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ABSTRACT 

One strategy for combating drug-related cd.me is the treatment 
of drug-using criminal offenders. A program which employs this 
strategy, Treatment Alternatives To Street Crime (TASC), was 
developed by the federal government through the Special Action Office 
of Drug Abuse Programs (SAODAP) and was implemented in five of the 
cities participating in the High Impact Anti-Crime Program. This 
paper discusses the problems encountered by these projects in the 
areas of planning, implementation and evaluation during the time 
period covered by the Impact program national-level evaluation. 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

1.1 Drugs, Crime, and Public Policy 

The criminal involvement of drug users is one of the most 

emotionalized aspects of U. S. drug problems today. The amount of 

reported crime is growing yearly and the number of individuals 

arrested for narcotics-related offenses is growing as fast if not 

faster. The search for solutions to the problem of rising crime 

has included drug use as an important crime-correlate. Based on 

the assumption that drug users are involved in the commission of 

non-narcotics-related crimes as well as drug offenses, much of the 

current crime problem has been attributed to the widespread use of 

drugs. 

The federal government has reacted to public concern over drug

crime problems by act:in.g in three general directions to curb drug 

abuse: 

• Law enforcement agencies have tried to stop the traffic 
of drugs into and within the United States. 

• Social service and health agencies have implemented a variety 
of programs, including education, research~ treatment and 
rehabilitation, designed to prevent individuals from abusing 
drugs and to combat the adverse personal and social conse
quences of drug use. 

e Internationa~, the State Department has led an effort to 
reduce illicit international trafficking in drugs through 
diplomatic incentives and assistance to countries where 
drugs are produced and trans-shipped. 1 

Actions taken at the state and local levels fall into two &"eas: 

... Law enforcement agencies have increasingly worked together 
to stop the traffic of drugs. 

1Federal Str~tegy for Drug Abuse an4 Drug Traffic Prevention 1974. 
A report prepared for the President by the Strategy Council pursuant 
to the Drug Abuse Office and Treatment Act of 1972, page 1. 
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• Social service and health agencies have responded to the 
need for treatment programs, vocational rehabilitation 
projects, school prevention programs, and other community ? 

activities designed to integrate and expand local resources .... 

:!ore and more reliance is being placed on c;tate and local agencies 

to carry out drug enforcement and prevention efforts through federal 

ftmding via b lock grant programs. The distribution across these area::; 

Of federal mon ies totaling $ 745 million for the fiscal year 1975 is 

shown in Figure 1 below. 

A number of different fede:-al 1gencies are involved in developinv 

and operat ing these drug programs. Such agenci(~s have included bot h 

law enforcement organizations, like tl e Law Enforcement Assistance 

J\drninlstration and the Drug Enforcement .\dmini5t rati on, imd social 

service agencies including the National Institute of Drug Abuse 

and the Special Action Of fice of Drug Abuse Prevent ion. Figure 2 

shows those agencies involved in the prevention aspects of ft.>deral 

drug programs. The number of federal agencies directly inv:1lved in 

drug use prevention has decreased substantially since 1970-71 (from 

18 to 6) because of federal r.::~organization which has consolidated 

activities in this area. However, certain agencies such as LEAA, 

\"hi '.e no longer directly involved in drug treatment t continue to be 

vecy much involved in the efforts to curb drug use. Because law 

enforcement agencies at the local level come into contact with drug 

users frequently, various components of the crimInal justice system 

(police, courts and corrections agencies) act as a maj or source of 

referrals to drug treatment facilities. LEAA funding cont inues to 

be allocated to this referral function under both pre- and post-release 

offender assistance programs. 

2IbiJ , page 2. 

2 

EDUCATION 
OTHER PREVENTION AND TRAINING 
PROGRAMS-INCLUDES \ 

TOTAL 745.1 

MOST BLOCK AND 
FOR1>J:ULA GRANTS
PRD1ARILY 
TREATHENT, 
REHABILITATION 
AND EDUCATION 

DRUG TRAFFIC 
PREVENTION 

FIGURE 1 

RESEARCH, 

TREATHC':T 
REHADIL ITATION 

Cm1PREHENSIVE 
TREATHI:.1n' FOR 
HEROI~~ ADnICT~; 

A.."iD ~mLT T PLE 
DRVG [SER~ 

BASIC RESEARCH, 
PR(x;RA."1 EVALUAT ION, 
HEALTH CARE STATISTICS 
PLANNING, COORDINATION, 
AND ADHINISTRATION 

1975 FUNDING OF FEDERAL DRUG ABUSE PROGRAMS 
(ESTIMATED OBLIGATIONS IN $ MILLIONS) 

SOURCE: FEDERAL STRATEGY FOR DRUG ABUSE AND DRUG 
PREVENT ION 1974, A REPORT PREPARED FOR THE 
PRESIDENT BY THE STRATEGY mUNCIL PURSUANT 
TO THE DRUG ABUSE OFFICE AND TRFATMENT ACT 
OF 1972, PAGE 13. 

3 

i , 
• ! 

I 



FEDERAL llrzrc Am;:'~E J·!\rVE~:TTn!\ RESpmlS1LTL1TIES 1970-11)71 

INVOLVED AGEt-;C rES 

----TPJ-~ATIlENT / 
IlliIlAll II. ITAT ION 

EDUCAT ION/ 
INFORHATION 

TRAINING 

RESEARCH 

l:lVIlLVED AGENC1ES 

PIU:.IARY FEDERAL DPX,; ABUSE PREVENTION RESl'I1NSTBII.IT IE~ 

I:JVI1LVED AGENC I ES 
_.F\" 1974 AND BEYOND I:-lvnLVED AGr::~C T ES 

r·-·· -I 
1 IlIJlJ l-

r ----, 
-! L)OC 1 

I ____ J EL8!E~:TS OF DRUG AllUSE PREVT':~;T 1(J~: 1 .. _ ._ J 

'----1 
-! AGR 1 L ___ J 

,-- --I 
-I LEAAI 1 ____ J 

r---'"j 
-f DOL 1 

1 ____ ...] 

'---I 
-f DOT 1 '- ___ J 

1-----1 

1 nEn ... 
TREATNENT 

t. ___ J 

--.-.. '--:::::::======:::::::1 
TRAINING 

----l 
: SAO I-

,-!24~J 

RESEARCIl 

-----------' 
r-- -j 
1 SRS J-L ___ J 

--_.- CONTINlTI~:(; l1AJOR REspm:STBILITY 

---- TO BE PHASED orT BY mm OF FY 1975 OR SOONER 

FIGURE 2 
FEDERAL AGENCY INVOLVEMENT IN DRUG ABUSE PREVENTION 

SOURCE: FEDERAL STRATEGY FOR DRUG ABUSE AND DRUG TRAFFIC PREVENTION 
1974. A REPORT PREPARED FOR THE PRESIDENT PURSUANT TO THE 
DRUG ARllSE OFFICE AND TREATMENT ACT OF 1972, p. 17-18. 

4 

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

Developi.ng and maintaining coordination between criminal junice. 

agencies and drug trentment facilities -has been onE:! goal of federal 

policy. Federal policy on drug use in general and, speci fic.ally, 

the need for cooperation in this area has bee:~ based on two asstll11p

tions: 

• that drug treatment, whether volt;.ntary or involuntary~ is 
beneficial to individuals who arc drug-dependent; 

., that drug usage leads certain individuals into the commission 
of other criminal offenses and therefore poses a danger tt' 
society. 3 

Problems in coordination bet,veen criminal justice and 1rug treatment 

agencies can be linked to disagreement over certain issues involve.d 

in these assumptions. 

Since narcotics use involves a violation of the law, unit:~ nf 

the criminal justice system a r~ often the first governmental agt)lH~it;>s 

tJ encounter a drug dependent person. Such an individual may h~ 

apprehended or arrested for a violation of narcotic laws or for 

another criminal offense. If, O'1ce in the custody of the crimlnal 

justice system, the individual is identified as a drug user, the 

system may react in one of several ways. On the one hand, the 

person's drug prob 1em may be considered ancillary to his crimittal 

problem and no action may be taken in this regard. On the other 

hand, he or she may be referred to a drug treatment facility eithe.r 

unofficially by the police officer in lieu of arrest or offidaJly 

by the court as part of a formal diversion program or as a condition 

of probation. Drug use among criminal suspects evokes varied ag9ncy 

reactions from locale to locale, within particular jurisdictions, 

and among personnel in any agency. 

3Ibid , page 81 
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Traditionally, however, the criminal justice system has looked 

to legal sanctions as the proper corrective action for handling 

criminal behavior involving drug use. Only in exceptional cases 

were concessions made to allow the drug user to participate in drug 

treatment in lieu of further judicial rocessing. Vigorous po.iice 

activity to impede the spread of drug use was seen as an important 

function of the criminal justice sys tern. 

In addition to suppressing the traffic in narcotics, police 
activity against drug addicts is a very essential part of 
general police operations. The great majority of addicts are 
parasitic. This parasitic drug addict is a tremendous burden 
on the community. He represents a continuing problem to the 
police through his depredations against society. He is a 
thief, a burglar, a robber; if a woman, a prostitute or a 
shoplifter. The person is generally a criminal or on the road 
to criminality before he becomes addicted. Once addicted he 
has the greatest reason in the world for continuing his life 
of crime. Most policemen recognize that one of the best ways 
to break up waves of pocket-picking, petty thievery and 
burglary in a community is by making a round-up of the narcotic 
addicts. Often, a long term of imprisonment for a narcctic 
addict on r.arcotic charge~ >vi11 rid the community of a burglar 
or thief for that period. 

As the above statement indi.cates, this perspective on the 

handling of drug users is based on an understanding of drug use as a 

symp tom of criminality rather than as a cause. Criminal behavior is 

seen as preceding drug use and thus a substitution of drug treatment 

for legal processing would be inappropriate. 

During the pas t two decades, however, as the number of drug 

users continued to grow, many began to doubt the effectiveness of 

a purely punitive approach to fighting drug use. More and more, 

criminal justice agencies have incorporated a combination of 

4H• J. Ans1inger and W. F. Tompkins, The Traffic in Narcotics, 
page 170, (1953). 
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punishment and rehab ilitation into their approach to ha.."1d1ing 

drug-using criminals. Drug use itself, however, continues to be 

viewed as a crime and most agencies of the criminal justice system 

are reticent when it comes to eliminating criminal sanctions to 

individuals for their drug use especially when they have been 

charged with the commission of other, non-narcotic.-related, offenses. 

Some agencies, however, have been willing to forego adjudication for 

non-narcotics offenses when the offend~r has shmvn progress in 

solving his drug problem during a pretrial diversionary period. 

The perspective taken by the treatment system, on the other 

hand, is based on a somewhat different understanding of drug use 

and its meaning in terms of criminal behavior. The treatment 

community sees drug addiction as a medical problem and tends to 

view both the extent and nature of the criminal involvement of the 

drug user as peripheral to that problem. Typically drug use is seen 

as the prior condition and criminality is perceived as but one of 

numerous social consequences or concomitants of drug use, The treat

ment community thus focuses its attention on drug use as a symptom 

of individual or personal problems, with changes in the anti-social 

or deviant behavior (including criminal invo Ivement) uf the individual 

being viewed as an indicator of tre,atment success. Drug use itself 

is not considered a crime and prior criminal history does not 

dictate the approach to treatment. In fact, crimina1ization of drug 

use is generally perceived as being counterproductive to therapy, 

as failing to aid (and in fact often hindering) the rehabilitation 

of drug users. 

Current crime control policy is aimed at using the facilities 

provided by these two systems, the criminal justice system and the 

treatment system, to fight crime through the treatment of drug-using 

criminal offenders. The criminal justic..e system which comes into. 
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contact with drug-using criminals for violation of laws, narcotics

related and other, appears to offer a natural location for problem 

identification. The treatment system appears to offer a capability 

for handling the drug use problems of these individuals, which crime 

control policy assumes as underlying the offender's criminal behavior. 

Successful treatment of these individuals should thus logically lead, 

the policy then assumes, to a solution of the client's criminality. 

Government programs which aim to combat drug-related crime 

through the treatment and rehabilitation of drug-using criminals 

must therefore establish a linkage between these two systems (see 

Figure 3). Establishing this linkage not only involves the logistical 

problems of integrating two complex organizational structures, but it 

also involves bringing together two systems with different conceptions 

of the problem at hand. The success of any government policy or 

program in this area is largely dependent upon the vlay the basic 

differences in viewpoint held by these two groups are conciliated 

or mediated. Examination of government programs from the perspective 

of the resolution of these conflicting approaches or viewpoints 

provides a framework for understanding problems faced in implementing 

such a strategy. The differences in approach of the criminal justice 

and treatment communities must be dealt with at a number of different 

levels. In initially establishing a program in the area of drug 

treatment for criminal offenders, a general agreement: on obj ectives 

must be reached. Programs must then be organized in a fashion which 

manages conflict and allows for adequate operation of program func

tions. Evaluation planning must be carefully executed to insure 

that all parties involved understand their roles and expectations 

and that the information necessary for program evaluation is made 

available. While these are prerequisites for any program, they are 

especially important when operating a program which is attempting 
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to integrate two independent groups \vj th different understandings 

of the target problems, and different approaches to their solution. 

In the Impact program, one program effort which was undertaken 

sought to coordinate law enforcement and drug abuse agencies in an 

attempt to fight drug-related crime. This program, Treatment 

Alternatives to Street Crime (TASe), and its experience in the Impact 

program will be discussed in this paper. 

1.2 The Treatment Alternatives To Street Crime (TASe) Program 

Treatment Alternatives to Street Crime (TASe) is a diversionary 

drug treatment program which was designed, according to the policy 

outlined above, to bring together the resources of the criminal 

justice system and the drug treatment community in an effort to 

reduce drug-related crime. 

The TASe program was developed at the federal level by the 

Special Action Office for Drug Abuse Prevention (SAODAP), an executive 

agency created in 1972 to set forth a federal strat.egy which could 

deal effectively with the growing problem of drug use in this country. 

From the outset, TASe was a maj or component in this strategy. The 

primary responsibilities for TAse implementation were divided 

among three federal agencies, SAODAP, the Law Enforcement Assistance 

Administration (LEAA) and the National Institute of Drug Abuse 

(NIDA) (see Figure 4 below) with SAODAP functioning largely in a 

planning and advisory capacity and LEAA and NIDA sharing funding 

responsibilities. All three agencies participate in national-level 

TAse policy decision-making. 

During the first two years of the program (FY 72 and 73) 

individual TASe projects were funded solely by LEAA or NIDA. For 

FY 74, however, funding procedures changed. Under the new 
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t LEAA was given refunding and operational responsibility 
arrangemen s, ' 
for the criminal justice components of all TASe projects formerly 

funded by NIDA and all LEAA-funded proj ects. This LEAA funding was 

to support: 

• 

• 
• 

general proj ect administ:ration and p1atming 

urinalysis 

client interviewing, screening and referral 

case management and tracking 

apprehension of delinquent clients 

detoxification holding units within the correctional 

facility. 

Under these arrangements NIDA was to assume the funding for all 

treatment facilities includip.g detoxification (olltside of the 

correctional facility), methadone maintenance and drug-fr~e treatment 

methods. 

The TASe program strategy is based on the assumption that there 

are 
a significant number of drug-~sing criminals who, because of their 

drug problems, are tied to a life of criminality. The TASe program 

targets this group of drug-using offenders by ident'ifying them as 

they come into contact with the criminal justice system, diagnosing 

their particular drug problems, and referring them to appropriate 

It is anticipated that participation drug treatment facilities. 
. h ill lead to a reduction in drug use and criminal 
lU t e program w 
behavior on the part of program participants and, in this way, TASe 

~.,ill lead to the reduction of drug-related crime. 

1.2.1 Program Description 
The function of the TASe mechanism is to identify all arrestees 

who are involved in drug use so that this group may be considered 

for referral to the treatment structure. TAse establishes, in 

li k 'th treatment programs so that referrals are advance, n s WJ. 
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expedited, increasing the number and effectiveness of these refe"rals. 

TAse also functions to identify and categorize the arrestees so that 

the city becomes more aware of the exte~t of the problem and can 

more readily assess the need for increased treatment capacity. 

',,'he following general description of the TASe system dynamics, 

prepared by the Special Action Office for Drug Abuse Prevention, 

describes how the program works: 

The program begins in the jail, where all arrestees are 
screened for heroin dependency after police processing. 
Types of offenders ineligible for referral to treatment 
are determined by the local authorities, namely the prose
cuting attorney and judiciary. 

The screening process includes a brief interview to exp.1 ain 
the program to the arrestee. At this time, the arrestee 1..8 

told that information given or obtained from the urinalysis 
may not be the subject of any court proceedings or prosecu
tion against the arrestee other than in determining the 
conditions of release. With the arrestee I s permission, 
urinalysis is conducted, followed by a more intensive 
counselor interview to determine drug-related history. 
Results from the urinalysis (obtained within about two 
hours) and interview findings are compiled in a report 
which is sent to the judiciary, the prosecutor and the 
defense counsel. 

The judiciary then determines whether to send the arrestee 
to detention or to set treatment as a condition of release 
and refer him to the TAse system. If the former course is 
followed, an arrestee sent to detention, who is currently 
dependent on heroin, is provided medical assistance in the 
detention facility (or a secure detoxification unit as 
permitted by local statutes and procedures). If the latter 
process is followed, an arrestee currently dependent on 
heroin is detoxified. 

Next, an evaluation is performed on each client by the diag
nostic unit, with referral to an initial treatment facility. 
The individual is treated in this facility until he may be 
transferred to a community treatment program. During the 
treatment period, a tracking system functions to ensure that 
each client is following conditions set at arraignment. This 
system reports drop-outs from treatment or failure to comply 
with release conditions to the judiciary, which then handles 
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the individual as if he had violated conditions of bail. 
When the individual case comes up for trial, the judiciary 
may take into account his cooperation and success in the 
treatment program thus far, and may determine that he should 
remain in that program as an alternative to prosecution or 
possible incarceration subsequent to prosecution. 

As the above description of the TAse process indicates, representa

tives of a number of diverse groups from within the local structure, 

are drawn into the development of a TAse program, including city 

administrators, criminal justice officials, and community leaders. 

A multifaceted coordination effort is required given that organiza

tional relationships must be worked out between the mayor/city manager, 

police, courts, district attorney, public defender, corrections, 

community treatment programs, community-based groups, and the state 

planning agency. 

1.2.2 Coordination Efforts Required By TAse 

The mayor's office generally has administrative responsibility 

and influence over all municipal agencies including city-run drug 

programs, the police department (in most cases) and the city's health 

care delivery system. The mayor's office also pos.sesses the best 

information on the citY'G problems, resources and resource allocations. 

The endorsement, backing, advice and recommendations of this office 

are therefore essential to the success of TAse. 

At the planning stage the judiciary (composed of the court, the 

prosecutor, and the public defender) identifies the extent of the 

need for TASe, Court records provide data on addict numbers and 

on the frequency of known drug-related crimes. It is the discretion 

of the judiciary which will determine arrestee eligibility for 

referral to TASC. 

Police department records are also a valuable source for 

estimating the scope of the drug use problem before deciding to 
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implemen t TASe. These records, pertaining to arre~' ted addicts and 

drug-related crimes, are also supposed to be made available to 

prcgram evaluators throughout the program duration. s The initial 

arrest by the police serves to introduce the addict to TASe 

personnel, and continued police con tact with the drug popUlation 

at the street level may identify those addicts \.,ho have drifted from 

the program and are again involved in the drug-crime cycle. 

Drug treatment personnel initially provide a detailed knowledge 

of existing available treatment facilities, their resources and 

capacity, as well as an awareness of their individual effectiveness 

and limitations. With TASe operational, these agencies are the 

providers of various treatment modalities to the arrested addict 

who otherwise might have been unaware of their availability. 

The involvement of community-based groups can i.ncrease the 

possibility of institutionalization in the event uf TASC sUCCet5S. 

In pursuit of such citizen involvement, efforts are made to seek 

out other projects with the same goals (such as reduction of drug

related crime, easing of tension in jails, or lowering the recidivism 

rate for addicted criminals) and a community advisoty board may also 

be formed to take part in TASC decision-making and to instill public 

confidence in TASC. Further, community representatives cont ril: 'Jte 

job training, educatioLlal opportunities and voluntary work, all 

essential to the long-term success of any treatment a..'"1d rehabilitation 
program. 

sTASC Guidelines for the Development of a Treatment Alternatives to 
Stre~t Crime Project, Social Consult, Inc. for U. S. Department of 
Just1ce, Law Enforcement Assistance Administration Office of 
Criminal Justice AsSistance, June 1973, page 15. ' 
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The state planning agencies (SPAs) provide technical assistance 

and monitoring to the local TAse programs, and serve as the adminis

trative liaison with the regional office and national LEM headquarterH. 

The re are diverse groups whj cll make up the drug treatment 

l ' d tl n 4 tv All of these network, the crimina. just1.ce system an 1e commu ...... 

need to be linked and coordinated in order to be effective or even to 

function at all. The interface between public officials and certain 

connmmity groups is a continuing objective throughout the progress 

of the program. Since TASe's primary function is to serve as a 

link bet~.;reen the criminal justice system and treatment programs, the 

degree of inter-agency cooperation may serve indirectly as a measure 

of its success. Cooperation is essential since agencies of the 

criminal justice system may use their authority either to encourage 

an arrestee into treatment as an alternative to incarceration, or 

to block such referral. The discretion of the court and prosecuting 

attorney to defer or alter prosecution pending satisfactory progress 

in the treatment structure can be used as an inducement to get and 

keep the client in treatment. The court also has the option to 

initiate action when a client drops out of treatment. Treatment 

agencies can reduce the program's credibility by refusing to supply 

information on an ongoing basis to concerned criminal justice agencies. 

The TASC program, then, involving a major effort to coordinate 

drug treatment and law enforcement agencies, was the program mechanism 

promoted by the LEAA for adoption by the participating cities in the 

Impact program. 
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2.0 

2.1 
TASC IN THE IMPACT PROGRAN 

The Impact Program Context 

The High Impact Anti-Crime Program was launched in 1972 by 

Law Enforcement ASSistance Administration as a major federal 

initiative in the fight against rising urban crime in America. The 

program focused resources on particular crime problems in eight 

cities. The Impact target offenses included the person crimes of 

murder, rape~ robbery and aggravated assault as well as the propertv 

crime of burglary; the deSignated Impact cities were Atlanta, . 

the 

Baltimore, Cleveland, Dallas, Denver, Newark, Portland and .St. 

Approximately $20,000,000 in LEAA discretionary funds was matle 
Louis. 

available to each of the 1m t 't' . 1 
pac Cl les W1.tl the expectation that 

each city would plan and implement a comprehensive package of crime 

redue tion activities as part of the program. The in tended result 

was a 5 percent reduction in Impact crime 2 years into the program 

and a 20 percent reduction in Impact crl'me. 5 ",Tee'ire: . 
. y ~ after prt'gram 

initiation. 

Impact ,.;ras developed at the national level and was funded by 

the federal governmen t via the state planning agencies. Crime 

control policy d ... cisions rested jointly with the LEAA regional 

of fices and with the \\'ashington-based policy decision group. The 

actual program activities were planned and implemented by local 

operating agencies, under the review of city Crime Analysis Teams, 

state planning agencies and regional offices. 

The Impact program differed from previous national crime control 

endeavors in two important ways. First, Impact was an attempt to 

concentrate a larger amount of resources on city crime problems 

than had heretofore been customary, in the hopes that a stronger 

focus would generate more substantial results. Second, federal 

funds were earmarked for use in each Impact city for direct applicatiun 
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to Impact crime reduction activities, focusing on crimes rather than 

on systems. Prior to the Impact program, criminal justice programs 

had generally focused resources e.xclusively upon improvement of 

agency operations within the criminal justice system. Program 

objectives and priorities were correspondingly directed towards the 

need to upgrade the institutional capability of the criminal justice 

system. The Impact program, on the uther hand, was developed with 

the explicit objective of reducing parUcular types of crime in 

designated localities. 

Achievement of Impact program objectives was intended through 

the implementation of the Crime-Oriented Planning, Implementation, 

and Evaluation (COPIE) cycle. The COPIE cycle (see Figure 5 below) 

involves several iterative steps in the process of the design of 

projects through the assessment of their impact. 

Crime-oriented planning, the first step in the COPIE cycle, is 

a criminal justice planning approach which is based upon the analysis 

of attributes and variables associated with target. crimes. Such 

crime-specific analysis provides the basis for the identification of 

major crime problems and forms the framework for the organization 

a program's action expenditures or projects. Crime-oriented plans 

w~re to be developed by each Impact city and programs were to be 

structured in a fashion consistent with those plans. This crime-

oriented program planning function was performed by Crime Analysis 

Teams (CATs), agencies created in each target city specifically to 

fulfill Impact program COPlE cycle roles at the city level and to 

provide a focus for coordination and integration of the various 

agencies of the criminal justice system. 
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Once priority crime problems were identified, projects ,vhictl 

address those crime problems were selected, funded and implemented 

in each Impact city. 

Finally evaluation of these projects was mandated as part of 

the Impact program design. As part of the eOPIE cycle, Impact 

projects and city-wide programs were to be assessed to determine 

whether their anticipated effects had been felt on the cities 1 

crime problems. The responsibility for program and proj ect evaluation 

in each city was to rest either \vith the Crime Analysis Team or with 

the SPA. 

2.2 Impact TASe Proj ects 

In conducting city-wide crime-oriented planning, all eight of 

the Impact cities identified drug use as a local problem of high 

priority. Problems of drug use were considered by city planners 

to be closely entwined with the Impact target crimes of burglary and 

robbery and, in numerous cases, the problems of juvenile delinquency 

and drug use were discussed together as priority p~oblem areas. 

As such, Treatment Alternatives to Street Crime projects were 

logical candidates for inclusion in the city Impact programs. Drug 

problems were of priority to city planners and TASe offered a 

viable solution to those problems. The guidelines set out by SAODAP 

and LEAA allowed for a match between the two programs and, indeed, 

the organizational policies of the sponsoring federal agencies pro

moted such a match. But, TASe thus became a federally-generated 

initiative in a program which was built upon the New Federalist concept 

of city-generated program efforts. Nonetheless, all of the eight 

cities considered the inclusion of a TASe project in their local 

efforts. Five of the eight actually funded TASe (or a project similar 

to TASe) under Impact. 
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The three Impact cities which chose not to fund TASC projects 

with Impact monies were Atlrulta, Dallas and Portland. Atlanta has, 

since Impact, funded a local TASC program through the LEAA blocl< grant 
6 program. Portlruld seriously considered including TAse in its Impact 

7 effort, but after sane controversy chose not to do so. In Dallas, 

TASC never progressed past a preliminary planning stage. 
8 

The five cities funding and implementing TASe (or TASC-like) proj

ects were Baltimore, Cleveland, Denver, Newark and St. Louis. In Bal

timore a number of other drug-related projects were included in the city 

Impact effort while TASC itself (called Court Referred Addict Treatment) 

was instituted in a modified form. In the other four cities the TAse 

project was the only allocation of Impact funds specifically targeting 

drug-related crime. As Table I (below) indicates, these projects 

were initially awarded funds early in the Impact program, all within 

the year November 1972 to November 1973. The total federal funds 

listed in the table include all follmv-on funding and in several 

cases incorporate funds spent early in the program on drug treatment 

facilities as well as on the criminal justice components of the TAse 

efforts. 

2.3 TAse and the Impact Program's National-Level Evaluation 

During the planning of the Impact program's national-level 

evaluation, the TASe projects funded and implemented as part of the 

6 At Ian ta Journal And Cons ti tution, Sunday, September 7, 1975. 

7 For a full discussion of this subject see A History of the Port lrulC.l 
Impact Program, MTR-6875, October 1975. 

8For a description of the Dallas Police Drug Abuse Research Study see 
A History of the Dallas Impact Program, MTR-6935, February 1976. 
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NA::-m OF 
PROJECT 

BALTIMORE COURT 
REFERRED ADDICT 
TREAT;1ENT (GRAT) 

CLEVELAND DRUG 
ABUSE PROGRAN 
ceDAP) 

DENVER TREATHENT 
ALTEm~ATIVES TO 
STREET eRDiE 

NEwARK TREATHENT 
ALTERNATIVES TO 
STREET CRIME 

ST. LOUIS TREAT
HENT ALTERNATIVES 
TO STREET CRlliE 

TABLE I 

IMPACT TASC PROJECTS 

DATE OF 
AWARD 

HARCH 1973 

NOVEl-fBER 1972 

JULY 1973 

JUNE 1973 

OCTOBER 1973 
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TOTAL FEDERAL 
SUPPORT 

$862,390 

$952,000 

$996,452 

$568,483 

$533,562 

Impact program were selected for special investigation. It \vas 

felt at that time that the Impact program offered a good opportunity 

for a comparative evaluation of projects based on the TAse strategy. 

Such an evaluation was planned in order both to assess the gener

ally anticipated TASC client out comes across the various Impact 

TASC applications and to compare the effectiveness of the different 

strategies employed in each of the Impact cases. 

The diversionary drug treatment area, generally, and TASe, 

specifically, were selected for more intensive examination for 

several reasons. The strategy exemplified by TASC, of fighting 

drug-related crime by treating criminally accused drug users for 

their drug problems, was one which had been gaining in acceptance 

and popularity in the early nineteen-seventies. Large amounts of 

money had been channelled into this area with high expectations 

for success. However, to that point, no effort had been made to 

systematically assess the effectiveness of this strategy in reducing 

criminal behavior or drug use among program participants. 

Previous TASe program evaluative efforts had been restricted to 

an examination of the process aspects of the TAse system, addressing 

questions of how well the local TASC units had performed in identi

fying, screening, diagnosing and referring TASC clients to treatment 

s~rvices: These process activities of TAse are the program elements 

most directly under the purview of the TASC program administration 

'"and as such' were of primary interest to national TAse program 

administrators. TASC client outcomes were considered by some to be 

more a function of the effectiveness of the treatment services (to 

~~hich TAse was referring clients) than of the TASe mechanism itself. 

However, since the TASC strategy implied the conjunction of referral 

and treatment within one program and since the goal of this program 

was to impact drug-related crime, it appeared critical to examine these 
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system if a reasonable assessment 
ultimate client outcomes of the TASC 

The planned HITRE comparative 
of the TASC strategy was to be made. 

, f the TASe 
centered on these client outcome object~ves 0 

evaluation t 
the achievements of individual Impac 

system, seeking to examine 

TASe projects and to compare 

projects. 

the client outcomes of the various 

The Impact program 

viewed as a particularly 

anu its national level evaluation ,vere 

appropriate context for conducting such a 

f umber of reasons: 
comparative assessment or a n ble diver-

, d bove a nL'lUber of compara . 
.. First, as d~scusse a "t developed in conjnnction 

sionary drug treatment proJec ~ad been funded unuer the 
with the federal TASC program 
Impact program. d 

P
rojects were developed and ,o~erated 

• Since these Impact TASC cycle, i,t was ant~c~pate 
~ithin the fraemwork of tfhe ~~!~; evaluat~on would be more 
that the data necessary or } 
available than is generally the case. 

1 ation \Vas mandated as part of 
• Because project-level eva u d that the local agencies 

the Impact effort, it was exp~ct~ would be more or less 
involved with Im~act TASIC p~oJe~a~a for program planning 
accustomed to us~ng eva uat~ve . 
and evaluation. 

Analysis Teams, agencies specially 
• Finally, the Impact erim~ lanning administration, and 

created to perform Impac P 1 1 l' vel offered a convenient 
, f t' ons at the oca e , f 

evaluat~on unc ~ " d Id serve <.'S the condu~t or 
base point in the c~t~es an cou 
the acquisition of city data. 

such as that intended for Impact TASe 
A comparative assessment, ive 

t 1 for evaluative research. Comparat 
, t is an important 00 

proJec s, h in 1 project evaluation (vlhich 
evaluations offer advantages over t e s g e 
roliferates in law enforcement research since criminal justiC~ 

p ib' l' ty of local agencies wh~ch, 
functions are normally the respons ~ ~ 

t 11 tend to do so on a project-by-
1 t their efforts a a , 

if they eva ua eli 
locally-conducted project eva uat on 

basis) . Comparisons of 
project for a number of reasons. 
results are currently of limited utility 
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In the first place, local evaluators tend to conduct project evalna

tions in order to determine whether their project has achieved certain 

objectives established at the local level. These locally established 

project objectives and the measures or indicators of project success 

utilized by local evaluators are rarely comparable across projects 

leading to difficulties in making meaningful comparisons. In the 

second place, at this time the quality of locally conducted project 

evaluations varies significantly from place to place. Based on the 

Impact experience, it is unlikely that any set of selected projects 

from a number of jurisdictions will be found to possess evaluations 

of sufficiently high quality to allow for any substantive discussion 

of the effectiveness of the particular strategy employed by the 

proj ects on the basis of their proj ect-level evaluation results. 

As local project evaluation becomes more common and as appropri

ate and effective evaluative methods are documented and disseminated 

among local evaluators, these two factors may diminish in importance. 

In the interim, however, centralized evaluation or evaluation coordi

nation among sets of similar projects may be advisable to insure 

comparable evaluation results which can provide more information 

about a particular project strategy than numerous, discrete project 

evaluations are able to provide individually. 

2.4 Background Information on the Five Impact TASC Projects 

As is presented in Section 2.2 above, five TAse projects \vere 

funded as part of the Impact program by July 1973; it is this set 

of projects which was to provide the sample cases in the TASe 

comparative evaluation. As Table II below indicates, these five 

proj ects all faced problems \vith initial start-up activities (as 

reflected in the time which elapsed in each case between the time of 

grant award and the initial provision of client services). The time 

between grant a\vard and service delivery for all five of the Impact 

25 



TABLE n 

TIME DELAYS IN IHPACT TASC PROJECTS 

,-
\ 

INITIAL DELIVERY TIME ELAPSED SINCE 

OF SERVICES TIME OF AWARD 

BALTIMORE COURT REFERRED SEPTEMBER 6 MONTHS 

ADDICT TREATMENT (CRAT) 1973 

CLEVELAND DRUG ABUSE HARCH 4 MONTHS 

PROGRAH (CDAP) 1973 

JANUARY 6 MONTHS 
DENVER TREATMENT 
ALTERNATIVES TO 1974 

STREET CRD1E 

OCTOBER 16 MONTHS 
NEWARK TREATMENT 
ALTERNATIVES TO 1974 

STREET CRIME 

JUNE 8 MONTHS 
ST. LOUIS TREATMENT 
ALTERNATIVES TO 1974 

STREET CRIME 
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TAse projects was longer than the average Impact project delay of 

between two and three months. Not only did these Impact TASe projects 

encounter prob lems early in the implementation process, hmvever, they 

also experienced difficulties during the period of actual project 

operations resulting in low client intake, referral problems, high 

drop-out rates, cancellation (St. Louis) and other implementation 

problems. As a result none of the five projects had reached a 

sufficiently high activity level (i.e. sufficient numbers of clients 

and sufficient client time in treatment) to permit any meaningful 

examination of TAse client outcomes as part of the HITRE TASe assess

ment. For this reason, the national-level evaluation comparative 

evaluation of TAse projects in Impact, as originally conceived, had 

to be abandoned. 

In this section background information on the five Impact TASe 

projects will be presented. This discussion relates information pro

vided by the local program operators and evaluators in published 

materials pertaining to these proj ects and describes the progress 

made by each project during the period covered by the national-level 

evaluatim1 of the Impact program. 

(a) Baltimore Court Referred Addict Treatment (CRAT) 

The Baltimore Court Referred Addict Treatment (CRAT) Unit, 

Baltimore'! s TASC-like program, was initially funded in March 1973, 

with subsequent continuation fundings bringing the total federal 

dollars awarded to the project to $862,390. The CRAT Unit was 

designed to work closely with two other components of a system 

developed to deal with drug users as part of the Baltimore Impact 

program effort. These two--the Pre-Trial Release--High Impact 

Narcotic Offenders project and the Intensive Supervision of Narcotics 

Offenders project--have assumed. 'the initial screening and the follow-up 
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funct ;ons involved in the overall TASC concept, with supervision -'-

CRAT providing di,lgnostic, placement and tracking services. 

After a six month start-up delay, CRAT began receiving clients 

in September, 1973. During the fi.rst year of unit operations, 293 

clients were handled by CRAT, a level somewhat below the target 

number of 400. The majority of the CRAT clients were not part of 

the project target population of Impact offenders. In fact, 64 percent 

of the CRAT clients were misdemeanants, 55 percent of whom had been 

charged with committing drug-related offenses. The majority of these, 

according to the proj ect director, ,vere offenses involving mari] --,ana. 

Not only are these clients not those that the program was designed to 

assist but ecause b of the structure of the system they were not 

likely to benefit very much if at all. Misdemeanants in Baltimore 

generally go to trial within ten to fifteen days of arrest and it is 

this period between arrest and trial which ,vas covered by project 

activity; thus, there could be little opportunity for client diag

nosis, re ferral and treatment under the auspices of the program. 

At the time the CRAT proj ect progress report ,vas being prepared, 

the only information available on CRAT clients pertained to the legal 

dispositions and offenses of clients referred to different treatment 

According to the ~eport. no information had been collected programs. 

on the amount or qua ty 0 Ii f treatment services being provided to 

participating CRAT clients. 

(b) Cleveland Drug Abuse Program (CDAP). 

A TASC project, the Cleveland Drug Abuse Program (CDAP), was 

funded as part of the Cleveland Impact effort in November 1972. The 

initial LEAA award of $1,276,000 was intended to cover CDAP operations 

from November 1972 through May 1975. Initially treatment facilities 

were included under LEAA funding of CDAP; however, in accordance with 
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changes in federal policy, NIDA has funded this portion of the CDAP 

program since May 1974. Due to this change, and also because of a 

reduced volume of CDAP clients, the original Lfu\A grant award was 
reduced by $324,000. 

The project began screening clients in May 1973, five months 

after funding was awarded. During the first ten months of project 

operations, the project jail screening unit screened 16,500 arrestees 

from the city jail, gave urine tests to 67 percent of these (11,000) 

and found 1,430 (13 percent) of those tested to be drug positive. 

Despite this extensive screening activity, only 387 clients were 

accepted into the program during this period and treated (1,000 ,vere 

anticipated) and 28 percent of these clients were volunteers to the 

program. At the time of the evaluation, 114 of these clients had 

left the program under unsatisfactory conditions. 

During the following four months (January-April 1974) little 

improvement ';vas observed. During this period, 4,114 arrestees were 

tested for drugs and 1,074 were found to be drug-users. However, 

only 61 potential clients agreed to be interviewed and of these, only 

12 entered the CDAP program. Thus, during this period, the screening 

unit contributed only 7 percent of the 186 clients who entered the 

program, outdone by the volunteer group ,vhich accounted for 22 percent 

(40) of the TASC clients. During this January to April 1974 period, 

the dropout problem actually worsened; at the time of the evaluation, 

102 of the clients who had entered the program during this period had 

left under unsatisfactory conditions. 

(c) Denver Treatment Alternatives to 2treet Crime 

A Treatment Alternatives to Street Crime project was included in 

the Denver Impact program in July 1973 with a federal grant award of 

$462,740, to cover an operating period.of July 1973 through November 
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1974. One continuation grant was awarded bringing the total federal 

support of Denver TASe to just under one 

the operating period to February 1976. 

million dollars and extending 

The initial S1.'X months of the Denver TAse period was designated 

for a Phase I study during which a mass jail screening was conducted 

in an effort to acquire better estimates of the TASe target population. 

The initiation of the study 'vas delayed three months and a six-month 

effort was continued into the first phase of project client service 

activity. 

The first clients were seen by 

During the first project evaluation 

1974) 517 regular opiate users were 

the TASe screeners in January 1974. 

period (January through November 

identified by TASe screeners, 275 

(53.2 percent) of whom indicated a positive interest in the TASe 

program. However, during this period, only 29 clients (10.5 percent) 

were enrolled in treatment through TASe with only 37 (17 percent) 

remaining in a status allowing for possible future TASe enrollment. 

During the second evaluation period, there \vas not much improve

ment. From December 1974 through March 1975, 1,078 of the 9,842 

persons booked into the city jail were interviewed by TASe screeners 

(below the anticipated 600 interviews/month) and 267 arrestees 

admitted to being current drug users and expressed interest in the 

Nl.'nety-eight (36.7 percent) of these interested individTAse program. 

ua1s were administered an extensive interview, 46 (17 percent) \vere 

admitted into formal drug use evaluation, and 3 (1.9 percent) formally 

entered into treatment. Clearly, Denver TASe was able to identify 

only a Small portion of the monthly projected and move into treatment 

125 current drug users during this operating period. 
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In addition to the low levels of client intake and referral, 

the Denver TASe project faced problems of policy disagreement \dlich 

among other things resulted in the resignat ion a f the first project 

director. The controversy surrounded issues pertaining to the rela

tionship between the criminal justice and treatment components of 

the TASe system including the permissibility and length of an initLJ.l 

~race period for clients entering treatment, the l~ol1fidentiality 
of client treatment information, and the limited ability of TASC to 

impac t criminal justice system decisions on the destiny of rASe clientH. 

(d) Newark Treatment Alternatives to Street Crime 

The Newark TASC project was awarded in June 1973. The initiul 

award of $568,483 was intended to cover a one-year oIh:rating period; 

however, no TASe services were provided until October 1974, sixtt.~ell 
mon ths after the funds were awarded. Since then, Cliell t in take has 

been so lotv that two grant extensions have been made and the progrulJl 

is slated to operate until September 1976 \.,ith no additional fundin"" 

The project originally intended to proceoG 2,000 clients per year 

(original evaluation component). However, this estimate has been 

scaled down to 1,000 clients per year. Even with the increases 

\vhich had been made in project activity, only 279 clients had been 

prucessed by July 1975 and the projected total for the fin;t full 

year of project activity appears to fall short of the revioed objective. 

No formal outcome evaluation of the project has been conducted 80 no 

further information is available on the progress made by those cli.ents 

participating in the system. 

(e) St. Louis Treatment Alternatives to Street Crime 

A TASe project was a\varded as part of the St. Louis Impact 

program in October 1973. $400,000 in federal funds were allocated 

for a sixteen-month operating period to begin in November 1973 and to 
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continue through February 1975; hot.;ever, the project did not begin 

operations until June 1974, eight months after the;;"! funds became 

available. 

During the first five months of project ac tivity (June-October 

1974) according to the one evaluation report prepared on this project, 

2,571 interviews were conducted by the TAse j ail screening unit and 

585 arrestees were identified as drug users. Rmv6ver, during this 

same period only 45 clients were treated by the proj ectl s central 

intake unit and at the time of the evaluation, only 20 of these 45 

cli~nts were currently enrolled in treatment, 5 remained at the 

central intake unit and the rest had dropped out of the program. 

This poor progress was tied by the project evaluators to the poor 

performance of the screening unit \vhich was poorly staffed, overworke,l 

and forced to operate in a role both duplicative to and competitive 

with the regular St. Louis Pre-Trial Release investigators. The lack 

of viable treatment programs was also cited as a inajor factor in thin 

program's poor showing. Because the availability of l..reatment slots 

was limited and the quality of the local treatment programs was 

questionable, the judiciary and prosecution were reluctant to 

release the accused to the custody of TAse. This was reflected in 

a 60 percent rejection rate by the judiciary of clients recommended 

by TAse for the program. 

These early prob lems persisted until, on February 4, 1975 the 

St. Louis Commission on Crime and Law Enforcement received word from 

the LEAA Regional Office tl~t the city's TASe project had been 

cancelled for the cited reason of an insufficient number of client 

referrals. 
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3.0 IHPACT TASC PLANNLN(;, IHPLll1ENTATLON, AND EVALUATION PRO(;RA:~\,nI\E 

During the Impact national-level evaluation. period, the flvt' l.\S" 

projects included in the Impact program f~ced numerous problems in thl' 

development and operation of effective mechanisIil'S linking their loeal 

criminal justice systems \vith available treatmen1t facilitiL'n. Hl1St."l 

on documentation generated at the local level. certain prol1le'm < areas 

common to this group of projects during this period of tllnl~ have been 

identified and are discussed belmv under the topic. areas of problem 

identification in crime-oriented planning, program operations and 

implementation, and program evaluation. 

3.1 Problem Identification in Crime-Oriented Plannin'''f q 

As one prerequisite to the ll1clusion of a projec.t in the impact 

program, city planners were required to show, through thL' analysi~, o! 

available empirical information, the Bxtent and naturu of the cri.!:ll: 

prob leIl1 \.;hich any proposed proj ect was desigr18\1"co addrt1:w. In til!' 

case of TASe, each city was required to m.:lkc some asseSSl'1ent of the 

problems of drug use anti crime or, as ~.;as done in mo~,t caSl~S. furui,;il 

information on the size of the potential target populatiLl!l for a 

TASC project. 

None of the five cities ,dth TASC projects lud any di.rect estiIilatt,' 

of their target populations at the time of application for, or receipt 

of, their .grant. Their estimations of their particular potential 

client pools were based on certain surrogate measures tor \'lhich data 

,.;ere curren t ly availab le. These measures include: 

• Number of probationers with previous drug hit~tories, llr 
current drug problems (Baltimore, Denver); 

• Number of drug law violations (Cl<;!v<Jland); 

• Studies of drug use by other local agencies (Newark); 

• Estimates of total level of addiction in the city (St. LOlli~;J. 
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Denver conducted a screening study of its j ail population as the 

first phase of its project operations in order to better estimate the 

size and nature of the target populatiun. (Other cities anticipated 

using the results of th",ir initial months of operations to assist in 

correcting for error in their earlier estimates.) However, even in 

Denver, the evaluation report suggests that the study may have pro

vided an overestimate of the candidate population. 

Finding a solution to this problem of identification of potential 

clients is not an easy one. While it may be possible to acquire ,ill 

estimate of the number of drug users among the jail population (as 

Denver's Phase I study did), it is more difficult (and more meaningful) 

to project how many individuals from that pool of potential clients 

will choose to participate in the program (a decision often tied to 

concerns aside from the criminal justice system such as the on-street 

availability of drugs) or how many of those identified will remain 

qualified for the program as they progress through thp criminal 

justice system. In the Denver case, evaluators estimated that of 

those clients who begin the TASe process by being identified as drur; 

users at the jail, only 20 percent will remain eligible for the TAse 

program according to the Denver TASe regulations. This type of 

problem should be ctmsidered early in project planning in order to allow 

for preparation for the provision of needed services at a realistic ll~v(:l. 

3.2 Project Operations and Implementation 

During the period of the MITRE Impact evaluation all of the Impact 

TASe projects faced problems in getting their project operations to 

the point of delivering services--at all in some cases and--to the 

level anticipated in all cases, Denver and Cleveland are the only 

projects to have actually placed a substantial number of target 

clients into treatment. This has not meant that the problems 

facing the TASC projects in these two places have been solved; 
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these projects have just moved on to a different set of . problems 
(i. e., how to keep clients in treatment at1d h ow to keep track of 
them while they are there). 

Initial start-up in each of the five projects was slm". The 
time elapsed between the date of grant award and the date of the 

acceptance of the first TASC client ranged from four months (Cleveland) 
to sixteen months (Newark). I 1 n genera , proj ects in the Impact progrun 
took between t~.;ro and three th t b 9 mon s 0 ecome operational; none of the 
TASC programs were able to move so quickly. I n one case, the time 
delay between award and service delivery was 4~ i 

~. part, ntentional. 

In Denver, a six month transition period was earmarked for the con-

duct of thE: Denver Phase I study--an effort to better identif~Y 1 , tIe 
Denver target population--as ~vell as t 1 o set up t 18 orgooizational 
framework for the t' f 1 opera ~on 0 t 1e program. Even in this ease, 
11m,ever, there were unpl d d 1 h anne ' e ays. T 'e Phase I study did not 

begin until October at1l1 overlapped with the initial period of L: Iieut 
processing. 

Preplanning at the operational level t.;ras impor·t·"~t l'n ""'. a prozram 
such as this. ",'hile little information is '1 1..1 aval au e which speakd 
directly to the types of ar t d rangemen s ma e among cooperat ing agencies. 

it appears from the types of problems which surfaced once the 

proj ects ,were serving clients, that much of the necessary preplanning 

was not adequately conducted, leaving unsolved problems for the 

program during implementation. Some of these will be discussed bl;:'lo ... : 

in terms of the particular program function involved but :Jthers are 

more general, cross-cutting the particular fUllctl.'Ons f 1 o t lC TAse 

9
Th

, 
lS average includes projects from all eight Impact cities and 

all functional areas. 
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system and rest with the need for coordinating among agencies per-

f t ' These problems of coordina-forming or involved in these unc Lons. 

degree in each of the TAse projects, tion, while apparent to some 

came out most clearly in the Newark case, as the following excerpt from 

a crime analysis team mon:~toting report on the Newark project shows: 

\.)hile overall system capab ility to move cHen ts t~rough .rASe 
is good there has been a problem with getting cl~ents, lnto 
the TASe system. This problem is mainly one of authorlty. 
In order to effectively coordinate so many components, the 
project director of TASe must have the authorit~ to ensu~e 
cooperation and make any needed changes which wlll bc:nefLt 
the projects. This lS easier said than done. TASe ~s a . 
conglomerate of agencies which are of equal status and w1nch 
have, as their primary goals, services other than TASC: Each 
agency tries to live up to its contractua~ agreements In 
TASe but some agencies are more cooperatlve than others. 
For ~xample, the drug treatment agencies and the Co~lege of 
Medicine and Dentistry rise above and beyond the caJ.l o~ ~uty 
in cooperating ~dth TASe, even though they are not recelvlng 
any funds from TAse and there is no way TAse could c~mpel 
their cooperation. The problem of having the autho~lty to 
compel cooperation is inherent in the str~cture of TASC ~d 
would naturally exist wherever an effort lS made to coordmate 
so many diverse services (screening, diver~ion, treatmc:n t, 
job training, employment placement, etc.) lnto one proJect. 

Once operational, all five 0 tle mpac f I I t TASC ProJ'ects encountered 

problems attracting th~ anticipated numbers of clients into their 

Some Of the problems of low client intake can be traced programs. 

to poor or inaccurate estimations of the potential pool of clients 

(Denver, as discussed above). Others may be tied to problems within 

the functions of the TASC system. 

Jail screening was intended to be the most substantial source 

for TASC clients and problems have been encountered in this component 

of TASC in each of the cases. In the Newark proj ect, the screeners 

failed to identify the anticipated number of candidates because, 

due to limited resource's, they were able to intervie~v too small a 
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pool of arrestees. In Cleveland and Baltimore, more clients were 

screened than was expected but these large-scale screening efforts 

did not produce ehe projected number of clients. In Cleveland, 

during early phases of the project, more TASC clients entered the 

program through informal means than were identified and referred 

by the TASC screening unit. The Baltimore evaluators suggest their 

screeners ~vere kept so busy handling the high volume of clients to 

be screened that they had no opportunity to present or "sell" the 

TASC program to them and thus failed to attract sufficient numbers 

of clients. St. Louis faced a similar problem but ~vith the added 

difficulty of having to compete ~vith regular jail screeners for 

clients. This duplication of operations certainly did not add to 

the acceptance of the TASC program nor contribute to the integration 

of the project into the regular criminal justice system operations in 
St. Louis. 

Some of the Impact TASC projects also llad problems developing tik~ 
cooperation necessary to insure alternate referral sources. Cleveland 

had more "walk-in" clients than correctional agency referrals. Newark 

particularly had problems in coordinating with city agencies to 

insure that any potential clients identified would be referred to 

TAse for diagnosis and referral to treatment. Lack of cooperation 

is also tied to the Imv intake in the other three cities. Denver 

evaluators suggested that their project's client intake may have 

suffered from the practice on the part of their police department 

of arresting known drug users in the hope of acquiring information 

on other criminal activity in the city--and then releasing the suspeds, 

once they had furnished the necessary information. In St. Louis, 

60 percent of the clients reconunended by TASC for inclusion in the 

program ~vere rejected by the judiciary. In Baltimore, evaluators 

suggest the high proportion of misdemeanants in their TASe clientele 

may be due to the reluctance of judges to release more serious Impact 

offenders to the program. 
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These problems have resulted in lmo] (\vith respect to initial and, 

in some cases, revised estimations) client intake and (in Baltimore) 

in a different type of client (less serious offenders) than had been 

anticipated. This of course has meant that the number of TASe 

referrals to treatment has correspondingly fallen short of expected 

levels during this early period of operation. 

Other proh1ems have been encountered in the referral function. 

In St. Louis, it was found that the needed treatment facilities \o]ere 

not available, that the judiciary perceived the existing fa ci lit ies 

to be inadequate aIld hence \V'ere reticent to release arrestees to 

these programs. TASC clients in this program spent a long period 

of time at the intake and diagnosis phase of the process where the 

personnel \o]ho had been hired to perform the diagnosis spent most 

of their time maintaining security and attempting to place clients. 

In Baltimore because a large proportion of the clients \V'ere misdemeHl1-

ants, the time period available for intake, diagnosis and referral 

for this group (the time between arrest and trial) was constrained. 

In Cleveland, although a large number of clients \V'ere identifier! and 

referred to treatment, the progranl showed very high dropout and 

unsatisfactory exit rates. This may indicate one of several things. 

It may be that clients are not being placed in appropriate treatment 

facilities or that there may be no incentive for clients to remain 

in treatment programs. (This last ,.;ras a complaint of the Denver 1'ASe 

treatment personnel; they felt they could give the client no assuranc.e 

that compliance with program requirements and progress in treatment 

would bring certainty of leverage in the 1..,ltimate disposition of 

his arres t. ) 

Finally, a number of these programs faced internal management 

problems. Initial delays in Baltimore ,,,ere tied to problems in 

staffing the project components. St. Louis was without a project 
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director for most of the life of its project. The project direct.a 

in Denver resigned about one year into the program. The lack of stable 

leadership can be a problem in any new endeavor but the lack of direc

tion it can mean is particularly problematic in a program like TASC. 

Since so much - the structure of the TAse system is unspecified, 

success rests with the individual actor and his ability to take 

hold of the situation. The absence of consistent direction, therefore 

is one more factor in exacerbating coordination problems. 

3.3 Program Evaluation 

Huch of the inf orma tion compiled and presented in this paper 

\"as available from project evaluation, status or progress reports 

produced locally and supplied to the national-level evaluators. 

The 1mV' level of client participation in most projects and the limitPu 

progress made in placing and maintaining TASC clients in treatment 

in others, for the most part dictated the process nature of thesl' 

reports. While several of the projects reported some client outcome 

information in their project documentation (Denver and Cleveland) 

none of the projects actually referred and maintained a sufficient 

number of clients i1'l treatment for a long enough time period for 

meaningful" client outcome analysis. 

,Two projects, Denver and Cleveland, made some progress in c'Jm-

piling and ~alyzing client data. In the process. however, both 

project evaluations encountered problems in their efforts to gather" 

client-specific data, both in support of the projec.t evaluation 

and for judges who released the individuals to the program. In 

Denver, the project evaluators encountered problems \o]hen they 

attempted to gather information on the TASC clients' performance in 

treatment programs, specifically in reference to client drug use 

during treatment. Treatment personnel felt that a sixty-day grace 

period was necessary to facilitate a successful adjustment to the 

treatment regimen. The evaluators and judges expressed the belief 
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that early information on client drug use was necessary to legitimize 

the project as a viable criminal justice alternative for drug tlsers. 

Some of the conflict was due to a concenl over the confidentiality 

of the client progress reports and questions of clhmt privacy l'it;ht~:, 

were raised. In Cleveland, the prob lem of confidentiality y;as alfh1 

discussed and data were collected exclusively ln aggregate form on 

the number and performance of clients in treatment, making it imp mwib Ix' 

to track any given individual from one stage in the 'rAse proceSt, tn 

another. 

This problem ,,,ith aggregate data in Cleveland ,-las not ouly 

present for outcome analyses but posed problems in the project pru(;(;'c,,; 

analyses as well. It suggests the maj or proLlem \-.'ith the proeess 

evaluations of TASe in Impact: the lack of poru<1jdl .. u,,1 L:<!diuILl I', 

of TASe as a system of interrelated steps which directly,)}: llldil"t·,'t 

impac tone ? \other. In et: feet, the three functions of (a) .i ,d i 

screeninf' (b) client intake and diagnosis and (c) client referral 

are seqc ~ally linked--at least in concept. Tilt: jail d,Tt,ellen; 

survey and interview the jail population and pott:!tlti <11 cl it.;'uL? 

identified in the jail serve as one major sourr.e for tl1.e c1itmL 

intake and diagnosis. Similarly, the clients served at intake illhl 

diagnosis form the pool of potential clients for l't'h:.'n:al t.o trl~at:·, 

ment. In the case of most" of the Impact TASe projer.~: evaluation 

components and report, ljectives were cited for ea..::h of these 

functions--with little regard for the interrelationships Clmong them. 

This is to say that too often three discrete objectives were stated: 

Ca) screen x clients, (b) serve y clients at intake and Jiagnosis. 

and Cc) refer z clients to treatment. The evaluation or project 

progress report would then provide information as to whether the 

actual number of clients served by each function was equal to the 

level specified in the objectives. Little note is given even to 

whether those diagnosed were the same as those referred or 'tvhere the 
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dropouts occurred and why. Thes th 'b e ree major 0 jectives are not 

discrete activities and any evaluation of them should be designed to 

facilitate an understanding of the process involved in the TASe 

system. 

It is this process nature of the TAse system which makes it not 

only difficult to evaluate but, as the above discussion shmvs, also 

difficult to operate. Tile T"SC t ' d <~ concep 1.S pre icated on the assump-

tion that the TAse project management ,viII be able to integrate 

uncoor ina ted criminal various agencies of the multifaceted, largely d 

justice system into a system to handle drug using criminals. In 

most of the cases of TASC in Impact, this simply has not yet occurred. 

In fact, at the time of the preparation of this report in a number 

of cases projects had not yet been implemented. Hhether TASe, as 

conceived, is or can serve as an effective mechanism for the reduction 

of drug-related crime has not been addressed based on the Impact 

experience, since no TAse systems have been implemented ur maintai1l8J 

for a sufficient length of time or have l~ndled a sufficient number 

of clients to permit such an assessment. The Impact TASe experience 

has demonstrated, however, that a wide range of considerations may 

play a role in TASC project implementation and a number and variety 

of pitfalls may impede efficient or effective TASe operations. 
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4.0 SillfHARY AND RECQ}fHENDATIONS 

As discussed above, the TASC experience in the Impact program 

has been one characterized by a variety of problems in the planning, 

implementation and evaluation of the TASC projects. The period 

covered by this assessment \Vas evidently restricted to that of the 

national-level evaluation of Impact:_' At the time this report was 

prepared, four of the five projects were operating in some form 

with Impact funds with the possibility of follow-on funding to be 

provided directly from the TASC program. The conclusions presented 

here ~re therefore based on the experience with this early (up to 

a Imos t t \vo year s in one case, hotveve r) phase 0 f ope ra t ions. 

In the planning stage of the program, all five cities encountere(l 

difficulties in estimating their potential client populations. ~o 

Impact city had any direct estimates of this group and cities wer8 

compelled to depend upon surrogate measures derived from numerous 

sources and of varying reliability. Consequently, all five Impact 

TASC projects overestimated the number of potential TASe clients and 

as a result fell short of their anticipated levels of ~ctivity. 

All five proj ects encountered delays in the initiation of their 

project activities. In all cases, TASC start-up was slower than the 

average for the Impact program as whole and in one case initial 

delivery of services was especially protracted (sixteen months in 

Newark). Once implemented, the projects found they could attract 

fewer clients than expected and in some cases the clients available 

for the program \vere not those initially targeted. Mass jail 

screening efforts did not yield the expected number of clients and 

problems were encountered in developing relationships with alternate 

referral sources. Once clients entered the system, difficulties 

arose in locating appropriate treatment slots, maintaining clients 

in treatment and tracking their progress \vhile there. 
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Coordination problems played a central role in these implementa

tion difficulties. Because the TASC mechanism is designed to provide 

a link bet\veen the criminal justice system and local treatment facil

ities, a high level of coopera tion among criminal jus tice agency and 

treatment program personnel is needed if the program is to function 

adequately. Breakdowns in coordination impeded TASe progress in each 

of the Impact cases. 

Difficulties arose in developing a cooperative relationship 

be tween the TAse program and the judiciary in both Baltimore and 

St. Louis. In Baltimore the courts were reluctant to release 

serious offenders to CRAT and as a result CRAT clients \vere pre

dominantly misdemeanants and drug offenders. In St. Louis, the 

judges apparently expressed doubts over the quality of the local 

treatment services, an impression that the TASC personnel Here 

unable to dispel. Consequently, few clients were referrod to the 

program, contributing to its eventual cancellation. In Denver, 

problems with the police department arose when it was suggested that 

one con tributor to TASC client intake problems was the police practice 

of using arrested drug offenders as information sources and then 

releasing those who were cooperative. This type of "diversion" from 

the criminal jus tice sys tem offered an alternative to TAse and, as 

such, it reduced the ability of TASC to attract clients. Denver TASe 

also encountered disagreement with their local treatment facilities 

over the confidentiality of client treatment information. Similar 

problems surfaced between the Cleveland TASC Program (CDAP) and 

Cleveland treatment groups. 

Given these implementation difficulties, project evaluation 

was necessarily restricted to an assessment of the project activities. 

Because too few target clients were accepted into the program and 

because those accepted were maintained in treatment for too short a 
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time period during this assessment period, no meaningful examination 

of client outcomes was provided by the project evaluators. 

These problems in project operations and evaluation precluded 

a real test of the outcomes of the TASe strategy using the cases 

research results on client behavior durl.'ng program participation 

have not directly addressed the POSSl.' bll.' ty 1 t lat observed client 

behavior changes may be due to factors other than TASe. These 

gaps in client outcome information make it difficult to assess the 

potential value of the TASe t s rategy and to determine appropriate 

future policy in this area. 
of TAse in the Impact program. A National Evaluation Program 

investigation of the TASe program similarly found limitations in the 

available information on TASe client outcomes in general. Their 
final report states: The specific Impact experience does suggest certain considera-

tions ~vhich need to be taken into account ~vithin the confines ()[ 1 
As of October 1975, approximately 15% ot ~'s 

entrants had successfully completed the progra.... ':;lients 
remaining in TASe as of that date had experienced an eight 
percent rearrest rate while in the program. Little analysis 
has been done of the recidivism of different groups of TAse 
clients, such as those participating in TASe for varying 
lengths of time or having different characteristics. Nor 
has the recidivism of former TASe clients been systematically 
analyzed for periods after leaving the program. 

In addition to arrest data, several TASe projects 
have analyzed other types of outcome information. However, 
these data are usually quite limited in scope, often con
sisting of the percent of clients retained in treatment 
or the percent of positive urine tests during treatment 
participation. As in the case of recidivism data~ little 
outcome analysis has been done for different groups of 
TAse clients or for periods after leaving the program. 

The inconclusive nature of much of the analysis of 
treatment effectiveness, and of the impact of criminal 
justice system pressure on that effectiveness, makes it 10 
even more important to analyze the outcomes of TASe clients. 

It thus appears that even outside of Impact there exists little 

conclusive information on the effects of TASe participation on client 

outcomes. No research has been conducted to date on the progress of 

TAse clients after completing the TASe program and the available 

lOTreatment Alternatives Toltreet Crime (TASe): An Evaluative 
Framework and State of the Art Revie~v - Summary. The Lazar 
Institute, Hashington, D. C., November 1975, pp. v-vi. 
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TAse system. First, the efforts within Impact to implement TI\SC 

have demonstrated the overriding need to clarify law enforcement 

filll treatment agency responsibilities. The structure of tlw TASt: 

system is such that, while no one agency can independently operate. 

the system, unless one agency is given (or assumes) responsibility 

over that system, progress is difficult to achieve. s" d 't ,econ ,l. 

should be recognized from the outset that close cool-dl'n-'t'oIl u..... among 

all of the various criminal justice agencies and treatmL'nt fa('iHtit~H 

involved in the program is required if the program is to have the 

opportunity to succeed. It may be the case that ~vhere sllch coordina

tion docs not appear to be feasible, the program should not be 

attempted. Coordination in the areas of planning and evaluation are 

a necessity. M:1i1e it cannot reasonably be expected that the various 

agencies required to ~vork together under the TASe program \ViII agret' 

philosophically on the nature of the drug problem and its solution, 

it is critical that these agencl.'es come to an 1 agreement at .. eas t on 

the obJ'ectives of tllel.'r ]'ol.'nt effort. P 1 un ess agency responsibilities 

can be more clearly established and better coordination achieved, it: 

will be difficult to successfully operate anu evaluate the Treatm('nt 

Alternatives to Street Crime (TASe) program. 

The problems observed in the Impact TASe projects may represent 

only first phase implementation difficulties. As such, onee these 
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, ct organizations 
the resulting TASC proJe 

P
roblems have been overcome, .' Nonetheless, 

, ting their obJect~ves. 
may be very successful ~n mee ld be aware of the prob-

d tion of TASC shou 
, considering the a op , e the 

agenc~es and should recogn~z 
d by their predecessors 

lems encountere implementation period. In 
, 1 p,tfalls of the initial TASe , 1 

potent~a ~ , Ie to cope with potent~a 
n 04ects may be better an 

this way, new TASC • r ..J t b1ish clear areas of 
d' the need for TASe to es a .' .. 

Problems surroun mg , early in the life 01 
, . f r coordinat~on 
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respons~ ~ ~ 

TASC. 

46 

, 

REFERENCES 

BALTINORE - COURT REFERRED ADDICT TREATNEN1:' UNIT 

aaryland Governor's Commission on Law Enforcement and Criminal 
Justice, Court Referred Addict Treatment Unit, High Impact Anti
Crime Program, Impact Past Progress Reports, September, 1974; 
Cockeysville, Hary1and. 

Haryland Governor t s Commission on La\v Enforcement and Criminal 
Justice, Court Referred Addict Treatment Vnit - High Impact Program, 
LEAA Grant AEplication - 72-ED-03-0004, 31 .January 1973; 
Cockeysville, Maryland. 

!·!ayor's Coordinating Council on Criminal Jus tice, Court Referrt!d 
Addict Treatment Unit - High Impact Unit, Evaluation Compon(>n.~., 
10 May 1973; Baltimore, Uaryland. 

CLEV[LAND - CLEVELll.ND DRUG ABUSE PROGRAN 

Administration of Justice Division, Ohio Department of Et:urwm.ic and 
Community Development, Cleveland Impact Adclicti.'ll TrC[ltnL'nt 
Program, LEAA Gran t Appli.cation, 72-ED-05-000':i, 13 July 19"7'1; 
Columbus, Ohio. 

Of flee of the Nayar, Impact Cities Anti-Crime Program, Cleveland 
Drug Abuse Program, Evaluation Report, February 1975; Cleveland~ 
Ohio. 

Office of the ~layor, Impact Citi~s Anti-Crime Program, Cleveland Iirng 
Abuse Program, Addiction Treatment 0pl'raUlli; Pro~~ram, J:v,llu;1t 1011 

Report, Harch 1974; Cleveland, Ohio. 

DALLAS 

Loumis, Richard T., A I!i~y of the Dallas Impact Program., 
HrR-683fi, The NITRE Corporation, February 1976. 

DEN'I.'ER ... TREAT}IENT ALTER:-l'AT [VES TO STREFT CRI:!E 

Colorado Divi.sion of Criminal Justice, Treatment Altenwtives to 
Street Crime, LEAA Grant Application, 75-DF-OB-0002 eCA) , 22 October 
1974; Denver, Colorado. 

47 



DENVER - TREATHENT ALTEI{}JATIVES TO STREET CRIME (CmnINUFD) 

Colorado Division of Criminal Justice, Treatment Al ternati ves to 
St reet C:rime, Evaluation Component, 22 October 1974; Denver, 
Colorado. 

Division of Criminal Justice, Colorado State Planning Agency, 
Treatment Alternatives to St£eet Crime, LEAA Discretionary Grant 
Progress Report ~ 31 Decemb(~r 1973; Denver, Colorado. 

Division of Criminal Justice, Colorado State Planning Agency, 
Treatment Alternatives to Street Crime, LEM Discretionary Grant 
Progress Report, 30 September 1974; Denver, Colorado. 

Department of Safety, Treatment Alternatives to Street Crime 
Phase I Study, January 1974; Denver, Colorado. 

Denver Anti-Crime Council, Treatment Alternatives to Street Crime, 
Characteris tics of a Sample of Arrested Denver Opiate Addicts, 
1972; Denver, Colorado. 

Evaluation of Denver Impact Cities Program, Treatment Alternativc!s 
to Street Crime, Evaluation Report, 30 June 1975. 

Jooomis, Richard T., A History of the Denver Impact Program, 
:1TR-6838, The :llTRE Corporation, February 1976. 

Treatment Alternat ives to Street Crime, Interim Evaluati on and 
Honitoring Report (Draft), 1 July 1974; Denver, Colorado. 

NF.WARK - TR£ATHEN1.' ALTERNAT IVES TO STREET CRIME 

Newark Department of Health, Treatment Alternatives to Street Crime, 
LEAA Grant Application, 73-ED-02-0l03 ~ 72-ED-02-0l04, 24 April 19 7/1; 
Newark, New Jersey. 

SLEPA, TASC Extension Request, 73-ED-02-0l01 and 72-ED-02-0l04, 
22 August 1975; Trenton, New Jersey. 

State of New Jersey, State Law Enforcement Planning Agency, Budge~ 
Revision /Gran t Extension Request, 11 August 1975; Newark, New Jersey. 

Treatment Alternatives to Street Crime, Special Report, 4 April 1975. 

Treatment Alternatives to Street Crime, Special Report, 22 July 1975. 

Treatment Alternatives to Street Crime, June Status Report, 8 July 1975. 

48 

NEWARK - TREATMENT ALTERNATIVES TO 
STREET CRIME (CONTINUED) 

Treatment Alternatives 
3 August 1975. 

to Street Crime, Pro]' ect ~'lana 
-...:;.,w-~~"':""::::!:::lg~e:!m!!!e:..!n;;.:.t~1:9EU!2, 

ST. LOUIS - TREATHENT ALTERNATIVES TO STREET CRIME 

Jordan, Frank C. Jr. and Richard T L' , 
Im:pact· Program, MTR-6666 The MI~RE o~m~s, A fhstory of tIl:: . ..£.!:, Loui,., 

\1' , • ~ssour~ Law Enforcement 
of Narcotic Addicts as 
Application, SMP-3-73 , 

, orporation, January 1976:---~ 

ASsAi1stance ~ouncil Hultimodality l'reatnH~nt: 
an ternat~ve to Street Crime I I'M (' 1 M h 1 ., ., ,rant: 

arc 973; St. Louis, Missour:r:--·_···· 

~;t. Louis State Hospit 1 T 
lltatus Report, 31 Ja:u~ryr~;;~~nts Alter~ativ~s to Street Crime, 

, t. Lou~s, M~ssouri. 

St. Louis State Hospital T 
Status Report, 10 Harcl~ reatmen t Alternatives to Stl • ."(;t Crim", 

1975; St. Louis, Missuuri. 

St. Louis Commission on Crime and Law 
Alternati ves to Street· Crime Final 
1975; St. Louis, Nissouri. ' 

Enf orcemen t, Tre a;':l!iQIlt 

Evaluation Rel)5l!~t.:., n !;mltnl'V 

i 
'I 

'I 



·i .. 




