of drug 
abuse 

!procedures ' 
PERFORMANCE MEASURES 

QUANTITATIVE MEASURES 
I) Existence of methods for identifying 

. " drug pol i ci es and procedures in county 

I 0 Compilation and distribution of handbook 
on couhty procedures 

Coordination 

Program Planning 
and Evaluation 

Asse~s existing I 
serVlces 

- I 

Identify un­
met needs 

QUALITATIVE MEASURES 

";a'/', 

Mii 
,L 

y 

.~_".r -_ . ....-...-
:'i'"~'~,,,~_, ~'" 

,-'>-.'!:, ••••• :!:t.'):~ ,-'",'.1',,"", ? 
. ~.~ ",', -'-: "~-

i- -4"!~'~ , ~ . ,-~",,~.~ l 
:. '_" ._ ,.~,,,, ',c'.>-,,' ~" : ;.:~:~.,-.: .. :.: ; ~~~::~-::,~ .. ~-;,:~~-, .. -. J.-.,,""X 

Reduce cost of drug 
abuse to County 

--tstablish comprehen­
sive, coordinated, 
centralized evalua­
tive mechanism for 
countY'sldrug abuse 
program ~ 

Determine most ef­
.fective treatment 
modalities 

Identify poten­
tial funding 
sources 

• 

Compare program 
outcome data 

:;1 
1 0 Number of professional bulletins received 
ff by Director ~ Acceptance of methods for 
'J~ JiYm.bE'LQ.f....J1J:Qfe.s..sio.naL or..Qani~a.tian~ ___ ,_~u ntY.J2Q 1 i..~ie_s._______ _ __ 
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APPENDIX C tContinued) 

CONTRA COSTA COUNTY 
COORDINATION COMPONENT (Continued) 

Reduce number of drug 
abusers in Contra 
Costa County 

Develop tracking 
system for all 
program clients3 

PERFORMANCE MEASURES 

QUANTITATIVE MEASURES 

~ ~ '-
~l~ ~ ~ 

c', ~~ ~.1't1t." ~l- • •• -.., ~~.,,, .. ' •• l.-·",h~,. "~'75t .. """"' ..... -~ 
Coordination 

... 

'''0'.1 i,.7,,:df .' .""., .. , " "'C-"" .' 

Reduce cost o'f drug 
abuse to County 

.~l" -. ,,:: .. ,,,~ 

Central Information 
Resource Center , 

'l~'V-,] ~'J.~ 
it< 
.,k:. 

'~;/'t 
'. "~(;"~:';,:' 

.. >-,~.-~.-.-,; 

' ..... '-:,--} 

Develop materials Establiih speaker's 
bureau 

Recommend new legis­
lation, laws, and 
procedures 

Catalog and 
evaluate relevant 
materials 

Design material.s 
specif'ically geat'ed 
to county 

Compile handbook 
of legal aspects 
of drug abuse 

~ o Number of persons recruited as speakers 
G Number of speaking engagements 

, 

I 
{ 
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APPENDIX C (Continued) 

CONTRA COSTA COUNTY TREATMENT/REHABILITATION COMPONEm" 

0"1 
N 

To change client social, 
interpersonal~ academic 
or occupational behavior 

To increase employ­
ment and income of 
ex-addicts 

Trea,tmentl 
Rehabilita,tiQn 

To improve school 
attendance and grades 

.... 

.... -.. .--, J 
.~-::"_"~"""_."" -: . ,- '0.,- o.~--:~'-'~.~.· ... ,~':,.-:.:.;:;.,~ 

To reduce number of 
arrests 

To reduce number of 
publicly supported 
individuals 

~~----________ -+________________J 

r-----l--------~ ----------,----------l----------ij----------1-----1" 
I . I 
I Detox and Therap~utl c Nei ghborhood I 
I Intake and Emergency Co~munlty Me~hadone (Discovery) Re-Entry I 
I Referral Services (Dlscovery Malntenance Centers I 

r II House) I 
' I 

~ ______________________________________________________ ~ ___ ~ _______ J 

•• ---______ ~ .... ~~~ _____ ~~ ____ ••• ___ • _ ..... ~..." ....... ~. x_. ____ o_ •• _~_. ~ 
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APPENDIX C (Continued) CONTRA COSTA COUNTY TREATMENT/REHABILITATION COMPONENT (Continued) 
1--------------------:...--------------~-----------------------:-----------------, 

I ' ." I 
I ' Detox and i Therapeuttc Com,.. Methadone Ne~ ghborhood .l-
I Intake and Emergency ; munity (Discovery Maintenance (Dlscovery) Re-Entry I I Referra 1 Servi ces : Hou se)' Cen ters I 
L _____ L __________ ..l____________ _ _________ L __________ -.J ___________ L _____ . .I 

(JO 

w 

Establish com-
~unity-based in-
take centers far 
drug, alcohol, 
and related 

1 

Provide detoxi-
fication when 
medically 1 
indicated 

~rovide referral 
tto appropriate in-
patient or out-
patient t1eatment 

Provide motiva-
tional therapy 
following detoxl 

programs - -- -- .. _-- - ... _- ~--

PERFORMANCE MEASURES 

QUANTITATIVE MEASURES 

• Number of drug arrests 
, Rate of employment 
o Amount of personal/family income 
o School attendence rate 
o School grades 

Establish 
Discove,y 
Houses 

Provide motiva­
tional therapy 
for all residen­
tial clientsl 

Q Number of persons moved from public to personal support 

QUALITATIVE MEASURES 

o;Pre- and post-treatment community adjustment 

Dispens 
methado 
needed 

e 
?e as 

Provide p 
and vocat 
counse'l1ng 
methadone 
recipi ents 

!rsonal 
anal 
to 

1 

I 
Provide' 
crisis 

-_ ... --

To establish 
Discover~ "-

Centers 

'-Expand services I 
for persons who 
do not require 
methadone 1 
treatment 

I 
Provide group, 
individual 

i 

Engage ex-addict 
in direct confron-
tation with drug 
abuse subcultures . 

f 

Involve ex-addict 
in Discovery pro-
gram communi ty 
activitie? 

1 
Perform . community-

intervention family counselin~ outreach 

I Changes in social, interpersonal, and occupational skills 

i,,'iLtJUZG 
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APPENDIX C (Continued) 
CONTRA COSTA COUNTY PREVENTION/EDUCATION COMPONENT 

. 
I Prevention/ 

Education 

To affect changes in 
values and attitudes 
of students and general 
public 

.-

General Public Youth 
(Including parents) (Students, leaders) 

Establish and train Conduct worksrops consultant resourcel 
team 1 for students 

I 
I I 

Conduct workshops' 
Provide drug- Provide coun-
related seling and 
information other services 

-
I I 

To improve adults' To increase adults' 
ability to com- -understanding of 
municate with causes of drug and 
youth related problems 

PERFORMANCE MEASURES 
QUANTITAT~VE MEASURES 
• Number of drug-associated 

arrests 
o Number of completed needs 

assessments of local schools 
• Dropout rate in high 

school 
• Number of schools participating 

in training workshops 

I 
To decrease number of 
drug-related arrests, 
dropouts, and disease 
among high-school aged 
youth 

I 
DI~ug-Re 1 ated 
Pel'sonnel 

I 
Provide in-service 
training for correc-
tions, school, and 
relate~ p'i-12sonnel 1 

.' 
Improve ability to 
deal with drug abuse 
and realted disorders 

I 
Assist schools 
in curriculum 
development 

'QUALITATIVE MEASURES 
G Changes in values and 

attitudes re: druqs 
• Cogntttve and affective 
~hanges re: drug abuse 

i 
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APPENDIX G (Continued) 

SANTA CLARA COUNTY COORDINATION COMPONENT 

Coordination 

1 ______ --r-
" 

Reduce number of drug 
Reduce cost of drug abusers in Santa 

Clara County abuse to County 

I I , J 
.. -

Establish Goals, . Establish Organiza- Establish Information Develop Evaluation 
Objectives, Priorities, tional Structure and ReEorting System for and Research Guide-
of Countywide drug 0Eerational System for use by participating lines and Procedures 
abuse control Countyv/i de agencies I far present and 
program Coordination _proposed programs 

______ J 

,., 
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APPENDIX C (Continued) . SANTA CLARA COUNTY COORDINATION COMPONENT (Continued) 

Reduce number of drug 
abusers in Santa 
Clara County 

Establish Goals, 
Objectives, Priorities 
of Countywide drug 
abuse control 
program 

Coordination 

Reduce cost of drug 
abuse to County 

CJ1 m ,L, ___ -.-____ ---1 

Establish coordinating 
prevention, rehabilita­
tion and control task 
forces 

Format Goals/ 
Objectives 

Involve staff from 
other agencies for 
task force support 

Develop research 
and action program 
priorities 

Analyze problems and 
needs in each area 

PERFORMANCE MEASURES 
QUANTITATIVE QUALITATIVE 

e) Nature and number of 
task force meetings 

o Individuals participating 
o Agencies participating 

o Areas of agreement/disagreement 
ij Subjective assessment of 

<"i na 1 output 
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'APPENDIX C (Continued) 

SANTA CLARA COUNTY 

COORDIN~TION Cor~PONENT (Conti nu .... ) 

Establish agency 
liaison 

Reduce number of drug 
abusers in Santa 
Clara County 

Establish Organiza­
tional Structure, 
Operational System for 
Countywide 
Coordination 

Determine needs 

Coordination 

Develop procedures 
and methods 

Implement procedures I 
and methods 

PERFORMANCE MEASURES 
QUANTITATIVE QUALITATIVE 

. ("~ 

Reduce cost'of drug 
abuse to County 

Determine resource 
requirements 

Maintain liaison 

~ Increase in interagency referrals 
o Services coordinated 
o Services needed 

$ Visibility of organizational structure 
Q Cl a l"'i ty of operati ona 1 procedures 

- Programs initlated 
- Funding procured 
- Research initiated 

~ Increase in interagency cooperation 
a Adequacy of future planning process 

deve 1 opment. 
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'APPENDIX C (Continued) SANTA CLARA COUNTY COORDINATION CO~1PONENT (Continued) 

Coordination 

Reduce number of drug 
abusers in Santa 
Clara County 

Determine informatio~ 
needs J 

PERFORMANCE MEASURES 

QUANTITATIVE 

, Frequency of agency 
requests for' i nfor­
mation 

o Number of system 
responses 

QUALITATIVE 

m Adequacy of information 
co 11 ected 

o Utilization of information 
® Uniformity of reporting system 
o Success of reporting system 
I» Ad,equacy of processi ng faci 1 i ti es 
o Conformity with State and 

Federal systems 
• Assessment of improvement priorities 

and approaches recommended 

Reduce cost of drug 
abuse to County 

Establish Information 
Reporting System for 
use by participating 
agencies 

Analyze available 
information pro­
cessing facilities 

Ensure compatibility 
with State and 
Federal systems 

Establish collection 
processing and 
reporting procedures 

Recommend 
improvements 
t--

;/ 
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APPENDIX C .(Continued) - SANTA CLARA COUNTY COORDINATION COMPONENT (Continued) 

R€d~ce number of drug 
abusers in Santa 
Clara County 

Collect data on 
program service 

Coordination 

Reduce cost of drug 
abuse to County 

Examine evaluation 
methodologies 

Develop Evaluation 
and Research Guide­
lines and Procedures 
for present and 
proposed program 

Develop objectives 
for operating 
program 

Prepare gUideli~ Test evaluation 
methodologies 

Collect data on 
program cost 

PERFORMANCE MEASURES 
QUANTITATIVE 

Q Number of operating programs with 
evaluation component~ 

o Number of operating programs with 
research components 

QUALITATIVE 

@ Adequacy, practicability of 
operating program objectives 

ID Adequacy of evaluation 
information collected 

o Adequacy of evaluation system developed 
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December 6 

December 7 

December 13 

December 14 

December 17 

APPENDIX 0 

JRB APPOINTMENTS IN ALAMEDA COUNTY 

12:00 ~ 1:30 p.m. 

3:30 - 5:30 p.m. 

10:00 - 12:30 p.m. 

12:30 - 2:00 p.m. 

8:15 - 9:30 a.m. 

10:00 - 10:30 a:m. 

11:00 - 12:00 noon 

2:00 - 3:30 p.m. 

4:00 - 5:30 p.m. 

9:30 - 11:30 a.m. 

1 : 00 - 2: 00 p. m • 

4:00 - 5:00 p.m. 

60 

Bruce Kern, 
Regional Criminal Justice Planning 

Board 

Dick Bailey, Drug Abuse Project 
Coordinator 

Justin Green, Administrative Assistant 
to Drug Abuse Project Coordinator 

Di ck Bail ey 

Justin Green 

Grover Dye, Administrator 
Rene Pelliccia, Psychiatric Social Horker, 
East Oakland Drug Abuse Clinic 

Orle Jackson, Director, 
Drug Education Center 

Vivian Holley, Director, Daybreak House, 
Community Drug Clinic 

Juan Covarrubias, Director~ 
Narcotics Education League 

Sally Howlett, 
Former Evaluator for Alameda County 

Drug Programs 

Stacy ~Ja 1 tha 11, 
Deputy District Attorney 

Ed Washi ngton, 
Soul Site 

John Kotecki, Oi rector, 
Treatment Alternatives for Street 

Crimes (TASC) Program 

I r : 
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APPENDIX D (Continued) 

JRB APPOINTMENTS IN CONTRA COSTA COUNTY 

10:30 - 1:30 p.m. 

1 0: 00 - 11: 00 a. m • 

11 :00 - 12:00 noon 

11 : 00 12: 00 noon 

12 : 00 1 2: 30 p. m • 

1 :30 - 3:00 p.m. 

61 

George Russell, 
Executive Assistant to Drug Abuse Board 

ORIENTATION MEETING 

Bill Hefke, Administrator, 
Human Resources Agency 

Don Crawford, Deputy Di rector, 
Human Resources Agency 

Dr. Charles Pollack, 
Acting Program Chief of Mental Health 

Gil Felix, Acting Director, 
Discovery Program 

Bill Hefke, Administrator, 
Human Resources Agency 

Gil Felix, Discovery Program 

George Russell 

Jeanne Gibbs, Director, 
Educational Coordination Program I , 

I 

J 

I 
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December 12 

December 17 

APPENDIX 0 (Continued) 

JRB APPOINTMENTS IN SANTA CLARA COUNTY 

9:15 - 1:30 p.m. 

9:00 - 9:30 a.m. 

9:30 - 10:15 a.m. 

62 

Bob Garner, Coordinator 

Kay Bergstedt, Executive Director, 
Santa Clara County Drug Abuse Clinic 

Ed Stafford, Chairman of Secondary 
Prevention Task Force; Director, 
Juvenile Probation's Court Diversion 
Program 



~;-:~'':;- '.~~ 
("" 

.. ;;r- 1; " 

·~;~_·l 1 

, 

" 

...l 

co 

_1IiiJj_~_:'~7"~_'-~~-"_- ,---:-;_"- ._< _"~h~, " ~ ,~ -. - -~-~-:~ .... _r ._-- iii .. 1 ~.,. .. ~ ..... b; ... ' L~'J __ -~"Jl.~~A~W6'tX";;;.~~~,,,,};PtI.It'-;".il~~;,.,.,, .... ,;;.,,,t.,.~,",,,~""'l\o_ .. ~~A ..•. 1 

CmllPONENT 

DAYBREAK~ 
COMMUNITY DRUG 
CLINIC 

EAST OAKLAND DRUG 
ABUSE CLINIC 

SOUL SITE 

NARCOTICS EDUCAT'ION 
LEAGU E (NEL) 

- DROP-IN CENTER 

- THERAPEUTIC 
Cor~MUNITY 

0. 
w 

COMPONENT 
DIRECTOR 

CHARACTERISTICS OF ACTION-ORIENTED COMPONtNTS 

ALAMEDA COUNTY 

INTERVIEW 
DATE 

FUNDING SOURCE 

ORIGINAL I CURRENT 
LOCATION 

CHARACTERISTICS OF 
CLIENT POPULATION 

TYPE OF 
AGE IETHNICI PROBLEM 

SERVICE'S 
OFFERED 

TYPE OF 
PROGRAM 

I V. Ho11 ey 112/13/73 I CCCJ I CCCJ/714 I Fremont 
City 

G. Dye 12/13/73 CCCJ 

L \~ash; ngtr 12/14/731 CCCJ 

I Juan 12/13/73 CCCJ 
Covarrub'j as 

I Juan '12/13/74 CCCJ 
Covarrubias 

donation 

714 I East 
Oakland 

ICCCJ/714 I Berkeley 

714 I Oakland 
Private 

ICC~J 

25+ I Chicanp Poly­
drug 
abuse 

Referral; coun-1 Treatment; 
seling Intake f r Rehabilita-' 
TC tion 

15+ I Chicanp Heroin I Drug-free highl~ Rehabilita-
addition structured -, tion 

environment 
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COMPONENT 

, DRUG EDUCATION 
CENTER - COUNTY 
SCHOOLS 

DISTRICT ATTORNEY'S 
OFFICE 
{CRIMINAL JUSTICE 
LIAISON 

0\ 
~ 

i 
~. 

~~" T 

~/" 

COMPONENT 
DIRECTOR 

INTERVIEW 
DATE 

O. Jackson 112/13/73 

APPENDIX E (Continued) 

ALAMEDA COUNTY (Continued) 

FUNDING SOURCE LOCATION 
ORIGINAL I CURRENT 

CCCJ County I Hayward 
Revenue ( County-
Sharing wide) 

S. Halthall I 12/14/73 I CCCJ County Oakland 
(County-
wide) 

CHARACTERISTICS OF 
CLIENT POPULATION 

TYPE OF 
AGE IETHNICI PROBLEM 

K-12 
School Population 

Pre-adjudicated and 
adjudicated drug 
abusers I 

SERVICES 
OFFERED 

TYPE OF 
PROGRAM 

In-service Train
h 

Education; 
ing; Liaison wit Prevention 
Centers 

Liaison between Coordina-
drug programs tion 

land criminal 
justice system. 
Established 
procedures for 
coordination be-
tween drug pro- I 

grams and County, 
jail inmates and 
detainees. 

Implemented TC 
at Santa Rita. 

_, __ J~_I . _1' -,·.1 . 
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,I' :"" ~,-:-''''''' .:": 
"I 

" ~r;";1*"".""~", 

-_.-

CHARACTERISTICS OF ACTION-ORIENTED COMPONENTS 

CONTRA COSTA COUNTY 

) COMPONENT INTERVIEW FUNDING SOURCE I LOCATION SERVICES TYPE OF )' 1 I TYPE OF 
, DIRECTOR DATE ,,_S-RIGINAL CURRENT OFFERED PROGRA~1 

COMPONENT 

DISCOVERY PROGRAr~ I G. Felix 112/11/73 I CCCJ 
(Acting) 
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- M HARD {DETOX) I G. Fe 1 i x .1 CCCJ/7141 ~,1arti nez' I I Hero.i n' ! Getox· and Treatment; 
Addictionl Motivational Rehabilita-

Therapy tion 

- DISCOVERY HOUSE I G. Felix ICCCJ/7141 Martinez I Heroin Drug--free "I Rehabilita-
Addiction highly struc-. tion 

tured thera-
peutic 
communi ty , 

- DISCOVERY CENTERS I ? ICCCJ/7.14 San Pablo 15- VJhite Soft- Counselin'g; Re-I Prevention 
Commu- 17 drug ferra 1 s; dr"ug 

~ I J. Summers Concord Hhi te non-drug secondary schoo IS; 
? nity ~1artinez I t-Jhite abuse and education in 

P. Strauss Richmond White problems crisis inter-
C. Benevent Tri-Cities White vention 
B. Allen Danville Black 

EDUCATIONAL COORDI- J. Gibbs 12/11/73 CCCJ 71'4 and Pleasant Teachers; In-service I Education-
HATION PROGRAI~ County Hn-r (Coun- Drug programs tra in i n9; Re-
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Schools ty-\vide) staff source Center; 
Consultant 
Set~vi ces to 
School Districts 
Pilot Projects; 
Dl~ug Education 
Liaison 
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Cor.1PONENT 

SECUNDARY PREVEN­
TION TASK FORCE 

JUVENILE PROBATION 
DEPARTMENT'S COURT 
DIVERSION PROGRAM 

~ 

SANTA CLARA COUNTY 
DRUG ABUSE CLINIC 

0'1 
Gl 

•• ". ~ 00;;"'\" ,., • 

\\ ,I '. . 

COMPONENT 
DIRECTOR 

INTERVIEW 
DATE 

E. Stafford I 12/17/73 
(Chairman) 

E. Stafford I 12/17/73 

K. Bergstedt 12/17/73 
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,APPENDIX E (Continued) 

CHARACTERISTICS OF ACTION-ORIENTED CO~1PONENTS 

SANTA CLARA COUNTY 
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FUNDING SOURCE' 

ORIGINAL I CURRENT 
LOCATION , ~~~'j'" ,~, ";~": .. :~"-- I SERVICES TYPE OF 

PROGRAM 

NA W\ 

CCCJ .. I County 

CCCJ 714 

-"~. ':~' "$.;-,,"' 

OFFERED 

County-wide IDrug AbuserJ P01Y-DrUg\ Needs assessment1; Prevention; 
Abuse . Establishment I Treatment 

of priorities; 

San Jose' 
tCounty­
wide) 

San Jose 

Mi nors wi thll Drug 
drug abuse I Abuse 
offenses 

15+ I Multi I Poly­
drug 
abuse 

-'",~. __ ,t.. _, ~,:-__ ;-"":::::~!~~ 

Program p1annin 
and implementa-
tion 

Alternatives to 
institutionali­
zation and pros­
ecution - . 
Counseling and 
Supervision 

Preventi on; , 
Treatment; . 
Rehabil ita-' 
tion; 
Coordinatio 

Counsel in9; I Prevention; 
Detox; Referral Treatment 
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