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PREFACE 

The first Treatment Al telmativQs to St:r:'(let Crime (,I'ASe) 

program NaB established in 1972. At the pJ."1csont t:i.mo t11(;),:,(;. 

are more than foX'ty TASC programs in opc:J:lat:i.on. Tho l"l'()l:ife;:'>:r:'a­

tion of TASC has been accompanied by the gl~owth of fltand.:1t'd 

performance categories and a descriptive ja~gon. This pref.:1ca 

is intended to provide the reader who is unfamiliar with 

TASC a capsule surrunary of the criteria and nomenclatul'e that 

are found intermittently throughout this report. 

TASC programs were designed to serve as a formal mechanism 

for linking the criminal justice and drug treatment systems. 

Whereas the courts have traditionally had their doubts about 

the efficacy of drug treatment and 'the integrity of treatment 

personnel, treatment programs have tended to view any criminal 

justice involvement in the treatment process as an insurmount­

able obstacle to client rehabilitation. By assuring treatment 

confidentiality while providing accountability to the courts, 

TASC sought to facilitate the diversion of drug-involved offen­

ders from the courts and into treatment. 
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The 'rAGe (~onccpt is built on the aS8umption that re­

nmving drug-involved offenders from the usual criminal jus­

tier; cIt{mnC!ls and placing them in carefully monitol"ed treat­

ment programs benefits all parties concerned: the criminal 

justice syst(:lm, by unclogging court calendars and enhancing 

i:r'il.di tional criminal justice monitoring and feedback mech-

anisms; drug tl"leatment, by relieving treatment staff of the 

nC(ld to attend to a client's criminal justice problems rather 

than focus:i.ng solely on the treatment pl"ocess; the client, 

by px'oviding him Hi th a valuable information resource, an 

tlextra ear tl in times of distress, and the motivation to cease 

substance abuse once and for all; and the public, by ef­

fecting sUbstantial savings associated with reduced trial 

and incarceration costs~ lowered crime and drug abuse, and 

increased productivity in terms of education and employment. 

To be maximally effective in all these areas> TAse must inter­

sect with individuals having serious involvement in both il­

legal drug usage, and criminal activity. By eradicating the 

client's drug problem, it was felt that the drug abuse/crime/ 

(re)arrest cycle could be effectively halted. 

Serious criminal involvement is usually evidenced by 

arrests for felony offenses or, in more conservative communi-

ties, for lesser offenses that might result in incarceration. 



• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

A TASC client who is cut'X'ently chal~gcd \Vi th) en;'" has a pl."io!' 

record of, ai thaI' burglar>y) robbery) or the. St:l.lc of dt'u!~i) 

is considered to be as serious an offender as ~rASC pl:og:r.~~unB 

generally handle. Extensive criminal histories and one or 

more prior ihcarcel~ations are also indicative of f3eriotw 

criminal justice involvement. Serious drug involvemf!nt is 

evidenced primarily by the frequent use of unprascribed 

central nervous system (eNS) dept'es~3cultS. Hct'oi11 and oth(~r 

opiates at'e no longer as widely abused as they were only a 

few years ago. Instead, drugs like Talwin (a eNS dop:r.'cssant) 

and PCP are being abused with increasingly alarming frequency. 

For a TASC project to be considered effective) it must suc­

ceed in referring these tlserious" persons to treatment pro­

grams. 

In regard to drug involvement, it should be noted that, 

in the past several years, a few TASC programs have been fible 

to admit clients .whose pt'imary drug of abuse is alcoho1. 
,.... ~ . 

The standard TASC model is divided into three functional 

units screening and identification; diagnosis and evalu-

ation; and tracking and monitoring and an administra-

tive unit that coordinates project activities. Some programs 

also have a separate court liaison unit or individual, ~.,hereas 
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('Jthl':X"'t, inc} ud!'; the court liaison within the screening unit. 

Th(~ ('~il[3C m;1nagC1!l(~l1t approach, Hhich combines two or more 

fUl'1atic)wJ within a sinp;le unit is less frequently used by TASC 

llf';C:IWioc. vlcst:chester 'rASe is unique in that it is a county­

widu TAGC program based on a decentralized case manager 

;.tl!proi'lch. Fiv(3 cow::'"!: districts are each handled by a single 

Cill.H'! mum1.gcr 1Ilho perfol"ms screening and evaluation functions. 

One. CO'll:t:t dintr'ict (Yonker's) is allotted mOr'e than one case 

]!lil11UgCl"' ~ Clnd two others (Peekskill and Northern Westchester) 

).1(;ccive only P~ll:'t-t:ime coverage. Jail screening is done by a 

single TASC worker on a part-time basis. Tracking is done 

primarily through pcriod:i.c progress reports and other TASC/ 

treatment contacts, and is coordinated by the central TASC 

office. Administratively~ TASC programs are typically included 

as part of larger "umbrella ll agencies. In the case of 

Westchestet' CC"\.l.nty TASC, this agency is the Department of 

Community Mental Health. 

TASC client sUccess has been defined in several ~.vays. 

Some TASC progr>aJns define successful clients as those who have 

fully completed both criminal justice and treatment require­

ments. Most TASC agencies consider clients successful if 

treatment is proceeding well and criminal justice requirements 

al"'e satisfied. So-called "neutral successes" are those clients 

whose justice system stipulation to TASC ends prior to any real 

treatment progress but without their participation in treatment 

having been unsuccessfully terminated up to that point. 
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lVhen TASe clients violate, the concH tic)l1s of thn 'rAge 

contract ~ they are often pl.:l.c~~d in un intnl'mt'Hlin:.t'Y :i Oll!'l'll'\.1y 

status. Jeopardy most often occurs Hhon eliGnts m,'(~ l'('~" 

arrested~ fail to appeal:> in court, miss schodulod tl'oaIlIH'nt 

sessions, or continue to abuse drugs (as indicated by a 

positive urinalysis Nhich all TASe progri.tms l"cquirr~ em a 

regular basis fot> each TASe client). Being pltlCcd in :j (~nl',lPlly 

should indicate to the client thctt D/he is in d<mgm.' cd' lwi nf, 

terminated from TAse. Certain j eopi1.rdy catego:t':i..es may nrH'!.-!.":};"" 

tate immediate "termination (for exa.mple, a client may btl 

incarcerated as a result of a reill.'rcst). Often:1 'rASe Pl~()gl'imm 

terminate clients after having conducted a set number of 

jeopardy sessions -- meetings to ~",arn clients of their Pl"C­

carious status vis-a-vis TAse. 

'~hereas the original 'rASe model focused on pt>etl,ial 

diversion, especially for cases originally slated as f(;lonies ~ 

the National Phase II TAse Evaluation stressed difficulties 

in this area. Many TASe programs have explored othel:' referral 

pathways (fol:' example, TASe as a sentence altet>native) and, 

indeed, some programs have focused almost exclusively on one ol:' 

more of these alternative pathways . Although Hestchestel"' County 

deals pl:'imarily with individuals priol:' to case disposition, 

they tend to acquire clients at or following disposition. 
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CHAF1.'l:R 1 - i:;'O:OJ'l'IVE 8TJEl1ARY 
"U@"'''MH-_-1I!l ,;>'';;:.;;_,:::' jI., .. '_r"""'t.,.".""'-.>t ...... ,,_~""J_~,~,,1\< * .. .. 

'1'ld G G tudy pr'(~f)(mtG the findings of an external evaluation of 
tlv.~ H(~:1t chnDtr.:t' County l':r.eatmc;mt A1 te.rnatives to Street Crime 
(T!.{;C) PI'CJJ~!'am. vlr::cltchcster l'ASC is one of more than forty 
'l'Ar-:r; PI'oSP'ums thr(mghout the. country, all of which are des igned 
U) pltovidc a formal l1lcH:!nanism for linking the criminal justice 
!;y1~b~m with ::wl)f;tt1.!tcC abuse treatment resources. 

On tIm basis of their activi ti~~s and analyses, the evaluators 
c0nc1udc the following: 

Unlike Inilny e)f' the urban TASe pt'ogl'ams, Westchester 
'rASe was faced with a decentt'alized criminal justice 
~~YEstmn) spread across a gt~ographically large county. 
To adc.quutely cover all t:he jurisdictions, TAse adopted 
a mUlti-site case management approach, rather than the 
morc typical screening! diagnosis/tracking model for 
al10cnting client service functions. Tracking of all 
clients involved in tI;eatment is centralized. 

Hcstche.ster TASe accepted nearly four hundred clients 
between August> 1979 and JUne, 1980. At least half of 
all clients admitted to trec;1.tment from each of TASe's 
geographic units were still active at the end of 
June, 1980. Successful terminations comprised 8.3 per­
cent of all outcomes, with failures and neutral termi­
nations making up 63.7 percent and 28. a pm:>cent, 
r>espectively. At this eal"ly point in TASe operations, 
however, most clients have not yet had sufficient 
time in treatment to succeed. At the present time, 
therefore, outcome statistics are valuable only as 
indicators of why clients are being terminated, and 
not as a measure of ongoing client outcome rates. 
Within the next year, the number of successes should 
increase to, and remain at, a fairly steady level as 
many of TASe's early clients successfully complete a 
full year (or more) of TASC/treatment. The successl 
failure ratio will then have more validity. 

Westchester TAse is dealing with clients who al"e 
seriously involved both in substance abuse and in the 
criminal justice system. OVer half of all TASC clients 
have had prior treatment for a SUbstance abuse problem, 
and over sixty percent have at least one prior conviction. 
Certain client variables (age, race,' sex, employment 
status, primary drug of abuse, and criminal history) 
tend to be more closely associated with specific types 
of TASC outcome, but these associations are neither 
atypical nor statistically significant. Similarly, 
those client var~ables Crace, source of referral, 
charge, and type of SUbstance abuse) associated with 
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the 'rAse acceptability th~ci s:ton m,~(~ ilIth",) ftti l'lv 
typical for 'rASe pI~Ogl",tI11S n.nel al.'('. " .... or-th H<yt· ing" 
hCl"'e pl"limal"\ily becaus(~ diffE:n:\cnccs in n(·cl~l1tdbt· .. 
lity rates are not of 9ignificnnt proportions, 
'rhe. j ';1stige s~Gtem agl'EH1S with tho 'rADe Ht,~l\ef?n:inn 
dcc~s~on ~n n~ne out of ton cnses. 

Westchester TASe has been r;cueraJly accepted an 
a valuable r p1'source to the m:'indnal J ust:i.<"'u [jy~l h'm. 
Acceptance was facilitated by getting the Dit,tl'1Ct 
Attorney's office involvL'd in tho. l'ole e,f 1 ia:l.:Jon 
at a very ea1"'ly stage. 'l'he SUppOl't giv£m to 'l'ASe 
by the prosecutors hus been translate>d into irH.1I'(!IJ.g(~d 
willingness of defense attorneys to take a lOGS 
acquittal-oriented approach to clients in genuine 
n.eed of therapy. Pl.'obation officers at most GJtcw 
are someNhat mistrustful of TASC, pl:'imt'lri.ly bu(~atw(~ 
"they may fear a 10813 of control over ccmta:tn nnyH'cte 
of their workload. Fot' example, mOBt :r.t:'GpClnduntr.; 
were outspoken in their belief that, in cases of 
violation, the cour-t should be notified by Pl,~nbHt>r()Xl 
rather than by TASC. 1'he difficul'~ies bet\ve n TA!.iC 
and Probation are best C'ha1.'acterized not as a 
"turf battle) II but l"\ather as a case of in(1ch~qunt;r:~ 
communication. There. is stt'ong (~vidence to :i.nd:i (~n:l:(~ 
that the formulation of specific guidelines to r;OV(~l)n 
TASe/Pl'>obation interactions, as vIell as the contj nuc~d 
shat"'ing of resources through regular comrnt.tnication 
OVer' time, '\'1ill significantly impr'ove the level (.''If 

cooperation between TASe and Probation. SomeHhat 
formal guidelines have been adopted by TASC and 
Pretrial Services to govern their interactions, and 
this relationship appears to be mutually sa:tisfactory, 
as Hell as beneficial in terms of its impact on the 
criminal justice process. 

TASCfs impact on the justice system has mainly b(>8n 
felt in providing legitimacy to conditional d:U~charges. 
That is, rather than increasing the actual number of 
conditional discharges handed down by the courts, 
TASC has improved the guality of conditional discharges 
through its intensive monitoring. The end result is 
a disposition that can be used by the courts with 
increas ed confidence. Hovlever) TASe f s impact has 
also been felt, to some extent, on both pretrial and 
other' post-trial client populations. The potential 
for further TASC impact is substantial) due to the 
~ollowing factors: 

-2-
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A declining percentage of substance abusers in 
the Yonkers Court ~\lho are currently, or were 
previously, involved in treatment of some kind. 

More serious cases being handled at the local 
court level because of crowded county court 
dockets. 

An increase in sentences to local institutions. 

Infrequent use of probation dispositions because 
of the requirement for a pre-sentence investigation 
before assignment to probation. 

Fewer cases being disposed of at ar~aignment, 
and less frequent assignment of ROR. 

OVercrowding in the County Jail, as well as an 
increasing population in the County Penitentiary. 

Westchester TASC has developed successful relationships 
vlith treatment prog~"Iams. TASC administrators and staff 
persons were described as accessible, flexible, and 
supportive. TASC has also impacted on treatment in the 
following ways: 

Supplying programs vIi th criminal justice referrals 
prior to TASC~ obtaining these referrals was often 
impossible or extremely time-consuming. 

Effectively keeping clients in treatment through 
the TASC mandate. 

Improving the overall treatment process through 
additional diagnosis and monitoring. 

Through reference to officiallY reported data, the 
evaluators were able to make the following additional 
statements regarding TASC impact on treatment: 

The volume of TASC referrals to all sorts of 
treatment programs is notable. Numerically, TASC 
has had a greater impact on alcohol programs 
than on drug programs, and a greater impact 
on drug-free programs than on methadone programs. 

TASC is referring many persons to drug programs 
who may not otherwise have entered treatment. 
This is particularly true with regard to methadone 
programs. 

-3-
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It is estimated that a client who remains in TASC 
for four months will receive over eight hours of 
service from TASC, 44.3 percent of which will be 
in personal interactions and 55.7 percent of which 
will be in case management activities. A client 
who remains in TASC for eight months will receive 
nearly thirteen hours of service, 31.0 percent of 
which will be in personal interactions and 69.0 per­
cent of which will be in case management activities. 

Cli~nt acquisition, evaluation, and monitoring 
expenses for the Yonkers unit are approximately 
$27.67 per service hour. This figure is very 
close to the Medical Assistance reimbursed rate 
of $25.00 per service hour for treatment services 
vlhich is used in many states, and is quite reason­
able for a first year TASC program functioning 
under the case managem.ent model. If service 
hours for clients that were not yet placed in 
treatment and for clients that failed before 
beginning treatment were also included, the ex­
pense per service hour would be even lower. 
Administrative costs of vlestchester TASC are 
lower than those of most of the TASC projects 
included in national studies. Westchester TASC 
is approaching cost effectiveness, and will be 
able to continue handling a sufficient volume of 
clients to achieve a consistently acceptable 
level of costs per service hour. 

Westchester TASC's costs per client are very 
close to the median national costs per client. 
TASC's costs per successful client are slightly 
less than the median national costs in this 
category. 

TASC is viewed, by itself and by the justice 
system, as a legitimizing agent for conditional 
discharges rather than as a vehicle for the 
increased use of this disposition. Although 
TASC has not made the reduction of pretrial 
detention one of its priorities, it has effected 
some savings in this area through its impact on 
bail decisions. There are no figures available, 
though, to justify TASC through short-term cost 
benefits. If the penitentiary population con­
tinues to increase, however, TASC may effect a 
short-term cost benefit through its impact on 

'the prison population. 

-4-
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WeotohootQr TASe has succeeded in overcoming not 
only th~ information management hurdles that confront 
ma.ny n(m TASC programs, but also the related infor-
14iltir..n recorc.U.ng and transmittal problems that are 
()ftrm (,HH,iOaiated Hi th decentralized programs. Client 
infol'mation forms have been developed Hi th actual 
pt~OCr:H3S :in mind, and the current system satisfies 
both doct.l1ncmtation and process requirements. 
vlt~stchesteX' TASC will itself be able to undertake, 
0n an ongoing basis, the types of analysis used for 
this evaluation . 

-5-
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CHAPTER 2 - INTRODUCTION 

The first Treatment Al tetlnati ves to Street CI':1 me ('rASe) r'l'O~:;l'dm 
\-'7as established in 1972. There are currently more than lOl"ty 
TASC pl:'ograms in operation. TASC Has desiened to prov:i.dt~ a 
formal mechanism to link the criminal justice system with the 
drug treatment system. Multiple audiences tenefi t wh£cm TASC c:.:tn 
remove drug-involved offenders from the traditional criminal 
justice channels and place them. in closely monitored tl'(:!ntnwnt 
programs. 

Specifically, TASC operations benefit: 

the criminal justice system) by l"educing the backlog of C(Hll't 
calendars -nd improvir:g the usual criminal justice monitOl:':i.nr, 
and feedba~~ mechanisms; 

the treatment system, by allowing treatment staff to concen­
trate only on a client's treatment needs without having to 
worry about criminal justice difficulties also; 

the client, as an important source of information and support, 
and as the motivation to finally stop substance abuse; and 

the public, by effecting savings associated with lower trial 
and incarceration costs, reduced crime and sUbstance abuse, 
and increased productivity in terms of education and employment. 

In order to have substantive effect in each of these areas, TASC 
must intersect with persons who are seriously involved Hith both 
substance abuse and crime. By solving the client's substance 
abuse problem, the substance abuse/crime/(re)arrest cyole Has 
expected to stop. 

TASC programs have been permitted sufficient latitude to organize 
in the manner which is most beneficial to their environment. 
Unlike many of the urban TASC programs, Westchester County 'rASC 
was faced with a hugely decentralized criminal justice system, 
spread across a geographically large county. ChTestchester County 
supports over forty courts.) To adequately cover all of the 
jurisdictions, TASC organized its operations in multi-sites. As 
a result of Westchester TASC's decentralization, they did not 
adhere to the standard TASC organizational model of functional 
units for: screening and identification; diagnosis and evaluation; 
tracking and monitoring; and administration. Instead, Westchester 
County TASC adopted the case management approach, which has proved 
to be very successful for them. Seven case managers each handle 
a different geographic area and one other case manager handles 
miscellaneous tasks, including jail screening. Tracking of all 
clients involved in treatment is centralized. One staff person 
is fully responsible for this. 

-6-
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III iH!dition to :its size) vlestchesteX" County has significant 
(:l:·j mlr1i2.1 justice rmd social service resources available for 
d{Jal1.ng \-d th the pl:'oblems of its urban centers . Within the 
r.um'rrour'J courts, there are a gr'eat number of criminal justice 
Cystoffi nctors - judges, pl:'osecutors, etc. There are also a 
1<'U'8~~ number of tl:'eC'itment facilities. This new TASC program 
waG preacnted with many inroads to make and confidences to 
gain ~¥h:i.le establishing itself. Because of this, TAse wisely 
Gtnggered their start-up times over a six-month period in 
var'ious jurisdictions. The first TASC office (Yonkers) began 
accepting clients in August, 1979, and the last TASC office 
(PEwkskill) became operational in February, 1980. 

Westchester County was concerned about alcohol-related crime, 
as well uS drug-related crime, so the TASC program was estab­
lished to handle both types of abusers. This is not uncommon 
for neHer TASC programs. This suburban community was interested 
in ~ffective intervention for both types of offenders. 

Because the justice system in this county is so well staffed, 
CO\lJ:'t backlogs have not been a pJ:'oblem. With this in mind, 
TASe sought not to expedite court matters or incJ:'ease diveJ:'­
sions, but to impJ:'ove upon court dispositions alJ:'eady being 
utilized. This was TASe's primary goal. Conditional dis­
charges had fJ:'equently been assigned as case dispositions. 
HoweveJ:', conditions were neveJ:' stipulated. A TASC stipulation l 
attached to a conditional dischaJ:'ge lent it legitimacy. To a 
lesser extent, TASC also adds mOl"'e cJ:'edibili ty to pJ:'obation. 
TASC's stJ:'uctuJ:'ed monitoJ:'ing system provides reliable informa­
tion and saVes time for over-burdened officers. 

Secondary goals of Westchester County TASC included saving 
some pre-tJ:'ial and post-trial incaJ:'ceration time. However, 
these weJ:'e not of major focus during the first year of opera­
tions. Westchester TASC did not expect to achieve shoJ:'t-term 
cost benefits. Emphasis was placed on long-term benefits. 

The chapters that follow descJ:'ibe the clients with whom TASC 
has interacted, the TASC relationship with and impact upon the 
criminal justice and treatment communities, and the analysis 
of the costs involved with the operation of TASC. 

IThe inclusion of TASC participation as part of a fOJ:'mal 
court disposition, with the implicit (or express) under­
standing that the cOUJ:'t will impose alternative, presumably 
harsher, sanctions if TASC requirements are not satisfactorily 
fulfilled. The imposition of harsher sanctions is not 
necessarily implicit in, or an actual consequence of, the 
violation of probation or conditional discharge dispositions 
that do not include TASC requirements . 
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CHAPTER 3 - TASC CLIENT CHARACTERISTICS AND SUNHARY rU)t~ 
""'-_ - , ............... ""'-_ ..... !~ .... "'· ... lo""'_ 

Introduction 

Westchester County TASC accepted noarly fOUl' hundred elicntn betN(,:!pn 
August, 1979, and June, 1980. (Entire June consus not includprl.) 
Because of this large volume and the decentx'allzed nntul"'1e ()f th(~. 
COU1'"lts in the County and the TASC program) the avaJ .. uatclrs (lid no l: 
collect all data items on 100 percent of the clients. Only tho 
first portion of this analysis discusses the i.nformn.tion giltlwl'f':d 
on all TASC clients. . 

The second portion of this chapter deals with a pal"tinl ~~\"1mp:l n elf 
TASC clients and more specific client data. The pal.~tial p,i'l.mplt'.' is 
made up of clients that entered treatment in the fo1.1oHing pl:'Clr)(,..11'~· 
tions: County Court clients - 100 pe!"cent; Yonkers Court clirm.t!3 ... 
100 percent; other court clients - 50 percent. All cases from 
County Court were included because of the larger impact that 'l'Af~C 
can often make in the felony area. (If a felony oharr;e is ned: t'c­
solved at the local court level, it is pl'"lesented to the C;!"ilnn \T\ll"'Y ~ 
If an indictment is subsequently issued, it is fi.led in County 
Court.) All Yonkers Court cases were included because this waD 
the first TASC site and these data, therefore, covel" a grca:tcr 
time period. The 50 percent sumples were chosen randomly. 

The third section in this chapter discusses persons found unacccpt­
a.ble for TASC. The evaluators p!"esent the percentage of scree.ned 
out clients for each jurisdiction based on a 100 percent client 
sample of those screened between February, 1980, and May, 1980. 
The characteristics of those screened out, however, are only dis­
cussed in regard to Yonkers Court cases. 

TASC AcceEtable Clients - 100 Percent Sample 

When analyzing a multi-site program, like the Westchester County 
TASC program, an obvious question arises. Are there major differ­
ences in the operations at the various sites that will alter outcome 
substantially? In Table 3-1, the evaluators first present the number 
of clients found acceptable to TASC from the various jurisdictions. 
More importantly; the second column in the chart indicates what 
percentage of these clients was actually admitted to treatment. 
The final column shows what portion of those admitted 'Vlere still 
active in treatment as of June 30, 1980. 

As Hould be expected, the number of clients accepted fluctuates 
greatly among the jurisdictions. This is easily attributable to 
the staggered start-up times of the units. The second column, 
however, does not show much variation. The lowest and highest 
percentagel? are based on the smallest nUJnber of oases and their 
respective positions are quite comprehensible. Only 40.0 percent 
of Hiscellaneous cases were actually admitte~ to treatment. These 
are cases that are exceptional by definition and most clients are 

1 Hiscellaneous cases consisted of five clients who were acquired 
by TASC at other than the nine court locations routinely covered 
by TASC wOJ:'lkers. 

-8-



-
• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

;,("I"('fit'("'d wh 'lIe irj(::~al:-'~(Ar.:1tpd. At the other end of the spectrum, 
,1(;0,'0 ~i;;!rl(H~~lt # of Cou;ty C~ur"t cases 'Here admitted to treatment. 
Thr.:! pf"'.!'C(mtrlgftS for the eight misdemeanor courts are primarily 
clW.itrn:'t3(1 :i.n the (~iehty to ninety percent range. t'Jhi te Plains 
Cf'Hmt lw.B i1 Glightly better percentage - 95.2, and Greenburgh/ 
H()!·t;h 'ral·rytovlTl! s percentage is somewhat lower at 73.3. In all, 
tIt!; (lValuiltor'S conclude from these figures that there are not 
licrlge diffc~roI1ces between the TASC units in their abilities to 
iJ."ln.H: accnptable clients to treatment. 

'l'lw thil'd column of Table 3-1 shows a wider range of proportion of 
cl.i.onts t1til1 active in treatment. However, on close examination, 
it is apparent 'that the cOUr"ts with the highest per"centages are 
those wllere. the TASC units began operations most recently. The 
important information that can be gained fr"om these percentages is 
that no individual TASC unit is having serious difficulty keeping 
clients active in treatment. At least l1alf of all clients admitted 
to treatment from each unit wer"e still active at the end of 
June, 1980. 

For purposes of the outcome analyses used in this evaluation, the 
outcome categories developed by TASC were used. A IIsuccess" con­
sisted of the successful completion of TASC/treatment requirements. 
The various outcomes comprising failures and neutral terminations 
are listed in Table 3-2. 

Table 3-2 presents the outcomes for those clients that were no 
longer active as of June 30, 1980. This chart also includes clients 
that were accepted and never enter"ed treatment. Successful termi­
nations were 8.3 percent of the total, failures were 63.7 percent, 
and neutral terminations were 28.0 percent. More than one-third 
of the failures were due to a lack of treatment involvement - under­
lining the importance of the admitted to treatment figures in 
Table 3-1. 

Although a success rate of 8.3 percent seems quite low, it is not at 
all 10\1 compared to the success rates of other young TASC programs. 
Most clients have ncryet had sufficient time in treatment to succeed. 
Failures, on the other hand, generally occur shortly after acceptance. 
At this point in time, the statistics presented in Table 3-2 are 
only valuable as indications of why clients are being terminated, 
not as measures of TASC client outcomes. Within the next year, the 
number of successes should increase to, and remain at, a fairly steady 
level as many of TASC's early clients successfully complete a full 
year (or more) of TASC/treatment. The success/failure ratio will 
then have more validity. 

The final chart that includes information about all TASC clients 
is Table 3-3. which displays TASC treatment program utilization. The 
chart lists TASC admissions to each agency and active clients as of 
June 30, 1980. This list of programs verifies the volume of treat­
ment programs available to the Westchester County TASC program and 
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indicates hm.; extensively they take advani:agc of th(1 m,:UIV 'tl't.!,,1tlI~t'nt 
options. FoI' virtually all of the agencies) the 1'>t~Opol't~1.0n ()f 'i\l\:.~t: 
admissions that they l"eceived \·ms neal.'ly (~ql.l:tvnlcn.t to th(~ prc\i'\)l,'~' 
tion of active TASC clients in their progl~am. The l.'>C:l.tt~ t;Jf a1'1 rition 
does not appear to be high fOl"l any of the pI'og:t'i;'l.ms. 

TASC Clients Admitted To Treatment - Partia~ SumEl~ 

Table 3-4 presents the elic.:, .,·';haracterist:i.cs fOI" the pal'tinJ., 
sample of first year TASC cli ,'::nts. The figul"es show thcl..t a l(n'J~G 
majoI'ity of clients are males and more than half aI'6 whit(;~. OVf'l' 

sixty percent al"le thirty years old or younger and nt-;a.rly thnt lf1imy 
aY'e unemployed. Ar>raignment charges vary widely \olith 1 C1.l"lC(lny ('hi'l.!'g(~B 
seen most frequently - 21. 2 percent. More than a third of clirmtG 
are charged with A-misdemeanors and one-quartel." with viol~tlClrw. 
About thirty percent of arraignment char>ges are felonies. 

Hore than half of the clients aY'e referred by judges ilnd mont fl.'e­
quent1y post-arraignment (49.1 percent). Defense attorn('qs .11:'(; the 
second largest souY'ce of referrals. At sentencing is the ccccmd 
most likely time for referral, followed closely by pre-arr~ienmBnt. 

Alcohol is the primary drug of abuse for 58.5 percent of the clicntn. 
Opiates are the pl"limary dr>ug of 21. 6 percent of clients) but 28.2 
percent of clients use opiates. 47.1 percent of alcohol abusers 
only abuse alcohol. Only 7.9 percent of clients considered marijuana 
their primary drug. Close to sixty percent of clients had pY'ior 
treatment of some kind and about the same percentage had criminal 
convictions. 

From these client characteristics) the evaluators conclude that 
Westchester County TASC is dealing with seY'ious clients. Clients 
are seriously involved in substance abuse - very few have a primary 
marijuana abuse problem and more than half have felt the need foY' 
treatment in the past. Clients are also seriously involved in the 
criminal justice system - over sixty percent have prior convictions, 
thirty peY'cent are charged with felonies) and misdemeanoY' c()TIvictions 
in Westchester County Courts often result in sentences of incarceration. 

Table 3-5 compares the client characteristics of those in the 
sample accepted from each of the eight city court units, from 
County Court and the miscellaneous group. There are some vaY'ia­
tions among the units male/female ratios, but women clients 

2 Under the New York State Penal Law, offenses are classified 
according to maximum sentences as follows: 

A Felony -
B Felony -
C Felony 
D Felony -

Life 
25 Years 
15 Years 

7 Years 

E Felony - 4 Years 
A Misdemeanor - 1 Year 
B Misdemeanor 90 Days 
Violation - 15 Days 
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r1f:';V(t:t~ make up more than thir<1:y percent of clients. Three of 
the; units hav(! a hieher black than white client population, 
with blnc~s ma~ing up between 60.0 percent and 76.9 percent 
of alifj):'l'U.l. Clients are fairly evenly distributed among the 
var'lc;1l9 ;.lge groups) Hi th the exception of the units with a 
Vi!r.'y OIn(11l number of clients in the sample. vlhi te Plains and 
County Court are the only units where a greater number of 
clir:m.ts fll:'(~ employed l:'ather than unemployed. 

'1'h(; point in thE;:. justice system when referrals to TASC are 
11!i.1dc t'c.flp.cts diffe!'ences in case manager style. At least half 
of refel:'rals Here made post-ar!'aignment in all cou!'ts except 
Hount Ver'non~ Nevl Rochelle, and Peekskill. None of the fiVe 
Peekskill cases were !'efer!'ed at this time and only fifteen 
percont of the New Rochelle cases. Five of the ten units 
l"(aceived no cases in the sample pre-a!'raignment, while this \<las 
the most common time fo!' a !'eferral in Mount Vernon and New 
Rochelle. 

Judges wore the refe!'ral source for at least fifty percent of 
cases in Seven of the ten units. County Court registered 
40.0 percent of clients referred by judges, Peekskill had 25.0 
percent of the small sample, and Ne~.;r Rochelle had only 21.1 
percent of caseS referred by judges. 

Arraignment charges were widely spread in most courts. In all 
but the Northern Westchester unit, A-misdemeanors were the most 
conwon charges (in two units the lead was shared). Peekskill 
was the only court unit where no cases inVolved a felony charge. 
All cases in Northern Westchester were felonies. More than a 
third of Mount Vernon and Port Chester cases were felonies. 

The drug abuse problems in Mount Vernon Court look very different 
from the other TASC units. At least half of the clients in the 
other nine units had primary alcohol problems. Only 21.4 percent 
of Hount Vernon clients abused alcohol primarily. With the 
exception of the minimal miscellaneous population, Mount Vernon 
clients had the highest percentage of opiate abusers and abusers 
of 1I 0 ther drugs.". These findings can probably be explained, to 
a large extent, by the existence of a very active and very 
successful alcohol program already operating in Mount Vernon. 
Peekskill had no primary opiate users, six units had no primary 
marijuana abusers, and four units had no clients who primarily 
abused an "otherll d"('t~.g. Peekskill Has also the only unit where 
no clients used any opiates. Northern WestChester was the only 
unit \<lith no clients that only abused alcohol. The conspicuous 
absence of primary marijuana users reflects a stated admini­
strative priority to have line staff devote substantial time to 
clients with more serious substance abuse problems. 
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A substantial portion of each unit I s clients lw.d p::,':1.f'l!." t)::(',~1ml'nt "' 
at least half in eight of the units~ tiith the cxc~~pti.('Jn of 
Peekskill, a notable percentage of clients in O(loh tmit had 
priol:l convictions. Hount Vernoll and North(~l'n Ncntcli.t:mtrn." t·:r~!'p 
the only other units where fewer clients had prCVitHH1 (!onv{r~t:i\}]H3 
than those that did not. 

The analysis of Table 3-5 emphasiZes the complaxit:i.c8 of ':1 'i'AnC 
pl:log:r>am in a decent:r>alized county c:tl1d COtlJ:'t system. Pot t1!l.t1.lt 1 
clients vary widely and COU1~t procedu:r>es va:r'Y ccm~;i(h'31'n.blv. 
Both crime and substance abuse patterns may also w.'I't:'y betHc:nn 
sites. Vlestchestel:" Coun.ty TASC has been and must continne to 
be very flexible in this diversified environment. 

Table 3- 6 looks at the client cha:r>acteris'tics of the pm.'t.i ttl 
sample by TASC status or outcome. Host of the figures in th:1.n 
chart are most meaningful when compared to the Yeilr One Cl1pnt 
Characte:r>istics in Table 3-4. The outcome figures for th(~ 
various jut'lisdictions cannot be considered valid for compnricon 
at this point in time because of the variance :i.n operations 
sta1'"\t-up times. As would be expected, the earlier 1.1ni tG cClIrLtdn 
all of the successful outcomes. 

Demographic comparisons show that males have succeeded slightly 
more and failed a little less than females have. Whites and 
Hispanics also succeeded more and failed less than black TASC 
clients have. Unemployed clients tend to be terminated (whethet'l 
successfully, unsuccessfully, 01'") neutl:"ally) mot'le quickly than 
are employed clients. Employed clients have a higher tendency 
to remain active. Oldel:" clients succeed mOl:"e and remain active 
with more frequency than younger clients do - 72.8 percent of 
successes are older than twenty-five and this age group only 
repl:"esents 60.5 percent of all clients. Younger clients fail at 
a higher rate - 54.8 percent of failures are clients twenty-five 
or younger and this age group represents only 39.4 percent of 
the total population. 

Clients charged with violations succeed more than they fail, but 
are under-represented in the active category. Felony clients 
fail slightly more than they succeed, but they are not dispro­
portionately represented in either group. Misdemeanor clients 
have more of a likelihood of remaining active than felony clients 
do. TASC clients without prior convictions succeeded more and 
failed less than did those having prior convictions. 

Clients with primary opiate abuse problems succeed less than 
those with all other types of abuse problems. Primary opiate 
users and marijuana abusers both fail more often than do alcoholics 
or other drug abusers. Clients who use opiates, vlhetner or not 
as a primary drug, are not disproportionately represented among 
either successes or failures. Clients who only abuse alcohol succeed 
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m0ra often and fail less than would be expected on the basis of 
thr~ lil'101Jrn:,tiGn of alcohol-abusing clients among the total client 
1Ir';'1,l1) dtion. The f3trongest statement to be made about prior treat­
rr.nnt iG that those v7ho had participated in treatment before were 
mU!l(! l:i.};f:.ly to roce.ive a neutral ter'mination. Among treatment 
p.r:(Jgl'iUf,~J; the Alcoholism Clinic in Yonkers 'YTaS the only program 
Vlii:h mOt'c than (Jne success. Renaissance at Ellenville was the, 
only p:r.'ogJ:.'ilm with a high proportion of failures as opposed to the 
othr~I' Clut<..!OInf';:S and statuses. However, this is expected from a 
lr;mg-tur'rn therapeutic community program. 

In all instances where outcome findings have been considered, it 
nhcmld be emphasized that the sample of successful cases avail­
dbl(:! for' this analysis was too small to permit any correlations 
<tpp.rm,1c!hing statistical significance to be derived. 

To look at outcomes more compactly than by individual treatment 
l'!'ogr'ams; the evaluators grouped programs by type of treatment. 
'1'<.11:>1e 3-7 presents outcomes for methadone programs, dl"Ug free 
IH'C)gl"UTns and alcohol programs. As would be expected in light of 
the r'Alationships seen between client characteristics and outcome, 
cl:i.cmts in alcohol programs succeed most fl'lequently) followed by 
thoGe in drug free pr'ograms. Methadone programs did not recoJ:"d 
ill~ successes. Failures, however) were less likely to occur in 
methadone progr'ams than in either of the other> types of agency. 
Neutral terminations were highly prevalent in methadone programs 
and infrequent in drug free programs. 'While attendance was the 
biggest cause of failure in drug free and alcohol programs, it 
caused no failures in methadone agencies. The opposite situation 
~vas true for urinalysis. Further explanations of these outcomes 
can be gained by looking at the client characteristics of TASC 
referrals to different treatment modalities. 

Table 3-8 displays the TASC client characteristics by type of 
treatment. Meth~done clients are both more frequently female and 
black - both types of population have low success/high failure 
rates. Alcohol clients are more male and include more Hispanics -
both characteristics ~.;rere mOl"e closely associated Y1ith success. 
Alcohol program participants and methadone program clients are 
much older than those in drug free programs and more often 
employed. Drug free clients have a high incidence of failure, as 
do younger clients. This is understandable in light of the fact 
that younger clients are more likely to be sent to drug-free 
programs. 

Larceny is the most common arraignment charge for clients in 
both types of drug programs, but disorderly conduct is most 
frequent among alcohol clients. Alcohol clients have a much 
higher likelihood to have a violation charge than the other 
groups do. All types of progl"ams, hOHever, find their largest 
group of TASC clients are charged with misdemeanors. Alcohol 
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pl"ogram clients ar'e less aftC'n ch~1.rged N:tth felc.niC'l:l th,m lh'\.l[~ 
pl'OO·"Iam clients al"'e. But thtilY are. $l:ightly ml")l'~ 1 :iJ .. olyb} lhlve 
prior convictions. 

The referral sourceS and CJS cliont status at rafevval are un­
remarkable fol:' this analysis. DI'Ug USi:te\~ j.s as would bl~ ()Xr)('(~t:nd. 
wi thin the val"ious types of tl"'ea"t:mont. A gl'cat v.1.t,j .. ml~e \Vi:W 

found, tho,;!gh, among clients Hi th pI'iol:' truntmcmt. Only 3. '1 lWl'­
cent of cl:t.ents referred to methadone progl'mns h.'1d no Plli 01' tl.'t;ll.t·· 
ment. Pl:'ior treatment was also aosociatcd w:i th neut:t:'.:11 t()1.'m:ina·~ 
tions. Nearly half of the clicll'ts reft-;rl"'ed to t111'; c.rtlwl' typo::: 01 
tl"leatment did not have a previous ·t;!'eatmc~t (~XPc.l .. j,cmce. .A1.c~Cllwl 
clients l"leceived th(; most wc.ll.">ning lettel's and m~tht1.donf~ «1JI~lltLi 
received the feHest. 

'I'his chart does serve to offer some explanations why (11c~ohol 
program clients succeed more than methadone clientt1. It al DO 
gives some indications as to why drug free clients fn.:i.l at i1. 

higher rate. However, as previously noted) all (')utcomf; d:imm:w;i.ollf;1 
must not be accorded excessive we.j.ght at 'this point in tim(~. 'I'll(! 
majori ty of clients have not yet hud sufficicn't time to CllC!CCH:(L 

Unacceptable TASC Client.L 

There ar'e three primax'y concerns that a TASC program has about 
clients that are screened out or found unncceptable for' 'rASe: 

Is screening done efficiently~ or are multitudes of 
inappropriate persons sCl:'eened by case m~nagers? 

Are the results of screenings eliminating any particuJ.al .... 
groups of persons from TASC? Al:'e any races or ages dis­
proportionately weeded out? 

VIDO is finding clients unacceptable for TASC? Are CJS 
actors expressing a lack of confidence in TASC by 
rejecting potential TASC involvement for clients? 

'l'able 3- 9 explores all screening performed between February and 
May of 1980, for all of the units. This particular time pel:'iod 
was chosen because all units were operational by February and 
all screening data were completely gathered through May. During 
these months, 340 persons were screened for TASC and 56.2 percent 
of these persons were deemed unacceptable. This figure represents 
an unusually efficient screening operation. It is especially 
outstanding for a TASC program with representatives in the court­
rooms consistently. Mount Vernon and White Plains Courts had 
higher unacceptable percentages than the other units did, but 
comparing even these figures to other TASC programs, they are 
respectable. 

3 A warning letter is mailed to a client to inform him that he 
is in non-compliance with one or more requirements of TAse 
participation, and that his case may be terminated from TASC 
and returned to the courts if compliance is not sea.sonably 
attained. 
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Chil!Yi.r:::tt!t'i~;t:i.cc of pers:ons found unacceptable for TASC ft'om 
Yc.Jl.YtJ.!'O C()ur'i: aX'e considered in Table 3-10. To judge whether 
CJ't:' Itot any gX"()up of p(.ar~30ns was displ.~oportionately screened out, 
th'1 fit~IlI'(!G in 'rable 3-10 must be compared to the Yonkers 
iw(;;:nplnhle cli(~nts reflected in Table 3- s. Two additional 
fa(d;o:r'~, arc nlGo considered in Table 3-10, intake month and 
lelen.tion. Ao fal' as intake month is concerned, May and June of 
1 G 80 ::::?l.W n df)cX"(~a~1e in the percentage of clients found unaccept­
able (nIl figures for October were not recorded). Pre-screening 4 
t(~chniqu(js might be improving. Intake location unaccepta.hles 
a.r'o rnp:r.(~ocntati va of the percentage of screening done in the 
various locations. 

Comparing YonKct'o unacceptable cases with acceptable clients, 
nome diffct'cnces a!.~e seen. A somewhat higher percentage of 
black <1.nd IIisp;;mic clients al."le screened out than white clients 
are, but it is not a large difference. Clients referred by 
defense attorneys, Pre-trial Services, or TASC case managers 
ar'e oc:re~ned out more often than those referred from other 
sources. Cases referred pre-at'raignment are also screened out 
more frequently. Felony cases are slightly more likely to be 
found unacccptable than acceptable. A higher proportion of 
dr'ug USC1"lS are found unacceptable than alcohol abusers are. 
Thcse diffcl~'cnccs are not atypical for TASC programs, and they 
tll"lC Horth noting hCl"e pl"'imarily becaus e tht::y al"'e not of signifi­
cnnt proportions. 

As far as preliminary eligibility is concerned, 80.4 percent of 
clients screened in Yonkers were considered eligible - again, 
evidence of a highly efficient screening system. Of these 
persons, nearly ninety percent of those screened out Here found 
unacceptable by the TASC program. Only 11.3 percent of the 
cases screened out in Yonkers Court were found unacceptable by 
the justice system. 

In sum, Westchester County TASC has no need 
screening procedures. Screening is done in 
mannel"'S that has netted high client census, 
tions that are being excluded substantially 
Finally, the justice system agrees with the 
sition in nine out of ten cases. 

for concern over its 
a time-efficient 
There are no popula­
by screening procedure, 
TASC screening dispo-

4 Pre-screening consists of a cursory examination of certain 
threshold eligibility criteria to determine whether a full 
screening interview ought to be conducted. 

5 See Chapter 8 in general, and Tables 8-1 and 8-3 in 
pal"lt.icular. 
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Court 

Yonkers 

County Court 

Port Chester 

Mount Vernon 

New Rochelle 

White Plains 

Greenburgh/ 
North Tar:t"ytown 

Northern Westchester 

Peekskill 

Miscellaneous 

TOTAL 

(I • • 

Table 3-'1 

TASC ACCEPTABLE CLIENTS 
(100% Sample) 

Admjtted to Treatment AND Active in Treatment 
June, 1980 

No. Of Percent Admitted 
AcceEtable Clients To Treatment 

165 88.5 

5 100.0 

4-7 83.0 

36 80.6 

4-9 81. 6 

21 95.2 

4-5 73.3 

9 88.9 

15 80.0 

5 4-0.0 

397 84-.1 

• • • • ., 

Percent Stil~ Active 
In Treatment (6/30/80) 

56.2 

100.0 

66.7 

51. 7 

72.5 

80.0 1 
to 
r-I 
I 

66.7 

100.0 

91. 7 

50.0 

64-.4-
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Table 3-2 

TASC TERHINATIONS BY OUTCOME 
100 PERCENT CLIENT SAl1PLE*"' 

(in percent) 

Failure; 

Attendance 
Urinalysis 
Sobriety or drug use 
Re-ar>r>est 
Adherence to Tr>eatment Pr>ogr>am Rules 
Tr>eatment involvement 
Other> 

Neutl."'al: 

Tempor>ar>ily successful in tr>eatment; but died 
Incar>cer>ated for> a char>ge that occur>r>ed pr>ior> to 

TASC involvement 
Incar>cer>ated for> cur>r>ent TASC charge 
Convicted of new char>ge after TASC referral 
Charges dr>opped before completion of treatment 
Refer>r>ed for non-drug tr>eatment 
Not in need of tr>eatment 
Hospitalized on a long-ter>m basis 
Other> 

* Includes clients that never> entered treatment . 

-17-

63.7 

35.8 
ILl 
0.8 
4.9 
2.4 

36.6 
15.4 

28.0 

3.7 

22.2 
1.9 

35.2 
14.8 

3.7 
1.9 
0.0 

16.7 

) 
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1:able 3-3 -
TASC TREATHENT PRO(~R~H UTILIZATION 

('1 a 0 ~ 11-:';'n'1) 1 eo r~ /* ........ _-..--

G-30·*~n 
Treatment Pl."og2-"am Adm{8:~ lons Ar'tiv(:- (~] tl'lIfn --nr=3S1f)-'- -"'''''~~'''>:t'''''''''-''-''''",-''''''''~_'')-''''''''''''''--\.N::::~:U) 

Albert Einstein, Bl."onx 1 ( 0.3) 0 ( (1.(\) 
Alcoholism Clinic, Yonkel:'s 59 (15.2) :-> ~3 00.'1) 
Beth Is:r>ael MMTP, Hanhattan 3 ( 0.8) :' ( (\ • ~l ) 
Br'onx Municipal Hospital, Bl:'onx lj. ( 1. 0) 3 ( 1. If ) 
Carv'?,r Cente)." , Port Chester 2 ( 0.5) L ( O. !;) 
Casa Se:r>ena, Mahopac 1 ( 0.3) 1 ( n.s) 
Common Sense, Mahopac 4 ( 1. 0) It e 1.!J) " , 

Compl:'ehensive Alcoholism Pr>ogl'am, 39 (10.1) 2G (12.1) 
Valhalla 

Comprehensive Alcoholism Pl'ogl:'am, 12 ( 3.1) 10 ( I}. 'I) 
Ossining 

Day top , Mount Ve:r>non 3 ( 0.8) 1. ( 0.5) 
Day top , Pal:'ksville 2 ( 0.5) 2 ( n.n) 
Day top , Swan Lake 2 ( 0.5) 1 ( O. S) 
Glen ACl:'es, Glenspey .5 ( 1. 3) 2 ( O. t)) 
Greenburgh Open Door, ~mite Plains 3 ( 0.8) 1 ( 0.5) 
Guidance Center of New Rochelle 7 ( 1. 8) 4 ( 1. a) • NNTP, New Rochelle 
Imqard Hous e , Liberty 1 ( O.S) 1 ( O. fi) 
Larchmont, Mamaroneck NGC~ 1 ( O. 3 ) 1 ( 0.5) 

Mamaroneck 
Lincoln Hospital, Bronx 4 ( 1. 0) 2 ( 0.9) 
Misericordia MNTP, Bronx 2 ( 0.5) 0 ( 0.0) • Montrose VA Hospital 4 e 1.0) 2 ( 0.9) 
Mount Vernon Community Service Centet' 1 ( 0,3) 1 ( 0,5) 
Mount Vernon MMTP 13 ( 3.4) 6 ( 2.8) 
:1'1ount Vernon Open Door 7 ( 1. 8) 1 ( 0.5) 
New York Hospital, vmite Plains 1 ( 0,3) 0 ( 0.0) 

• Outreach Center, New Rochelle 8 ( 2.1) 6 ( 2. 8 ) 
Psychiatric Services, Hhite Plains 5 ( 1. 3) 1+ ( 1. 9) 
Reality House, Manhattan 3 ( O. 8) ]. ( o , 5 ) 
Renaissance, Bedford 1+ ( 1. 0) l~ ( 1.9) 
Renaissance, Ellenville 24 ( 6.2) 8 ( 3.7) 
Renaissance, New Rochelle 11 ( 2.8) 7 ( 3, 3 ) 
Renaissance, Port Chester 7 ( 1. 8) 4· e 1.9) 
Renaissance, Yonkers 31 ( 8.0) 17 ( 7.9) 
Rockland Outpatient, Mt. Vernon 3 ( 0.8) 3 ( 1. 4) 
Rockland Outpatient, Yonkers 2 ( 0', 5) 1 ( 0.5) 
Rockland Rehab, Orangeburg 17 ( 4.4) 8 ( 3.7) 
St. Christopherrs Inn, Garrison 1 ( O. 3 ) 0 ( 0.0) 
St. Joseph's MMTP, Yonkers 5 ("1.3) 4 ( 1. 9) 
St. Vincent's Alcohol, Harrison 4 ( 1. 0) 2 ( 0.9) 
St. Vincent's Day Treatment, Harrison 1 ( 0.3) 1 ( 0.5) 
St. Vincent's MMTP, Port Chester 3 ( 0,8) 2 ( 0.9) 
St. Vincent's . Outpatient, Harrison 2 ( O. 5 ) Z ( 0.9) 
Talbot House, Mahopac 1 ( 0.3) a ( 0.0) 

" 
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Table 3 .... 3 

TAf;G trREA'l'l1EHT PROGR.Al1 UTILIZATION-continued 
, (100% Sample) 

6-30-80 
rrrca·t~L!:ro{~etm Admissions Active Clients 

...... - .. , ......... ..,,~~ .. 
o.f= 388) (N=215) 

Uni tnd IImmital Alcoholism Clinic, 34 (8. 8) 22 (10.2) 
New Rochelle 

Urlitod IIospi tal Nental Health 1 (0.3) 1 ( 0.5) 
Clinic, Port Cheste!' 

~vh:ite Plains HI1'l'P 1 (0.3) 0 ( 0.0) 
Ivhitc Plains Community Service 1 (0.3) 1 ( 0.5) 

Center ,. Yonkers General MMTP 3 (0.8) 2 ( 0.9) 
Yonkrjrs Community Service Center 5 (1. 3) 3 ( 1. 4) 
Yonkcl"s Youth Services Agency 11 (2.8) 5 ( 2.3) 

Other 21 (5.4) 12 ( 5.6) 

• 

• 

• 
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Table 3-t~ 

TASC CLIENT CHARAC'rERIS'l'ICS - YEAR cam 
PARTIAL S~J\}lPLE (N=261) 

"(In Pe:r. ... cent)' .. 

Sex 
HaTe 86.4 
Female 13.6 

Race 
Whit'e 55.6 
Black 36.2 
Hispanic 8. 2 

Em;eloyment Status 
Employed 40.4 
Unemployed 59.6 

Arraignment Ch~e 
Burglary (Criminar-Trespass) 
Robbery 
Larceny-Receiving Stolen PDoperty (RSP) 
Possession - Controlled Substance 
Sale/Delivery - Controlled Substance 
Possession - Marijuana 
Assault (Resisting Arrest) 
Disorderly Conduct 
Weapons 
Forgery 
Harassment 
Driving Hhile Intoxicated - DHI 
Violation of Probation 
OJcher 

Degree of Arr~ig~ment Charges 
Violation 
V and T l1isdemeanor * 
B Misdemeanor 
A Misdemeanor 
V and T Felony 
E Felony 
D Felony 
C Felony 
B Felony 
A Felony 
Misdemeanor (unknown degree) 
Felony (unknown degree) 

Age 
~ ..... 17 
18-21 
22-25 
26-30 
3l- 1}O 
41+ 

10.6 
0.9 

21. 2 
11. 5 

1.3 
2.7 
7.1 

14.6 
O. 9 
3. 5 
8.8 
3.1 
0.4 

13.3 

25.6 
1.8 
4.4 

37.9 
0.4 
7.5 

16.7 
3.5 
0.0 
0.9 
0.4 
0.9 

2.6 
19.3 
17.5 
21+.1 
22. l} 

llLO 

Primary Drug 
Alcohol 
Opiates 
Marijuana 
Other 

58.5 
21. 6 

7.9 
12.0 

Opiate Use 
Yes 28.2 
No 71. 8 

Alcohol Use Only 
Yes 47.1 
No 52.9 

*Vehicular and Traffic (V and T) Misdemeanor 

-20-
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:~ r.;TJJl:1:!l CHARAC'l'EK£§'rrqs - YEAR ONE (continued) 

Rc.fe!"ral Source 
::Jti:dge -- -
Ano:i.r3tant Distt'ict Attorney 
Defense Attorney 
Frobation Officer 
'rr'eatmcnt Prog:t"aIn 
Pre-trial Service 
Self 
Case Manager 
Other 

CJS Status At Refe:t":t"al 
Fre-ar:t"aignment 
Post-ax'raignment 
Pre-sentence inVestigation 
Sentencing 
Other 

52.7 
7.1 

17.6 
7 • 9 
1.7 
1.3 
0.4-
8 • 8 
2.5 

17.1 
4-9.1 

5.6 
21.4-

6.8 

Prior Treatment 
Yes 5.8.6 

Prior Convictions 

No 4-0.4-

Warning Letters 
None 66.1 
One 27.7 
Two 6.2 

Yes 60.3 
No 39.7 

-21-



'rab1,- 'l-lj .. 
CCI<P/\RISON 01' 'l'A[;C CLTT~N'I' CllARA("T'l:E T S'J' J (:8 BI:'i'_":rl~ .JlJP1 fiDTCIJ'TCI~I~: \I' 

,; ,j) 

(parUill f;.IlIlPI(~ ) I d J.'~ {', ,II 
Ul f, ~- -tt >i \4.1 • 

~. H ~~ U1 III I"'-ll ..... ~ III ,.l~ I t· 
.p -I.J Il} i' U I Ql ~: ,j.) f..: ,I;~ ).t ~J ..s-": "',} t~,t tL 
f; ~I ~ r~ ~ r~~ IV ,;'-d ~ .. til UJ l...D Itt )<t 

~w ~ 'I' U \: 
:'j rt ~! ;.J H ~: (),..I -,I III s., \II tJJ ~I l • :; H til \;1 It! 
00 0 o Ul ij) U "" ~.-i () ,1: ~1 :.1 • \,) IjJ .l! .Q! .,11 I 

uu :-~ ~.: : .... ~ ~ }.-t; tlJ ... ..;. Cl, (1.0 t!J ,n:..; t"J P. ......... ~ • I I 

(N=5) (N=165) (t!=14 ) (!!=7(J) (N=10) (N=20) (N=1 L) (N=!i ) OJ=11 ) (1;=:' ) 
S}~;< 
Hale 100.0 fl6.3 71. 11 C)O.D 70.0 9&.0 WI.S 80.0 100.0 10n.0 
E'entc:tJe 0.0 J.3.7 28.6 10.0 30.0 5.0 12. ,'; 20.0 0.0 0.0 

RAel: 
White 60.0 57.9 23.1 110.0 33.3 65.0 73.3 100.0 50.0 f)O.O 
Blncl< 110.0 31.11 7Ci.9 60.0 66.'1 25.0 13.3 0.0 50.0 50.0 
lIispnnic 0.0 10.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 10.0 13.3 0.0 o.n U.O 

AGr: 
-17 0.0 3.5 0.0 n.O 0.0 0.0 0.0 20.0 0.0 0.0 
18-21 0.0 2?5 7.7 23.5 0.0 20.0 " . -, 20.0 50,0 (J.O 
22-25 20.0 10.3 15.4 0.0 22.2 20.0 1 f •• II 20.0 50.0 !ifJ. [) 
26-30 0.0 22.5 II r.. 2 23.5 55.6 25.0 1&.11 0.0 o.n f,O. C. 
31-110 60.0 21.1 30.8 ?:.1.5 22.2 15.0 23.1 110.0 0.0 O.G 

41+ 20.0 12.0 o. a 29.11 0.0 20.0 30.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 

EMPLOYMEN'r S'l'ATUS 
Empluycd 00.0 110.3 16.7 33.3 57.1 50.0 li2.!l 20.0 33.3 50.0 
Unemployed 20.0 59.7 03.3 (H,.'? 112.9 50.0 57.1 80.0 66.7 50.0 

I 

CJS 8'rATUS AT REFERRAL N 

'Pre-arraignment 0.0 13.3 112.9 50.0 0.0 10.0 18.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 
N 
I 

Post-arraignment 50.0 511.5 35.7 15.0 7J.. If 50.0 56.3 0.0 50.0 50.0 
Pre- s<m·tence Investigation 0.0 6.3 7.1 5.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 .25.0 0.0 5()' a 
Sentencing 25.0 18.2 1 11.3 20.0 2U.6 35.0 25.0 50.0 50.0 0.0 
Other 25.0 7.7 0.0 10.0 0.0 5.0 n.D 25.0 0.0 0.0 
REFERRAL SOURCE 
Judge 110.0 56.6 50.0 21.1 50.0 15.0 50.0 25.0 O. n 100.0 
Assistant District Attorney 0.0 G.9 111.3 1!i.8 10.0 0.0 6.3 0.0 0.0 O. D 
Defense Attorney 20.0 17.2 7.1 21.1 LIO.O 15.0 12.5 0.0 50.0 0.0 
Probel'tion Officer 20.0 0.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 10.0 0.0 50.0 50.0 0.0 
'l'reatlllcnt Program 0.0 1.11 0.0 10.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Pre-tr'ial Services 0.0 2.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Self 0.0 0.0 7.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Case Managcl' 0.0 6.9 7.1 2 (;. :~ 0.0 0.0 25.0 25.0 0.0 0.0 
Oth(;:!" 20.0 0.7 1 1).3 5.3 0.0 0.0 G.3 0.0 0.0 U.O 

• • • • • 
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Table 3-5 III 
:'1 

CQHPARISON or TAne CI.n:N'l' CIIARACTI:RISTTCS BI:'l'\Oll:r.N ,TUln SDICT rONS-cont inued ~. u 
UJ III 

(paI'tial sillllple) ..-1 'I' ~~ 
1 r-l ,,~ UI IU 

~) ~. :>. 'rl H IlJ .. ,I 
III 

~ r-I III !ll I ...... H .>: Q,l ... : t'l 
:>, ~I rl OJ ~ i J t;1.a ,. III ,c:o ~I 

p+, UI +J 0 ~ ~J P U 
~: H ,.!o; ~ ~ III +J'ri +'1Il QJloUl\)~ H ~) U) 

~: ,1.'1 'r! ru ~. cJJ OJ I, (I ~ UI 
::;l :J f,~ ::l H 

§~ o .t~ ~.::J • 0 Q.J I,) III .tt 
o 0 \) o Cl) Q) Ll Cl. ~~ t~! 

. , 
tJu :>1 ~:~ " u CliU t!) ,Q ~~ +' ..:, 

(N=5) N=lGS) (N=1lt) (~~r:;o ) (N=lo) (N=?O) (N=lG) (N=5) (N=4 ) (N=?) 
7\1{\V\ILiNFltFl'I' CilARGE 
nllr'gIcll:'Y (Crl.lnl.nn! 'Tl'espass) 0.0 10.3 7.1 5.6 0.0 10.0 10.0 20.0 50.0 0.0 
t{obbel'Y 0.0 0.7 0.0 !i.13 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Larccmy (RSP) 25.0 16.2 111.3 27.8 62.5 30.0 31. 3 20.0 0.0 100.0 
PO!lsession-Controlled Substance 0.0 7. 11 50.0 11.1 25.0 15.0 (3. 3 0.0 25.0 0.0 
Sale/Dclivery-

Controlled Substance 0.0 2.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Possession-Marijuana 0.0 1.5 2J • If 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 25. a 0.0 
Assault (Resisting Arrest) 0.0 7.11 0.0 11.1 12.5 15. a 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
DisordeI'ly Conduct 0.0 19.9 0.0 1£i.7 0.0 5.0 12.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 
\vea\lclT\s 0.0 1.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0,0 0.0 
FOl:'gery 0.0 3.7 7.1 11.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Harassment 0.0 11. a 0.0 11.1 0.0 10.0 6.3 0.0 0.0 n.o 
DWI 50.0 0.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 5.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Violation of Probation 0.0 0.7 0.0 0.0 o. a 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0,0 
Other 25.0 16.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 10,0 0.0 60.0 0.0 0.0 

oEGREr. or ARRAIGNMENT CHARGE 
Violation 0.0 31. 9 21.11 2?2 0.0 15.8 10.8 20.0 0.0 0.0 I 

V !l 'I' Nisdemeanor 33.3 0.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 12.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 
(Y) 

C'J 
B Misdemeanor 0.0 5.1 0.0 0.0 12.5 0.0 12.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 I 
A Misdemeanor 33.3 30.4 112.9 55.6 75.0 1+ 7. II '13.0 80.0 0.0 50.0 
V & 'r Felony 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 13.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 
E Felony 33.3 8.0 7.1 0.0 0.0 21.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
D Felony 0.0 18.1 1lI.3 16.7 12.5 15.8 6.3 0.0 75.0 0.0 
C Felony 0.0 3.6 1'1.3 5.13 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
B Felony 0.0 0.0 0.0 o. a 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
A Felony 0.0 0.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 25.0 0.0 
Hisciemeanor (Unknown degree) 0.0 0.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Felony (Unknown degree) 0.0 0.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 50.0 

• • • • • • • • • • .-



i)}{ 111ARYi'iiZOG 
7\!COTlol 
Opiateo 
l1arijuana 
OthCfr 

OPIATE USE 
Yet: 
No 

ALCOHOl, um: OM!..Y 
Yes 
No 

PRIOR TREATMENT 
Yes 
No 

PRIOR CONVIC'fIONS 
Yes 
No 

• • 

'rable 3-:" 

COHPARISON or 'i'ASe Cl,HNT CHARAC'1'l:R!STICS nF.T\-IJ~T~N ,TtlRTSDIC'l'TNfS-contionnd 
(partial ~h\mple) 

(N::IS) (N=16S) (N=l l[ ) eN= 20) (N=lO) (N=20) (N=l!i ) (N= S) 

80.0 58.2 21. 1[ 55.0 50.0 6S.0 8J.. 3 ao.o 
20.0 19.2 112.9 30.0 30.0 15.0 18. fj 0,0 

0.0 lJ.. 0 7.1 5.0 0.0 5.0 0.0 0.0 

0.0 11. G 28.6 10.0 20.0 15. a 0.0 20.0 

20.0 25.7 50,0 36.8 50.0 21.1 18.8 0.0 

80.0 71[.3 50.0 G3.2 50.0 '18.9 01. 3 100.0 

75.0 1+5.7 2f..O Iln.O 55.6 61..1 62.5 110. a 

25.0 5ll.3 75.0 GO.O 114.4 38.9 37.5 60.0 

80.0 55.5 57.1 65.0 100.0 70.0 110.0 BO.O 

20.0 Lflf.5 42.9 35.0 0.0 30.0 60.0 20.0 

100.0 58. 11 110.0 66.7 80.0 61.5 83.3 0.0 

0.0 111.6 60.0 33.3 20.0 38.5 16. " 100.0 

• • • • 

~) (U=?) 

66 .. 7 50.0 
33.3 rdl.O 

0.0 0.0 
0.0 0.0 

(Hi. 'J 50.0 
33.3 50.0 

00.0 [10.0 
100.0 50.0 

33.3 100.0 
66.7 0.0 

33.3 100.0 I 

66.7 0.0 .::t 
N 
I 

• -
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Table 3-6 -
CLIENT CHARACTERISTICS BY TASC STATUS 

OR OUTCOME FOR CLIENTS ADMITTED TO TREATMENT 
(in percent) 

(partial sample) 

JURISDICTION 
County Court 
Yonkers 
Mount Vernon 
New Rochelle 
vlhi te Plains 
Port Chester 
Greenburgh/North Tarrytown 
Peekskill 
Northern Westchester 
Miscellaneous 

SEX 
Male 
Female 

RACE 
~vhite 
Black 
Hispanic 

EMPLOYMENT STATUS 
Employed 
Unemployed 

AGE 
~ 17 

18-21 
22-25 
26-30 
31-40 

41+ 

ARRAIGNMENT CHARGE 
Burglary (Criminal Trespass) 
Robbery 
Larceny (RSP) 
Possession-Controlled Substance 
Sa1e/De1ivery-Cont. Substance 
Possession - Marijuana 
Assault (Resisting Arrest) 
Disorderly Conduct 
'Heapons 
Forgery 
Harassment 
DWI 
Violation of Probation 
Other 

(N=147) (N=ll) 
Active Success 

3.4 
55.8 
3.4 
8.8 
5.4 
9. 5 
7. 5 
2.7 
2.7 
0.7 

86.4 
13.6 

59.7 
31. 7 

8.6 

50.8 
49.2 

2.2 
15.3 
15.3 
25.5 
25.5 
16.1 

8 • 3 
0.0 

23.5 
11. 4 
1.5 
1.5 
9.1 

11. 4 
0.8 
3.8 
7.6 
5.3 
0.0 

15.9 

0.0 
63.6 
9.1 

18.2 
0.0 
9.1 
o. a 
o. a 
0.0 
0.0 

90.9 
9.1 

63.6 
27.3 
9.1 

27.3 
72.7 

a . 0 
18.2 

9.1 
18.2 
27.3 
27.3 

9.1 
0.0 
0.0 

18.2 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

27.3 
O. a 
9.1 

18.2 
0.0 
O. a 

18.2 

-25-

(N=65) 
Failure 

0.0 
67.7 
10.8 

6.2 
3.1 
6.2 
6.2 
O. a 
0.0 
0.0 

84.6 
15.4 

49.2 
44.4 

6.3 

27.4 
72.6 

4.8 
27.4 
22.6 
22.6 
14.5 

8.1 

14.1 
3.1 

17.2 
12.5 

0.0 
6.3 
4.7 

18.8 
1.6 
1.6 

10.9 
0.0 
0.0 
9.4 

(N=19) 
Ne.utra1 

0.0 
68.4 
5.3 
5.3 
0.0 
5. 3 
5. 3 
5.3 
O. 0 
5.3 

89.5 
10.5 

42.1 
47.4 
10.5 

17.6 
82.4 

0.0 
22.2 
22.2 
22.2 
22.2 
11.1 

15.8 
0.0 

31.6 
5.3 
5.3 
0.0 
5.3 

15.8 
o. a 
5.3 
5. 3 
O. a 
5.3 
5.3 
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Table 3-6 

CLIENT CHARACTERISTICS BY TASC STATUS OR OUTCOME FOR CLIENTS 
ADMITTED TO TREATMENT - continued 

DEGREE OF ARRAIGNMENT CHARGE 
Violation 
V & T Misdemeanor 
B Misdemeanor 
A Misdemeanor 
V & T Felony 
E Felony 
D Felony 
C Felony 
B Felony 
A Felony 
Misdemeanor (unknown degree) 
Felony (unknown degree) 

PRIOR CONVICTIONS 
No 
Yes 

REFERRAL SOURCE 
Judge 
Assistant Distl"'ict Attorney 
Defense Attorney 
Probation Officel'" 
Treatment Program 
Pre-trial Services 
Self 
Case Manager 
Other 

CJS STATUS AT REFERRAL 
Pre-arraignment 
Post-arraignment 
Pre-sentence investigation 
Sentencing 
Other 

PRIMARY DRUG 
Alcohol 
Opiates 
Marijuana 
Other 

OPIATE USE 
Yes 
No 

ALCOHOL USE ONLY 
Yes 
No 

(N=147) (N=ll) 
Active Success 

19.5 
3.0 
6.0 

39.S 
0.8 
9.0 

15.8 
2.3 
0.0 
1.5 
0.8 
1.5 

38.5 
61. 5 

52.8 
6.9 

17.4 
9.0 
2.8 
1.4 
0.7 
7.6 
1.4 

10.7 
53.6 

6.4 
21.4 
7.9 

63.0 
19.2 

4.8 
13.0 

25.4 
74.6 

49.3 
50.7 
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45.5 
0.0 
0.0 

27.3 
0.0 
0.0 

27.3 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

60.0 
40.0 

63.6 
9.1 
0.0 
9.1 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

lS.2 
0.0 

36.4 
27.3 

0.0 
36.4 
0.0 

72.7 
o. a 
9.1 

18.2 

18.2 
81.8 

63.6 
36.4 

(N=6S) (N=19) 
Failure Neutral 

35.4 
0.0 
0.0 

35.4 
0.0 
6.2 

15.4 
7.7 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

34.0 
66.0 

49.2 
7.7 

23.1 
6.2 
0.0 
1.5 
0.0 
7.7 
4.6 

26.6 
37.5 

6.3 
23.4 
6.3 

47.7 
29.2 
15.4 

7.7 

35.6 
6 ,+. 4 

39.0 
61. 0 

22.2 
0.0 

11.1 
38.9 

0.0 
5.6 

22.2 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

50.0 
50.0 

57.9 
5.3 

10.5 
5.3 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

15.8 
5.3 

21.1 
68.4 
0.0 
5.3 
5.3 

52.6 
26.3 

5.3 
15.8 

31. 6 
68.4 

47.1 
52.9 



• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

rrabl(~ 3- 6 -
CLT1:ll'1' (;HARAC'1'ERIS'l'ICS BY 'l'ASC STATUS OR OUTCOME FOR CLIENTS 
AlIIH'I''!'I:n '1'0 rnU:ATl1ENtr - continued 

(N=l47) (N=ll) (N=65) 
Active Success Failu~e 

No 

TREAtrNJ~Wlt PF.OGRAM 
:A1B-er;:r" £"instefn-;-ITronx 
Alcoholism Clinic, Yonke~s 
Beth IS~i1el HMTP, lvfanhattan 
B:t~onx Nunicipal Hospital, B~onx 
Ca~ver Center, Po~t Cheste~ 
Casu Se~ena) Mahopac 
Common Sense, Mahopac 
Comp~ehfmsi ve Alcoholism 

P~oe~am) Valhalla 
Comp~ehcnsive Alcoholism 

Pr>ogl'am, Ossining 
Day top , Mount Ve~non 
Day top , Pa~ksville 
Day top , Swan Lake 
Glen Acres, Glenspey 
Gr'cenbul"gh Open Door) hThi te 

Plains 
Guidance Cente~ of New Rochelle 

MMTP, New Rochelle 
Inward House, Libe~ty 
Larchmont, Mru~aroneck NGC, 

Mamaroneck 
Lincoln Hospital, Bronx 
Mise~ico~dia MMTP, B~onx 
Montrose VA Hospital 
Mount Vernon Community 

Se~vice Center 
Mount Vernon MMTP 
Mount Ve~non Open Door 
New York Hospital, White Plains 
Outreach Center, New Rochelle 
Psycniat~ic Se~vices, vlliite 

Plains 
Reality House, Manhattan 
Renaissance, Bedford 
Renaissance, Ellenville 
Renaissance, New Rochelle 
Renaissance, Port Chester 
Renaissance, Yonkers 
Rockland Outpatient, Mt. Ve~non 
Rockland Outpatient, Yonkers 
Rockland Rehab, O~angebu~g 

60.7 
39.3 

0.0 
15.6 
1.4 
2.0 
0.7 
0.0 
2,0 

14.3 

2,0 

0.0 
0,7 
0,0 
0.7 
0.7 

1.4 

0.7 
0,0 

1,4 
O. 0 
0.7 
0.0 

2,7 
0.0 
0.0 
2.7 
1.4 

0.7 
0.7 
2.0 
3.4 
2.0 
9.5 
2.0 
0, 7 
4.8 
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5l~. 5 
45,5 

0.0 
45.5 

0,0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
9.1 

0.0 

9.1 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

0.0 

0,0 
0.0 

0.0 
0,0 
0.0 
O. 0 

0,0 
0,0 
0.0 
9.1 
0.0 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
9.1 
0.0 

52.3 
47.7 

1.5 
23.1 
1.5 
1.5 
0, a 
0.0 
0.0 
7.7 

0.0 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
1.5 
0.0 

0.0 

0.0 
0,0 

1.5 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

3,1 
3.1 
0.0 
0.0 
1.5 

1.5 
0.0 

16.9 
3.1 
0.0 

12.3 
0,0 
o. 0 
0.0 

~ ___ =_i_= ____ = ________________________________________ ___ 

(N=19) 
Neutral 

78.9 
21.1 

0.0 
15.8 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
5.3 

5.3 

0,0 
0.0 
0,0 
5.3 
0.0 

5.3 

0.0 
0.0 

0.0 
10.5 

0,0 
0.0 

5.3 
0,0 
0.0 
0.0 
0,0 

5.3 
0.0 
0.0 
5.3 
0.0 

10.5 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
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Table 3-6 

CLIENT CHARACTERISTICS BY TASC STATUS OR OUTCONl; rOR ("LIr~N'rS 
ADMITTED TO 'rREATHENT - continued 
------------~~~~~--~,~~~~--------~------.--------------

(N=147) 
Active 

TREATMENT PROGRAM-contd. 
St. Christopher's Inn, 0.0 

Garrison 
St. Joseph's HNTP, Yonkex's 2.0 
St. Vincent's Alcohol, 0.7 

Harrison 
St. Vincent's Day Treatment, 0.7 

Harrison 
St. Vincent's MMTP, Port 1.4 

Chester 
St. Vincent's Outpatient, 0.7 

Harrison 
Talbot House, Mahopac 0.0 
United Hospital Alcoholism 6.1 

Clinic, New Rochelle 
United Hospital Mental Health 0.0 

Clinic, Port Chester 
vfuite Plains MMTP 0.0 
h7hi te Plains Community 0.7 

Service Center 
Yonkers General MHTP 1. 4 
Yonkers Conununi ty Service 2. a 

Center 
Yonkers Youth Services Agency 3.4 

Other 3.4 
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(N:::11) Of=6S) (N:;JO) 
SUCOL:St1 1:\1.5 lure Neutl'a 1 ---...- -.,-_.,-- ----... -

0.0 0.0 0.0 

0.0 1.5 0.0 
0.0 0.0 0.0 

0.0 0.0 D.D 

0.0 0.0 0.0 

0.0 0.0 0.0 

0.0 0.0 0.0 
9.1 6.2 0.0 

0.0 0.0 0.0 

0.0 0.0 5.3 
0.0 0.0 0.0 

0.0 1.5 0.0 
9.1 0.0 0.0 

0.0 4.6 10.5 

0.0 4.6 5,3 
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Table 3-7 . 

'rAse TERHIHATIONS BY OUTC011E BY TYPE OF TREATMENT 
(Partial Sample - N=26l) 

Hethadone Drug Free r-----

--

SUCCESS: 

FAILURE: 

Attendance 
Urinalysis 
Sobriety or drug use 
Re-arrest 
Adherence to treatment 

program rules 
Treatment involvement 
Other 

NEUTRAL: 

Temporarily successful in 
treatment; but died 

Incarcerated on a charge that 
occurred prior to TASC 

0.0 

54.5 

0.0 
50.0 

0.0 
0.0 

16.7 
33.3 

0.0 

45.5 

0.0 

involvement 40.0 

Incarcerated for current 
TASC charge 0.0 

Convicted of new charge after 
TASC referral 20.0 

Charges dropped before comple-
tion of treatment 0.0 

Referred for non-drug treatmentO.O 

Not in need of treatment 0.0 

Hospitalized on long-term basisO.O 

Other '+0.0 
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8.5 

78.7 

40.5 
0.0 
o. a 
2.7 

5.4 
29.7 
21. 6 

12.8 

0.0 

16.7 

0.0 

16.7 

33.3 

16.7 

0.0 

0.0 

16.7 

Alcohol 

18.9 

59.5 

54.6 
0.0 
0.0 
'+.5 

0.0 
40.9 

0.0 

21. 6 

12.5 

0.0 

0.0 

12.5 

25.0 

12.5 

0.0 

0.0 

37.5 
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Table 3-8 

TASC CLIENT CHARACTERf§1lCS BY _TYPE OF TREAT}m.~! 
(Partial Sample - N=26l) 

SEX 
Male 
Female 

RACE 
White 
Black 
Hispanic 

AGE 
-17 
18-21 
22-25 
26-30 
31-40 

41+ 

EMPLOYMENT STATUS 
Employed 
Unemployed 

ARRAIGNMENT CHARGE 
Bu~gla~y (Criminal T~espa8s) 
Robbery 
La~ceny (RSP) 
Possession-Controlled Substance 
Sale/Delivery-Cont. Substance 
Possession-Marijuana 
Assault (Resisting A~~est) 
Disorde~ly Conduct 
Weapons 
Fo~ge~y 
Harassment 
DWI 
Violation of Probation 
Other 

DEGREE OF ARRAIGNMENT CHARGES 
Violation 
V & T Misdemeanor 
B Misdemeanor 
A Misdemeano~ 
V & T Felony 
E Felony 
D Felony 
C Felony 
B Felony 
A Felony 
Misdemeanor (unknown Deg~ee) 
Felony (unknown degree) 
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Methadone 
"( 11. 2 ~ 

66.7 
33.3 

33.3 
63.0 

3.7 

0.0 
0.0 

14.8 
59.3 
22.2 
3.7 

46.2 
53.8 

4.0 
0.0 

44.0 
24.0 

4.0 
4.0 
0.0 
4.0 
0.0 
4.0 
4.0 
4.0 
0.0 
4.0 

11. 5 
0.0 
0.0 

53.8 
0.0 

19.2 
7.7 
0.0 
0.0 
3.8 
0.0 
3.8 

85.7 
14.3 

62.6 
32.7 

I..j.. 7 

Q,.8 
30.8 
21.2 
20.2 
18.3 

l!,.8 

36.6 
63.4 

13.5 
1.9 

27.9 
16.3 
1.9 
4.8 
1.9 
8.7 
1.0 
5.8 
5.8 
1.0 
1.0 
8.7 

19.2 
1.0 
1.9 

39 . t~ 
0.0 
9.S 

21. 2 
5.8 
0.0 
1.0 
0.0 
1.0 

A1<.~ohol 
(42~'1f)'-

92.2 
7.a 

54.1 
32.7 
13.3 

1.0 
12. It 
11+.L~ 

18.6 
2G.8 
2G.8 

9.3 
0.0 
8.2 
3.1 
o. a 
0.0 

14,1t 
23.7 
1.0 
1.0 

13.4 
5.2 
0.0 

20.6 

36.1 
3.1 
8. 2 

32.0 
1.0 
2.1 

14.4 
2.1 
0.0 
0.0 
1.0 
0.0 
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'fAf~e CLIEnT ClffiPJ\CTERISTICS BY TYPE OF TREATMENT-continued 
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PRIOR CONVICTIONS 

No 

REFBRPAl .. SOURCE 
JUdge 
Assistant District Attorney 
Defense Attorney 
Probation Officer 
'rreatmen't Program 
Pre-trial Services 
Self 
Case Manager 
Other 

CJS STATUS AT REFERRAL 
iJre- arraignment 
Post-arraignment 
Pre-sentence investigation 
Sentencing 
Other 

PRI11ARY DRUG 
Alcohol 
Opiates 
Marijuana 
Other 

OPIATE USE 
Yes 
No 

ALCOHOL USE ONLY 
Yes 
No 

PRIOR TREATMENT 
Yes 
No 

WARNING LETTERS 
None 
One 
THo 

l1ethadone 
(11.2) 

58.8 
41.2 

59.3 
7.4 

18.5 
0.0 
3.7 
0.0 
o. a 
7.4-
3.7 

11.5 
53.8 
11. 5 
15.4-

7 • 7 

11.1 
59.3 
o. a 

29. 6 

76.0 
24-.0 

9. 5 
90.5 

96.3 
3.7 

77.8 
14-.8 

7.4-

1[,. -31-L _____________________ _ 

Drug Free 
. (4-6.3) 

58.6 
4-1.4-

40.5 
5.4-

21.6 
11. 7 

2.7 
2.7 
0.9 

11.7 
2.7 

15.6 
47.7 
7.3 

18.3 
11. a 

33.3 
32.4 
16.2 
18.0 

4-3.7 
56.3 

0.0 
100.0 

54-.1 
4-5.9 

67.9 
28.6 

3. 6 

Alcohol 
(42.6) 

62.9 
37.1 

64.4-
8.9 

12.9 
5.9 
0.0 
0.0 
o. a 
5.9 
2.0 

2 0.2 
49.5 

2.0 
26.3 

2. a 

98.1 
0.0 
1:0 
1.0 

o. a 
100.0 

100.0 
0.0 

55.9 
4-4-.1 

61. 2 
30.1 

8.7 
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Table 3-9 

PERCENTAGES OF PERSONS SCREENED AND 
DEEMED UNACCEPTABLE FOR TASC BY JURISDICTION 

FEBRUARY, 1980 - MAY, 1980 
(100% Sample) 

Number of Per~cntar:a 
Court Persons Scr>eened Unacce.ptn.hln .... .. ..:;- .... -

Yonkers 92 52.2 

County Court 4 0.0 

Port Chester 33 27.3 

Hount Vernon 66 84.8 

New Roohelle 37 1} 8. 6 

\\1hi te Plains 24 75.0 

Greenburgh! 
North Tarrytown 37 45.9 

Northern Westchester 11 27.3 

Peekskill 36 61.1 

TOTAL 340 56.2 
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Table 3-10 

ClIAl'ACTERIs'rICS OF POTENTIAL TASC CLIENTS 
I!HJ11D TO BE UHACCEPTABLE IN YONKERS COURT CN=19l) 

Intake Month 
·1~7;r)·rJ"""· --~, ~'f' 
l,.lJl .:.l 2 • .!. 
11/79 18.6 
12/'19 13.4 
1/80 11. 3 
2/80 10.3 
3/80 13.4-
t~/ 8 0 17. 5 
5/80 8.2 
G/80 5.2 

Sex 
Male 
Female 

Race 

82.5 
17.5 

'Vlhi"te '+ 7. 2 
Black 36.0 
Hispanic 16.9 

A~e. 
17 4.8 

18-21 19.0 
22-25 19.0 
26-30 27.0 
31-40 22.2 

L~l+ 7.9 

E~~loyment Status 
Employed 
Unemployed 

Intake Location 
Local Lock-up 
County Jail 
TASC Office 
Telephone 
COU1~t 

Other 

Referral Source 
Judge 

CJS Status at Refe~ral 
'P~e-arraignment 
Past-arraignment 
Pre-sentence investigation 
Sentencing 
Other 

Arraignment Charge 
Burglary (Criminal Trespass) 
Robbery 
Larceny (RSP) 
Possession-Controlled Substance 
Sale/Delivery - Controlled Substance 
Possession - Marijuana 
Assault (Resisting Arrest) 
Disorderly Conduct 
Weapons 
Forgel"ly 
Harassment 
DWI 
Violation of Probation 
Other 

36.0 
64.0 

9. 3 
24.7 
14-.4 
1.0 

41. 2 
9.3 

Degree of Arraignment Charge 
Violation 
V and T Misdemeanor 
B Misdemeanor 
A Misdemeanor 
V and T Felony 
E Felony 
D Felony 
C Felony 
B Felony 
A Felony 
Misdemeanor (unknown degree) 
Felony (unknown degree) 

Asst. Dist. Attorney 
Defense Attorney 
Probation Officer 
Treatment ~rogram 
Pre-trial Services 
Self 

32.6 
5.3 
4.2 

10.5 
O. a 

11. 6 
0.0 

33.7 
2.1 

Primary Drug 
Alcohol 4-8.2 
Opiates 25.0 
Marijuana 14.3 
Other 12.5 

Alcohol 
Yes 
No 

Opiate 
Yes 

Case Managel'" 
Other 
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No 

Use 

Use 

25.S 
58.8 
3.5 
5.9 
5.9 

14.8 
2.5 

23.5 
6.2 
1.2 
2.5 
8.6 

12.3 
1.2 
1+.9 
6.2 
1.2 
2.5 

12.3 

22.2 
0.0 
L~ • 9 

34.6 
O. a 

12.3 
19.8 

2.5 
0.0 
0.0 
2.5 
1.2 

Onl:y. 
37. 5 
62.5 

33.3 . 
66.7 
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Table 3-10 

CHARACTERISTICS OF POTENTIAL TASC CLIEN'l'S FOUND '1'0 1~r: UNAC'CEP'i'AB!J}~ 
IN YONKERS COURT - continued 
--------'-------'-'----;.,...-.-----~--~-- ---'---._-,-,,--
Prior Treatment Prior Convictions 
Yes 44.0 Yes 66.7' 
No 56.0 No 33.3 

Pre1iminar7 Eligibility Determination 
IneligIble charge 0.0 
Ineligible/mental condition 1.0 
Ineligible/substance abuse 11.3 
Ineligible/motivation 7.2 
Ineligible/age 0.0 
Eligibl~ 80.4 

Screening Disposition 
Not accepted per TASC evaluation 
Acceptable to TASC, refused per: 

Court 
District Attorney 
Defense Attorney 
Probation Officer 
Other 

- 31+-

88.7 

10.3 
1.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

,-- "--- --,-,----------------
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r;HAPTER l~ - 1'ASC RF;r.,ATIONSHIP ~>1ITH THE C.RIMINAL JUSTICE 
----....---...--.~~-,---.---~ ........---

SYS'l'El1 
I --

Hqvl TA;~(~ progr'ums are typically confronted with a series of 
r";(lcl1,ly idem tifiable pr'obloms concerning their' wOr'king 
l'(!J.atinfwhipn with one Or' more categor'ies of CJS actors. 
fot' cxnml'18, in a particular jurisdiction the1"e may be a 
DiG trl.ct Attc)rn(;y who feels that TAse t s existence encourages 
()th("!.r.vd~:8 j ail-bound defendants to 11 invent 11 substance abuse 
pI'oblr:~ms; or a Public Defender who feels that TASC involve­
mr:mt would inCrf!aSe his client's chances of violating 
Fl"ohation and Hho -therefc)!"e vehemently obj ects to any 
d.tt(:~lllpt by 'rASC screeners to talk to any of his clients; 
or (Jne or mOr'e judges who ar'e philosoPhIcally opposed to 
the idea of treatment, in place of punishment, for' a 
GCr'ious offender; or a Probation Department that feels 
thx'(;atcmed by TASC's involvement with its caseload. In 
1l10r,.t instances) there are no more than one or two categories 
of CJS actor's pr'esenting the major obstacles to TASC's 
acceptance, and the natur'e of these obstacles is usually 
quite specific. 

Westchester County TASe faces a somewhat more complicated 
problem. Because it is a decentralized program -- one 
that covers multiple jurisdictions having a combined total 
of more than forty separate courts -- it must deal with a 
wide range of problems and relationships ~.;7i thin the same 
category of CJS actors. From a policy standpoint, this 
situation raises some difficult questions. For example, 
how far can one go toward dealing with individual 
personalities (e.g., Probation Officer A wants a particular 
TA8C monito~ing report; Pr'obation Officer B does not) 
before TASC's county-wide identity begins to take on a 
piecemeal quality? Or, how can administration accurately 
identify the causes of low client intake at a particular 
site (unaggressive staff? unwilling judges and/or 
prosecutors? low target population?), enabling it to 
make the appropriate changes in staffing, outreach or 
manpower allocation? 

It is against this backdrop that the evaluators interviewed 
a total of 27 CJS representatives at seven sites in 
Westchester County. As anticipated, the assessments of 
TASe's perfornance were by no means uniform, even within 
particular categories of respondents. The findings for 
each grOl,lp of respondents are summarized below: 

Judges 

Much of TASC's initial acceptance by the judiciary was 
attributed to the liaison role played by the District 
Attorney's Office. Including the Prosecutor in its 
original implementation design not only averted a series 
of potential obstacles to TASC acceptance from that 
quarter, but apparently also gave TASC immediate credibility 
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with the judiciary. Judges have very little C'aso-m)ecific 
infol"mation at arraignment) and thel~ef()re need "Co l,'c!ly on 
the~ pros ecutors' recommendations. Judees hrwe been Hill:i.nr; 
to go along Hi th TASC rec~)nunendations p:r:,imarily b(~(~a'.HH~ th~ 
prosecutors seem to like the program. 

Host respondents feel that TASC has had some. impllct on 
court dispositions, both pretrial and post-trial. It was 
suggested that TASC affords the j udicia:r.'y grcatE:;l' fl (,,·xi-
bili ty) allowing judges to increase their use of conditicmnl 
discharges because Clf confidence in TASC mord:tOl'.,i.ne. On(~l 
respondent pointed to TASC t s value as an information l'r:::HHll:ec 
at sentencing) and l'lclated how he was "talked iI'l.toll reloaDing 
a j ail-bound defendant to TASC by a TASC worker·, who thc'n 
personally escorted the defendant to a trcatm~nt pr'og't'nln. 
According to another respondent, the percentage of defendants 
receiving alternative sentences (i.e.~ other than jail) 
because of TASC is very high in ce.rtain crime categories. 
When someone continues to be arrested for crimGs al~i&3:i,ng out 
of drug or alcohol abuse, judges were formerly left with 
no option but jail following violations or probation. TASC 
is now seen as another option, al th01'.gh respondents differed 
as to the seriousness of a crime th~t would be suitable for 
TASC involvement. At the pretrial stage, TASC is viewed tiS 
an additional information resource, but most respondents did 
not feel that TASC has an impact on £:vetrial relGlCJse b(~YL')nd 
Hhat Pretl"'ial Services accomplishes, except in bor(lf~l""1.ine. 
cases. 

Several respondents felt that TASC has had an impact on 
court procedures. In general, judges feel that TASC enables 
them to get an early handle2 on potential cases of treatment 
failure and/or rearrest and thereby prevent their occurrence. 
Some judges try to get these clients back in court to see 
what the trouble is, while others usually wait until se.ntencinE 
to discuss TASC's treatment ~eports. 

One respondent felt that TASC has had a decidedlY positive 
impact on caseflow. Because defense counsel is no longor 
exclusively acquittal-oriented and the prosecution is no 
longer exclusively conviction-oriented, caseS in this ptlrti­
cular court al"e more likely to be resolved in one or tHO 
appearances, instead of being "kicked around" through four 
or five appeal"'ances. 

1 Including: 

....... 

a. interviewing of persons prior. to arraignment 
b. recommendations regarding bond or release on rec.ognizance (ROR) 
c. follow-up, to the point of trial, of all ROR persons 

2 Through TASC's submission of periodic monitoring summaries 
and special incident reports. 
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Hf.J~:;t r";!t?pondents arc happy to have TASC workers in the 
(.:!()\11. .. tx1oom. In addition to functioning as an infor'mation 
:t'r~D()Ur\c{~ vrith regard to the substance abuse problems of 
dnfandants and the availability (and appropriateness) of 
various treatment modalities, TASC workers have been used 
as interpreters for Spanish-speaking defendants. TASC 
~;taff members are viet1ed as competent) ha:r:d-working, and 
C()f)P<:l:>utive, and judges appear to app:r:eciate the avail­
ability of minority workers for dealing with minor'ity 
d(:f!H'ldilI1tS. 

N(~gilti\f(J . fC'(\dback from judges tended to be of a more general 
naturo, .in most cases stemming from selective differences Nith 
the TASC concept (or treatment in general) than from any 
Objection to the level or quality of TASC services as 
actua.lly carried out. Several respondents felt that certain 
aspects of TASC services were duplicative of the services 
\')f other' agencies (most notably Probation, Pretrial Services ~ 
and treatment programs). The only specific criticism 
leveled at TASCts service delivery concerned TASCts failure 
to deliver timely reports to several r'espondents. One 
rcspondont stated that he did not view this as a serious 
problem, while anothc'r' 'r'Bspondent stated that he may not 
be receiving reports because of the periodic rotation of 
judges in his locale (he had no way of knowing whether the 
reports were actually being sent). Yet another judge 
found 'rASC reports to be duplicative of the repoX'ts he 
Nas all"leady receiving from a particulal"l treatment pY'ogY'am. 
Clearly, increased central coordination is needed in 
designing Y'epoY't pY'eparation and t'r'ansmission policies 
that ,,,ill satisfy multiple audiences. 

Pl""osecutors 

The resistance to TASC programs often found among pY'osecutors 
is conspicuously absent in Westchester County. As noted 
earlier, it was decided during the planning stages to 
include the DistY'ict Attorney's Office, in the original 
grant itself~ as TASCts liaison with the cri~inal justice 
system. By getting the prosecutors inVOlved with TAse 
at an early stage and by keeping them informed of ongoing 
operations, TASC has succeeded in avoiding the aforementioned 
resistance and gaining a powerful supporter in the courts. 

Respondents were unanimous in their assessment that TASC 
has had a significant impact at the sentencing stage. 
Because of TASC, people are either getting lighter sentences 
O'r', more commonly, avoiding jail time altogether. One 
respondent suggested that the major reduction in jail 
sentences has been in those cases that would have ordinarily 
received 30- or 45-day sentences. At the pretrial stage, 
TASC is seen as having a strong impact on "marginal" 
people -- defendants with relatively minor criminal justice 
involvement who nevertheless would have been less likely to 
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be released pI'etril'3.l because of d:t"ug or alaobil 
Hi th TAse monitoring them, pl"'osecutors al'l~ mC>l'C 
them be released and judges ul'G mOl"C willing to 
this. 

It V,las suggested that 'rASe has had some impact on the I"l'm;('cutm.' In 
funotioning in the courtroom. Two l.'t1sponc1e!lt's stat('d thil t 'rAnt~ 
makes it easier for the D.A. to get the plon that he wnnto. 
resulting in feHel~ tJ:.'lia.ls. One ~espol1Clcrrl: hc:w clit!nt~1 brn'l~:ht 
to him (via II pJ:.'Iiority ~ral\J:.'Iants") Hhen they (11'0 rwt c1{\ing ,.;p11 :in 
treatment) and discusses the matter with them :in OPf';l1 C('~Ul't. 

For the most part) P:r'ose.outors a1'e. qui to p).t'><"1.tH:d 'N1.th 'l'Am~ t r; 
c?mpe.i:ency, credii)ili ty, and monitoring cap~l.bili.ty. trA~~C:1!1 
v~eHed as a good resource on dl"ug and alcohol l)t'ogl'laTlU, , i1lltl 
se'r'ves an impo'r'tant educational function fot"l t:lw. (!OUI't. HOG t: 
respondents are satisfied with the 'r'eports Gont to them by 'rASe, 
but at one site there Has d.n obj cction to the t:i.rning of !'(~p(i~ytn 
(L e.) l"'eceiving a prog'r'ess repo'r't 'Nithout hnv5.l1g :t'c:('!cdvpd itny 
p'r'ior notice of the defendant's being picked up by 'rASG). 
Several respondents felt V6'r'Y strongly that TASC r~hot11d I1()t 
exclude DWI cases. With 'r'egaJ:.'ld to minor offcm)cf~) one l'nBpnll'~ 
dent exp'r'essed a stl"long pl"leference for puttinr; tH'nnnone nhi'l.l'p,i.:·d 
with disor>de'r'ly conduct into TASe (assuming othc~l' acci)]Y!.:.11':d 'Ii. ty 
critel"'ia a'r'e met), l"'athe'r' than waiting for the individui1.1 to 
become a felon. 

Defense Attorneys ~ 

All respondents felt that TASe makes a diffct'once at both 'Lrm 
sentencing stage and the pretrial (bail decision) ~ta.g('l., 'id th 
specific cases being cited to suppo'r't their observations. TASC 
workers were characterized as cooper>ative and conscientious, 
with a good understanding of the criminal justice nystem. 
lAse's real stl"lengths a'r'e seen as its continuing pretH~nCHin 
the coux't'r'OOffi, and its c'r'edibility with judges and P!\OGf~cut:r,.t·f.:o 

The a.ttorneys who were interviewed were having no problcr:t:~1 '!;;' th 
TAse in regard to possible interference in the attorrwy-e15. 1 nt 
r>elationship (an issue often raised in other lASe jUY1incH('lions). 
Respondents feel that TASe recommendations fOl"l trC'.ntmeni have 
been, by and la'r'ge, appropriate and in the best :intc;r'(!:;; t of 
their clients. 

Probatio~~ 

TAse programs typically have a difficult time esti:lblishing a 
mutually satisfacto'r'Y wOl'lking relationship with Pz'nbation. 
\'i1hereas TASe monitoring can mean a significant wo·!.'J,·load reduction 
fo'r' probation officers, 'rASe is likely to be seen initially as 
either a duplication of P'r'obation services O'r', beyond that, 

3A warrant oJ:.'ldering the delivery of a person to the court 
(similar to a bench wa'r'rant), to be p'r'ocessed ahead of 
other (non-priority) warrants. 

-38-



.m= ____ .. __ .. _,_.&B __________________ ~ _______________________________________ ___ 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

a material interference with Probation's operations and with 
its standing in the .courts. Among respondents in Westchester 
County, the following objections to TASC were voiced: 

Many TASC cases seem more serious than typical 
Probation cases, adding to Probation's workload. 

Hultiple supervision creates confusions and enables 
defendants to manipulate their supervisors. 

TASC may not have the requisite expertise for 
deciding in which cases treatment is ~eally needed. 

TASC does not always inform Probation that it (TASC) 
is involved in a case -- this knm.;rledge would be 
helpful in preparation of a PSI.4 

Probation has contacts with all local services and 
tracks independently of TASC -- why make treatment 
programs report to two CJS agencies? 

TASC is not accessible to Probation. 

TASC reports do not contain sufficient information 
to let Probation know how the client is really 
progressing in treatmenT, 

The above comments were in direct contradiction to those offered 
at the Yonkers Probation Office, which has had a longer Horking 
relationship with TASC than has any other Westchester County 
Probation Office. In Yonkers, TASC is rapidly becoming viewed 
as a replacement for ODAS, 5 with whom Probation had a formal 
arrangement . Initially, there vlas a general mistl'ust of TASC 
because the Probation/ODAS relationship had been so good, 
thereby making it difficult for TASC to really get started. 
It was feared that TASC would tltake a piece of the action,tI but 
TASC has performed well and is considered a primary referral 
resource. The respondent suggested that it is considerably 
easier to deal with TASC than with twenty separate programs, 
but on a day-to-day basis there has been no change in caseload 
(e.g., people'getting probation/TASC instead of jail) or in the 
amount of work done in each case. Although TASC has obviously 
been accepted by this Probation Office, it is still considered 
important that TASC notify Probation if someone is to be termi­
nated, rather than go directly to the judge. The respondent 
stated that Pl'obation fully intends to comply with TASC's 
wishes (that is, not try to conceal cases of non-compliance), 
but he feels that this is the one area where Probation's role 
could be threatened if formal procedures are not agreed to. 

4 P~esentence Investigation 

5 Office of Drug Abuse Services, which handled drug abuse 
referrals from the CJS prior to TASC's inception. 
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It seereed apparent to the evaluators that the nature of 
TASC's relationship with Probation is mainly a function 
of time. As individual probation officers begin using 
TASC more frequently and become more familiar with TASCfs 
services, they are likely to appreciate TASC's value as a 
service extender. It is probable that this process will 
be accelerated considerably if some protocol is agreed to 
that will clearly define respective areas of responsibility 
and provide some "pl~otection" against potential encroachments 
while resources are mutually explored and utilized. 

Pretrial Services 

Pretrial arraignment is another stage at which TASC programs 
often find themselves cast in the role of "intruder" by 
pre-existing CJS agencies. Pretrial release programs may 
feel that TASC is riding in on Pretrial's coattails) with a 
view toward "taking over" in the pretrial area; or, that 
TASC is adding unnecessary conditions to ROR's; or, that 
TASC is adding to Pretrial's t"orkload by requh-.ing an 
additional step (i.e., notifying TASe of any substance 
abuse problems) in the review process. 

The evaluators were surprised to find a remarkably high 
level of cooperation already existing between TASe and 
Pl-'etrial Services at most sites. This relations11ip may be 
the result, in part, of fairly specific guidelines to 
govern TASe/Pretrial interactions. After PTS fieldworkers 
have conducted their interviews, they indicate to TASe 
which defendants would not be eligible for TASe. TAse is 
then free to discuss the possibility of TAse involvement 
with the others. At the pre-arraignment stage, PTS toJ'ill 
not make a direct, in-court referral to TASe -- if the 
defendant qualifies for ROR without adding on TASe, then 
he should not be made to meet this added condition (there 
is no obj ection to voluntary referral to TASe by ROR clierrts). 
At the post-arraignment stage, however, PTS is willing to 
make formal and informal recommendations -- either the 
defendant has already been released, or 'rASC may help him 
get released. It is understood by all parties that PTS 
will not mention TASe 01-' the possibility of TAse invol ve­
ment when making its bail recommendation, nor will PTS 
even h7eigh this factor in deciding on the appropriate 
recommendation. Nhen a TASe referral is to be considered, 
the State's Attorney is usually alerted and TASC is asked 
to a.1proach the bench when the case is called. It should 
be j ted, hetoJ'ever, that each court appears to follet" its 
own procedures for handling TASe referrals. 

H'i th regard to the impact that TAse is having at the 
arraignment stage, respondents made the following 
observations: 
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• Although TASC involvement does not affect the 
PTS ~ecownendation, a judge is more likely to 
release someone pret~ial if he (the defendant) 
is going to be supervised by TASC 

· TASC is probably having an impact on the jail 
population, since so many of that population 
are drug and alcohol abusers 

· PTS's job has been made easier by TASC's keeping 
people in line with regard to court appearances 

· TASC has a positive impact on the overall processing 
of cases by providing a number of ancillary services 
to the court (e.g., serving as interpreter for 
Spanish-speaking defendants) 

In sum, Westchester County TASC has been generally accepted 
as a valuable resource to the criminal justice system. 
Acceptance was facilitated by getting the District Attorney's 
Office involved in the role of liaison at a very early stage. 
The support given to TASC by the prosecutors has been 
translated into increased use of TASC by judges and the 
increased willingness of defense attorneys to take a less 
acquittal-oriented approach to clients in genuine need of 
therapy. Probation officers at most sites are somewhat 
mistrustful of TASC, primarily because they may fear a 
loss of control over certain aspects of their workload. 
For example, most respondents were outspoken in their belief 
that, in cases of violation, the court should be notified 
by Probation rather than by TASC. The difficulties between 
TASC and Probation are best characterized not as a "turf 
battle," but l"ather as a case of inadequate communication. 
There is strong evidence to indicate that the formulation 
of specific guidelines to govern TASC/Probation interactions, 
as well as the continued sharing of resources through 
regular communication over time, will significantly improve 
the level of cooperation between TASC and Probation. 
Somewhat formal guidelines have been adopted by TASC and 
Pre~rial Services to govern their interactions, and this 
relationship appears to be mutually satisfactory, as well 
as beneficial in terms of its impact on the criminal justice 
process. 
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CHAPTER 5 - TASC IHPACT ON THE CRIMINAL JUSTICE SYSTEM 

Introduction 

The Westchester County criminal justice system is decentralized and 
consists of forty-four separate courts. In addition, the County 
has a number of criminal justice and social service resources of 
long standing. These factors can raise impact difficulties for a 
new alternative program like TASC. First of all, the County is 
fortunate to have I separate j ail facilities for pre-tl"'lial detainees 
and sentenced inmates. Although the pre-trial jail has had over­
crowding problems, the facility for sentenced irmates has not. 
This being the case, judges feel free to incarcerate whenever 
this might be indicated. Secondly, the District Attorney's 
Offices are able to vigorously prosecute cases. Finally, the 
attitude of the community in Westchester County advocates strict 
penalties for crimes. Residents want to emphasize to offenders 
that Westchester County is not New York City and that consequences 
of crimes will be stiff. As a result of these factors, this TASC 
program finds an environment where incal"'lceration is utili.zed often 
and alternatives have been neither necessary nor desirable for a 
volume of cases. 

Despite these difficulties, TASC has done an admirable job in 
acquainting the many courts vd th its services. TASC' s impact has 
mainly been felt in providing legitimacy to conditional discharges. 
That is, rather than increasing the actual number of conditional 
discharges handed down by the courts, TASC has improved the quality 
of conditional discharges through its intens ive monitoring. The end 
result is a disposition that can be used by the courts with in­
creased confidence. However, TASC impact has also been felt to some 
extent on both pre-trial and other post-trial client populations. 

TASC expects to have a much greater ability to impact on the justice 
system during the next grant period. The evaluators concur with 
these expectations. The potential for impact is expected to expand 
greatly as the popUlation in the correctional facility for sentenced 
men grows to capacity. (The other jail is already overcrowded.) 
Alternatives like TASC will be necessary for a much wider popula­
tion than had previously been assigned alternatives. In future 
months, TASC may be utilized in many more ways. 

This chapter discusses TASC's impact thus far and TASC's potential 
for impact in three categories: impact on p're-~rial client popula­
tions; im~act on case dispositions and sentencing; and impact on 
jail populations. Most of the findings were based on samples of 
cases from Yonkers Court. The primary findings were: 

Drug and alcohol abusers are present in 'Hestchester County 
Courts. Examination of a Yonkers Court sarrlple revealed that 
one' in five persons arraigned had indications of abuse problems. 
Both drug and alcohol problems were evidenced - alcohol problems 
were slightly more common. 
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Approximately forty percent of the abusers in the Yonkers 
orunp.J.e had been involved or were cur>r>ently involved in 
tr>eatment of some kind. However, this percentage appears 
to be diminishing and treatment through TASC might soon 
be an entir>ely new experience for> a larger> number of 
clients. 

Accor>ding to a pre-TASC sample,l the potential for TASC 
impact on pl"e-,trial bail decisions was substantially 
greater for> mor>e serious offender>s. But, more recently, 
the potential for TASC impact on less serious persons 
is incr>easing also. Fewer> cases ar>e being disposed of 
at arraignment and ROR is not assigned as fr'equently. 

TASC has gr>eater> potential for impact on dr>ng abusing 
populations than it does on alcohol abusing per>sons. This 
is because dr>ug abuser>s are generally charged with more 
ser>ious offenses. Also, the potential is inoreasing as 
fewer> dr>ug abusers have been granted ROR in r>ecent months. 

Numer>ous alcohol abusers, despite minor charges, are not 
aosigned ROR. This is because many are transients and 
not reliable bail r>isks. For the same reason, they are 
not good TASC candidates. This reduces the potential for 
TASC impact on this popUlation. 

More ser>ious cases are now being handled at the local 
court level because of crowded county court dockets. This 
is resulting in a higher percentage of convictions in the 
city courts. These developments present greater potential 
for' TASC impact on the lower court where TASC is already 
fully established. 

Sentencing patterns in Yonkers Court are changing. Sentences 
to local institutions are increasing and sentences of fines 
are decreasing. 

Probation was not seen to be a frequently used disposition 
in Yonkers. This is probably because of the Westchester 
County requirement for alre-sentence investigation before 
assignment to probation. 

Conditional discharges did not increase after TASC began 
operations. However, TASC did not intend for them to 
increase. TASC expected to legitimize conditional discharges. 

1 ,See page 46. 
2 See discussion on page 54. 
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The pre-trial detention facility) the County Jail, has 
had overcrowding problems. The correctional facility 
for those sentenced -- the County Penitentiary ..... - has 
been housing some jail detention population overflow. 
For several reasons~ the Penitentiary will soon be near 
capaci ty. The potential fort TASC impact ~ ..... ill increase 
greatly when this occurs. Judges and prosecutors ~vil1 
be forced to look fort alternatives in lieu of sentences 
of incarceration . 
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A. ~ Imnac-t: ... On Pre-Trial Client Populations, 

In'troduction , 

In order to measure impact in a proper perspective, it must be 
possible to compare the current extent of impact with the existent 
potential for impact in the environment. In this instance, the 
evaluators compare the vlestchester County TASC program f s impact 
on pre-trial clients "lith the potential for impact that exists 
wi'thin that population. If no pre-trial clients in Hestchester 
County Here drug or alcohol involved, TASC impact would be 
impossible. If, prior to TASC, substance abuse problems had been 
routinely handled during the pre-trial period, and this was 
followed by non-incarcerative case dispositions that included 
treatment monitoring, the potential impact of TASC would be 
severely limited. Other circumstances that would restrict the 
potential for TASC impact in a pre-trial setting would be if: 
most clients were charged with very minor charges; most clients 
were released on their own recognizance; or most clients convicted 
Were probationed. TASC cou'ld then only deal with less serious 
offenders and Hould not be able to intl-'oduce any ne,\1 cost-beneficial 
mechanisms for processing clients in a pre-trial status. 

HOvlever, there are also factors that can create huge potentials for 
TASC program impact. In a city like Chicago, the TASC program finds 
a large number of substance abusers. There are two courtrooms that 
handle drug cases exclusively and each room processes an average of 
one hundred cases a day. Chicago TASC is also confronted with a 
population containing serious offenders that will face stiff 
penalties if convicted - impact possibilities are plentiful. TASC 
has an additional benefit in a city like Chicago where alternative 
programs are scarce. The TASC mechanism is virtually the only one 
available in the criminal justice system. 

In order to determine TASC's potential for impact on pre-trial 
clients in Westchester County, the evaluators needed to discover 
who Has entering the justice system and what v7as happening to them. 
Typical data pro~lems were encountered. Aggregate data from the 
decentralized court system were not readily available. Fortunately, 
the evaluators were permitted access to the records of the Pre-Trial 
Services Institute of Westchester, Inc. ePTSI) PTSI conducts 
intensive pre-arraignment interviews with persons arrested for the 
purpose of presenting the court with appropriate recommendations of 
defendants for release on recognizance. PTSI then tracks clients 
recommended for and granted ROR through to final court disposition, 
providing clients with consistent court date reminders. PTSI 
records include multiple identifiers for clients involved in drug 
or alcohol ·abuse. Prior abuse problems are noted as well as 
present and suspected problems. Prior and current treatment 
histories are also available. 
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The evaluators examined all PTSI pre~al.:'raigmnent inte:t:'vl.e~ .... s rl"'om 
the Yonke:t:'s COUl"t for the three months priol"' to TASC I S inception -
May, June, and July of 1979 - and fol.:' three months after TASC -
October and December of 1979 and February of 1980. The evaluat<.:n."'s 
coded infor:omation on each individual case Nhere PTSI had indicated 
a dr:oug or:o alcohol identifier:o and all cases where the charge involved 
dr:ougs. Fr:oom this population the evaluator:os have dr:oawn conclusions 
concerning the po-tIntial for TASC impact on Westchestel"' County 
pre-trial clients. 

Because all data had to be hand-coded by the evaluators and 
because Westchester Courts are decentralized, the evaluators 
selected one court to examine cases from for these determinations. 
Yonkers was chosen for several reasons. It is the largest and 
processes more serious cases. Also, Yonkers was the fir'st court­
l"oom that TASC began sCr'eening. It must be kept in mind, though) 
that this analysis is only based on one branch of the several 
courts where TASC is present. 

Evidence of Drug and Alcohol Problems in Yo~kers Court 

Table 5-1 presents the cases that weT'e ar'raigned in Yonkers City 
Cour't during the six sample months. This char't indicates what per­
centage of clients in the COUr't caseload had indications of dr'ug 
or alcohol problems. The evaluator'S included in this population: 
persons with admitted current abuse problems; persons with admitted 
prior' addiction pr'oblems; persons whom PTSI interviewers perceived 
to have abuse problems (e. g., a person Ni th obvious track mal"'ks on 
his arms); persons on methadone maintenance; and persons charged 
with dr:oug offenses. Naturally, TASC could not impact on all of 
these persons. Some would probably be inappropriate for TASC. 
HONever, this is the pool of persons from v1hich TASC clients might 
be drawn. 

The three month sample of cases arraigned in Yonkers pr>ior to the 
existence of the TASC program i~dicated that there were persons 
entering the court system with evidence of SUbstance abuse problems. 
As Table 5-1 shows, 79 persons or nearly 20 percent of the cour:ot 
caseload had some indication of drug or alcohol pJ:loblems. During 
the first sample month almost three-quar·ters of these persons 
evidenced an alcohol problem and only one-quarter a drug problem. 
The months of June and July showed a more even split between the 
types of abuse problems evidenced. This sample conclusively 
indicates that prior to TASC both drug a.nd alcohol abusers were 
being processed by the Yonkers court. 

The three month sample of cases afteJ:l TASC began its activities 
confirmeithat substance abusers were still present in t~e cOUr't 
system. The· first two months show about the same proportion of 
abusers to non-abusers as in the previous sample. The thir~ month 
shows a notable increase in the percentage - more than one-quarter 

1 Because of the way in which the samples were drawn, they 
are not strictly comparable and are only suggestive of 
TASC's potential for system impact . 
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of the total clients had indications of problems. The p~oportion 
of cases involving drug abuse as opposed to alcohol abuse fluctuated 
lilith the month, but the ove~all p~oportion was nea~ly even. 

v7hen the tHO th~ee-month samples are combined, out of the 841 cases 
reviewed by the evaluators, 171, o~ one in five clients, had poten­
tial d~ug o~ alcohol problems. Alcohol problems appea~ed with 
slightly more frequency, 5l~. 4 percent of the abusing population. 
Suspected drug abuse~s made up the remaining 45.6 pe~cent. 

Tl"leat.E1~t Histo!\..l. of Suspected Abusers 

The percentage of the abusing population that was either currently 
involved in treatment at the time of arraignment, Qr had previously 
been involved, fluctuated considerably from month to month and 
between types of abuse problems. As Table 5-1 il1ust~ates, a 
fairly large percentage of those with indications of drug p~oblems 
during each of the first sample months (May and September~ 1979) 
had a treatment history. During the same months, however, the 
percentage of alcohol abusers with a treatment history was the 
lowest of the three sample months. Coincidentally, during the 
second and third months of the first sample, the percentages of 
drug and alcohol involved clients that had t~eatment histories 
remained constant for the two month period - 41.7 percent of drug 
abusers and 6L~. 3 percent of alcohol abusers. The overall percent­
ages for the three month sample prio~ to TASC found that 39.4 
percent of drug involved clients and 54.5 percent of alcohol 
involved clients were either currently o~ previously in treatment 
of some sort. 

The first two months of the drug abusing sample after TASC did not 
deviate greatly from the previous sample - a minimally highe~ 
percentage of clients had been involved in treatment. The thi~d 
month, however, shmved a sharp decline in the p~oportion of drug 
abusers that had a treatment history. v7hile the three month 
average showed 42.8 percent with a treatment history, only 16.7 
percent of those in the third month had been involved in treatment. 

The alcohol abusing population in the sample afte~ TASC diffe~ed 
substantially f~om the p~e-TASC population with ~ega~d to t~eatment 
histor'y. ~mile ove~ one-half (54. 5 pe~cent) of the alcohol abuse~s 
in the fi~st sample had a t~eatment history, only slightly mo~e 
than one-quarte~ (27.0 percent) in the second sample did. 

The six sample months I totals on Table 5 ..... 1 show that La. 0 percent 
of all dx'ug involved pe~sons a~~aigned already had been in t~eat­
ment. The simila~ pe~centage for alcohol involved persons is 
nea~ly equ~valent - 39.8 percent. These pe~centages indicate that 
a notewol"lthy propo~tion of the drug and alcohol abusers that are 
entering the Yonkers court system have already been involved with 
some type of treatment - approximately four out of ten pe~sons. 
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Such percentages would seem to l'lestrrict TASe impact since treat­
ment tvould not be a he\-J' experience for so many. Howevcl~) ~vhen 
months al"'e meas1..\red separately) there appears to be a trend 
tOlvaJ::'lds fetver persons with a treatment history. The patteX'n is 
noticed throughout the after-TASC sample fOl'" alcohol abusel"'s. 
It is only in the last sample month (February} 1980) that the 
percentage of drug abusers with a treatment history declines. 
However, the decline is mal"'ked. If the trends continue as they 
have been, there will be a substantial portion of the abusing 
population with no treatment 2histOl,,\y and the potential for' TASe 
impact '(.;Jill be fairly large. 

Arraignment Dispositions of Suspected Abusers 

The evaluators analyzed the arraignment dispositions of persona 
with indications of drug 01"\ alcohol problems in se:veral ways. 
The. first analysis studied the arraignment dispositions within 
various cJ::'lime categories. Table S~2 presents the X'aw number of 
dispositions received by the abUsing population in the three 
month sample prior to TAse within each crime category. There 
were 79 cases in the total sample, but dispositions were unknmm 
for two violations charges and one D-Felony. These three cases, 
therefore, Were excluded. Table 5- 3 pl"'esents the figul"les for the 
three month sample after TASC began operations in the same format 
as Table 5-2. There were 92 cases in the after TASC sample and 
dispositions \vere available for all cases. Arraignment disposi­
tions are presented in these charts under four headings: 

- ROR 

.... Bail 

- Plea 

Client was released on own recognizance. 

Client was assigned a cash bail amount, or 
secured bond, or was refused bail. 

Client pled guilty at a~raignment and case 
was disposed. 

- Dismissed/Transferred - Charges were dropped or case 
Has transferred to another court. 

Table 5-2 indicates that 21 of the 76 cases in the pre-TASC 
sample were terminated at the arraignment hearing. TASC involve­
ment in this portion of the cases would be impossible. Another 
30 cases received ROR at arraignment without any additional stipu­
lations, barring any real potential for TASC impact in the pre-trial 
stages of these cases. Slightly less than a third of the drug or 
alcohol involved clients remain for TASC to impact on at a 
pre-trial level. 

2 Persons who have previously been in treatment are more likely to 
have more firmly entrenched notions regarding what they can or 
cannot accomplish in treatment than are persons who are entering 
treatment for the first time. The addition of TASC requirements 
may not, by itself, be sufficient to oVel"'come any performance­
related biases held by the former group. 

-48-



., 

,. 

• 

• 

.. 

• 

Dif3positions for the three month sample after TASC, however, are not 
d:i.otributed in the same t.;ay. As Table 5-3 shows, only 11 of the 92 
caSes are fully disposed of at ar>raignment. Even though a TASC sti­
pulation aided 6 cases in receiving ROR, the total percentage of 
cases getting ROR was somewhat 10v1eJ:'l than in the pJ:'levious sample. 
Hore than half of the cases in this sample fell into the bail 
cateeory. TASC was a condition of bail in ~ of the cases. The 
remainder of the bail cases had potential for pretrial TASC impact . 

Table 5-~ examines more concre·tely what the arraignment dispositions 
were; within various crime categories fOl" the three month sample 
prior to TASC. Violations were the most frequent type of charge 
runong the substance abusing population and as this chart shows, 
one;-half of these cases were disposed of at the arraignment. Also, 
more than one-third of violations received ROR. Bail cases for this 
largest popula·tion, therefore, are only 13. 3 per'cent of all violations. 

Sizeable numbers of drug and alCOhol abusers fell into two other 
offense categories: A-Misdemeanors and D-Felonies. The 
A-Misdemeanor category did not allow for much potential for TASC 
irnpac·t in this sample. Only 17.7 percent of A-Misdemeanors were 
not disposed of or not released on their own recognizance in the 
pre-TASC sample, The more serious type offense, D-Felony, permitted 
more room for TASC impact. More than half (62.5 percent) of D Felonies 
wer'e in the bail categO:ry. The other felony categories had similar 
distJ:'libutions. On the basis of the pre-TASC sample~ the evaluatoJ:'ls 
conclude that for TASC to have pre-trial impact on the abusing popu­
lation, they must involve themselves with the more serious offenders. 

Again, the three month sample after TASC shows a shift. Table 5-5 
shows hlO things quickly - a much higher percentage of persons are 
in the bail category (52.2 percent as opposed to 32.9 percent), 
and abusers are being charged with more serious offenses. In the 
post-TASC sample, the incidence of violations is almost 10 percent 
less than it was in the pre-TASC sample. This difference is seen 
in higher percentages for both misdemeanor and felony cases. But, 
even with the violation category, 32.1 percent of cases were in 
the bail group. A-Misdemeanor cases were as frequent as violations 
and 50.0 percent of these cases were in a bail type status allowing 
for potential for substantial TASC impact. E and D-Felonies had 
70.0 and 6~.3 percent of cases in the bail categories and more 
serious felonies had 100.0 percent of cases. (There is no direct 
evidence to indicate that TASC is wholly or partly responsible for 
the changes described above. ) 

Again, the potential for TASC impact is naturally greater for more 
sex'ious offenders. However) the post-TASC sample indicates that 
TASC can have impact at the pre-trial level on less serious offenders 
as a notable proportion are assigned to the bail category. From 
this sample, TASC was a condition of ROR for four violations and 
two A-Misdemeanors. TASC was a condition of bail for two violations, 
an A-Misdemeanor and an E-Felony. One of the two B-Misdemeanor cases 
disposed of was by a plea and TASC was a condition of the sentence. 

t: _________________ -_________________ -_~9-
'IiiB:: .1!I:!z:_ ,_ 
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Arraignment Dispositions in Relation to Treatment IH.sto1,1V 
.. -...-..r,_~ 

Another factor that must be considered in addition to the bail 
determination is the treatment status and historoy of the pc-rosons. 
If a drug abuser is assigned a bail amount and is curorently in a 
troeatment program, the potential for TASe impact is reduced. 
Any tl"eatment history also reduces impact somewhat. Table 5-6 
shm\ls what percentages of the abusing popUlation in the pre-TASe 
sample were in treatment at the time of arrest. The chart is 
arranged by arraignment dispositions. The figures for cases in 
bail categories show that 20.0 percent of these persons w~re 
currently in treatment when arrested. This 20.0 percent reduces 
the TASe potential for impact on these cases. For this group 
of abusers, TASe could not be introducing treatment as a new 
mechanism. 

Table 5-7 is a replica of Table 5·· 8) but it displays the figures 
for the three month sample after TASe. The percentage of bail 
cases that were currently in treatment when a:r::1riiigned is larger 
for this sample ,- 25.0 percent. The potential for TAse impact 
is somewhat lower. 

Table 5-8 and Table 5-9 present the same information as the two 
previous charts but this time clients with prior treatment and/or 
current treatment are compared with those having no treatment 
history at all. Table 5- 8 shows that 60.0 percent of ba:i.l cases 
in the pre-TASe sample had no treatment history at all. This is 
the group of persons that TAse could have the greatest impact on. 
Table 5-9 presents the figures from the post-TASe sample and finds 
the impact potential even greater - 66.7 percent of bail cases 
had no treatment history. 

Potential Impact on Drug Abusers vs. Alcohol Abusers 

Table 5-10 illustrates what percentage of drug abusers and alcohol 
abusers from the pre-TASe sample were charge.d Nithin certain crime 
categories. It is obvious from the chart that the drug abusers 
were involved in more serious offenses than the alcohol abusers 
Nere. More than half of the alcohol abusers Here only arrested 
for viOlations. Many of these cases involved transients charged 
with disorderly conduct. The remainder of the alcohol abusers' 
cases were evenly divided between misdemeanor and felony charges. 
The distribution of cases of drug abusers looks very different 
from the alcohol configuration. Less than one-quarter of the 
drug abusers' cases are violations. The largest block of cases 
are felonies - 41.9 percent. 

Table 5-11 presents the post-TASe sample in the same Nay. Again, 
more than half of the alcohol abusers arf; charged with violations. 
Felony cases were slightly more frequent than misdemeanors fO~1 
alcohol abusers. Only a very small percentage of drug abus~~~ 
in this sample were arrested foX' violations - 8. 5 pe.rcent. M~s~" 
demeanors N6X'e a bit more prevalent than felonies among the drug 
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abusing population) 46.8 percent as opposed to 44.7 percent. 

rfhe data contained in Table 5-10 and Table 5-11 indicate that 
'I'ASC has greater potential for impact on drug abusers than 
alcohol abusers because they are charged with more serious 
offenses. Hovrever, this information must be viewed in con- . 
junct:ion with arraignment dispositions to actually draw 
conc.~lusions on the TASC potential fot' impact on pre-tt'ial 
clients. 

The chat't pt'esenting at'raignment dispositions of dt'ug abusers 
VGl">SUS alcohol abuset's for the three months after TASC 
(Table 5-13) looks quite different than the similar chat't 
for the pre-TASC sample (Table 5-12). In the pre-TASC sample, 
40 pet'cent of the alcohol abusers had their cases disposed of 
at arraignment either through plea, dismissal, or transfer. 
A majority of these cases wet'e violations. The post-TASC 
sample had a high percentage of violations among alcohol 

. abusers also. However, in the post-TASC dispositions only 
15.6 pet'cent of alcohol abusers cases were disposed of at 
arraignment. As a t'esult, the percentages of alcohol abusers 
receiving both ROR and bail are greater in the post-TASC 
sample than in the pt'e-TASC sample. 

In the pre-TASC sample, a slightly higher number of alcohol abusers 
fell into the bail category (31.1 percent) rather than the ROR 
category (28.9 percent). The two groups at'e of identical size 
in the post-TASC sample (42.2 percent). Since many of the 
alcohol abusers were not charged with serious offenses, it 
might be expected that the bail category would be smaller than 
it is. Em-level">, a notable portion of the alcohol abusing 
population is made up of transients. Several of these persons 
wet'e not considered good candidates for ROR by either PTSI 
interviewers or arraignment judges despite their minor charges. 
It is unlikely that very many of them would be good TASC candi­
dates either. Although the percentage of cases in the bail 
category is not negligible, the potential impact of TASC on 
alcohol abusers in the bail category must be considered with 
this transience factor in mind • 

Because the drug abusing popUlation was involved in more serious 
crime, the percentage of drug abusers in the bail category would 
be expected to be high. However, in the sample before TASC more 
than half of the drug abusers were released on their own recogni­
zance. The percentage of drug abusers in the bail category 
(35. 5 percent) was only a few points higher than the (alcohol 
percentage (31.1) for this sample. 
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The three month sample after TASC diffe:t:'ed gl"'catly from the 
pre-TASC sample fOl" drug abusel:"s) just as it had fol'" alcohol 
abusers. As Table 5-13 indicates, the percentage of drug 
c.'l.busers receiving ROR dropped from 5L~. 8 pel"cent to 29.8 pel"­
cent. The volume of cases disposed of at arraignment l~emrd.n~d 
v:1.rtually unchanged. The bail category) however, gl"'eatly 
increased from 35:5 percent to 61.7 percent of the d:t:'ug 
abusing population. 

Since TASC began operations, the potential for pre-trial 
impact on drug abusers seems to have inc:r;'eased substantially. 
wnile the arraignment dispositions of alcohol abusers have 
altered considerably (the sharp decline in cases disposed of 
at arJ:1aignment), the potential for TASC impact is uncertain. 
The alcohol abusing bail population has increased, but the 
nature of the population itself might prevent possible TASC 
im.pact. 
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Once again, in order to measure TASC impact, the potential for 
impact in the environment must be knovm. In this instance, the 
evaluators studied three months of dispositional and sentencing 
patte:t:'ns from Yonke:t:'s City Court, Criminal 'Part III. The months 
chosen Here Ma:t:'ch, 1979; September, 1979; and March, 1980. This 
selection then included time before TASC, time Hhen TASC was 
just beginning, and time afte:t:' TASC was fully functioning. The 
actual data were accessed through the Division of Criminal Justice 
Services (DCJS) in Albany. The DCJS Statistical Cont:t:'ol Unit is 
conducting research into the outcome of procedures in local 
criminal courts and provided the evaluators with Yonkers data. 

Crowded Westchester County Court dockets have created a movement 
of some criminal cases to the lower court. This recent trend 
towards handling more serious cases at the city court level is 
apparent in the three months dispositions examined. Ta.hle 5-14 
shows that in Barch, 1980> the percentage of cases held for the 
grand jury dropped to 5.8 percent of the city court cases disposed 
of in that month. The two earlier sample months had 9.0 and 
11.3 percent of cases held for the grand jury. This trend has 
also had an impact on the percentage of cases gaining convictions. 
Hith the addition of more serious cases, the percent of persons 
convicted and sentenced rose ';:0 56.7 percent in March, 1980. 
The other sample months recorded conviction rates of 49.0 and 
43.6 percent. 

The disposal of more serious cases in city court is advantageous 
to the potential for TASC impact. Since TASC staff members are 
r·outinely present in city courts, a TASC type disposition is 
more likely to occur there. Also, judges in the lower court have 
had experiencE> with TASC and would probably be apt to utilize the 
alternative ~ -:. TASC in these more serious cases. 

For the three month sentencing sample, the evaluators considered 
the four basic sentences of city court: incarceration at local 
institutions, probation, conditional discharge, and fine. 
Table 5--15 presents the proportion of cases receiving each 
sentence for each of the sample months. Sentences for all 
offenses are recorded as Hell as sentences for four specific 
charges: assault, petit larceny, criminal trespass, and dis­
orderly conduct. 

Over the course of the sample, two notable changes occurr'led. 
First, sentences to local institutions increased considerably. 
During the, first two sample months, slightly more than one-quarter 
of convictions resulted in sentences of incarceration. However, 
during March, 1980, 41.9 percent of all sentences were to local 
institutions. 
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~he pattern for sentences of fines progressed in the opposite 
direction. With each sample month, the percent of cases 
sentenced with a fine decreased from 21.4 percent to 17.6 per­
cent to 7.4 percent. A substantial factor in the decrease 
between the secon~ and third sample months was the reduction 
in the volume of fine sentences for charges of disorderly 
conduct. During the second sample month - September, 1979 -
21.2 percent of persons convicted of disorderly conduct were 
sentenced with a fine. But during the third sample month -
March, 1980 - none of the persons convicted of disorderly 
conduct were sentenced with a fine. As a result, utilization 
of each of the other sentence types increased for disorderly 
conduct during this time fl1ame. 

The proportion of convicted clients probationed did not change 
greatly during the course of the sample, nor did the proportion 
of conditional discharges. Probations were always a fairly 
small percentage of total sentences and these percentages were 
even some~"hat smaller in the months after TASC began. Condi­
tional discharges remained stable for the three months - always 
betv7een forty and fifty percent of the total sentences. The 
overall utilization of conditional discharges did not increase 
after TASC, but TASC did not intend for it to increase. TASC's 
involvement with conditional discharges was and is directed at 
legitimizing an otherwise nebulous sentence. 

It seems unusual for pr~bation to be utilized so infrequently 
by a lower court. However, in Westchester County there is a 
reason for this. Probation is not assigned as a sentence unless 
there is a pre-sentence investigation completed. Table 5-16 
presents the comparison in the volume of pre-sentence reports 
between the superior and local courts. Obviously, the local 
court probation officers are already overburdened with these 
investigations. Any attempt to increase the use of probation 
would overwhelm them with investigation requests. Because of 
this, conditional discharge is a popular sentence. If a person 
is not likely to be incarcerated as a result of conviction, 
conditional discharge saves the time and expense of the investi­
gation that would have to precede a sentence of probation. The 
frequent use of conditional discharge as opposed to probation pro­
vides TASC ~vi th 'a number of convicted persons Hho Here previously 
unsupervised. The potential for TASC impact, qualitatively, is 
substantial because of this void. 

The alternative to TASC as a tool for case disposition or sentence 
is never as apparent as it is for charges involvi.ng drugs. 
Table 5-17 presents the number of cases disposed of and sentenced 
during the sample months for drug offenses. The number,S a::e not 
large but they are greater for the final sample month. Th1.s 
follows with the finding from the p~evious section in this chapter -
there are more drug abusers entering the system than there previously 
had been. Since the volume of drug offenses disposed of is increasing, 
the potential for TASC impact will also be growing. 
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e. rASe Imp~~t On Jail Populations 

Westchester County maintains three correctional facilities: 
the County Jail for pre-trial detention for men; the County 
Penitentiary for sentenced men; and the County Correctional 
Unit for Women with sections for both sentenced women and 
those in pre-trial detenti.on. Recently, all attentions have 
been focused on the County Jail because of ove~crowded condi­
tions. The Jail has not been able to handle the: vOlume of 
men that are being held in pre-trial detention. The Jail has 
had to r'ely on the Penitentiary to house the overflow. Thus 
far', the Penitentiary has been able to meet the demand. 

None of the jail facilities in Westchester County maintains 
:r'eadily accessible data. The only solid jail popUlation 
information that the evaluators could gather was from the 
Office of Criminal Justice Planning. Table 5-18 presents the 
three facilities' figures for 1974 through 1978. As early as 
1978, the average daily County Jail population was at capacity 
and growing. During four of the five years on the chart, the 
Jail was over capacity at some point. The Penitentiary popula­
tion appears more stable on this chart than the Jail population 
does. Ccrpacity was never reached in the Penitel1tiary. It was 
never reached at the Women's Unit during the five years, either. 
However, the number of women incarcer·ated was obviously increas­
ing rapidly according to these data. 

There are several factors involved in the Jail overcrowding. 
Many persons in Westchester County are detained initially and 
then released at bond hearings when rap sheets are available. 
Presently, it can take several days to receive a rap sheet. 
Table 5-19 indicates that 50.4 percent of a sample* of the 
detention population are released within ten days of their 
detention. The percentage from Yonkers Court is even higher -
57.0 percent. A substantial portion of these persons are detained 
awaiting rap sheets. Another factor involved in large numbers of 
persons detained relates back to the requirement for pre-sentence 
investigations. Anyone who pleads guilty and does not receive a 
conditional discharge or a fine for a sentence, must Iqai t in pre­
trial detention (the Jail) until the investigation is completed. 
The Jail overcrowding problems, therefor'e, also tip the balance 
away from probation sentences and towards conditional discharges . 

*The Westchester County Office of Criminal Justice Planning 
is in the process of conducting a study on the Jail popu­
lation. A partial sample is being drp.wn by tracking all 
persons who are in incarceration on Saturday nights. The 
study was begun on January 1, 1979, and the evaluators have 
assessed the results of the first six months for discussion 
in this x'eport. 
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Solutions to the Jail problem al"le being sought constantly. S(\mc 
new cells are being built and new mechanisms are being d~veloped 
to receive rap sheets more quickly. The Pre-trial Services 
Institute has been considered quite helpful. TASC has also 
been given some credit for having a small role in reducing the 
population. TASC, hOHever, has never consid(~red this tt pt'imal'Y 
objective and the agency is not viewed as a solution to this 
problem. Table 5- 20 shows, however, that a notable pOr'tion ()f 
those detained are charged ~vith offenses often l.'elated to drug 
or alcohol abuse. The addition of TASe to eith(~l' RO'R or a bilil 
amount might expedite releases f01,"' some of these pOl'sons, if 'rAse 
chose to concentrate further in this area. 

~vhile all attentions have been directed towards the problems of 
the Jail, the Penitentiary has gone unnotice.d. As Table 5-18 
shows, the Penitentiary was not neal"' capacity in 1978. Hm.;rever, 
these statistics are two years old and no longer representative 
of the real situation. In the shadow of the Jail overcrowding 
problems, the Peni tentialJ'Y population has been gr>owing stnc1dily. 
Several factors have contributed to this. Of course, housing the 
Jail overflow has increased the population. As was seen earlier 
in this chapter, more persons are being sentenced to incarceration 
at local institutions in recent months. Also, the disposal of 
more serious cases at the lower court level will result in m'Jl!C 
jail sentences assigned. 

If the Penitentiary is not crowded, there is no pressure on v.7est­
chester County judges to seek alternatives to inca~ceration. This 
has been the situation. The justice system has not had to use TASe. 
TASe has been viewed primarily as a qualitative improvement to 
conditional discharges. While the justice system actors welcome 
TASC, they have not been utilizing it to its fullest capacity. 

With the Penitentiary population consistently rising) soon the 
justice system vlill not have an easy option for incarceration. 
When the Penitentiary fills to near capacity, judges and py·osecu­
tors will be forced to look for alternatives. TASe has been 
steadily gaining credibility in the justice system and will be 
available to impact on the Penitentiary population wh:m the time 
comes. Conditional discharges with the legitimacy of TASC will 
probably increase. Also, judges might utilize TASC with probation 
rather than incarcerate some persons. At the current rate of 
increase in the Penitentiary population, it is likely that TASC 
alternative dispositions ~vill be increasingly sought during the 
second grant period of Westchester County TASC. 
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Three Honths Prior To TASC' 

Total No. of DI'ug/ 
Month/ No. of AloohoJ. 
Year Cases Involved Clients 

5/79 141 27 

6/79 121 26 

7/79 150 26 

'fhree Months Af'ter TASe: 

9/79 168 33 

12/79 113 20 

2/80 1118 39 

Six Month Totals: 

I 841! 171 

• ., 

TClb10 5-1 

SIX HONTH SANPLE - i'ONKf.RS CITY COURT CASELOAD 

~ of Cases !j; ot DI'ugl % of Drug 
Vfith Drug/ Alcohol Abusel:'s With 
Alcohol Involved Clients Treatment 
Involved Clients Abusinr: Drugs HistoI'Y 

19.1 25.9 57.1 

21. 5 46.2 41.7 

17.3 lf6.2 41. 7 

19.6 48.5 68.B 

17.7 35.0 li2.9 

26.4 61. 5 16.7 

20.3 lf5.6 41. 0 

• • 

% at Drugl 
Alcohol. 
Involved Clients 
Abusinr: Alcohol 

74.1 
~ 

53.8 

53.8 

51. 5 

65.0 

38.5 

• 

% With 
Trea'tment 
HistorY 

35.0 

64.3 

64.3 

23.5 

30.8 

26.7 

39.8 1 

1 
t---
1.1) 

1 
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DISPOSITIONS OF ARRAIGNMENTS FOR DRUG OR 
ALCOHOL ABUSIHG POPULATION BY CRIME CATEGORY 
, (in raw figures) 

. 
Table 5-2 Three Month Sample Prior to TASC: 

Dismissed/ 
ROR Bail Plea' Transferred 

(N :: 30) (N :: 25) (N :: 12) CN = 9 ) 

Violation 11 4- 12 3 

B - Misdemeanor 2 2 0 1 

A - Misdemeanor 10 3 0 4 

E .. Fe:;t.ony 1 4 0 0 

D - Felony 5 10 0 1 

C - Felony 1 2 0 0 

Table 5-3 Three Month Sample After TASC: 

Dismissed/ 
ROR Bail Plea Tr>ansfer>r>ed 

eN :: 33l eN :: 48) CN :: 5) (N = 6) 

Violation 14 9 4 1 

B .. Misdemeanor> 1 1 1 1 

A - Misdemeanor 11 14- 0 3 

E - Felony 2 7 0 1 

D - Felony 5 9 0 0 

C - Felony a !.f- a 0 

B - Felony a 4 0 0 
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Total 
(N = 76) 

30 

5 -
17 

5 

16 -
3 

Total 
eN :: 92) 

2~ 

4 

28 

10 

14 

4 

4 



'l'able..§.::2±. Three 

ROR 
(39. S) 

Bail 
(32.9) 

Disposed Cases 
(27.6) 

DISPOSITIONS OF ARRAIGHMENTS FOR DRUG OR 
ALCOHOL ABUSING POPULATION W(THIN EACH CRIME CATEGORY 

(in '·percent ~ 

Month Sample Prior To TASC 

Violation B-Misdemeanor A-Misdemeanor E-Fe1ony D-Felony 
(N = 30) (N = 5) (N :: 17) (N = 5) (N = 1,6) 

36. 7 40.0 S 8. 8 20,0 31. 3 

13.3 40.0 17.7 80.0 62.5 

50. 0 20.0 23.S 0.0 6.3 

-" 

Table S-S Three Month Samp1(~ After TASC 

Violation B-Misdemeanor A-Misdemeanor E-Felony D-Felony 
(N = 28) eN = l~ ) eN = 28) (N = 10) (N = 14) 

i 
ROR 50. 0 25.0 39.3 20.0 3S.7 
(3S.9) 

Bail 32.1 25. 0 50.a 70.0 64.3 
(52.2) 

Disposed Cases 17.9 SO.O 10.7 10.0 0.0 
(12.0) 

• • .. • • • 

C ..... Pelony 
(N = 3) 

33.3 

66.7 

0.0 

C-Felony 
(N ::; 4) 

0.0 

100.0 

0.0 

• 

B-Felony 
(N = 4) 

0.0 

100.0 

0.0 

• 

I 

I 
CJ) 

Ll) 

I 

• 
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DISPOSITIONS OF ARRAIGNMENTS FOR DRUG OR 
ALCOHOL ABUSING POPULATION BY CURRENT TREATMENT STATUS 

. ~in percent) 

-- , .- - -
Table 5-6 Three Honth -- Sample Prior to TASC 

,- - , 

Dismissed/ 
ROR Bail Plea Transfel:'red 

(N :: 30) (N ::: 25') (N :: 12) (N = 9) -
CUl"'rently in 
tt'catment 33.3 20.0 25.0 22.2 
(N ::: 20) 
26. 3 

Not in treatme.nt " 

CN :::: 56) 66.7 80.0 75.0 77.8 
73.7 

--- -

LTable 5-7 Three Month Sample After TASC 

Dismissed/ 
ROR Bail Plea Transferred 

. (N = 33) eN :: 48) (N :: 5) eN = 6) 

Currently in 
treatment 27.3 25.0 0.0 0.0 
(N :: 21) 
22.8 

Not in treatment 
eN :: 71) 72.7 75.0 100.0 100.0 

:- 77.2 

l~ __ ~ ___ ~ ____________ _ -60-
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DISPOSITIONS OF ARRAIGID1ENTS FOR DRUG OR 
ALCOHOL ABUSING POPULATION BY 'l'REATHEN'f HISTORY 

(in percerft) ---

.......,r.,_ .. 

Table 5-8 Three Month Sample Priol" to TASC 
. 

Dismissc 
ROR Bail Plea Tr'ansfe!~ 

(N ::: 30) CN ::: 25) (N ::: 12) (N ::: "- , _. 
CUr'rent or' pr'ior' 
treatment histor'Y 60.0 40.0 50.0 41L 
(N ::: 38) 
50. 0 

--
No treatment history 
(N ::: 38) 40.0 60.0 50.0 56. 6 
50.0 

~"''''''-

I 
~ 

--
Table 5-9 Thr'ee Month Sample After TASC --

Dismissed! 
ROR Bail Plea Transfer'red 

(N ::: 33) (N ::: 48) (N ::: 5) (N ::: 6) 

Curr'ent or pr'ior 
tr'eatment history 36.4 33.3 20.0 16.7 
(N ::: 30) 
32.6 

No treatment history 
(N ::: 62) 63.6 G6.7 80.0 83.3 
67.4 
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CHIME CNf.EGORIES OF DRUG AND ALCOHOL ABUSING 
POPULATION BY TYPE OF ABUSE 

(in percent) 

Table 5-10 

Thrc.e Months Prior To TASC: 

. 
Drug Alcohol 

(N = 31) (N = it 5 ) 

Violation 22.6 51.1 
(N = 30) , 
B - Ml.sdemeanor 9.7 4.4 
(N = 5) 
A - Ml.sdemeal'lor 25.8 20.0 
(N = 17) 
E - Felony 16.1 0.0 
(N = 5) 
D - Felony 22.6 20.0 
(N = 16) 
c - Felony 3.2 - . if: ~ 
~ = 3) 

1'able 5-11 

Three Months After> TASC: 

Drug c Alcohol 
(N = 47) (N = 45) 

Violation 8. 5 53.3 
(N = 28) 
B - J.vIisdemeanor 2.1 . 6.7 
(N = 4) 
A - Misdemeanor 44. ,. 15.6 
(N = 28) 
E - Felony 14.9 6. 7 
(N = 10) 
D - Felony 

, 
19.1 11.1 

(N = 14) 
C - Felony 6.4 2.2 
(N· = 4) 
B - Felony 4.3 4.4 
(N = 4) -

L __ 
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DISPOSITIONS OF ARRAIGNMENTS FOR DRUG 

AND ALCOHOL ABUSING POPULATION BY TYPE OF ABUSE 
(in pe~cent) . 

Table 5-12 Th~ee Months Pt"io~ to TASC 

• ---- , , 

D~ug Alcohol 
(N = 31) (N = 45) 

40.8 59.2 - -
• ROR 54.8 28.9 

. . 
Bail 35.5 31.1 

._- .. ~ . 

• Plea 6.5 22.2 
,.' .-

Dismissed/ 
'r~ansfer~ed 3.2 17.8 

l --.. 

• 

• 
Table 5-13 Th~ee Honths After TASC 

D~ug Alcohol 

• (N = 47) (N = 45) 
51.1 48.9 

ROR 29.8 1!-2.2 

• Bail 61.7 42.2 

Plea 4.3 6. 7 

• Dismissed/ 
Tr'ansfer'r'ed 4.3 8.9 
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Month/ 
Year 

3/79 

9/79 

3/80 

I) 

Total No. 
of Cases 
Disposed 

200 

273 

Table 5-1L~ 

YONKERS CITY COURT, CRIMINAL PART III 

THREE MONTH SANPLE OF TOTAL CASE DISPOSITIONS 

No. Convicted g 
No. Held Sentenced No. Adjudi-
for Grand By By cated Youthful 
Jury Verdict Plea Offender> 

18 1 97 6 
( 9.0) (0.5) (L~8.5) (3.0) 

31 2 117 10 
(lL 3) (0.73) (42.9) (3.7) 

14 4 132 13 
( 5. 8) (1. 7) (55.0) (5.4) 

Number> 
Acg,uitted 

2 
(1.0) 

0 
(0.0) 

3 
(1. 3) 

Number> 
Accusatory 
Instrument 
Dismissed 

32 
(16.0) 

71~ 
(27.1) 

37 
(15.4) 

'~,'~Other includes several types of unspecified dispositions. However, the maj ori-ty 
of the category seems to be made up by ACD cases. Two offenses made up a sub­
stantial portion of these cases: 

Month/Year 
Year 

3/79 
9/79 
3/80 

• 

Total No. of Other 
Case Dispositions 

t~4 

39 
37 

• .. 

No. of Other Case 
Dispositions for 
Petit Larceny 

20 
22 
14 

• • 

No. of Other> Case 
Dispositions for 
Disorderly Conduct 

10 
5 
9 

• 

Other}'r~· 

44 
(22.0) 

39 
(14.3) 

37 
(15.4) 

I 
.::j-
c.o 
I 



Table 5-15 

YONKERS CITY COURT, CRIMINAL PART III t THREE MONTH SENTENCING SAMPLE 

Local Institutions Probation Conditional Discharge 

3/79 9/79 3/80 3/79 9/79 3/80 3/79 9/79 3/80 

MISDEMEANORS: 

Assault 1 2 3 2 2 1 1 1 a 
( 25.0) ( 40.0) ( l~2. 9) ( 50.0) ( lfO.O ( 14.2) ( 25.0) ( 20.0) ( 0.0) 

Petit Larceny 11 8 12 4 1 0 1 7 4 
( 68. e) ( lf7.1) ( 75.0) ( 25.0) ( 5.6) ( 0.0) ( 6.3) ( 38.9) ( 25.0) 

Criminal Trespass 2 2 13 0 0 2 0 0 2 
<100.0) (100.0) ( 76.5) ( 0.0) ( 0.0) ( 11.8) ( 0.0) ( 0.0) ( 11.8) 

VIOLATION: 

Disorderly Conduct 7 6 7 0 a 1 31 35 3 L~ 
( 14.6) ( 11.5) ( 16.7) ( 0.0) ( 0.0) ( 2.4) ( 64.6) ( 67.3) ( 81. 0) 

-
ALL OFFENSES: 27 33 57 9 6 9 l~ 7 59 60 

( 27.5) ( 27.7) ( 41. 9) ( 9.1) ( 5.0) ( 6.6) ( 413.0) ( 49.6) ( 44.1) 

• • " • • 

Fine 

3/79 9/79 

0 0 
( 0.0) ( 0.0) 

, 

0 1 
( 0.0) ( 5.6) 

0 0 
( 0.0) ( 0.0) 

10 11 
( 20.8) ( , 21. 2) 

21 21 
( 21.4) ( 17.6) 

( 

( 

( 

( 

( 

3/80 

3 
42.9) 

0 
D.O) 

0 
0.0) 

0 
0.0) 

10 
7.4) 

I 
U') 

I.D. 
I 



Table 5-16 

HESTCHESTER COUNTY DEPARTMENT OF PROBATION _.-
CRIllINAL COURl.S - VOLUMES OF PRE-SENTENCE INVESTIGATIONS 

Superoioro Court Local Court Tot"al 

19 7l~ 926 1,510 2,4-36 
(38%) (62%) 

1975 1,066 1,814- 2,880 
(37 96) (63 96) 

1976 1,102 1~959 3,061 
(36 96) (64-%) 

- -
• 1977 1,024 2,279 3,303 

(31%) (69 96) 

• 
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Table 5-17 

YONKERS CITY COURT, CRIMINAL PART III 

DISPOSITION AND SENTENCING OF DRUG OFFENSES -
THREE HONTH SAMPLE . 

No. of Cases DisEOSGd 

Offense Category - Original Charge, 3/79 9/79 3/80 

Controlled Substance (felony) 2 0 1 

Controlled Substance (misdemeanor) 3 5 4 

Marijuana (felony) a a 1 

Marijuana (misdemeanor) 1 3 4 

Marijuana (violation) 3 3 3 

No. of Cases Sentenced 

Offense Category - At Sentencing 3/79 9/79 3/80 

Controlled Substance (misdemeanor) 1 a 5 

Harijua.na (misdemeanor) 1 2 0 

Harijuana (violation) 4 5 3 
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Table 5-18 
11'ESTCHEStfER COUNTY CORRECTIONAL FACILITIES 

1974 - 1978 POPULATIONS ' 

JAIL (250 Capacity) 

1974 1975 1976 1977 1978 

Highest Humber> of Inmates at 
Any rrime Dur>ing Year> 268 262 234- 265 294-

-
Lowest Number> of Inmates at 
Any Time DUr>ing Year> 164- 178 180 192 201 

Daily Average Numbe~ of Inmates 
Dut'ing Year 208 222 206 228 248 

,,-- . . . 
..... ... b . -

apac~ y PENITENTIARY (377 C 't) 
...... _-

1974 1975 1976 1977 1978 

• - -
Highest Number> of Inmates at 
Any Time DUr>ing Year> 197 210 203 225 203 

Lowest Number> of Inmates at 
Any Time DUr>ing Year> 14-8 134 119 158 119 

Daily Aver>age Number> of Inmates -1 =l During Year> 162 157 191 157 

WOMEN'S UNIT (62 Capacity) 

1974 1975 1976 1977 1978 

Highest Number> of Inmates at 
Any Time DUr>ing Year 31 28 37 45 52 

-

Lowest Number of Inmates at 
Any Time During Year> 14- 14- 17 19 28 

- -
Daily Average Number of Inmates 
DUr>ing Year 20 20 14- 31 39 

--

-68-



• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

,-----______ ..... - '1111 

Table 5-19 

COUNTY JAIL DETENTION POPULATION 
BY ---

LENGTH OF TrHE DETAINED* 

Number of 
Days Detaineq 

1 - 2 

3 - 5 

6 - 10 

11 - 15 

J..6 - 20 

21, - 30 

31 - 40 

41 - 90 

91 -150 

151 -250 

252 -365 

(in percent) 

From Yonkel."s Fro:n All 
Court Courts 

(N = 235) . 1N~2) 

26.8 22.1 

18.3 15.5 

11. 9 12.8 

6.8 6.7 

6.4 6. 5 

8. 5 7.7 

3.0 6.3 

10.6 11.1 

3.4 4.8 

3. a 3.9 

1.3 2.5 

;~Based on partial sample drawn by Office of Criminal 
Justice Planning - January 1) 1979 th:r1ough 
June 30, 1979. 
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Felonies: 

Criminal T~espass 

Burgla~y 

C~iminal Mischief 

D~ug Offenses 

Misdemeanors: 

Assault 

C~iminal T~espass 

C~iminal Mischief 

Petit La~ceny 

D~ug Offenses 

Violation: 

--------- -- - ------------------------------- --- -- -----l 

Table 5-20 I 
COUNTY JAIL DETENTION POPULATION BY 

LENGTH OF TIME DETAINED FOR SPECIFIC CHARGES 1: 
-'IyI,OIi - ..., 

F~om Yonkers Court From All Cou~ts 
D et ained 1 0 De·t-a..;,.i;.....n...:.e-::d--:-:M-o-~-e Detained 10 Detained More 
Days or Less Than 10 Days Dax~ or Less Than 10 Days 

a 2 6 9 

19 20 87 120 

1 2 7 6 

l~ 3 32 32 

1 1 13 17 

5 2 21 16 

2 1 10 6 

28 7 5 t~. 37 

1 1 11 5 

t 
0 
['-.. 

I 

Disord~rly Conduct/Harassment 11 8 60 ?1 

TOTAL OFFENSES 13L~ 101 627 615 

*Based on partial sample drawn January 1, 1979 through June 30, 1979 by Office of Criminal 
Justice Planning. 

• • • • • • • • " • • 
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CHAPTER 6 - 'rASC REl.ATIONSHIP WITH TREATMENT PROGRAMS 

Introduction -------. 
Wcstchente'l:" County TASC does not have a bias towards any 
particulal'l typc of tr'eatment or treatment modality. 
Hcferl'tl.ls are madc based on the results of individual 
client screenings. Conscquently, TASC has relationships 
with: a residential drug progl"lam, drug-free outpatient 
progt'arns, methadone maintenance programs, youth-oriented 
drug proBrams, and various types of alcohol treatment 
pI'ogr,uns. The evaluators intcrviewed representatives 
from several of these agencies in an effort to determine 
the quality of these relationships and any impact that the 
existence of TASC has had on them. 

As a result of these interviews, the evaluators concluded 
that Westchester County TASC has been successful in 
establishing very good working l"lelationships with the 
majority of programs that they utilize. TASC administrators 
and staff persons wel"'e described as accessible, flexible, 
and suppol"ltive. Several TASC workers are considered very 
knowlcdgeable and expcrienced in the treatment and criminal 
justice fields. Less experienced staff have been viewed 
as eager learners. 

The following sections discuss the impact that TASC 
having on treatment programs in Hestchester County. 
comment and conclusions are based on the interviews 
with treatment staff. 

is 
The 

conducted 

A. Impact On Treatment Referrals 

According to respondents, TASC clients make up anywhere 
from five percent to thirty-five percent of the caseload 
of the treatment programs visited. Several programs 
cited TASC as a valuable source of referrals f~om the 
criminal justice system. The agency that TASC utilizes 
most frequently for drug treatment referrals was involved 
in the court system prior to the existence of TASC in 
Westchester County. When TASC became established in the 
courts, this agency withdrew. The court activity of the 
TASC staff has supplied the agency with as many clients 
as they were receiving previously through their own 
outreach efforts. Host of the counselors interviewed 
from'this agency feel that court referrals have increased 
because the TASC worket"s are in court on a daily basis 
while the counselors from the program were only in court 
two or three days a week. The fact that TASC is strongly 
supported by the Assistant District Attorneys was also 
noted as a reason that TASC can get more justice system 
referrals. 
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A representative fl'om the program for youthful (h~ug offondcl"f3 
stated that prior to TASC he consistently tried to elicit 
referral from the justice system, but he was unsuccessful in 
acquil"ling them. Refex'rals from TASC Ne'l'e the fix'$t court 
clients that he received. Hethodone progl'\~1ms .:11S0 exprcosod 
hope that their evolving relationship with TASC will lc':1.d to 
many more court l"eferrals. They have t'l'\adi tioni:1.11y felt that 
the justice system did not favor or underotand the type of 
treatment that they offered. 

TASC referrals were characterized as appl'Opl~ii1te in the 
majority of cases. Several programs stated that, morc 
impol"'tantly, TASC never "dumpsl1 clients on progl'ams. If 
there are pl"'oblems Hi th a client refel'll"'cd, the 1'ASC workl.c'tt'o 
handle them. If a new referral is needed, TASC al"'ran~eB fol'" 
one. Cooperation from other referral SOUl."ces is not tl.f:l 
consistent. 

Diffel"'ences Between TASC and Non-TASC Clients 

TASC clients do not look very diffel'ent physici"l.lly fl:om other 
clients in treatment programs in iVeBtchester County. In the 
alcohol programs, TASC olients are somewhat younger thnl1 ()th(~r'G. 
One alcohol program also noted a muoh higher conccntl.'ation of 
males runong TASC referrals, in comparison to clients from 
othel"l referral souroes. In the youthful drug prog:t"lams, 'rASC 
olients are generally the oldest clients in treatment. Other 
types of drug pl"logl"'ams oonsidel"'ed TASC reff;'l"'r('3.ls ve:r.'y typ:i.cal 
olients in the programs. 

Nost of the agencies where TASC clients were younger thiln 
others found TASC clients to be somewhat more diffioult to 
work with in treatment. The clients tend to need mord support 
and laok sufficient motivation. On the other hand, when 'rASe 
olients were the older segment of the treatment population~ 
counselors felt that TASC clients were easier to treat than 
others beoause of their maturity. 

The maj ori ty of the respondents thought that the levcl'age of 
the ol"'iminal justioe mandate was a helpful tool in keeping 
olients involved in the treatment 'Drocess. In addition to 
TASC olients, most progl"arns receive probation clients mandated 
to treatment, Although treatment and probation set'::m to share 
an unusually good relationship in Westchester County, several 
counselors expl"'lessed the feeling that the TASC mandate had 
more strength than others because of TASC's strict monitorin~ 
system . 
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±Inpant on the Treatment Process 

Geve~al TASC p~ograms have encountered difficulties with 
trl1atment progr>ams over interference with clients. 'rASC 
PI'Oj ects have frequently been accused of overstepping their> 
boundaries and becoming too involved in the treatment pro­
ceGs. This has not been a problem for Westchester County 
TASC. In fact, the majority of progrruns encourage TASC 
to pc:tr>tiaipa.te in the tr>eatment process to some extent. 

Some TASC wo~kar>s personally escort clients to treatment 
for' intake. 'l'his procedure is greatly preferred by treat­
mcmt staff. The counselors feel that the more personal 
contact th,;!.:!: TASC has with treatment and the client) the 
more impact they will have on the process. Some programs 
rnpo'l:ted that they have had a lot of personal contacts with 
'rASC. Othel:'s reported that they have had numerous inter­
tH:!tions Hi th some workers, but Hould like more contacts 
with other> staff member>s. Telephone contact \Vas univer'sally 
considered high. 

Only one treatment agency expressed r>eal dissatisfaction 
with the level of contacts with TASC. This program feels 
that TASC should get much more involved with the clients. 
They think that the r'eferr>als need to be followed-up with 
support from TASC workers. This program would rather' see 
staff ~'lOrking directly with clients than being in court all 
day. A portion of this agency's complaint, however, actually 
addressed the TASC concept more than the Y1estchester' County 
project. 

Allother area of potential conflict between TASC proj ects 
and treatment agencies is client tel."'mination. TASC require­
ments are different and often stricter than treatment's 
and this can cause a problem. Westchester County TASC 
has not experienced much difficulty in this area. One 
agency stated that TASC terminated clients faster than they 
did and another said that TASC was slower to terminate than 
they were.· No agency felt that this was a problem. 

One treatment program feels strongly that urine monitoring 
interferes with the treatment process. However, they 
realize that TASC must continue to do this. 

One other incidence of negative impact on the treatment 
process was mentioned during the interviews. In one Pl"l()­
gram, a youth was both a TASC client and a probationer'. The 
probation officer allegedly did not want TASC to be involved 
with'the client. After inter-agency fighting over the 
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(;]. '1 (~Ht > tho pr·obation officer vd thdrew the client from treatment. 
Tl.f~f;T'(:;::i'!:m(mt program was quite upset. They felt that the client 
~Ht:; Ll'(;l1tly :i.n n~cd of counseling and that he was progressing. 
ThiG Wi1.S tin icol(,lted incident. Hov7ever, the program hopes that 
t'(:lilt:i (;Tlf3 betw(~(m probation and TASC do not again interfere with 
a c]:i.rmt I S tI'(;u.tment. 

T1m~t~.!}t 2,n 'r,'£.r;:Q.!!M::!nt Pl"oa;r>am Operations 

'l'h(~ largcn'l: opcr<ltiona1 impact that TASC has had has been on the 
tr()n t.1I1(;nt agency that had sent representatives to court. Prior 
to 'rAGe) tlw. supervisor from each of the five p:t:'ogram si tee spent 
tw(.) or three days a week in court. The court schedule was diffi-· 
CH1] t to integrt'lte with counseling schedules. Evening counseling 
f:H::[wions claf3hed with daytime work hours 'in court. At times the 
f.mpervico:t:'s cv(m had to attend evening court. The net result was 
that supervisors 'had very little time to devote to actual treatment. 

Since TASC has been in existence, this agency has stopped sending 
rcpl"lescntativcs to court regulal"lly. They are very satisfied with 
TASC's screening abilities and credibility in the courts. They 
f(~el that they are receivi.ng as many refer>ra1s as they would have 
if they were still in court. TASe has saved them a consi~erable 
amount of manpower and money by taking over this responsibility. 
Treatment personnel are now available to provide treatment since 
they have been relieved of their court duties. 

The evaluators cited two other obvious indications that TAse has 
had an impact on treatment operations. The first was in the 
office of a supervisor at a drug program. On his wall, the super­
visor had three large clipboards hanging. The purpose of these 
boards is to record process data from daily treatment activities. 
T~vo of the three clipboards recorded TAse information only. One 
was for TASe urinalysis and the other was for TASC client attend­
ance. It was apparent that 'rASe is having an impact on this agency. 

The other indication vIaS found at a program for youthful drug 
offenders. The supervisor of the agency visited has assigned a 
particular counselor to handle all TAse clients. This agency con­
siders their relationship with TAse an important one. The counselor 
was assigned to ensure that the relationship continues to be a 
mutually satisfactory one. 

Paperwork 

Only one of the treatment programs visited considered TASe report­
ing burdensome. Some others lightly complained about the time 
involved in completing report forms. However, one of these 
counselors was quick to add that he finds the reports to be a 
helpful client review for himself. Most agency representatives 
found TASC requirements acceptable and this type of paperwork 
just a fact of life. One counselor compared the TASe report form 
to reports that have to be done for probation. TAse reports were 
considered much quicker to do than the narrative style of report 
that probation requires. 
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The diagnostic information tl"lat TASC fOl''IHards to agenci(;~'! 
on l'leferrals is satisfactory to all progl"lams. All l)f i:he 
treatment programs prefel'l to do their Oi·m client as:H~stmHHlt, 
though. TASC information, therefore, is a helpful iI1tl~O­
duction, but any additional diagnostic work by TASC would 
only be duplicated by the programs. 

One area of paperwork that disturbed several respondents 
Has the TASC client contract. Treatment prop,;l"'ams fAIt that 
the wOl"'ding of the contl"'act invited clients to abuse drug:; 
or alcohol at least once after the contl"'act HuS signed. 1 
However, TASC has been wOl"'king with treatment to develop 
a more appropriate client contract. 

In sum, the evaluators concluded that Westchestel'" County TASC 
has developed successful relationships with tl"'eatment programs. 
Also, TASC has had a positive impact on treatment in s8vGl"'al 
regal"'ds. The majol'" areas of impact al"'e: 

TASC has supplied pl"'ogl'lams with cl'liminal justice systE:"'.m 
refel'll"'als. Pl"'ior to TASC, some of these l"'eferl"'als Here 
impossible or time-consuming to get. 

The TASC mandate is considel"'ed an effective mechanism to 
keep clients in treatment. 

Tl"'eatment programs feel that TASC participation in the 
treatment pl"'ocess is likely to have a positive impact on 
treatment. 

The evaluators recommend tha't TASC: 

Maintain personal contact Hith treatment staff and, when at 
all possible, escort clients to initial intake interviews. 

Clarify lines of responsibility to clients with the treatment 
agency that was dissatisfied with the level of contacts. 

Ensure that any difficulties with other agencies do not 
interfere with a client's treatment. 

Review the revised client contract with treatment programs. 

1 
The exact wording is: 
For drug clients: "".and no more than one urine tested 
positive in any 30-day period after the first month.,." 
For alcohol clients: 1I, •• and no more than one occurl"'ence 
of intoxication per month may OCCUl'" subsequently ... 11 
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CHAPTER 7 - 'l'A8C IMPACT ON TREATHENT 
_~ l ,.------....~.~_...;.;;;.......;;.......;;.. _____ ......... ...;;;.;....=~~;;... 

'I'A3C prOeri'.lms can have both positive and negative impact on 
t~~atmcryt prog~ams that they utilize. The following possihili­
t l.(~ S ex.:.tG t : 

TAGe can become a significant source of clients - in the 
extl:'(~rne) the near sale source of referr"als. 

TASC can become a significant source of clients who have not 
been previously involved in treatment. The TASe alternative 
is responsible for 1:he decision to enter> treatment now. 

rrAse can become a significant source of clients who succeed 
in tr"eatment. If TASe clients succeed with a greater 
frequency than non-TASe clients, it can be argued that the 
extr'a leverage of compliance with criminal justice stipu­
lations under TASC supervision results in greater success. 

TASC can become a significant source of criminal justice 
contacts. EVen if TASC does not provide a treatment program 
with a large volume of refel"rals, TASC can still impact' 
substantially if the agency uses TASC as a clearinghouse 
for criminal justice information for both TASC and non-TASC 
clients. Indications of this impact v10uld be reduced court­
related work, reduced escort services, and increased use of 
TASC as a source of information and referrals. 

TASC can have a negative impact through burdensome paperwork 
requirements or interference in the treatment process. The 
amount of paperwork that an agency will complete, and the 
level of interactions with TASC t~at an agency will encourage, 
will l"'eflect that agency's perception of TASC I s positive 
impact and the extent of its usefulness in the treatment 
process. 

TASC can becom8 a source of inappropriate, difficult, or 
troublesome clients. If TASC clients fail in treatment more 
readily than others, or disrupt treatment for other clients, 
the conclusion might be that this is attributable to the 
lack of motivation or manipulative nature of TASC clients. 

Several of the above impact issues have already been addressed 
in the preceding chapter on TASC's relationship with treatment 
programs. Comments of treatment staff interviewed definitely 
discounted the possibility that this TASC program is having a 
negative impact on its treatment programs. TASC paperwork is not 
welcomed by most of the agencies, but it is not resent~d either. 
Interactions between treatment staff and TASC staff are greatly 
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encouraged by treatment. Obviously, TAse is viewed as nn asset 
to the treatment process. TAse olients have becn dcscribml l)(,:rth 
as easier to deal with and some~vhat more difficult to dC.:ll with 
than others, but their presence has never been depicted as a 
negative influence on treatment. 

The previous chapter also discusses the perceptions of treatment 
personnel a,s to how much of a positive impact TASe has had on 
their program. In this section, the evaluators present actual 
data to illustrate what that impact has been. tl'hroueh the 
Westchester County Department of Mental Health, the evaltlatol'S 
~..,ere pel~mi tted access to monthly census l."'Ieports submi tt<:'Hl by all 
drug and alcohol treatment pI'ograms in the County. In addition 
to the census figures for the dl"Ug progl"lams, the evaluators Wf:~l)C 
also given access to client charactel~istic8 of the monthly 
admissions. The evaluators sele.cted th'r'ee months of pl"lop;'r'am 
admissions prior to the existence of TASe for a baseline compari­
son. Data from the three months - January, l'iarch, and June of 
1979, - were hand-coded by the evaluators for seven methadone 
maintenance p'r'ograms, eight dl"ug-fr>ee programs) and scv(m alcohol 
pl"lograms. 

Alcohol Progr>ams 

Table 7-1 presents the number of admissions that alcohol progrums 
had during the three sample months. It also shows the number of 
TASe admissions to each of the programs. (All refer>ences to TASe 
admissions in this chapter include all clients admitted to t:t'eat­
ment through May, 1980, plus some of June's admissions.) for two 
of the programs, thel"le were no TAse admissions. However, the 
evaluators were informed by Westchester> County Medical Center 
staff that admissions to their detoxification unit (one of the 
programs where TASe had no admissions) must be processed through 
the psychiatric unit, which would present difficulties for TASe. 
According to TAse administration) however, this situation has not 
existed for the last six months, it being further claimed that at 
least four persons have been admitted to Detox via TAse during 
this time. The other alcohol program to which TASe did not admit 
clients, Half Hay Houses of Westchester, Inc.~ is very small. 
During the three ·sample months, this program never had a client 
census of over nine pe~sons. Therefore, each of these programs 
would be problematic ,for TAse to impact upon. 

For four out of five of the other alcohol programs, the volume of 
TASe admissions is greater than the volume of monthly admissions 
for any of the sample months. If TAse admissions represented a 
full year of referrals that were admitted to treatment, TAse 
admissions would represent 13.0 percent of admissions to the five 
agencies. Since these figures do not nearly reflect a full year 
for TAse (for the last TAse site, they only represent a maximum 
of four months' referrals), TAse impact on these alcohol programs 
probably exceeds 13.0 percent by quite a bit. This data confirms 
that TAse is having a positive impact on alcohol treatment programs 
as a supplier of admissions. 
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!tg.:th~!.2nc 11~nt::-ll£n2e Programs 

'ra1>lc; 7-2 pr'oscnt!3 similar information) but this chart is 
devoted tCl methadone maintenance programs. There is only one 
metlmd()ne program to which TASC has not had a client admitted. 
'I'lLi::; pr(')f~rflm, hOHcver, is located in the area Ylhere TASC was 
(~stabl:i.ahed most recently. For the other six agencies, TAse 
adminr:donc r'anged from one to thit"teen, and averaged a little 
mo!~e than five per program. TASC has not yet had the numerical 
impact: on mnthadone programs that it has had on alcohol programs . 
If thcr;(~ admissions represented a full year of TASC, TASC 
cli.(mts vlould be f+. 3 percent of methadone program admis sions 
at these aeencies~ After a full year 'V7ith all units operating, 
the pc!'ccntage will obviously be greater, 

The evaluators also compared client characteristics for TASC 
admissions to methadone maintenance programs to those of the 
admissions during the three sample months, This comparison 
was done to see if the TASC clients looked the same as the 
other methadone clients, or if TASC Has involving different 
SOl"lts of persons in this type of tl"'eatment. Table 7-3 pre­
sents the findings . 

Some notable distinctions bet\veen the two groups were found. 
'l'ASe clients \Vere older than others - 14.8 percent of TAse 
client admissions were 25 years old or younger, 34.9 percent 
of sample admissions Here in this younger age group. TAse 
clients were somewhat more female - 33.3 percent as opposed to 
25.8 percent. The racial balance of admis£ions was reversed 
for the two groups. OVer sixty percent of TASe admissions 
were black, ",'hile over sixty percent of the sample admissions 
~'7ere white. Based on the results of this comparison, the 
evaluators conclude that TAse is having an impact on methadone 
programs by involving persons in this type of treatment who 
would not otherwise have entered it. 

Drug Free Programs 

Table 7-4 presents data on seven outpatient drug free treatment 
programs and compares this to TASC admissions to the programs. 
TASC has neve~ had clients admitted to two of the programs. 
One of the two, Cage, is actually a teen center more than a 
treatment program and many TASC clients would be too old for 
this agency. The other program, Pelham Guidance Council, did 
not have any admissions for two of the three sample months 
either. In addition, the Pelham program focuses on prevention 
and early intervention and may not be appropriate for many TASC 
clients. A third program merged Ylith another since TASC's 
inception, thereby blunting any possible TASC impact on total 
admissions. 
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The number of TAse :r:eferrals to the l"le.muining f0Ul" Pl").f,!'n.:n'3 
ranged f:r:om one client - to another pl."log:r>am with a mil:i..n thr\u:;t 
towards pl:'evention, to eighteen clients - to a mUlti-site 
counseling program. Refer:r>als averaged nine pcr agency. 
IE TASC admiss.ions :r>epresented a full ope:r.l:l.tional yelll:',' thoy 
i-muld be 8.1 percent of admissions to these pr'ogl"lams. 'rASe t B 
impac't, therefore, is cel"tainly at least 1 0 pel.'cent of th(HH'! 
agencies. 

The la:r:gest Hestchester County d!'ug f:r.ee progl.:,nm) the 
Renaissance Project, was considered separately in Table 7-5. 
This was considered individually for two reasons: bccauDB 
TAse utilizes it more frequently than any other program, and 
because the introduction of TASe had a different type of 
impact on this program. Renaissance was the only pror;ram, 
prior to TASC, that was heavily involved in the COU1'tS. 'Vlhe.n 
TASe began operations, Renaissance wi thdre'i'; almost entirely 
from the courts in anticipation of receiving the same -type of 
court refer'rals that they had been attracting through TASe. 
The data in Table 7-5 test for this impact. 

In three sample months of 1979, the Renaissance residential 
facility at Ellenville received nine admissions. In less than 
one year, TAse referred and admitted twenty-four clients to 
the program. Certainly not all of the 1979 Ellenville residents 
were court referred. It seems apparent, therefore, that TASe 
is admitting even more court clients to the Renaissance resi­
dence than had been previously placed through their own out:r.each 
efforts. (TASe has not been in operation long enough to have 
any admissions to the other residential Renaissance facility -
Re-entry. ) 

There are four primary Renaissance sites for outpatient drug 
free treatment - New Rochelle, Port Chester, and Yonkers have 
been constant. Prior to TASe, there was a facility in Mount 
Kisco. This has relocated in Bedford Hills. TASC has accounted 
for fifty-three referrals to the four sites in less than one 
year. Even if the TASe figure represented one fully operational 
year, TASC would' be supplying Renaissance outpatient programs 
with nearly thirty percent of their clients. TAse is obviously 
identifying, referring, and admitting the court clients that 
the Renaissance workers would have if they had remained in court. 

Table 7-6 examines the client characteristics of the admissions to 
the drug free programs (Renaissance and the seven others) from 
the three sample months. The characteristics are compared to 
those of all TASe clients admitted to drug free programs. Again, 
this type pf chart is utilized to see if TAse is involving 
different sorts of clients in treatment. Some differences did 
emerge. 
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'rAce (~licnts in drug free programs are older than the general 
pr,Jpulation from this 1979 sample - I.j. 3.3 percent of TASe clients 
W('\l~(~ older' than tV7enty-five years old, and only 22.3 percent of 
(Jtlv;;rs were in this age bracket. Drug free TASe clients had a 
r;liehtly higher frequency to be male and white than sample 
clients did. The largest distinction betV7een the groups was 
Cf~c:n in primary drug of abuse. One-third of the TAse clients 
abused alcohol prima:r>ily,las opposed to less than three percent 
of the general drug free treatment population. The incidence 
of primary opiate abuse was nearly even for the two groups. 
Almost thirty pet'cent of the 1979 sample considered marijuana 
thc.ir primary drug. Only 16.2 percent of TAse clients were 
primax'y marij uana abuset's. On the basis of this chart, one 
can conclude that TASe is admitting more persons who are older, 
with a higher incidence of alcohol problems, to drug free treat­
ment programs than had pl:"'eviously been admitted. 

Impact Statements 

As a result of the analyses in this chapter, the following 
statements can be" made about the impact of TASC on treatment 
pl"lograms in Hestchester ~ County: 

The volume of TASe referrals to all sorts of treatment 
programs is notable. TAse is obviously a recognizable 
source of clients. Numerically, TASe has had a greater 
impact on alcohol programs than drug programs. Also, 
impact has been greater on drug free programs as opposed 
to methadone programs. 

TAse is referring different sorts of persons to drug 
programs than they traditionally J::'>eceive. This is parti­
cularly true with regard to methadone programs. Without 
TASe, many of these persons may not have entered treatment. 
(Datawere not available on persons in alcohol treatment.) 

TAse is definitely a significant source of criminal justice 
contacts for the Renaissance Project. Renaissance virtually 
stopped previous court activity to rely upon TASe referrals. 
The volume of admissions from TASe referrals is very high. 
The impact of TASe has been very positive. 

1 
Drug free outpatient programs are more like.ly to 
admit persons having mixed addictions (i.e., drug 
and alcohol) than are alcohol treatment programs. 
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Table 7-1 

MONTHLY ADMISSIONS AND TAse ADMISSIONS 
TO ALCOHOL TRHATNENT PROGRAMS 

.. I " ...... __ ........ 

Alcohol Program 

Rockland Psychiatric 
Center Progl"ams 

Westchester County 

_ Monthly Admissions 
Janual"'Y Mal"ch J'ti"nc 

1979 1979 1979 -
1 6 6 

Medical Center (OP)* 41 36 49 

Westchester County 
Medical Center (Detox)36 

United Hospital 
Alcoholic Clinic 

Halfway Houses of 
Westchester, Inc. 

St. Vincent's Clinic 

Alcoholism Clinib 

TOTALS 

3 

10 

35 

150 

67 

20 

2 

10 

35 

176 

65 

14 

3 

13 

33 

183 

TAse 
Admissions 
___ OJ "</1 •• 

22 

51 

o 

34 

o 

7 

59 

173 

~'¢Includes outpatient facilities at Valhalla and Ossining. 
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Table 7-2 -

MONTfUJY ADMISSIONS AND TASC ADMISSIONS 
'1'0 HE'1'I.l'ADONE MAIWPENANCE TREATMENT PROGRAMS - . 

---11onthly Admissions 
Jnnua:r.y March June TASC • ~1.ut~f3:.(1E..lli~_!Jroeram 1979 1979 1979 Admissions . 

Guidance I;cntcr of 
New Rochelle MMTP 14 5 19 7 

Mount Ver)non MH'l'P 8 5 18 13 

Peekskill HMTP 6 3 5 0 

St. l1oseph's ~1M'l'P 10 9 28 5 i. St. Vincent's Ml'1TP 5 10 5 3 

~"hi to Plains 
Hospital MMT? 15 10 15 1 

Yonkel's General 
Hospital MMTP 3 3 3 

TOTALS 62 45 93 32 

• 

.. 

• 

• 
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TASC 

Sample 

COMPARISON OF CLIENT C!~RPCTERISTICS 
TASC CLIENT ADMISSIONS 1'0 HET'1ADONE PROGlW1S 

VS. 
THREE HONTH SAHPLE~': OF CLIENT ADMISSIONS 

<in percent) . . ' .'-

~. . ...""''''''----.-~- ---... -'-"" 
AGE 

~17 18-21 22-25 26-30 31-ltO l~ 1+ . --"""""'~I~ ..... -

0.0 o. 0 14.8 59.3 22.2 3.7 

0.0 6.1 26. 8 43.4 21.2 2.5 

'-----------------__ ~ ______ ~. __ O\_""~,,_ ....... _~,_.., 

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

SEX RACE 
Male Female v;rhite Black Hispanic 

................. ~ 

TASC 66.7 33.3 TASC 33.3 63.0 3.7 

Sample 74.2 25.8 Sample 60.1 35.4 4.5 

PRIMARY DRUG OF ABUSE 
Alcohol o iates Maroijuana Othero 

TASC 11.1 59.3 ,,:* 0.0 29.6 

Sample O. 0 97.S 0.0 2.5 

'~Samp1e consists of admissions configuroed in Table 7-:2. 

~n'tBecause of TASC's method of roank-orderoing drougs used by seroious­
ness and by froequency, opiates did not appearo as the proimaroy 
droug rn-some of these cases. However, evero¥ case did involve 
opiate use. 
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Tt:able 7-4 

110HTHI .. Y ADHI8SIONS AND TASC ADMISSIONS 
'I'O DHU8 rm:B OUTPATIENT TREATMENT PROGRAMS 
IIo'i'fl :...- .. 

l1onthl;y Admissions 
Janua~y Ha~c~ TAse 

.9_l£tl~i t:i CI:t.t p~o ~ . .:~~ 1979 1979 1979 Admissions -
Day top 25 25 22 7 

Cage 5 4 5 0 

L<lr'dl1nont / 
HmniJ.t'oneck. NGe 11 4 4 1 

Nc~w Rochelle CM;'e 2 2 6 

Pelham NGe 7 0 0 a 

'''e.Gtch(~stel'' Community 
Opportunity PI'ogI't:1.m 4 4 3 18 

ronkcI's '{SA 7 0 5 11 

TOTALS 61 39 45 37 

~~Agenoy is now part of the Westchester Community Opportunity 
Program. 
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Table 7-5 

HONTHLY ADMISSIONS AND TASC ADHISSION8 
TO T.HE RENAISSANCE PROJt;CT (n:r'~l..Il...ItS:8J .. 

Mont]Lly Admissions 
Janua:r>y Ma:r>ch 'Jti:n"e TAse 

Renaissance Program 1979 1.979 19'19 Al1m:i.tHi:1 om; -,,-- !r;.. ____ H~"'~ ... 

NeH Rochelle 3 1 2 11 

Port Chester 4 9 1 '7 

Yo:r>ktown Heights 6 4 tj. NIA 

Yonkel"s 4 7 5 31 

Ellenville -:~ 3 2 1j. 24 

Re-entry)~ 0 0 0 NIA 

Jail 0 a 0 NIA 

Hount Kisco 4 2 4 0 

Bedford Hills N/A N/A N/A ij. 

TOTALS 24 25 20 77 

*Residential Facilities 
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Table 7-6 

COMPARISON OF CLIENT CHARACTERISTICS 
1'A~;C CloIJ];NT AD11ISSIONS TO DRUG FREE PROGRAMS 

VS. 
'I'IIEEI~ MON'l'H SAMPLE;t OF CLIENT ADl1ISSIONS 

.. -._." . (in percent ~ -

AGE 

d':1.'l 18-21 22-25 26,..30 31-40 ,.7W'\ ..... -,;_...",...~_"'_"" ___ ''''''' _____ ,, __ ...- -
'l'Ar;C IL 8 30. 8 21. 2 20.2 18.3 

~~mnplt~ 29.8 28.4 19.4 16.6 5.7 

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

SEX RACE 

41+ 

4.8 

0.0 

r-__________ M_a_l_e _____ F_em_a_l_e ____ ~----.--\~--i-t-e--- Black Hispanic 

TASC 

Sample 

TASC 

Sample 

85.7 

78.5 

Alcohol 

33.3 

2. 8 

14.3 

21. 5 

TASC 62.6 

Sample 59.3 

PRIMARY DRUG OF ABUSE 

32.7 

36.5 

Opiates Marijuana 

32.4 16.2 

33.2 29.4 

*Sample consists of admissions configured 
in Table 7-4 and Table 7-5. 

-86-

4.7 

4.2 

Other 

18.0 

34:.6 



• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

•• 

fI~PTER 8 - COST ANALYSIS 

The costs of We.stchestel.'\ County TASe .1l.'lo anillY:~f'\l ft'('Ti\ th't'C"" 
different perspectives: 

Cost Effectiveness 
'mat ar'e the actual expenditul.'cs l)y funct:i(':In in :t'elHd(\l1 
to the set'vices delivered to each eli(mt'? Ht:"\<1 :r'("<1!wnab11' 
a~e these expenditures? 

Cost Comparison 
kr.'e the costs associated i'lith the. Opcl'n.t:irlnB of ;'hn \.;rNit·~ 
chester County TASC proj e.ct compLt:t~nble to th(~ (;('11'1::; of 
other TASC programs? 

Cost Benefit 
To what extent are. \vestcheste:r County TASC' n OPOI'i1.tionnJ. 
expenses offset by savings resulting from TASe nativiti0R? 

Cost Effectiveness 

Based on operating costs incurred by \lestchestf~.i. County '1\A~C 
during the first eight months of client service delivery 
(August, 1979 through March, 1980), the evaluators project tl~t 
TASC I S total expenditures for> its fi:l."'st twelve months of sel.'vicG 
delivery will be approximately $244,965.05. This amount :i.ncludfH3 
a $23,000.00 yearly salary for an assistant distr>ict attoI'ne.y 
to aid with TASC's entrance into the criminal justice system. 
Deducting this start-up cost, the actual TASC program oper'a:t:tons 
expenditur>cs amount to $221,965.05 for the first year. Us:i,n[~ 
per>sonnel costs as a base, appr>oximate functional costs per 
month wer'e detel"'mined to be as follows: 

Administration •..... $ 3,871.48 
Case Management ..... 14,625.61 

In or>der to assess the r>easonableness of these expenditur>es, 
the evaluato~s oonducted a process tr>ansaotion analysis. A thirty 
case sample was selected from Yonkers Court. Fifteen active 
clients and fifteen ter>minated clients were r>andomly ohosen. 
ECTA staff member>s extr>acted all per>sonal interaotion and case 
management activities from the selected files. Personal intsr>­
actions were defined as dir>ect communication between a TASC 
wOr>ker and a client (person-to-person or> telephone) and physical 
meetings by a TASC worke~ with collatet'al per>sons (judge, tl.'leat­
ment counselor>, etc.) on a particular olient's behalf. Case 
management activities wer>e defined as all other case-related 
actions - telephone calls to collateral per>sons, reports, 
letter>s, and case r>eviews. \Vhile extr>acting these aotivities 

-87-



• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

I-
• 

• 

• 

• 

from the files, the evaluators also collected data concerning 
client attendance at treatment and results of urinalysis, also 
for use in this analysis. 

The data collected.from the thirty files were analyzed to assess 
the level and nature of TASC service activities and the costs 
associated with these activities. Table 8-1 presents the 
evaluators' findings with respect to the number of service 
hours that will have been expended by the case managers on a 
TASC client after particular periods of TASC involvement. 
Service hours for each month are subdivided into personal inter­
action and case management hours. Cumulative figures for total 
service hours by month are also noted. Table 8-2 presents client 
treatment attendance and urinalysis results in the same format -
by month of TASC participation. 

On the basis of these findings, the evaluators are able to make 
several statements about the expected level of client services 
over various lengths of time in TASC. If a client remains in 
TASC for four months, it is estimated that he will receive 8.19 
hours of service from TASC, of which 44.3 percent will be in 
personal interactions, and 55.7 percent will be case management 
activities. After eight months in TASC, it is estimated that 
a client will receive nearly thirteen hours of service, of which 
69.0 percent will be case management activities as opposed to 
31. 0 pex'cent in personal interactions. In an average month, 
it is estimated that a client will attend ten treatment sessions. 
Treatment attendance does not vary much across month of partici­
pation. Urinalysis results, on the other hand, do change with 
time. Of the client cases selected for the transaction analysis, 
none had any positive urines after the third month of TASC parti­
cipation. Urines were taken with slightly less frequency after 
five months of participation. 

Table 8- 3 places the vlestchester County TASC program! s average 
client service hours in a comparative context. This chart 
compares the average service hours that a TASC client has 
received after six months of involvement in the Westchester 
program with the similar figures for seven other TA~~ projects. 
Figures are displayed for both personal interactions and case 
management activities, as well as total service hours. Of the 
eight projects, Westchester TASC ranks sixth in total service 
hours provided, seventh in personal interactions and fourth in 
case management hours. 

The next ste.p in this analysis was to select a month that repre­
sented "mature" TASC operations and determine the number of 
clients in their first, second, third, etc., month of participa­
tion in TASC. These figures were then multiplied by the average 
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service hours for each sub-group p~esented in Table 8-1. The 
number of hours case manage~s expended each month in client 
se~vices can then be computed. The month selected was June, 1980, 
and cases f~om Yonke~s Cou~t provided the sample. 

The final step in the analysis entailed dividing the monthly 
costs of Yonke~s' case management by the total numbe~ of se~vice 
hours delive~ed by the Yonkers! case manage~s during June, 1980. 
The figure that ~esults ~epresents the cost pe~ service hou~ of 
the TASC Yo~kers case manage~s. 

On the basis of this analysis, the evaluato~s we~e able to make 
the following statements about Westchester County TASC's cost 
effectiveness! 

Client acquisition, evaluation, and monito~ing cost approxi­
mately $14,625.61 per month. One-quarter of operational 
pe~sonnel are assigned to Yonkers Cou~t. The Yonke~s unit 
monthly cost for these functions, therefo~e, is $3,656.40. 
Case manage~s f~om Yonke~s provided 132.14 client service 
hou~s in June, 1980, fo~ an ave~age expense of $27.67 per 
service hour. This figure is very close to the Medical 
Assistance reimbursed rate of $25.00 per service hour for 
treatment services which is used in many s~ates. This is a 
very reasonable figure for a first year TASC program function­
ing in the case management mold. Several multi~unit TASC 
projects have per unit costs that are equal or greater to 
this figure. In addition, this project has the added expense 
of being so decentralized. It also must be noted that the 
evaluators were only accounting for service hours provided 
to TASC clients that were actually admitted to a treatment 
program. If service hours for clients that were not yet 
placed in treatment and for clients that failed before 
beginning treatment were also included, the expense per 
service hour would be even lower. The evaluators considered 
the activities accomplished during these service hours to be 
very pUl"'Ipos eful. 

Administrative costs of Hestchester County TASC are approxi­
mately $3,871.·48 per month. These costs are lower than those 
of most of the TASC projects included in national studies. 
The proportion of total expenditures spent for administ~ation 
by \~estchester County TASC is less than the median admini­
strative expenditure found in the National TASC Evaluation 
(20.9 percent vs. 26.9 percent). There are two major 
reasons for this! 

. The assistant director functions as a line supervisor rather 
than as administrative personnel . 

. The salary of the assistant district attorney ($23,000 per 
year) that is paid for by TASC is not included in administra­
tive costs. However, this contact has provided TASC with 
many linkages in the CJS that often absorb great amounts of 
administrative time for a young TASC program to develop. 
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In sum, the evaluators conclude that Hestchester County TASC is 
,Approaching cost effectiveness. The purposeful activities of 
the case man:,.gers have and will continue to allow them to handle 
a sufficient volume of clients to achieve a consistently accept­
able level of costs per service hour. The administrative costs 
of the program at'e alt'eady low and the overhead of the prosecator's 
aalary vlill end with the grant . 

,9ont Compat'ison 

For purposes of cost comparison, the evaluators again defined 
"TASC Clients" as acceptable TASC clients that actually entered 
treatment. Based on figures at the end of eleven months of 
service delivery, the evaluators projected that at the end of 
the first Westchester County TASC year there will be: 235 active 
clients; 130 total discharges; 18 successful completions. 
Table 8-4 details Westchester County TASC's projected costs for 
two cost classifications, using the seven "newerll TASC programs 
from the National Evaluation for the purposes of this analysis. 
Since operational costs are found to decrease substantially over 
time, considering only these newer programs provides a more 
accurate picture of Westchester County TAsc,s relative costs. 

The following observations can be made from Table 8-4: 

Westchester County TASC's costs are very close to the median 
national costs per TASC client. 

Westchester County TASC's cost per successful client is slightly 
less than the median national cost. 

The total first year projected expenditures (including the assistant 
district attorney salary) were used for these calculations and 
still the \'lestchester program showed comparably acceptable costs. 
These costs are particularly remarkable when the expense of the 
decentralized operation is considered. Also, the cost per TASC 
client would be somewhat lower yet if the figures included clients 
who never entered treatment after being accepted into TASC. 

This analysis further confirms the evaluators' conclusion that the 
TASC staff engages only in activities and services that have 
definite purpose. This allows them sufficient time to handle 
enough clients to be cost efficient. 

Cost Benefit 

The costs associated with the operation of a program like TASC 
must be measured against the benefits to society. In the case of 
this TASC program, is it beneficial to Westchester County to have 
a TASC program to intersect with drug and alcohol involved offenders? 
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The NationalTASC Evaluation identified tt>lO types of cost 
savings that were likely to result from the addition of TASC 
in the criminal justice and treatment processes; 

Short term -

Reduced pre~trial costs because of a smaller pre-trial 
detention papulation. 

Reduction in court costs either because of deferred 
prosecution or faster resolution of cases. 

Lower incarceration costs because of increased une of 
probation with a TASC condition. 

Reduction in societal monetal"'Y losses fx'om drug-related 
crime. 

Less money spent on illicit drugs as more drug abusers 
enter closely monitored treatment. 

Long term -

Positive contributions of TASC graduates to society 
resulting from gainful employment, continued education, etc. 

Lower crime-related costs to society. 

Lower drug-related costs to society . 

At this point in time, Westchester County TASC has directed its 
energies towards long-term goals. TASC has been viewed by the 
justice system as it perceives itself. This is as a legitimizing 
agent for conditional discharges, rather than a vehicle for in­
creased use. Although TASC has not set a priority on reducing 
pre-trial detention, it has allowed some savings in this area 
through TASCfs impact an bail decisions. There are no figures, 
though, to justify TASC through short-term cost benefits. The 
majority of current clients would not have faced incarceration 
possibilities. 

• There is a possibility for short-term TASC cost benefit in the 
future. If the penitentia.ry population continues to build as is 
expected, TASC should be able to have substantial impact on it. 
However, in the meantime, TASC's cost benefit must wait for the 
availability of long-term treatment outcome and follow-up data 
and client recidivism rates. 
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ACTIVITY 

Personal Interaction 

Case Management 

Total Service Hours 

Cumulative Service Hours 

• • 

Table 8-1 

AVERAGE CLIENT SERVICE HOURS 
ACROSS MONTH OF TASC PARTICIPATION 

BY TYPE OF ACTIVITY 

MONTH OF PARTICIPATION 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

2 .1L~ 0.61 0.45 0.43 0.11 0.15 0.03 

1. l~l 1. 08 1. 03 1.04 0.95 0.96 1.20 

3.55 1. 69 1. 48 1.47 1.06 1.11 1. 23 

3.55 5 . 2 L~ 6.72 8.19 9.25 10.36 11.59 

• • • • 

8 9 10 

0.07 0.13 0.00 

1.20 1. 08 1.13 
I 

N 
0) 

1. 27 1. 21 1.13 I 

12.86 14.07 15.20 

I 

• __ G_J 



Table 8-2 

TREATMENT ATTENDANCE AND URINALYSIS RESULTS 
ACROSS MONTH OF TASC PARTICIPA1'ION 

MONTH OF PARTICIPATION 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

Treatment Sessions Attended 8.42 10.42 10.64 11.69 11.00 11.09 11.67 7.40 10.67 

Treatment Sessions MIssed 0.4-2 0.33 0.86 0.50 1.08 0.64 1. 00 0.40 1. 33 

Cumulative Attended 8.42 18.84 29.48 41.17 52.17 63.26 74.93 82.33 93.00 

Cumulative Missed 0.42 0.75 1. 61 2.11 3.19 3.83 4.83 5.23 6.56 

Cumulative Scheduled 8 . 81~ 19.59 31.09 43.28 55.36 67.09 79.76 87.56 99.56 

Urines - Negative 3.00 3. 86 3.29 3.75 3.25 2. 50 2.50 2.50 2. 50 ~ 
en 

Urines - Positive 1.00 1. 43 0.57 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 I 

Cumulative Negative 3.00 6.86 10.15 13.90 17.15 19.65 22.15 21L 65 27.15 

Cumulative Positive 1.00 2.43 3.00 3.00 3.00 3.00 3.00 3.00 3.00 

Cumulative Urines l~ • a a 9.29 13.15 16.90 20.15 22.65 25.15 27.65 30.15 

• • • • • • • • 



r,....-----'--~-------·--'-----'------------~--- ~------~----

Personal Interaction 

Case Management 

• 

Table 8-3 

COMPARISON OF WESTCHESTER COUNTY TASC 
AVERAGE CLIENT SERVICE HOURS 

WITH THOSE OF O'rHER TASC PROGRAMS 
FOR A CLIENT TlffiT }ffiS BEEN IN TASC FOR SIX MONTHS 

Westchester Program Program Program Program Program Program Program 
County TASC A B C1 D E F G 

3.89 7.76 6.66 4.00 8.00 2.53 4.35 8.70 

6.47 5.27 6.89 11.00 5.06 4.23 4.89 13.38 

10.36 13.03 13.55 15.00 13.06 6.76 9.24 22.08 

1 Figures are estimates 

• • • • • • • 

1 
.::t 
en 
I 
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Table 8-4 

PROJECTED ANNUAL PROCESS UNIT COSTS 
--:FOR w:r:sT7Ii1Es'rER COUN'l'Y-l'ASC 

'C01:11' MED Wrtl'H 
SEVEN llNE'iV.Sr< (( TASC PROGRAMS 

I'ROl1 ',L'HB NATIONAL 'l'ASC EVA'LTIA1,'ION 
'I"'~"'_-~ - _... ~ 

Hestchestet> 
'rASe Costs 

Median 
National 

Costs 

Totnl Cost PCI' TASC 

Clicnt1 $671 $ 638 

Total Cost PCI' SUOCGssful 

TASC C1ient 2 $968 $1,128 

1 Cost/Active Clients At Year End 
Plus Year's Discharges 

2. Cost/Active Clients At Year End 
Plus Year's Successes 
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National 
Range 

$455-1,159 

$715-1,863 
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CHAPTER 9 - TASC INFORNATION HANAGF.HF.NT 
_ A' -+ 

The Phase II National 'l'ASC Evaluation cOlH.'lludc~l that "p~lal.'" fi:I \1 

management and inadequate informati.on manar.em(~nt m.'t~ wicieHN'p,ul 
among ••.. TASC proj ects .••. II The lo[tist:ical pt'ohlc\mn that ctm­
front all ne,v TASC programs are likely to b~ C()mpoundNl t-Jhr:n 
dealing \vi th a decentl'aJ.i:;~ed model l:i.ke W(mi.;chontm:' ·I'M~(,. Not 
only must olient data be rcoord(~d aom.watelv and :in. il un1 fn:r'nl 
manner at sevarlal sites) but the question of hmv to (:,mml"£:! 
accm,'''ate and timely tI'ansmitta.l of th('\se data to a ('t(mtl"'nli~~e(l 
monitor for repoI't purposes must also bn add:r.'oG!wcl. A(,!(,Ol.'dingly, 
the evaluators nmde :i.nfm:"mation mcuHlg(mtOnt tlwl.l' fi ]':;t pr'i(')'l'.'·i:t.y 
during the first year evaluation period. 

In reviewing TASC infol:'mation manugemcnt, the. fWlllua"LtYl'D attr~I\tptnd 
to answel:' four questions: 

At"e client files suffic:tently well-ol:'gani~oc1 t(':1 mC'C':.t all (1iHW 

management and repol:'t needs? 

Can TASC management easily access val:i.d r(~Jit.Jl:'tu eOIlr~elm:i ng 
aggl:'egate client flow? 

Does TASC l:'outinely collect and nggrcBatG the ~ntire ran~A 
of client variables needed fol:' the annlys es t() be. Jifft"fol'IlV'd 
for this evaluation? 

Does TASC have the capability to access and agg:r.·egate infCll"­
mation that will peX"mit self-evaluation on a continuing hruds? 

In their "Suggested Infol:'mation Management Pl:'otocol fol:' vJestclwstnr' 
TASC,1I the eValuatol:'s presented several minimum pl:'oceduX"e requin!­
ments for configuring a wOl:'kable centralized informati.on system. 
The optimal client file system suggested by the evaluators con­
sisted of the following components: 

Client log books for each TASC district, to be maintained 
at the central office. 

Looseleaf books for recording client attendance and ul:'ine 
results reported by treatment pl:'ogl:'ams on a regular basis. 
A separate looseleaf book organized according to treatment 
programs would enable the TASC monitor to collect infor­
mation on all clients in a single contact with each program. 

Looseleaf books for storing discharge repol:'ts and weekly 
court activity reports received from each district. 

A cardbox for filing limited demographic information on all 
screened individuals, to be used for pUl:'poses of identification 
in case Of ambiguity. 
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The (!valuators also suggested that TASC formulate demographic 
and dispofJitiona,l codes for recording client data) and that 
cpenific file maintenance pTiocedures be adhered to in order to 
enDure oonsistency in the use of data codes and accountability 
fr)r trw. storing and reporting of client information. 

At th~~ pr~ncnt time, it is apparent that Westchester TASC has 
:tl1dCH~d developed a workable information management system to 
lllf;f;t both its own needs, and those of the evaluators. Most of 
tho (!villuators I suggestions have been implemented with modifi­
(!Htiono nlildG Ylhcrc <:l.ppropriate. The information system is 
truly cf';rrtT.'ali~~cd, vii th case managers being required to call 
the cHmtr'<:tl office for a TASC client number each time a screening 
j D c;orr.l' 1 (.)tcd . Log shr'!ets are regularly transmitted to the central 
office, and the coded formats used for recording client data are 
pC.!l:·fectly ~juit(;d to statistical analysis, both for' the purposes 
of this evaluation and fol.~ TASC' s ongoing self-evaluation. 
RI;E3ponnibili.ty for' central maintenance of log sheets has been 
vested in a single individual. 

The evaluators were most impressed by TASC's efforts at standard­
izing its file maintenance and information management procedures~ 
A ten-page. manual describing the purpose of each form contained 
in client files and the procedures to be followed in the comple­
tion of ttll fOl .... ms was prepared by TASC administration and 
di~,tribttted among staff. The files t hems elves are organized 
acco!'ding to a fixed document sequence and contain the following 
forms: 

• Screening Report 
• Consents 
• Participation Agreement 
· Needs Assessment 
• Status Repol'lt 
· Delayed Disposition 

Report 
· Court Activity Report 
· Arrest Repol'lt 
· Case Manager's Notes 

· Referral for Treatment 
• Tr-eatntent Progr·am Response Report 
· Attendance Report 
· Urine Repol"'t 
· Warning Notice 
• Monthly Treatment Progress Report 
· Monthly Progress Report to the Court 
· Termination Notice 
· Change of Treatment Modality Report 

A short while after operations began, TASC administration became 
aware of a need to streamline the screening and diagnostic pro­
cesses. Forms have undergone revision, with the screening fOr'm 
reduced from three pages to two pages, and the needs assessment 
form reduced from five pages to three pages. The current file 
configuration represents a workable balance between the often 
conflicting needs fOl'" complete documentation and uninter'rupted 
client process. 
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In sum, Westchester TASC has succl~eded in oVC'!'1(.;.C'm'ing nClt; only 
the information m~'lnagement hUl'd1.(~s that cOnfl"l)nt muny ll('v: 'l'Am~ 
pX'ograms, but also the rela.ted il'~fol"r:\atic:m rocc.1l:'dn:t1(fn ,1n\) il\ilH1" 
mi ttal pX'oblems that are often asso(:d . .:tted ,vi th tl('(~!::,nt:r)'l.l1.::E".1 
programs. Cl~ ent information forms have b(,PI1 dUV(;!lt'lr1Pd \·;it 11. 
actual process :tn mind, and the current sys·t ('m r,~tt'i (~.fi f'ti h-,tll 
documentation and pl'lOCCSS l"l~qu:tl'lemt;nh~. H("ntch!~L~tC!:t' 'rAnC 'td 11 \ 
itself, be able to undertake) on an ongoing bard s, thf' i'vp"n 
of analysis used for this evaluation. 
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