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FOREWORD 

t . • 

This performance audit of the Treatment Alternati.ves toStreet Crime 
(TASC) programs in Pierce and Snohomish Counties was conducted by the Legis- 
lativeBudget Committee under legislative authority setforth in RCW44.28.085 
and .086. 

Initially, this audit was to include a review of all three TASC programs 
• operating within the •State. However, • the Clark County TASC program was closed 
for a period of approximately 20 months, and did not resume operations until 
November 22, 1982. Therefore, a review of the Clark C6unty TASC program was 
not included within this audit, 

The intent of thisperformance audit is to provide theLegislature, its 
members and appropriate standing committees with information for use in mak- 
ing future legislative determinations concerning the TASC programs. The 
audit entailed an assessment of the two programs' efficiency and effective- 
ness. Particular emphasis was placed on assessing the cost effectiveness of 
the TASC programs in their capacity as an alternative to State incarceration; 

Appreciation is extended to all those individuals who assisted this ef- 
fort through s:~ring thelr opinions mia-c6~e~f~\- 

This audit was conductedby Robert Krell,~nagement Auditor, on the 
staff of the LegisiativeBudget Committee, during a time frame from August 
through December, 1982. 

Report approved and distribution 
authorized by the Legislative 
Budget Committee on January 8, 1983. 

REPRESENTATIVE OTTO AMEN ~ 
Chairman 

DONALD F. PETERSEN 
Legislative Auditor 
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SCOPE AND OBJECTIVES 

0 -  

S C O P E :  

The scope of this audit has entailed an assessment of the efficiency and 
effectiveness of the Treatment Mternatives to Street Crime (TASC) Programs 
operating in Pierce and Snohomish Counties. Particular emphasis has been 
directed towards assessing the cost effectiveness of the TASC program in its 
capacity as an alternative to incarceration. 

OBJECTIVES:. 

i. To identify the proportion of TASC clients who are also clients of the 
Department of Corrections, as well as vice-versa. 

21 

. 

. 

TO assess the effectiveness of the TASC program, specifically in terms 
of: 

a. Successfully providing an alternative to incarceration; 

b. Reducing the recidivism rate of clients; and 

c. Cost avoidance. 

To assess the operational and administrative efficiency of the TASC pro- 
grain, including: ~ 

a. Basic operating procedures; 

b. 

C. 

An analysis of the feasibility and/or consequences of placing TASC 
within the Department of Social and Health Services, the Office of 
the Administrator for the Courts or other State agency; and 

The development of cost estimates for the Department of Corrections 
to provide TASCservices directly in the event TASC were eliminated. 

To determine whether the TASC program should be retained as is, modified, 
expanded or eliminated. 

NOTE : Initially, this audit was to include an assessment of the TASC pro- 
grams in Pierce, Snohomish and Clark Counties. However, the Clark 
County program was closed at th~ofMarch 1981, and did not 
resume operations until November 22, 1982. Therefore, this audit 
was directed only at the TASC programs in Pierce and Snohomish 
Counties. 
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SUMMARY 

BACKGROUND 

The TASC programmodel was developed in the early 1970's as a response 
for dealing with chronic crime problems presented by individuals involved in 
heavy drug usage. While the program was originally aimed at heroin addicts, 
it has evolved over theyears to include all types of substance abuse, in- 
cluding alcohol. GenerallY , the TASC program model involves three separate 
functions: identification of substance abusers who come in contact with the 
criminal justice system, diagnosis of the individual's substance abuse prob- 
lem and recommendation for treatment, and monitoring of the individuals for 
continued drug usage- usually through urinalysis. 

All three TASC programs in Washington State (including the Clark County 
program which this audit did not examine) began operations under Federal fund= 
ing. Currently, all three programs are totally State funded and operate un= 
der contract to the Department of Corrections. 

FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

In reviewing the operations of the two programs, the auditor noted cer- 
tain improvements which should be made. ~These include such things as develop- 
ing definitive program eligibility requirements, working agreements with treat- 
ment agencies and improved, formal communication with criminal justice agen- 
cies, as well as improvements in the maintenance and standardization of client 
statistics. The auditor noted a complete lack of monitoring of the program by 
the Department Of Corrections, as well as the absence of an evaiuation com- 
ponent to measure the program's effectiveness. The auditor also concluded 
that contractual responsibility for administeringthe TASC programs should be 
transferred from the Department of Corrections to the Office of the Adminis- 
trator for the Courts. 

In conducting the review, it was apparent that the TASC programs were 
widely and strongly supported by criminal justice operatives within the coun- 
ties in which they operate. In areas which the auditor did not quantitatively 
review, TASC was seen as providing numerous services of great value; includ- 
ing the monitoring of clients on pre-trial release status who, if not for 
TASC, would remain jailed (in the Pierce County program), the provision of 
impartial and professional diagnostic services on which judges could base 
better informed sentencing decisions, and monitoring and supervisory assis- 
tance to the State's probation and parole officers. 

_2_ 
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A central issue which this audit was not able to address within the avail- 
able timewas T~SC's impact on recidivism. As this is a most critical ele- 
ment, it has been recommended that the LBC staff further analyze the program'S 
effectiveness in this area and present their findings in a supplementary re- 
port~ 

The area which this audit concentrated on most was the TASC program's 
effectiveness as an alternative to State incarceration. While the total per- 
centage of TASC clients avoiding State incarceration is relatively small ~from 
5%to 13%), the net result is positive. The auditor's calculations showed that 
as a result of the TASC programs, and at what is assumed to be an absolute 
minimum, a total of 31 individuals avoided State incarceration (representing 
58 man-years of.incarceration). A more likely figure of incarceration avoid- 
ance, however, is a total of 64 incarcerations avoided, representing 127 man- 
years of incarceration. At this higher level, and usingthe most likely in- 
carceration cost figures, a total of just under $2,000,000 in incarceration 
costs were avoided during FY 1982. The costs of the TASC programs during this 
period were approximately $358,000. Including the estimated costs of a treat- 
ment, that figure increases to just under $810,000; still more thana 2 to 1 
ratio. 

The auditoralso concluded that an "expanded" TASC program could have a 
significant impact on reducing the number of commitments to State correctional 
institutions. It was projected that if TASC programs had existed in the 
State'ssix largest counties during FY 1982, and if they had all operated at 
the same level of "effectiveness" as the two existing programs, anywhere from 
a minimum of 102 up to 203 total incarcerations could have been avoided. 

Based on this, the auditor has concluded that the Snohomish and Pierce 
County TASC programs are cost~effective ~ programs. This conclusion is somewhat 
tempered, however, by the impact which the implementation of the Sentencing 
Reform Act could have on the operations ofthese two programs. Given the Act's 
apparent limitations on the imposition of treatment oriented sentences, the 
cost-effectiveness of the TASC programs resulting from their status as an 
alternative to incarceration could well be negated. Therefore the auditor 
has recommended that the Sentencing Reform Act of1981 be amended So as to 
provide greater latitude for the imposition of rehabilitative treatment oriented 
sentences. 

If the Sentencing Reform Act is so amended, this audit recommends that 
the State give serious consideration to expanding the TASC program into other 
localities within the State. Whether or not the Act is amended, the primary 
recommendation of this audit is that the TASC programs in Pierce and Snoho- 
mish Counties be continued at least through June 30, 1984. 

-3- 





I. BACKGROUND 

A. HISTORY OF THE TASC PROGRAM NATIONWIDE 

I~aeTASC program model was developed as a response for dealing 
with chronic crime problems presented by individuals involved in 
heavy drug usage. Initially conceived by the Federal:Special Ac-" 
tion Office for Drug Abuse Prevention, responsibility for implement- 
ing.the program was.delegated in.1972 to the Law Enforcement Assis- 
tance Administration (where it eventually became one of LEAA's few 
"model" projects). Its essential purpose was to break the "arrest- 
release-rearrest" cycle experienced by many drug-dependent individ- 
uals. While the program was originally aimed at heroin addicts 
with '!hard core"criminal backgrounds,. TASC evolved Over the years 
to include all types of substance abuse, including alcohol. 

GenerallY, the TASC model involvesthe .performance of three 
separate functions: 

o identifying substance abusers who come in contact with the 
criminal justice system;.. 

o diagnosing the individual's substance abuse problem and treat- 
ment needs, land recommending appropriate treatment.; and 

o monitoringthe performance of TASC clients in treatment andin 
continued drugusage (usually through urinalysis) and re- 

.. turning violators of programconditions to the criminal justice 
system for appropriate action. 

Over the years, the TASC model has evolved in such a way as to 
allow.great flexibility in determining how and when these functions 
should becarried out. Essentially an individual may enter TASC at 
any point in the criminal justice process. For example, TASC par- 
ticipationmay be a condition of pre-trial release, deferred .prose- 
cution, deferred or suspended sentencing (as.a condition of proba- 
tion), or as a condition of parole. Program eligibility require- 
ments are determined at the local level. 

Among the benefits which TASC proponents say the program can 
provide, are~ 

o Better information on which to base pretrial release, diver- 
sion, or sentencing decisions. 

o Better utilization of .jails by expediting supervised pretrial 
release of appropriate alcohol/drug related offenders.. 

-4- 



B. 

C. 

A broader range of sentencing alternatives is provided for the 
court. 

° More effective use of community resources in response to alcoh61/ 
k drug related crime. 

o Promotion of harmony between Criminal justice and treatment agencies 
-by emphasizing common interests rather than differences. 

o Reduced recidivism among •treated offenders, resulting in lower 
~court, prosecutor, and p robati0n caseloads. 

Nationwide, there are seven states which have statewide TASC pro- 
grams: Arizona, Florida, Illinois, Michigan, New Jersey, Oklahoma and 
Pennsylvania. In addition, there are at least 30 other local TASC pro- 
grams located in 18 states and Puerto Rico. 

THE TASC PROGRAM IN WASHINGTON 

All three TASC programs in the State began operations under LEAA 
funding., The first TASC program began in Pierce County in November, 
1976. While the program was initially administered by the City of 
Tacoma, it is now housed within the Pierce County Alliance - a non-pro~ 
fit corporation. The second project began on July i, 1977 in Ciark 
County. This program operates under the Clark County Department of Com- 
munity Corrections. The last TASC program began operations on October 
i, 1978in Snohomish County. This program operates under the Snohomish 
County Drug Abuse Council; a non-profit drug and alcohol treatment agency. 
All programs •are now fundedby, and operate under contract to, the 
Department of Corrections. 

In the Spring of 1979, a grant application for a statewide TASC pro- 
gram was prepared by the DSHS Bureau of Alcohol and Substance Abuse for 
submission to LEAA. The 18 month grant request was for $554,674, or 
46% of the total estimated budget. If approved, th e program would have 
been administered by the Bureau of Alcohol and Substance Abuse, and 
would have provided for local TASC programs in nine local jurisdictions. 
In addition to the three existing TASC sites, programs would have been 
located in King County, Spokane County, Yakima County, Benton-Franklin 
Counties, Chelan-Okanogan Counties and in Kitsap County. From conversations 
Wit}~-varlous indlviduals, it is the auditor's understanding that the LEAA 
had strongly encouraged the State to apply for the grant, andhad in 
fact essentially assured the State 'that' the request would be aprpoved. 
However, just prior to the actual submission of the request, funding which 
was thought to have been secured for the State matCh portion was with- 
drawn. 

PROGRAM EXPENDITURES 

The Table on the next page depicts the FY 1982 expenditures for the. 
• Snohomish and Pierce County TASC programs as reported by those programs. 

v 
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TABLE I 

FY 1982 EXPENDITURES 

Snohomish County TASC Pierce County TASC 

Salaries 
Benefits 
• •Office Supplies 
0pera£ing Supplies ~ 
Repair and Maintenance 
Supply 

Professional Services 
Communications. 
Transportation 
Advertising 
Printing 
Insurance 
Rental 
Utilities • 
Repair/Maintenance 
Miscellaneous 
Machinery/Equipment 

$ 88,561.91 
• :14,459.26 

1,537.35 
20,933.59 

731.87 
480.00 

3,531.36 
675.32 
603.29 
710.45 
789.05 

5,874.41 
1,072.07 
1,691.26 

211.99 
3,210.89 

Salaries 
Benefits 
Office/Operating 

SuPPlies 
UrinalYsis/Prof. 

Services 

Communications 
Travel/(Training) 
Advertising 
Printing/Copying 
Insurance 

i . 

Facilities 

•Equipment 

$149,083.33 
23,316.79 

2,051.62 

6,724.40 

9,359.35 
3,138.05 

4,873.49 
1,282.46 

13,058.53 

TOTAL $145,074.07 TOTAL $2i2,888.02 

According to the Directors of both programs, the figures above represent only 
those funds received from the Department of Corrections. The Snohomish County 
program reported anadditional $9,172.05in revenue from client fees during 
FY 1982. For the time period from July 1,1981 through October 31, 1982, the 
Pierce County program reported receiving anadditional $8,436.75 in client 
fees. Program costsare examined in greater detail in a separate section be- 
ginning on page 24. 

Includes $19,983.69 for ~rinalYsis costs. 
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i i .  PROGRAM OPERATIONS AND CHARACTERISTICS 

A. INTRODUCTION 

As noted in the preceding section , while certain elements are 
Common to all TASC programs, theTASC model allows for great: flexi- 
bility in the manner in which these elements are implemented. This 
flexibility •is reflected in the differences in method of operation, 
or emphasis, between the Snohomish and Pierce County TASC programs. 
The info~nation below summarizes the processes which are common to 
both programs, as well as the differences in operation between the 
two programs Data pertaining to both program and client character- 
istics is also presente d (unless noted otherwise, all data is for 
FY 1982). 

B. FINDINGS 

I. General Processes: As noted in the BackgroundSection, the three 
elements whichare basically Common to all TASC programs are 
identification of the substance abusing offender, diagnosis and 
recommendation for treatment, and monitoring of the client. 
In the Pierce County program, identification of the substance 
abusfngoffender is primarily a "pro-active" function. A case 
manager is assigned to screen all felony arrestees booked into 
the Pierce County Jail. After reviewing the daily arrest 
sheets, the case manager then briefly interviews those arrestees 
in the jail. This "intervieW' essentially consists of asking 
the offender if he or she thinks they have a drug or alcohol 
problem, •explaining the TASC program and then findingout if 
the offender would like to participate in the program. If the 
offender would like to participate, the case manager then 
usually attends arraignment court with the offender andseeks 
to have the offender released on their personal recognazance 
to TASC. The Snohomish CountyprOgramdoes not have this •type• 
of a function. There, as well as for the balance of Pierce 
Countyoffenders, potential clients are referred tO the program 
from various sources (which are detailed later). 

Once an individual has been referred to the program, a diag- 
nostic evaluation is conducted. In Snohomish County, this 
evaluation is conduCted during tWO separate interview ses- 
sions, • usually lasting •from One to two hours each. In Pierce 
County, the evaluation •is usually based on one interview last- 
ing approximately 2 1/2 hours. During these interviews, the 
Case Managers seek to find out information pertaining to the 
offender' s" Substance abuse problems (in terms of type and 
intensity of abuse, both currently and historically), past 

~Q 
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criminal involvement, level of family and communitY support, exis- 
tence of substance abuse among family members, etc. Once the in- 
terviews are completed, the Case Manager assess the propriety of, 
and/or the offender's amenability to treatment. If treatment is 
deemed advisable, a specific treatment plan is developed. The re- 
Sults of this process, including recommendations for treatment, if 
any, are then communicated to the original referral source; whether 
it be the court, the offender's attorney, the pre-sentence investi- 
gator, the probation officer (post-sentence), etc. Neither the 
court norprobation/parole officer, however, is obligated in any way 
to accept TASC's recommendations. In FY 1982, the Pierce County 
program conductedevaluations of 98 individuals who did not enter 
the program~ The Snohomish County program conducted 76 evaluations 
on individuals who didnot enter the program. •Reasons for non- 
entry into the program might include: a finding:~that the 
offender was too "dangerous" for programparticipation, a conclu- 
sion that the offender did not really have a substance abuse prob- 
lem, disagreement with the recommendations by the court or proba- 
tion officer, etc; ' 

The monitoring function may be accomplished either through urin- 
alysis or through personal contact, or a combination of both. 
(If an offender enters a residential treatment facility, contact 
may be by telephone and may be with the offender's counselors 
rather than the offender himself.) Depending on the offender's 
"contract" with the TASC program, urine samples may be required 
either once or twice a week, usually for a period of from two to 
six months. All urine samples must be "staff observed". In-person 
contact without the urinalysis requirement , may also be required 
on a weekly basis. Progress reports are submitted regularly to 
the appropriate criminal justice agency. Violations of the condi- 
tions of program participation - through continued drug or alcohol 
usage, refusal to participate in treatment or to leave urine sam- 
ples- are reported immediately to the appropriate authorities 
(usually the court or prosecuting attorney for pre-trial clients 
or the probation officer for post-sentence clients). 

Program Eligibility/Client Characteristics: Eligibility require- 
ments for both programs are rela_t_ively vague; both contractually 
and operationally. For example, in Pierce County TASC's contract with 
the Department of Corrections (DOC •Contract #CSD-025) it is stated 
that: "TASC shall conduct alcohol or drug intake evaluations on 
all individuals referred by Criminal Justice sources ..." (emphasis 
added). Later in the same section it is stated that "... appropriate 
misdemeanor and juvenile offenders may be served as long as the pri- 
mary work of this contract is not affected."• Operationally, and as 
a general rule, the Pierce County program will not accept an indi- 
vidual accused or convicted of a violent crime - for example, homi- 
cide, sex crimes, first degree assault, arson or kidnapping. 
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in the Snohomish County TASC contract with DOC (DOC Contract 
CSD-023), it is stated that: "... Initial eligibility requires the 
individual to be involved in a current or past substance •abusing 
lifestyle and an adult felony offender under the jurisdiction of 
the State Division of Adult Corrections". However, preceding that 
statement, an objective for the TASC program is listed as being to 
"... conduct ... evaluations on individuals from the criminal jus- 
tice system including misdemeanor and juvenile offenders ..." The 
Snohomish County TASC program states their eligibility requirements 
as follows: "Any persons needing or wanting to change their sub- 
stance abusepatterns is eligible for services." However, thepro- 
gram also ~lists four •"target populations" listed in order of•priori - 
ty: I) criminal justice clients with direct DOC involvement; 2) 
clients with Criminal justice System involvement other than DOC, 
including ... district court, county work release, municipal court, 
etc. ; 3) clients with no criminal justice system involvement but who 
are involved in some other State agency such as the Department of 
• Vocational Rehabilitation; and 4) clients with neither criminal 
• justicenor other State agency involvement. 

Various client characteristic statistics were not readily avail- 
able fromthe Snohomish County program. However, the Pierce County 
program did have this data available for all clients entering the 
program during FY 1982. Eighty-seven percent of all clients were 
male. The average age (mean)was 26; the median age was 24. One- 
half of all clients had less than twelve years of education. Only 
29% • of all clients were employed at the time of program entry. Per 
client, the average number of previous arrests for all crimes was 
4.39, the average number of convictions was 2.32 and the average 
number of incarcerations (including jail)was .89. The average 
number of prior treatment attempts per client was .67. 

The Pierce County program reported on statistics pertaining to 
client's drugusage at the time of entry into theprogram. By 
drug group, Table 2 depicts clients primary drug use. 

TABLE 2 

TYPE OF DRUG USAGE 

i/ 

.Drug 

Heroin 
Other Opiates/Synthetics 
Alcohol 
Barbituates 
Amphttimines 
Other Sedatives/Hynotics 
Cocaine 
Narij  uana/Hashish • 
Halluconogenics 
Tranqui l i ze rs  
Pep 

Clients Listing This Drug 
As.. Their Primary Drug 

6.13% 
4.3% 
53.6% 
1.7% 
2.3% 
.7% 

3.O% 
24.5% 
1.3% 
0.3% 
2 .O% 
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. Program Entry: The two TASC programs differ markedly in respect 
to the point at which the majority of clients enter the program. 
Pierce County TASC strongly emphasizes pre-triai intervention. 
Clients are identified and enter the program prior to trial. 
Frequently the individual will still be in the program at the 
time of trial. Often then, a condition of sentence will be con- 
tinued participation in the program. In Snohomish County, most 
clients enter the program post-sentence; frequently as a condi- 
tion of probation. These differences are reflected in Table 3,- 
Legal Status at Time of Program Entry. 

TABLE 3 

LEGAL STATUS AT TIME OF PROGRAM ENTRY * 

Snohomish TASC Pierce TASC 

Pre-Trial 4.2% 41.5% 

Pre-SentenCe ** 11.0% 23.1% 

Probation *~* 

Parole + 

59.7% 

12.7% 

19.2% 

9,2% 

None. 12.4% 0.8% 

Unknown 6.2% 

+ 

Snohomishdata based on 283 program admissions; dataprovided by pro- 
gram. Pierce County data based on auditor's review of130 cases opened 
during FY 1982. 

~ncludes deferred prosecution. 

Includes State and county probation, pre-probation revocations and 
intensive probation. 

Includes intensive parole and pre-parole revocat10n. 
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The table below depicts the referral source for clients. For 
both Pierce and Snohomish Counties•, data was provided by the pro- 
grams themselves. 

TABLE 4 

INITIAL REFERRAL SOURCE 

Snohomish County 

State Probation/Parole* 49.5% 

Formal Court Order** -- 

Prosecutor 1.1% 

Attorney 4.6 % 

County Jail I0.6% 

Juvenile Court 9.5% 

Social/Community/Treatment 
Agencies 9.5% 

County/Loca! Jurisdiction*** 12.4% 

TASC -- 

Relative/Friend 1.4% 

Self 0.7% 

Other 0.7% 

Pierce county 

14.2% 

50.7% 

0.3% 

13.6% 

0.3% 

1.0% 

0.7% 

1.0% 

16.6% 

1.7% 

~O 

Includes work release. 

For Pierce County, refers to the Court'S release of an arrestee on 
their personnel recognazance to the TASC program. 

Includes county work release, county probation, District'courts. 
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Table 5 depicts the arrestcharges of clients immediately preceding 
entry into the programs. If an individual was on probation or 
parole prior to entering the program, the charge which resulted in 
that status was tabulated. The data was taken from t~e auditor's 
review of client files. Snohomish County data is for 86 cases 
Opened and closed during FY 1982. Pierce County data is for 130 
cases opened (but not necessarily closed) during FY 1982). 

TABLE 5 

ARREST CHARGES OF TASCCLIENTS BY CRIME CATEGORY 

Person Crimes 

Person and Property Crimes 

Snohomish County 

10.3% 

i. 1% 

Pierce County 

15.4% 

• 1.5% 

Property Crimes 16.1% 55.4% 

Property and Drug Crimes 3.4% 4.6% 

Drug Crimes 

Other Crimes 

17.2% 

2.3% 

12.3% 

2.3% 

Misdemeanor/Traffic •13.8% 6.2% 

None 

Unknown 

5.7% 

29.9% 

14.6% * 

7.7% 

In tabulating the data, some cases may have inadvertantly been 
placed in thiscategory if there had been no "new" arrest charges; i.e., 
if the individual was already on probation or parole prior to 
TASC entry. 

L • 
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Treatment: It is important to note that TASC is not a treatment 
program itself. TASC attempts to be a "bridge"between the crimi- 
nal justice system and the treatment system. It might be best 
described as a treatment "broker". However, not all TASC clients 
are placed in treatment. Some may be placed strictly in a moni- 
toring program ~urinalysis~and in-person contact). 

According to Program supplied data, 52%of all Snohomish County 
TASC clients during FY ~982 were placed on urinalysis monitor- 
ing only. Just under 40% of all clients were placed in outpatient 
treatment programs, and the remaining 8% were placed in residential 
programs. According toPierce County data, no clients were placed 
on urinalysis moni$oring only. Sixty-two percen t of all clients 
were placed in outpatient programs, 36% in residential programs and 
the remaining 2% received multiple placements, 

Program:Client Terminations: The table below depicts the type Of ter ~ 
mination from the programof TASC clients. The data for Pierce County 
was provided by ithe program. (These statistics were Compared 
against those gathered by the auditor in his review of case files. 
The statistics reported by the program are very similar to those 
obtained by the auditor.) The data for Snohomish County was col- 
lected by the auditor based on a review of 87 cases opened and ,:~ 
closed during FY 1982. The term '"neutral" termination refers to 
a termination from the program for reasons beyond the control Of 
the program. ~xamples would be because the client was imprisoned 
for the original arrest charge(s), the Client left the area with 
the approval of his or her probation officer, etc. Unsuccessful 
terminationsusually occur as a result of a refusal to enter or 
continue treatment, missed appointments, or continued drug usage. 

TABLE 6 

TYPE OF CLIENT TEP~NATION 

SnohomiSh County Pierce COunty 

Successful Termination 24.1% 38.8% 

Neutral Termination 19.5% 26.6% 

Unsuccessful Termination 48.3% 34.6% 

Unknown 8.0% 

-'0 
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The Snohomish County Program also reported the foilowi.ng termina- 
tion statistics for 168 clients. The auditor did not attempt to 
verify thesestatistics: .. 

No drug use at termination 90 53..6% 

Marijuana use only at 
termination 

Other drug use at termination 

Re-arrested while in program 

67 39.9% 

9 •5.4% 

2 1..2%• 

• E V A L U A T I O N  A N D  C O N C L U S I O N S  

There are two primary differences between the two programs. First, 
and most obvious, the Pierce County program strongly, emphasizes pre- 
trial involvement, whereas the Snohomish County program is more post- 
sentence oriented. Secondly, the Pierce County program emphasizes 
treatment for its clients far more than the Snohomish County program 
does. Data provided by the Tacoma program indicated all of its clients 
were placed in treatment whereas less than half of the Snohomish County 
clients were. 

The auditor believes that low program success rates may be a major 
cause for concern; particularly in the Snohomish County program. Indeed 
less than one-quarter of its clients successfully completed the pro- 
gram. This appears to be an extremely low figure, especially in light 
of the fact that over half of the clients were only on urinalysis 
monitoring. However, the auditor is unable to explain the reason or 
reasons for these low success rates. 
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III. PROGRAM EFFICIENCY 

A. I~FRODUCTION 

This audit did not focus extensively on the day-to-day opera- 
tions of the two TASC programs; concentrating instead on various 
outcome or effectiveness issues. However, in conducting the review 
certain issues pertaining to the program's efficiency were noted, 
including monitoring and/or evaluation activities, general policies 
and procedures, record keeping, etc. This information is high- 
lighted below. 

B. FINDINGS 

Both programs operate under contract to the Department of Cor- 
rections (IX?C). However, in reviewing the contracts themselves, 
and in some cases in reviewing both parties adherance to those con- 
tracts, certain "problems" were noted. 

As discussed previously on page 8 , program eligibility re- 
quirements are not explicitly defined in either contract. Program 
objectives pertaining to TASC's effectiveness are not expressly in- 
cluded in the Pierce County contract. (Under the contract's state ~ 
ment of work, two "objective-like" statements are included; however, 
these statements are essentially buried amidst other activities 
which the program, is directed to perform.) The Snohomish County 
contract does include eight separate objectives. However, only two 
of the eight are directed at "outcome measures". Yet these two 
objectives (pertaining to drug usage and recidivism)are only di- 
rected to the time period during which the client is a participant 
in theprOgram. Thus, no objectives exist which seek to measure any 
lasting or post-programimpact which the program might have on 
client behavior. 

In the Snohomish County con t rac t ,  Cer ta in  " d i r e c t i v e s "  ara included 
which have not  been performed by t h e  program. Examples include:  

TO ensure appropriate Treatment Agreement Contracts have been 
obtained for all treatmentreferral sources utilized by the 
TASC pr0gram. (The stated purpose of this directive is to 
develop clear standard operating proCedures between the pro- 
grams by outlining goals and expectations.) 
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- To develop a mechanism to assessthe impact of TASC beyond the 
client's termination date in the program. 

To develop a questionnaire to follow-upformer'TASC clients at 
intervals of six months, one year, and eighteen months to deter- 
mine whether they have been able to main a substance free life -• 
style. 

A requirement is also included in the Pgerce County contract that among 
records to be kept bythe program are "... letters of working agreement 
with appropriate treatment and criminal justice• agencies ..." No such 
letters or agreements exist.• 

No evaluation plan, or provision for an evaluation plan, is in- 
cluded in the Pierce County contract. The only reference to evaluation 
therein is under a section entitled "Record-keeping Requirements". 
There it is stated that "Records shall be kept sufficient to assure that 
performance On allstandards described herein can be validated." The 
Snohomish County contract does include a separate section entitled 
"Evaluation and Monitoring". There it is stated that "DAC (Division of 
Adult Corrections) shall have anevaluation plan that measures progress 
toward specific objectives. Such evaluation planshall, at a minimum, 
address the quality of services provided to clients." However~ no such 
evaluation plan exists. 

Within the same section noted immediately above (Snohomish County 
contract),: it is stated that "All facilities receiving DAC funds through 
this contract will be monitored through routine site visits by DAC per- 
sormel ..." According to the Director of DOC's Division of Community 
Services, except for the reportingof basic client statistics, no moni- 
toring of the ~ TASCprograms occurs•whatsoever. 

Pursuant to Pierce County's contract, Pierce C0untyTASC has a 
comprehensive policies and procedures manual which outlines program 
operations. This requirement is not included in the Snohomish County 
contract, and Snohomish County TASC has no such manual. 

In conduc{ing this audit, the auditor spe~t a considerable amount 
of time reviewing client files. Generally, the quality of these files 
in the Pierce County program was good. Information pertaining tO such 
things as the client's criminal justice •involvement (including point of 
entry into program, referral source, criminal history and sentencing) 
substance abuse problems and progress in and termination from the pro- 
gram was relatively comprehensive and accessible. This was not the case, 
however, in the Snohomish County program. Frequently, the auditor was 
unable to determine "basic" information, for example, arrest charges, 
criminal history, legal status, etc. While a "summary sheet" was in- 
cluded in most files, this sheet was frequently filled out only in part, 
if at all. 
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C. 

D. 

EVALUATIONS AND CONCLUSIONS 

Operationally , both TASC programs are extremely independent. There 
exists no monitoring function tO ensure program compliance with contrac- 
tual conditions. No evaluation componentis in place to measure the 
program's effectiveness or outcomes. The auditor believes these facts 
indicate a serious lack of program accountability. 

The auditor further believes that the absence of both definitive 
eligibility requirements and relevant program objectives may lead to 
confusionas to the program's ultimate purpose or sense of direction. 
This is especially true for those not immediately associated with the 
program; e.g., criminal justice agencies, treatment agencies, "decision- 
makers", etc. Similarly, the absence of formalized working agreements 
which •outline program objectives; requirements, procedures and expecta- 
tions - withtreatment andcriminal justice agencies, Could lead to the 
inefficient or inappropriate use ofprogramresources. 

The auditor believes that~the development of formalized policies 
and procedures would also result in greater efficiency within the Sno- 
homish County TASC program. In addition to promoting the inner-consis- 
tency of program operations, it would also be invaluable for new em- 
ployees. 

Client recordswithin the Snohomish County program are inadequate 
at present. The frequent absence of pertinent client data hinders the 
conduct of evaluations or audits such as the current effort. To further 
aid evaluative efforts, the nature of data collected as well as the for- 
mat in which such data is presented or summarized should be standardized 
amongst the TASC programs. 

REC~ATIONS 

In the event that the TASCprograms continue operations after the 
1981-83 biennium, it is recommended that: 

I. An on-going monitoring function to ensure program compliance with 
contractual conditions be established and carried out • by the State 
agency to which the TASC programs contract. 

. An evaluation component designed to measure TASC's effectiveness or 
program outcomes be developed and implemented. Such evaluation 
should be based on formalized, quantifiable objectives which address, 
at a minimum, the issues of client recidivism and substance abuse; 
both during and after program participation. 

° 

O 

O . i 

I 
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Specific program eligibility requirements be developed and 
contractually stated. 

All TASC programs develop and adopt formal operatingpolicies 
and procedures. 

All TASC programs developand execute working agreements with 
those treatment agencies in which TASC clients are placed. Such 
agreementsshould include, at a minimum, a listing of program 
requirements, objectives, procedures and TASC's expectations of 
thetreatment agency. 

All TASC programs should formally communicate, in writing, their 
objectives, procedures and requirements to all criminal justice 
agencies within their service area. 

All TASC programswork cooperatively, and in conjunction with the 
contracting State agency to develop a standardized format for the 
collection and presentation (or summarization) of client data rele- 
vant to the measurement of program objectives; including such data 
elements as current arrest charges , criminal history, legal status 
at program entry, referral source, substance useand program termina- 
tion. . .  
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IV. ADMINISTRATIVE PLACEMENT 

A. INTRODUCTION 

A pri.mary reason: for .requesting this aud!.t..wa.s__.t~e _fact• 
that on two separate occasionscluring the ]ast two years, the 
Department of CorrectJ.ons' Di~vi sion .of CommunLty Services 
recommended elimination ,of the TASC programs. As a result, one of 
the issues whJ:ch the LegJslative Budget Committee (LBC) was 
asked to address in its review was: 

If [the TASC] program J.s prJ.mar~ly a drug/ 
a].cohol program, would ].t be managed more 
appropriately by the Bureau of Alcohol and 
Substance Abuse in the Department of Soc,ial 
and Heal th Services ? 

Through dJ scussions with various ]ndividuaJs, this J ssue 
was "expanded" to the 'following audi.t objective : 

To assess the feasibility and/or consequences of 
placing TASC with:in the Department of Social and 
Hea~lth Services, the .Office of. the Administrator 
.for the Courts or other State agency. 

• ..B. .FINDINGS 

During this revi:ew, the auditor held numerous conversa- 
.tJ:ons w~.th the ~rector and various other offJ:ci.als of t,he 
Department of Corrections" DivisJ.on of Community Services. 
These individuals expressed the .view that i f the TASC programs 
are continued, their pre~.erence would be that the .program not 
.be continued under their Division. (They did stress, however, 
that i.f the Legislature determined otherwise, i..e.:., that the 
program should be continued and .shouJ.d continue within DOC 
-they would certainly abide by that decisJ.0n. ) A number of. 
reasons were .cited for thei.r .preference. 

Perhaps the primary reason cited .by these officials was 
pr.ob].ems wJ.th jurisdi.ctJonal, authority. Many .TASC cli ents, 
especially i.n the ,Pierce County program .which emphasizes pre- 
tri.a] J.nvolvement, .enter the program prior to .the time ,that 
.they are convicted of the crime .for whi ch they have been 
arrested. The individuals whom the. auditor spoke withheld 
that the DOC had no .juri.sdJcati.on over these i.ndiv~duals 
until such • time as they were convicted and remanded by the 
court to DOC. This perception appears to .be backed up by 
st, atutory language contained ~.n the Corrections Reform Act 
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of 198]. The first sentence of the section addressing legislative 
intent (RCW 72.09.010) reads: '~t is the intent of the legislature 
to establish a comprehensive system of corrections for convicted 
law violators .... " (E~hasis added.) 

A second problem cited was that the TASCprograms only dealt 
with a small percentage of DOC c]ients. This view was based both 
on the fact that TASC operated in only threeof the State's 39 
counties, and the perception that it was true even in those 
counties in which TASC did operate. The audi tor attempted to 
compute fJ~es which would .address this issue. Figures on the 
number~7~ DOC~ Eiients (i nclud~ngTipr-6Datli oners and ~, paro lee s ~-~k~luding 
work releasees) within each codnty~durlng FY 1982 were--obtained-from 
the directors of the Regiona] Probation and Parole Offices. Figures 
on the number of TASC clients who were also DOC clients were ob- 
tained from the auditor's review of a samp]e number of TASC client 
files (See page.35 for a further explanation of. the sample procedure.) 
TASC clients were considered to be DOC clients as weJ] if they were 
referred tO TASC~by DOC, or if they were an adult, had been arrested on 
a felony levelcrime and the arrest Charges were not known to have~ 
been dropped or reduced to a misdemeanor (some juveniles who were 17 
years old and had been charged with a serious crime such as first 
degree robbery were also incJuded). These clients were considered 
as DOC cJients even iftheywere not actua]ly DOC c]ients at the time 
of program entry; itwas assumed that they became DOC Clients during 
program participation. By county, the foJJowing figures were 
obtained: 

Snohomi sh County: 139 of Snohomish County's 207 total 
clients were also DOC clients 67.1%. 
These 139 clients rej0resented 12.2% of 
the 1,138 probationers and parolees 
within Sn0homish Coiinty durlng FY 1982. 

Pierce Co.unty: ~248 of Pierce County's 302 total clients 
were also DOC clients - 82.1%. These 
248 clients represented 10.0% of the 
2,484 vrobationers and parolees within Pierce 
County during FY 1982. 

A fina] reason cited by DOC offi.ci.als for favoring elimination 
(or transfer) of the program was that there own "peop]e" could 
perform those TASC services needed by DOC more efficiently and 
effectively. In fact, the Division of Community Services is current- . 
ly proposing that funding be obtained in order to purchase urine , 
testing equipment and to empJoy one new officer in each region to 
perform evaluation and diagnosis activities, as well as to develop 
treatment recommendations for substance abusing offenders. In con- 
duct~ng the audit; numerous individuals in the criminal justice 
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field were questioned regarding their perception of the advisability 
or possibility of having probation and parole officers assume the 
activities now performed by TASC. (These individuals were not 
asked specifically about the Division of Community Services' pro- 
posal mentioned above.) While some individuals indicated that 
such an arrangement might be workable, the vast majority of those 
questioned stated that it was not. 

The reasons offered for stating that such a situation was not 
workable ranged from the philosophical to the practical. Many ' 
individuals .stated that having the probation and parole officers . 
assume existing TASC functions would contradict the basic purpose 
of the TASC program ' that of serving in the role of an independent, 
impartial party which stands mid-way between the criminal justice 
and treatment systems. If such a situation were to occur, it was 
stated that substance abusing offenders would be far less likely to 
admit their substance abuse problems, Sensing that it would only 
result in increasing the severity of their punishment. Critics of 
the idea als0 pointed out the fact that most probat~on.offi.cers totally 
lack the expertise needed to m perform diagnostic and evaluative 
services related to the substance abusing offenders. Finally, it 
was stated that if such an idea were ilmplemented, the basic TASC 
services would get ."lost in the shuffle." It was noted, that the 
average caseload of a probati on offi cer statewi de was approximately 
80; whereas the caseload of a TASC case manager is approx!.mately 
25. It was stated that the level of monitoring and SUl~er- 
vJ.si.on now existing under TASC could not possibly continue if such 
supervision was carried out ~ by probati on officers. 

The auditor reviewed the basic administrative structures of 
the TAsC program in the seven states which have stateWide TASC 
program.5. In three of these states, the TASC program is ei.ther 
housed within, or contracts to, an agency similar to Washington's 
Bureau of Alcohol and Substance Abuse (DSHS). In two states, TASC 
is housedwithin a Department of Corrections. In one state, TASC 
is housed wi.thin the equivalent of our Office of the Administrator 
for the Courts, and in the remaining state, TASC is within the 
equivalent of. our Planning and Cormnunity Affairs .A~ency. In f_ive of 
the seven states, the State "portion"' ofthe TASC program consists 
of a "TASC Coordinating Office", usually consisting of two or three 
State employees. Local. programs are then operated on a contractual 
basis. In Oklahoma, all employees, both at the state and local 
level, are "state employees." The Illinois program is entirely 
independent insofar as none of its employees are state employees. 
The entire program operates under contract to the IllinoJ.s 
Commission on Dangerous Drugs. 

Officials within three Washington State agencies were inter- 
viewed by the auditor to determine the.feasibility of placing TASC 
within their agency. These agencies were the Bureau of Alcohol and 

-O 
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Substance Abuse (BASA), in the Department of. Social and Health Services 
(DSHS), the Office of the Administrator for the-Courts (AFC) and the 
Planning and Community Affairs Agency [PCAA). 

The ~.ndivJdual within BASA whom the auditor spoke with stated 
that it would be .feasible for that agency to administer the TASC 
programs. It. was pointed out that i. n the grant applicatJ.on that 
was prepared for submission (but not submitted), to LEAA for a State 
TASC program in 1979., BASA was deSignated as the administering 
agency. Further, BASA hi storically has funded various "criminal 
justice" projects such as drug treatment programs within .the State's 
prisons. The auditor, also .noted that in the Drug Abuse Prevention 
Plan for FY 1980, which was prepared by BASA, criminal justice 
Clients were designated, as a "special emphas~s" client group. The 
director of BASA's drug program did mention, however, that in his. 
opinion, TASC was more appropriately located within the Department 
of Corrections. This was based on his belief that TASC was 
predomi.nately a corrections oriented program. Additionally, it was 
noted that Placing the TASC program within BASA could conceivably 
hamper TASC's effectiveness. This was said to bepossible.because 
some criminal justice officials might perceive such a move as an 
alignment of TASC with the treatment community thereby compromising 
its current posi tion as an independent and j.mpartial third party. 

. The Office of the Administrator for the Courts was contacted 
~.n regards to this issue because of the fact. that numerous TASC 
functions directly impact or benefit the courts. Among these 
functions are the Supervision of ~ndJ.vidua!s .released to the pro- 
gram on pre-trial, personal recognizance release, the preparation 
of treatment oriented sentencing recommendations (as well as 
assistJ.ng pr0bat~.on officers 5n the preparation of the formalized 
pre-sentence i.nvestigat~on report), and the supervj.s_Jon an ~ monitor- 
ing. of probationers. While the ACtin~ Administrator stated that he 
was not all that familiar with the.TASC.progra re.at present,_.hedid • 
• not have "any problem" wi.th the concept of takin~ .on the 
TASC programs. He added that doing so could-in fact fit into their 
plans for working more closely with various probation-related 
functions. 

The final agency contacted in regards to this issue was the 
Planning and .Community Affairs Agency. However-, in a conversation 
with theD~J.rector of PCAA, the view was expressed that the TASC 
program did not fit i.n well with other programs admini stered by 
the agency. As such, the D.irector was not receptive to the ~dea 
of placing TASC under PCAA. 
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C. EVALUATION AND CONCLUSIONS • 

• Based on an ana lys i s  o f  the foregoing,  the aud i to r  has  con- 
cluded tha t  of  the agencies exanfined, the TASC programs would be 
most app rop r i a t e ly  p]aced wi th in  the Office of the AdminJstrat0r 
for  the Courts. 

Unlike the Department of  Correct ions,  the •courts have 
j u r i s d i c t i o n  over most every phase of  a TASC c l i e n t ' s  c r i m i n a l  
j u s t i c e  involvement while in  the program; from the p r e - t r i a I ,  
personal  recognizance re l ease  dec is ion ,  up to the dec i s ion  to 
i nca rce ra t e  the offender  in  a State  co r r ec t iona l  f a c i l i t y .  In 
add i t ion ,  whiie the large major i ty  of  TASC c l i e n t s  are a l so  DOC 
c l i e n t s  (or w i l l  "become" DOC c l i e n t s ) ,  i t  i s  recognized tha t  
these i nd iv idua l s  represent  only a small p ropor t ion  of  DOC's 
t o t a l  caseload wi th in  each  j u r i sd i c t i on . .  I t  might a l s o  be noted 

• 

t ha t  for  reasons ou t l i ned  in  t h e  f]nd.,ngs sec t ion ,  the audi tor  
does not  be l i eve  tha t  assumption of the TASC funct ions  b y  probat ion  
and parole  o f f i c e r s  i s  a v i ab l e  opt ion ( th i s  speaks only to the 
assumption of  the e n t i r e  range of  current  TASC func t ions ) .  

The .placement of  TASC in to  the Bureau of Alcohol and  Substance 
Abuse could prove to be a s a t i s f a c t o r y  arrangement. However, ~i n the 
a u d i t o r ' s  opin ion,  TASC is  not predominantly a drug/a lcohol  program. 

~ A__d.diti_oDa_l/ly, t~!e aud i to r  concurs with statements made by the d i r e c t o r  
o f  BASA's drug program. For TASC to be e f f e c t i v e ,  i t  i s  imperat ive 
t ha t  i t s  i m p a r t i a l i t y  not  be open to quest ion.  I f  TASC were placed 
wi th in  BASA, such c6idld- occur. 

Because of  a lack of  j u r i s d i c t i o n a l  problems, and because o f  the 
assumed i m p a r t i a l i t y  of  the courts as well  as the bene f i t s  the TASC 
programs provide to the cour t s ,  the audi tor  be l ieves  t h a t  the 
TASC programs would be most e f f i c i e n t l y  and e f f e c t i v e l y  administered 
by the Office of  the Adminis t rator  for  the Courts. 

D. RECCM~NDATION 

REC(]V~[ENDATION 8 

If the TASC programs are continued, it is recommended that - 
responsibiIJ.ty for their administration be transferred from the 
Department of Corrections to the Office of the Administrator for 
the Courts. 

O 

O 
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V. PROGRAM:COSTS AND WORKLOAD 

o. 

A. 

B. 

.INTRODUCTION. 

The information below b r i e f l y  reviews the  costs  of  t h e t w o  
TASC programs on a p e r - c l i e n t  bas i s .  S t a f f ing  l eve l s  are a lso 
reviewed. A d d i t i o n a l l y ,  the costs  assoc ia ted  with u r i n a l y s i s  
monitoring in  the. Snohomish County.program ~ s discussed.  

FINDINGS 

I. Per-Client Costs: 

Table 7, below, depicts the FY 1982 expenditures for 
the two TASC programs, thenumber of client admissions as 
reportedby the p~ograms and the resultant, cost per client 
for each program. 

Table 7 

Costs Per C l i en t ,  

• Snohomish .Coun£yTASC 
FY~82 Expenditures $!45,074.07 $212,888.02 
FY 82 Clients 207 302 
Cost Per Client $700.84 $704.93 

It should be noted that many individuals who are 
evaluated and diagnosed by the program do not enter the 
program. During FY 1982, the SnohomJsh program evaluated 
76 JndJ.vJduals who ended up not entering the program and 
the Pierce County programevaluated 98 such indivJ.duals. 
If these numbers were added to .thenumber of clients above, 
the cost per client figures woulddecrease to $5]2.63 and 
$532.22respectively. 

PierCe CotmtyTASC 

The auditor attempted to compare these• per-client costs 
with the Per-client costs for both regular probation and the 
intensive supervision program (both probation and parole). 
However, the Department of Corrections computes such costs 
in a slightly different manner; specifically dividing total 
expendLtures by the avera~e-n-~berof ciients-~in~-th~ pr-6-{r~-at 
any one t ime.  Therefore,  t he  aud i to r  re2computed TASC's 
p e r - c l i e n t  cost  f igures  to conform with t ha t  method. F o r  
both TASC programs, t h e  number o f  c l i e n t s  in  the program 
at  anyone  time is  the average fo r  the l a s t  s ix  months of  
FY 1982. That average number, for  both programs, was 113 
c l i e n t s .  By dividing t o t a l  expenditures by t ha t  number, 
the r e s u l t a n t  cost f igures  were $],283.84 J n the SnohomJsh 

program and $1,883.96 i n  the Pierce County program. This 
compares to a p e r - c l i e n t  cost  of  $609.55 for  r egu la r  pro- 
ba t ion ,  and $2,197.58 for  the i n t e n s i v e  superv is ion  pro- 
gram (f igures provided by the Department of  Correc t ions) .  
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. Staffing: 

By posi t ion t i t l e ,  Table 8 below depicts the s t a f f i ng  pat tern 
for both programs. 

Table 8 

PositJ.on 

TASC Staffing Levels 

SnohomJshTASC FTE's PferceTASC FTE's 

D i r e c t o r  

Case-Managers (~ncludJng 
supe rv i s e r )  .. 

Secretary/Receptionist  

.50 

3.20 

1..50 

1.00 

4.75 

1.00 

Bookkeeper/Accountant .50 50 

Planner .25 

TOTAL FTE ' S. : .... 5.70 7.50 

"Administrative" Sub-Total 
(Exciuding Case-Managers) 

NOTE: 

2.5 (43.8%) 2:75 (36.7%) 

The Snohomish County TASC_progr_am_, along ~ t h  i t S : : ' p a r ~ n t "  
organization,  the Drug Abuse Council, operates two separate 
o f f i ces ,  one in Everett (main off ice)  and one in  Lyrmw0od. 

By dividJngthe number of clients at any one t~me(ll3 for 
both programs-average for January through June 1982) bythe number 
of case managers (including supervisors), the average caseload ~s 
obtained. This works out to 35.3 Jn the Snohomish County program 
and 23.8 Jn the Pierce County program. 

In Snohomish County, TASC case managers evaluated anddiagnosed 
a total of 219 individuals. This includes 76 individuals who 

d~d-n6 t en t e r  the-pr6gram (not a l l  c l i en t s  admitted into the p r o :  
gram were evaluated, h0wever, p a r t i c u l a r l y  thosewho were p laced  
on u r ina ly s i s  monitoring only). This worksout to 68.4 evaluations 
per case manager. AssumSng there are 237 working days per year 
(allowing for 11 holidays and 12 vacation days) each case manager 

would have conducted one evaluat ion every 3.5 working days. In 
the Pierce County program, these figures work out to 84.2 evalua- 
tions per case manager, with each case manager conducting one 
evaluation every 2.8 days. 

0 
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3. Urinalysis Testing: 

Note: Data regarding •the costs associated with urine testing 
were not obtained from the Pierce County program prior to 
this wri ting. 

According to data supp]J•ed by the Snohomish County program, 
3,605 urinalyses (UA's) were performed in • FY 1982. A total of ]91 
clients were on a UAmonitoring program (either by itself or in 
connection with a treatment placement). This averages out to 
18.9 UA's per client. The total cost for these UA's was li#ted 
by the program as $19,983.69 or an average of $5.54 per UA. It 
might be noted that the UA costs represent 13.8% of the program's 
expenditures during FY ]982. 

Additional data supplied by the program shows that the vast 
majority (93%) of UA's were sent out to a laboratory for analysis, 
with the remainder being done :J,n-house (the program owns a portable 
E.M.I.T. System-used for urine testing). The cost of materials for 
• tests performed in-house is $3.00 per• drug tes.ted for. •The 
laboratory utilized by SnohomJsh County (located Jn Seattle) charges 
$6.00 per "full-screen" (a :total of eleven drugs). 

C. EVALUATIONS AND CONCLUSIONS. 

The per-client, costs for the two TASC programs appear to be 
reasonable, especially in•comparison with the per c]ient costs of 
probation and the intensive supervision Program operated by the • 
Department of Corrections. While the~TASC Costs are substantially 
higher than the costs of•regular probation, i•t must be remembered 
• that the average active caseload of a probation officer is approxJ - 
mate]y 80, compared with a caseload of 35 in the Snohomish County 
program and 24 in the Pierce CoLmty program. The TASC caseload 
figures, while somewhat higher, more closely approximate the Case- 
loads • of officers in the intensive supervision program. In terms ~ 
of the level of supervision and monitoring provided to TASC clients, 
the auditor believes that the dosts of the TASC program are more 
fairly compared to the costs of the intensive •supervision project 
rather than the costs of regular probation. 

The "administrative" costs of the i pr0grams appear to be somewhat 
high; especially in the SnohomJsh County program. However, this is 
somewhat mitigated by the fact that the program operates two separate 
offices. 
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VI. ATTITUDES TOWARDS AND BENEFITS OF PROGRAM 

A. INTRODUCTION 

In conducting the audit, the auditor interviewed numerous crimi- 
nal justice officials within the two TASCcounties regarding their 
views of the TASC program. The information below summarizes the re- 
sults of those interviews in the context of the benefits the TASC 
program was seen asproviding. It should be noted that because of 
Pierce County's closer proximity to Olympia, and the desire to inter- 
view individuals in-person, a proportionately greater number of 
Pierce County officials were contacted. 

B. FINDINGS 

i. Pre-Trial Release: As has been mentioned previously in this 
report; the Pierce County TASC program emphasizes pre-trial 
intervention. Over half of its clientele entered the program 
as a court imposed condition of pre-triM release; either 
throughpersonal recognizance release or through a reduction 
in the amount of bail required for release. 

Numerous individuals whom the auditor spoke with were highly 
praiseworthy of TASC's involvement in this area. A number of 
judges, for example, pointed to the fact that without the 
urinalysis monitoring provided by TASC, many more individ- 
uals would remain jailed pending trial. A Pierce County Deputy 
Prosecutor stated that this monitoring function was anexcel- 
lent way to keep both judges and the prosecutor's office in- 
formed as to an individual's progress while on pre-trial re- 
lease status. The then-Director of the Office of Assigned 
Council stated that in his opinion, a judge who now releases 
50% of arrestees on pre-trial release with TASC, would probably 
release only 35% of arrestees without TASC. According to reports 
received from his employees, the Pierce County Under-sheriff 
stated that TASC is responsible for getting 7 to I0 people re- 
leased from jail each day on pre-trial release. Every individ- 
ual whom the auditor spoke with regarding this issue expressed 
the opinion that the Pierce County TASC program provides a 
valuable service in the pre-trial release area. 

The auditor did not attempt to quantify the extent of Pierce 
County TASC's effectiveness in this area. However, the fol- 
lowing statistics, provided by the Washington State Jail Com ~ 
mission, were noted. From January through June, 1982, the 
proportion of total inmates in the Pierce County Jailwho 
were on pre-conviction status (based upon daily average popu- 
lation) was 65%. This was the highest percentage of pre-con- 
viction inmates recorded by any local jail in the State. The 
State average was 41%. During the same time period, the 
"average length of stay" forpre-conviction inmates was 9 days 
in the Pierce County Jail. Statewide, the average length otstay 
was 8 days. 

. 

O 
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Diagnostic/Evaluative Information at Time of Sentencing: This was 
another area in which the maj.ority of individuals whom the auditor 
spoke with had high praise for the TASC program. The then-Director 
of the Pierce County Office of Assigned Council stated that his office 
wou]~] not have themanpower or expertise to perform such diagnostic 
evaluations, nor would they have the funds to contract for such 
evaluations. Without TASC, he stated a lot of work would just not 
get done. A Pierce County Superior Court judge stated that he could 
not possibly know about the various treatment programs, both in terms 
of orientation as well asquality. He stated that he relied heavily 
on TASC to fill this void. :A number of individuals credited the 
TASC program's integrity and impartiality i n this area as a major 
reason for its effectiveness. Asone judge stated,"TASC never 
solicits business." 

Another Pierce County judge stated that. the sentencting decision was 
much easier if the offender had entered the program at the time Of 
initial arraignment. He said the Chance to observe an individu~l.ts 
"progress" while in the program for a Couple of months dramatically 
increased the odds that he would make the"rightsentencing deci- 
sion." It was for this reason that a Snohomish County Superior Court 
judge stated that he wished the Snohomish County TASC program would 
implement its own pre-trial program. This sentiment was also ex- 
pressed by the Director of the Snohomish County Public Defender As- 
sociation. 

TASC as anAlternative to State or Local Incarceration: (Note: 
the issue of State incarcerationavoidance is addressed in greater 
detail in a separate section of this audit~) Four of the five 
Pierce County Superior Court Judges whom the auditor interviewed, 
as well as the one Snohomish County judge, stated that they felt 
TASC did serve as an alternative to State incarceration. (The re- 
maining Pierce County judge did not comment on the issue.) The 
"intensity" of this perception differedsubstantially, however; 
from one judge who stated that he .personally would sentence two to 
three times as many offenders to prison if not for TASC, to another 
who stated that it would be rare for TASC to make a difference, 
however, acknowledging that it has occurred. 

Perceptions regarding this issue differed among other individuals 
whom the auditor spoke with. One Pierce County Deputy Prosecutor 
stated flatly that TASC did not keep people out of the State insti- 
tutions. However, another Deputy stated that it had a substantial 
impact in this area. The Regional Director ofthe State Office of 
Adult Probation and Parole (Region V) stated that he doubted that 
TASC made a difference in whether an offender was sent to prison 
in more than ten cases per Year. TheSupervisor of the Everett 
Probation.and Parole Office also felt that TASC did not really serve 
as an alternative to State incarceration. The Director of the Office 
of Assigned Council stated that he:felt TASC could make a great differ- 
ence in "borderline" cases. 
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C. 

Many people felt that TASC had a greater i~Noact on keeping people 
out of jail. One judge stated, for example, that TASC can make a 
big difference insetting the terms of probation, i.e., jail 
versustreatment. Once again, the auditor did not atten~t to 
quantify TASC's effectiveness in this area. 

4. Post-Sentence Monitoring/Superivision: The auditor spoke with a 
number of individuals connected with Probation mld Parole; in- 
cluding supervisors and line personnel. The general reaction 
to TASC was positive. This wasboth in regards to t!~eir diagnos- 
tic activities as well as their monitoring activities. Regarding 
the former, one supervisor stated that because his officer'sdid not 
have the expertise in dealing with substance abusers, those individ- 
ualscould "con" his officers into thinking they had a drug problem 
~en in fact they didn't. The line officers whom the auditor spoke 
with stated that the TASC urinalysis monitoring program was very 
helpful to them. They also noted-that the TASC persom~el were ex- 
tremely prompt in reporting to them any violations on the part of 
the client. 

EVALUATION AND CONCLUSIONS 

In the auditor's opinion, the TASCprograms have a remarkable level 
of support among the criminal justice community in their repective juris- 
dictions. In fact, the auditor did not encounter a single individual 
who did not favor the progrmns. As important, this support crossed "juris- 
dictional" lines; from the prosecutorial function to the public defense 
function. 

The greatest level of support seemed to center around Pierce County 
TASC's pre-trial intervention function. This is consistent with national 
evaluations which have shown that the sum of benefits resulting from a 
TASC program increase the earlier that TASC intervention occurs. In the 
National Evaluation Program evaluation of the TASC program (Phase II 
Report 1979) it was recommended that: 

"... TASC increase the use of pre-trial release in projects Which 
have credible, respected mechanisms in operation. Second, that 
TASC projects which do not operate pre-trial release programs, 
seriously pursuethe possibility ..." 

The auditor concludes that the Snohomish County TASC program shouldpursue 
the 'possibility of implementing such afunction. 

Among thebenefits received by the State from the TASC programs are 
assistance in the probation and parole function (inclusive of the assistance 
provic~d by TASC in the preparation of pre-sentence investigation reports) and 
a possible reduction in the number of offenders committed to the State's 
penal institutions. Certainly, however, a number of the benefits which 
the programs are seen as providing relate directly to the local jurisdic- 
tions. These include services provided to the local prosecutor and public 
defense ~ffices, as well as helping to alleviate the burdens of overcrowd- 
ing in the local jails. Unfortunately, it is difficult (and the auditor 
has notattempted) to determine precisely which jurisdiction(s) receives 
what proportion of the program's benefits. It mightbe reasonable, 
however, to provide for the local jurisdictions to fund some portion of t~e 
programs costs asa condition for continued state funding. 
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D. RECO~fl%NDAT I ONS 

I f  theTASC p r o g r ~ s  are cont inued,  i t  is  recommended t h a t :  

9. The Snohomish County TASC program; in consu l t a t i on  with local  
c r imina l  j u s t i c e  agenc ies , .de te rmine  the d e s i r a b i l i t y  and f ea s i -  
b i l i t y  of implementing a formalized pre-trial intervention compo- 
nent similar to that of the Pierce County TASC program. 

10. The State give consideration to providing for the localjurisdictio~s 
to fund some portion of the TASC program's operating costs as a corMi ~• 
tion ofcontinued State funding. 
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VII. RECIDIVISM 

A. INTRODUC~ I @N 

B. 

In the initial request for this audit, the Legislative Budget 
Committee was asked to examine TASC's "recidivism rate or demon- 
strated outcome". It was hoped that this could be accomplished by 
reviewing and, if need be, "massaging" data previously generated in 
the Arthur Young and Company evaluations. A suggested audit objec- 
tive which was not approved by the LBC was to: 

Reexamine TASC .cOst-effectiveness by designing and executing 
new studies of diversion and recidivism impacts. (emphasis 
a--d-~ed) 

The primary reason for not approving this objective was that 
staff estimated that a minimum of tweive man-months would be re- 
quired to complete such studies. It might also be noted that neither 
TASC program has any mechanism in place for tracking or following up 
on clients. As a result, no new data has been collected relevant to 
TASC's impact on recidivism. Instead, the auditor has limited his 
analysis to a review of the previous Arthur Young evaluations as. 
well as various TASC evaluations from other jurisdictions. 

It should be noted, however, thatevaluating something like the 
TASC program's impact on recidivism is an extremely difficult endeav- 
or. The ' "perfect" evaluation might be conducted by Comparing the 
recidivism rate of TASC clients Who had been selected for program 
participation at random from an "eligibility pool", to the recidivism 
rate of those individuals who had randomly not been selected from that 
same eligibility pool. Obviously, however, selecting clients in this 
fashion would raise serious legal questions concerning both equal pro- 
tection under the law, and equal access to public services. 

FINDINGS 

The issue of recidivism was not quantitatively addressed in the 
Arthur Young evaluation of the Snohomish County TASC program. While 
it was addressed in the Pierce County TASC evaluation, the measure- 
ment used was a "pre-post" comparison rather than a control group, or 
"inter-group" comparison. Among the. findings of this process was that 
78.1% of all TASC clients (except those in the urine monitoring only 
program) were "arrest free" during the 12 months preceding entry into 
the program*, 82.7% of all clients were arrest free while in the pro- 
gram and 85.9% of all clients were arrest free during the 12 month 
period after completion of the program. W~ile these figures are 

The auditor is puzzled by this figure since entry into the program - whether 
pre-trial or as a condition of sentence.- is currently precipitated bY an 
arrest in the vast majority of cases. 
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interesting, the auditor does not believe they are particularly insight- 
ful. If anycriminal sanction - whether it be TASC, some other "alter- 
native" program, or incarceration - is to have a positive affect on recidi- 
vism, it would be reasonable to expect that that affect would be most 
pronounced immediately following imposition of the sanction. 

The auditor reviewed two evaluations of TASC programs from the 
State of Arizona. The first, A Performance Audit of the Pima and 
Maricopa County Treatment Alternatives to Street Crime Programs 
(August •1980), was • conducted by the Arizona Office of the Auditor 
General.• A primarY conclusion of this study•was that: 

"... there was no significantdifference in recidivism between 
Maricopa County TASC clients and a comparable non-TASC group and 
that Pima County TASC clients hada higher rate of recidivism 
than a comparable non-TASC group" (emphasis added) 

Unfortunately, in this study there appears to be a serious question 
as to whether the "comparable non-TASC group" was actually•comparable. 
While all individuals in the non-TASC group met TASC eligibility criteria, 
they were selected from a list of individuals (kept by the TASC programs) 
who, • for "unknown reasons (had) declined to participate in the program." 
As noted in comments made by the•auditee, and•included in the document, 
the fact thatthese individuals declined participation in the program, 
may have meant that they were inherently different from thosewho did 
enter the program. For example, the individuals may have felt that they 
didn't need treatment, they may not have had the necessary time because 
of work or school commitments, or they may have had other "support sys-• 
tems" in the community which lessened their need for T?uSC. Al!of these 
reasons could impact recidivistic behavior. • 

The second Arizona evaluation whichthe auditor reviewed was Treat- 
ment ~Alternativesto Street Crime: An Independent Evaluation of Arizona's 
TASC program (November 1981), conducted by Behavioral Health Consultants 
of Arizona, Inc. This evaluation compared the recidivism rate of TASC 
clients to the recidivism rate Of a group of Maricopa County jail inmates 
who had been•screened for possible placement into a manpower training pro- 
gram, and who also met TASC eligibility requirements. ~ The recidivism 
rate for the TASC group was listed•as 10%, and for the non-TASC group, 
52%. Based on these findings, the report concluded that: 

".. TASC provided•a ~more~ positive outcome (reduction•of recidi- 
vism) by virtue of its impact on•clients , than does an alternate 
method of treating the substance abusing offender that of in- 
carceration." 
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C. 

D. 

In going over that report's data, however, the auditor noticed that 
there was a drastic difference in the ages of the TASC and non-TASC 
group; only 37% of the TASC clients were under the age of 25, while 75% 
of the non-TASC group were. The auditor believes that a widely held as- 
sumption is that age and the maturation process have a substantial effect 
on criminal activity. If this assumption is correct, the above findings 
are seriously open to question. 

The auditor also reviewed the Phase I and Phase II editions of the 
National Evaluation Program Evaluation of Treatment Alternatives to 
Street Crime (National Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice, 
Law Enforcement AssistanceAdministration, United States Department of 
Justice). These national Studies, however, were "process evaluations" 
only; that is, they examined only the programs process, structure and 
organization, and not its demonstrated outcomes. 

Finally, in a memorandum prepared by theNational TASCProgram Co- 
ordinator, three separate TASC evaluations were noted. While the audi- 
tor did not have access to the reports themselves, and as such can not 
comment on their validity, their results pertaining to the issue of 
recidivism are included below for the benefit of the reader. 

Of TASC clients who successfully completed the Sonoma County 
(California) TASC program, 91% had no subsequent arrests. 

Data from the Escambia County, Florida TASC program shows a recidi- 
vism rate of 10.6% for clients successfully terminated, 27.5% for 
clients terminated "neutrally",43.2% for clients terminated unsuc- 
cessfully and 64.3% for a sample control group. 

The Oklahoma City TASC program found a recidivism rate of 18.8% 
for all TASC clients compared to 37% for a control group. 

EVALUATION AND CONCLUSIONS 

The issue of recidivism is undoubtedly a critical one is considering 
the merits of the TASC program. Indeed, it might be said that the very 
purpose of the TASC program is to break the cause and effectrelationship 
of alcohol and substance abuse and crime. Unfortunately, time was not 
available to conduct new studies of TASC's impact on recidivism. Other 
evaluations reviewed by the auditor were, at best, inconclusive. There- 
fore, no conclusions can be drawn as to the effectiveness of the TASC 
programs insofar as recidivism is concerned.. 

RECOMMENDATION 

REC0~4ENDAT ION II 

It is recommended that the LBC staff further examine and analyze the 
effectiveness of the TASC programs insofar as recidivism is concerned and 
present their findings in a supplementary report to this audit. 
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VIII .  TASC AS AN ALTERNATIVE TO STATE INCARCERATION 

0" 

A. INTRODUCTION 

As a c o n d i t i o n  of  LEAA funding,  e v a l u a t i o n s  were p r e v i o u s l y  
c o n d u c t e d  o n t h e  two TASC programs. Both e v a l u a t i o n s ,  da ted  1979, 
were conducted by Arthur Youngand Company. The genera l  conc lus ion  
o f  both  eva lua t i ons  was t h a t  the  programs were ex t remely  e f f e c t i v e ;  
p a r t i c u l a r l y  i n s o f a r  as t h e i r  Cost e f f e c t i v e n e s s  was concerned.  
One reason why this audit was requested, however, was that some 
people questioned the me%hodology used in those previous egaluations. 

. When the Legislative Budget Committee approved the undertak- 
ing of this audit, one of the primary objectives was to" 

"Review existing TASCcost-effectiveness studiesto identify 
possible problems, (and to) develop revised statements of 
TASC's cost-effectiveness based on refinementsofexisting 
study assumptions or methods." 

In reviewing the previous evaluations, the auditor concurred 
with the assessment that the methodology was flawed. For example, 
the sole criterion on which was based the determination of who 
would or would not have gone to prison if not for TASC, was the 
number of the offenders Previous convictions. It was assumed that 
every client who had had at least two previous convictions 
would have gone to prison. (For those with less than two previous 
convictions, a formula based on Pierce County "incarceration aver- 
ages" was devised and then applied to compute the number who would 
have gone to prison.) At best, the auditor believes that this was 
a fallacious assumption. In addition, however, based upon a compari- 
son of new client data to the old client data, the auditor strongly 
suspects that this assumption was based on all previous convictions; 
not just felony convictions. Given the way t-~e two TASC programs 
collect data on past criminal history, such "crimes" as "minor in 
possession", "DWI"and in some cases "speeding", could have been 
considered previous convictions. If so, the assumption used in the 
previous evaluations was ludicrous. 

Given this fact, the auditor concluded that a determination of 
TASC's effectiveness as an alternative to 'incarceration could not 
be achieved simply by "refining" previous data or studymethods. 
As a result, a substantial amount of new client data was collected 
by the auditor and new methods of computationwere developed. These 
methods areexplained in the pages whichfollow. 
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B. 

Determining who would, or Would have not gone to prison if circum- 
stances had been different, is an inexact proposition atbest. Numerous 
factors come into play; including the "sentencing posture" of local 
judges (i.e., strict versus lenient), the capacity of local or State 
facilities, the availability of alternative resources, plea: bargaining~ 
etc. The information which was available to the auditor was primarily 
that contained in client files. While this information was extremely 
~aluable, it may nothave included or reflected all pertinent considera- 
tions.. For example, information on an offender's criminal history was 
obtained from client files, which included only that information given 
by the offender. Thus, it can not be sure how accurate such information 
is. In addition, information on crimes may not have reflected certain 
prosecutorial charging decisions, or the effects of pleabargaining. 
Given the time and amount of resources available, it was not possible to 
control for all factors, or to Verify all available data. While the 
auditor has no reason tobelieve that the data is overly imprecise, 
these considerations shoul~ be kept in mind. 

FINDINGS 

I. Effectiveness in Avoiding State Incarceration 

• Given the nature of the sentencing process, it is perhaps im- 
possible to definitively assess "wha~ might have happened" under dif- 
ferent circumstances, iThe auditor can make no such claim in the 
information that follows. However, in order to reduce the Chance 
of error, two separate methods were utilized in an attempt to assess 
TASC's effectiveness as an alternative to State incarceration. The 
first was a primari!ysubjective method which was basedon a review 
ofclient files. The second encompassed a more objective approach; 
and was based on the statewide average rate of incarceration. These 
two methods are described in greater detail below. 

Individual Case Analysis Method: A sample number of client 
files from both TASC programs were reviewed by the auditor. The 
sample included those clients who entered the program during FY 
1982, and who completed the program prior to the auditor's review 
and whose last name began with the letters "A" through "~'. The 
information collected during this review included such things as: 
client's current crime and past criminal history, legal status upon 
entry into the program, referral source, sentencing information 
(if available) and type of termination from the program (i.e., suc- 
cessful or unsuccessful). The procedure for determining which 
clients avoided incarceration through their participation in TASC 
was done through a process of elimination based on certain criteria, 
or variables. Examples of these "eliminating" variables include: 
the client was incarcerated after program entry; the client's cur- 
rent charge was not a felony; the client was a juvenile, the client 
was terminated unsuccessfully from the program, and the client had 
no previous adult felony convictions. (This last variable may be 
among the most "controversial"; its validity being somewhat open to 
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question. The auditor determined, however, that in assessing the 
likelihood of imprisonment, demarcation lines had to be drawn "some- 
where"; the subjectivity of their placement notwithstanding.) 
Tables 9 A and 9 B on pages 37 and 38, detail these variables in 
full. 

.Judicial Decision to Imprison (JDI) Method: Once an offender 
has been convicted of a felony, a Superior Court judge must decide 
whether •to sentence the offender to prison (JDI), or to place the 
person on probation (JDP). The JDI is expressed as a percentage 
figure. For example, if the JDI for property crimes is 21.3 , this 
means that 21.3% of all offenders convicted of a property crime 
were sentenced to prison bY the Superior Court. In information com- 
Piled by the Office of Financial Management, the JDI .is broken down 
between males and females for the crime categories of: Murder I, 
Murder 2, Manslaughter , Sex Crimes, Robbery, Assault, Property 
Crimes, Drug Crimes and Other. The figures used by the auditor 
were the male JDI, for the year 1981. The JDI figures- by appro- 
priate cr~ime category - were then applied against those TASC clients 
who in the Individual Case Analysis method, were listed as either 
"incarceration possibly avoided" or "Incarceration not avoided be- 
cause client had no previous adult felony convictions." 

The tables~which follow on the next few pages portray the re- 
sults of these two methods. Included on the tables, are figures 
whi~]~ p~l taill t ° th~ ~-v~aZ~ l~ngth o~ 5t~y (imp ri~orm~cnt~ :Cot t}~c 
various crime categories. This information was obtained from the 
Department of Corrections, Division of Management and Budget Informa- 
tion Systems and is :for the period of April-June, 1982. When com- 
bined with the figures pertaining to the number of incarcerations 
avoided, this information provides the total number of months or 
years of incalzeration which is estimated to have been avoided as a 
result of the TASC programs. 
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TABLE 9-A 

INDIVIDUAL G~SE ANALYSIS METHOD - SNOHOMISH COUNTY TASC 

l 

86 
1 

85 

75 88.2% 

I0 11.8% 

Total Cases in Sample 
Case "on hold" (client must re-enter program) 
Cases for Analysis (41.06% of 207 total cases) 

Incarcerations * which the auditor determined 
were not avoided: 

9 10.6% Because client was incarcerated ~ 
after entry into TASC 

8 9.4% Because client was referred from 
District or~Oanicipal Court 

8 9.4% Because client was referred from 
Juvenile Court 

12 14.1% Becuase client had no criminal jU s- 
tice status or TASC not required 
by criminal justice authorities 

30 35.3% Because client was terminated un- 
successfully from program *~ 

8 9.4% Because client had no previous 
adult felony convictions 

Incarcerations * which the auditor determined 
were possibly avoided. 

11.8% of 207 total cases equals 24.43 total incarcerations 
possibly avoided. 

Refers to State incarcerations only. 

Does not include some clients who were terminated unsuc- 
cessfully from program for only very minor "attendance" 
reasons. 

The data below breaks down, by crime category, the I0 
cases which the auditor determined were possibly avoided: 

Crime 
Category 

Robbery 
Assault 

(Third) • 
Property 

(Forgery) 
Property 

(Theft) 
Drug 

Total 

Months of State 
No. of Average Length Incarceration 
Cases of Stay (Months) ~. Avoided 

3 32.10 96.30 

1 23.44 23.44 

1 20.31 20.31 

Z3.98 
18.28 

23.98 
57.12 

(73.12 minus 16 
months kno~cn to 
have been served 
by two clients 
inthis category) 

i0 221.15 

Average length of stay per incarceration (avoided) = 
221.15 ~ I0 = 22.11 months. 

24.43 total incarcerations possibly avoided x 22.11 months 
average length of stay per incarceration = 540.15 
months of incarceration possibly avoided, or 45.01 
years of incarcerations possibly avoided. 

'~an"average length of stay for the qauarter of 
April - June, 1982. Obtained from Department of 
Corrections, Division of Management and Budget 
Information Systems. 

• ' • • 
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TABLE 9-B 

INDIVIDUAL CASE ANALYSIS METHOD PIERCE COUNTY TASC 

• O . . . .  , , o  

86 
1 
1 

84 

73 86.9% 

Total Cases in Sample 
Insufficient Information for Anaiysis 
Case "on hold" (client must re-enter program) 
Cases for Analysis (27.8% of 302 total cases) 

Incarcerations* Which the auditor determined 
were not avoided: 

Ii 13.1% 

14 16.7% 

7 8.3% 

2 2.4% 
1 1.2% 

1 1.2% 

4 4.8% 

23 27.4% 

21 25.0% 

Because client was incarcerated* 
after entry in-t-oTASC 

Becausecurrent arrest charge not 
a felony 

Because arrestcharges were dropped 
Because client was referred from 

Juvenile Court 
Because client entered program as a 

result of violation of county pro- 
bation. 

Because client had no criminal jus- 
tire status or TASC not required by 
criminal justice authorities 

Because client was terminated unsuc- 
cussfully from program 

Because client had noprior adult • 
felony convictions 

Incarcerations which the auditor determined were 
possibly avoided** 

13;1% of 302 total cases equals 39.56 total incarcerations 
possibly avoided. 

Refers to S__ttat___ee incarcerations only. 

Five clients were placed in this category, even though the 
had had no previous adult felony convictions: two because 
of the seriousness of the crime (First Degree Robbery); twc 
because of a very extensive juvenile record; and one because 
of a letter in the clients file from a judge who indicated 
prison was likely if not for TASC. 

The data below breaks down, by crime category, the Ii 
cases which the auditor determined were POssibly avoided: 

Months of State 
Crime No. of Average Length Incarceration 

Category Cases of Stay (Months)* Avoided 

3 

1 

3 
3 

Robbery 
Assault 

(Second) 
Property 

(Burglary) 
Drug 

32.10 96.30 

38.91 38.91 

23.06** 
18.28 

69.18 
50.84 

(54.84 minus 4 
months known to 
have been served 
by one client) 

Other 1 17.10 17.10 

Total II 272.33 

Average lengthof stay per incarceration (avoided) = 
272.33 ÷ II = 24.76 months. 

39.56 total incarcerations possibly avoided x 24.76 months 
average length of stay per incarceration = 979.51 
months of incarceration possibly avoided, or 81.63 
years Of incarceration possibly avoided. 

* '~ean" average length of stayfor the quarter of April- 
June, 1982. Obtained from Department of Corrections, 
Division of Management and Budget Information Systems. 

** Computed for Burglary, Second Degree. 



TABLE 10-A 

JDI METHOD SNOHOMISH COUNTY TASC 

Crime 
Category 

Robbery 
Assault 
Property 
Property 
Property 
Drug 

Totals 

No. of Cases 
From Sample 

3 
1 
2 
1 
1 

I0 

Incarcerations 
JDI~ Avoided 

Average 7• 
Length of Stay± 

x 52.2% = 1.57 x 32.10 mo. 
33.4%.= .33 x •23.44 mo.~ x 

x 21.3% = .43 x 23.06 mo.~ n 
x 21.3% = .21 x 20.31 mo.g 
x 21.3% = .21 x 23.98 mo.- 
x 9.4% = .94 x 18.23 mo. 

Months of 
Incarcerations 

Avoided 

= 50.40 
= 7.74 
= 9.92 
= 4.27 
= 5.04 
= 17.14 

3.69 •• 94.51 

Average length of stay per incarcerations (avoided) = 94.51 ~. 3.69 = 25.61 months. 

3.69 incarcerations avoided equals 4.34% of 85 cases reviewed (3.69 ÷ 85). 
4~34% of 207 total clients = 8.98 total incarcerations avoided. 

8.98 incarcerations avoided x 25.61 months average length of stay = 229.98 
months of incarceration avoided or 19.16 years of incarceration avoided. 

1 

2 

3 

4 

• 

6 

"Judicial Decision to Incarcerate" -stated as percentage sentenced to Prison. 
Based on 1981 figures for"males ''~ Obtained from Office of Financial Management, 
Division •of Forecasting and Estimation. 

'~lean" average length of stay, for the quarter of April-June, 1982. Obtained 
from Department of Corrections, Division of Management and Budget Information 
Systems. 

Computed, from above data, for "Assault, Other". 

Computed for "Burglary, Second" 

Computed for "Forgery". 

Computed for "Theft". 
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Crime 
Category 

Robbery 
Assault 
Property 
Property 
Property 
Drug 
•Other 

Totals 

No. of Cases 
From Sample 

3 
2 
7 

2 
2 

15 
1 

TABLE 10-B 

JDI METHOD - PIERCE COUNTY TASC 

Incarcerations 
JDI ~ Avoided 

• Average 2 
Length of•Stay- 

52.2% 
33.4% 
21.3% 
21.3% 
21.3% 
9.4% 
7.2% 

1.57 
.67 

1•.49 
.43 
.43 

1.41 
.07 

32.10 Mo.~ 
38.91 Mo.~ 
23.06 Mo.~ 
23.98Mo.~ 
22.06Mo.R 
18.23 Mo. 
17.10 Mo. 

Months of 
Incarceration 

Avoided 

50.40 
26.07 
34.36 

• i0, 31 
9.49 
25.70 
1.20 

6.07 157.53 

Average length of stayper incarceration (avoided) = 157.53 ÷ 6.07.= 25..95 Months. 

6.07 incarcerations avoided equals 7.23% of 84 cases reviewed (6.07 ÷ 84) 
• 7.23% of 302 total clients = 21.83 incarcerations avoided. 

21.83 incarcerations avoided x 25.95 months •average length of stay = 566.49 
months of•incarceration avoided or 47.21 years of incarceration avoided. 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

"Judicial Decision to Incarcerate" - stated as percentage sentenced to prison. 
Based on 1981 figures for "males". Obtained from Office of Financial Manage- 
ment, Division of Forecasting and Estimation. 

"Mean" average length • of stay, for the quarter of April-June 1982. Obtained 
from Department of Corrections, Division of Management and Budget Information 
Systems, 

Computed, from above data, for "Assault, Second". 

Computed for "Burglary, Second". 

• Computed for ~'Theft". 

Computed for "Property, Other". 
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In summary, the preceding tables show the following. Based on the 
JDI method of determining incarceration avoidance, the Snohomish County 
TASC program caused 8.98 incarcerations, and 19.16 years of incarcera- 
tion .to be avoided during FY 1982. Based on the Individual Case Analysis 
method, these figures increase to 24.43 incarcerations and 45.01 years of 
incarceration being .avoided. For the Pierce County TASC program, the 
figures are 21.83 incarcerations and 47.21 years of incarcerationbeing 
avoided via the JDI method, and 39.56 incarcerations and 81.63 years of 
incarceration avoided via the Individual Case Analysis method. 

State Incarceration Costs Avoided 

in calculating the dollar amount Of cost savings incurred as a re- 
sult of avoided State incarcerations, two vastly different figures have 
been used. 

The first is the Department of Correction's "per diem" rate. This 
has been used by the Department in budgeting for housing additional in- 
mates due to overcrowding in the 1981-83 biennium. In calculating the 
figure, DOC divided the projected FY 1982 expenditures for direct vari- 
able costs by the projected inmate days for FY 1982. The direct variable 
costs included were: gate monies; supplies for reception and placement, 
classification and counseling, records and identification, laundry and 
food services; medical expenses; hospitalization; dental expenses; in- 
mate mail ; water; clothing; dry goods and personal care items, and ~ood 
purchases. No indirect costs were included. The "per diem" figure ar- 
rived at was $7 per day, or $2,555 per year. 

The second figure was the "average cost per inmate per year". The 
figure was calculated by the Department for the twelve State correction ~ 
a! facilities for FY 1982. This figure.equals $15,193 per inmate per 
year. 

Table Ii, portrays the range of cost saving through State incarcera- 
tion avoidance which can be att--t-~-i~uted to the two TASC programs. The 
table includes figures for both methods of computing the years of incar- 
ceration avoided (J.D.I. and Individual Case Analysis), as well as both 
figures for determining the dollar amount of incarceration costs per 
year (per diem rate and average cost per inmate per year). 
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'FABLE Ii 

COST sAVINGS INCURRED THROUGH STATE INCARCERATION AvoIDANCE 

I 

Program 

Snohomish County 
TASC 

Pierce County 
TASC 

-L 

Method of computing 
Incarcerations Avoided 

J.D.I. 

Individual Case 
Analysis 

J . D . I .  

Individual Case 
Analysis 

Years of 
Incarceration Avoided 

19.16 

45.01 

47.21 

81.63 

Cost Savings ~rough 
Incarceration Avoidance 

Average Cost Per 
"Per Diem"Figure Inmate Per Year 

" ( $ 2 , 5 5 5 / Y r . )  

$48,953.80 

($15,193/Yr.) 

$291,097.88 

$115,000.55 $683,836.93 

$1B0,621.55 $717,261.S5 
I . 

'I . 

$208,564.65 1.$1,240,204.50 
I 



. 

As can be seen, the range of cost savings resulting fromState in- 
carceration avoidance varies considerably depending on which figures 
are used- both cost figures as well as incarceration avoidance figures. 
For the Snohomish County TASC program, the estimated costsavings range 
from a low of just under $50,000 to a highof over $680,000. For the 
Pierce County program, the figures are'higher, but the range is just as 
substantial; from a low of $120y000 to a high of $1,200,1000. 

Net Cost Avoidance 

When analyzing the costs associated with imprisonment versus 
the Costs associated with participation in the TASC programs, 
numerous factors come into play. Some costs are obvious; the cost 
of imprisonment and the actual costs of the TASCprograms and re ~ 
lated treatment. Other costs, however, are more indirect. Ex- 
amples of these include probation and parole supervision, work 
release, public assistance benefits, treatment in the institution, 
etc. Additionally, the incurring of one costthrough one option 
may preclude the incurring of anothercost through the other op- 
tion. For example, if one individual is required to enter TASC as 
a condition of probation, the costs incurred include both the cost 
of the TASC program and the cost of probation. By avoiding impri- 
sonment, however, the costsof imprisonment as well as the cost of 
parole • have been eliminated. Some costs may be commonto both op- 
tlOnS=~--i-. For example, work release maybe required for a TASC client 
who is on probation, but it may aIso berequired of a parolee. 
However, as was mentioned whenaddressing the issue of incarcera- 
tion avoidance per se, it is perhaps impossible to definitively assess 
what would have happened had circumstancesbeen different. As a 
result, in the cost comparison information below, the auditor has 
made one major assumption. That assumption is that the 
various indirect, or extraneous costs associated with both impri z 
sonment andparticipation in the TASC program, essentially cancel 
each other out. Therefore, the information below is based only on 
the costs of imprisonment, versus the costs of the TASC programs 
as well as treatment. 
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Costs of the TASC Programs: As reported by the two TASC pro- 
grams, their expenditures for FY 1982 were as follows: 

Snohomish County TASC 
Pierce County TASC 

$145,074.07 
$212,888.02 

Treatment •Costs: No new data pertaining to. the cost of treat- 
ment was collected by the auditor. Instead, treatment cost data, 
for 1979, contained in the two previous Arthur• Young evaluations 
was updated to reflect inflationary increases. (In a conversation 
• with the auditor, the Director of the Bureau of Alcohol and Substance 
Abuse Drug Program, stated that there was no reason to believe that 
treatment costs per se would not have generally kept pace with the 
inflation rate. ) These cost figures were then applied against cur- 
rent (FY 82) client placement data provided by the two programs. 
Tables 12 and 13 , on tJ~e following pages, detail these : 
• calculations. The inflation rate, or "Implicit PriceDeflator 
for Personal Consumption Expenditures", was obtained from the 
Economic and Revenue Forecast for Washington State, September 1982, 
prepared by the Office of Financial Management. 

O 
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TABLE 12 

TREATMENT COSTS BY TYPE OF PLACEMENT 

Snohomish County 

Outpatient 
Residential** 
Urinanalysis Only 
~ultiple Placement 

1978 Cost Per Client 
by Type of Treatment 

Placement* 
X 1979-1980 Inflation x 1980-81 Inflation 

Rate (9.8%)+ Rate (9.7%)+ 

485.96 533.58 585.34 
1,679.18 1,843.74 •2,022.58 
(COSTS FOR URINANALYSIS ARE INCLUDED IN TASC EXPENDITt~ES) 
1,042.16 1,144.29 1,255.29 

x 1981-82 Inflation 
Rate (7.2%)+ 

627.48 
2,168.21 

1,345.67 

g 

4~ 

I 

Pierce County 

Outpatient 
Residential** 
TIrinanalysis Only 
Multiple Placement 

541.00 594.02 651.54 
1,536.86 1,687.47 1,.85.1.15 
(COSTS FOR URINANALYSIS ARE INCLUDED IN TASC EXPENDITURES) 
2,734.00 2,452.93 2;690.86 

698.56 
1,984.43 

2,884.60 

Tacoma TASC, Final Evaluation Report (January 1979), and Snohomish TASC Evaluation 1979, Arthur Young 
and Co. 

"Short-term" and "long-term" placements have been averaged to provide one residential placement figure. 

Rate of Implicit Price Deflator for Personal Consumption Expenditures: 
for WashingtonState, September, 1982; Office of Financial Management. 

Economic and Revenue Forecast 
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: TABLE 13 

TRE.:AT~;~rI" COSTS OF SNOHOMISH AND PIERCE COINTY TASC PROGRAMS 

O- 

SnohomishCounty 

Outpatient 
Residential 
Urinalysis Only 
Multiple 

TOTAL 

Cost Per 
Placement 

$ 627.48 
2,168.21 

1 ,345 .67  

Number O f  Total  
Placements ~ Costs 

82 $ 51,45.3.36 
17"* 36,859.57 

108 
0 

207 $ 88,312.93 

Pierce County 

Outpatient $ 698.56 
Residential 1,984.43 
Urinalysis Only --- 
Multiple 2,884.60 

TOTAL 

-... 

187 $130,630.72 
110 218,287.30 

5 14,423.00 

302 $363,341.02 

* Data provided by TASC programs. 
** Includes ca tegor ies  of  " I n p a t i e n t  '' a n d " R e s i d e n t i a l " .  

The  t o t a l  cost  of  the TASCprogram for  FY82 
a d d i n g  treatment costs  and program expendi tures :  

Snohomish County 

TASC Fxpenditures 
Treatment Costs 

$145,074.07 
88,312.93 

TOTAL COSTS $233,387.00 

is then computed by 

Pierce .County 

$212,888.o2 
363,341.02 

$576,229.04 
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It must be borne in mind that not all treatment costs are paid for 
by the State. Unfortunately, theauditor does not have reliable figures 
which detail what proportion of treatment costs are paid for by the 
State, whatproportion is paid for (or subsidized) by the Federal Govern- 
ment or what proportion is paid for by the clients themselves. (Many 
programs, especially outpatient programs, charge fees based on the 
clients ability to pay.) 

Figure 1 on the following page depicts the range of incarceration 
cost savings attributable to the TASC program, in comparison with the 
total costs of the TASC programs. 

-O 
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RANGE OF COST SAVINGS FROM STATE INCARCERATION AVOIDANCE 
RI'IRIBUTABLE TO TASC PROGRAMS 

Snohomish County TIKSC Pierce County TASC 

E o 

@.~ 
~ - ~  0 ~ 

o 
b o o  

J.D.I. Method 

(D'~ ~9 
~ O ~  

K . > O  

© 

c~4-; 

0 

Individual 
Case Analysis 
Method 

$1,400,o00 

$1,200,000 

$ i , 0 0 0 , 0 0 0  . 

$ 800,000 

$ 6 0 0 , 0 0 0  

$ 400,000 

$ .200.,000 • 

,f. 

© 

J.D.I. Method .... 

(D.H 
0 ~  0 ~ 

LD 0 

Individual 
Case Analysis 
Method 

Note- The solid horizontal line represents the actual c6sts of the TASC 
programs. The broken horizontal line represents theestimated costs 
of the TASC programs plus treatment. 
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C. EVALUATION AND CONCLUSIONS 

The initial Arthur Young evaluations of the two TASC programs con- 
cluded that they were extremely effective in being an alternative to 
State incarceration. Given the high cost of State incarceration, it was 
concluded that the programs were extremely cost effective as well. Based 
on the information presented in the Findings section, however, the 
auditor believes that those initial evaluations vastly overestimated 
TASC's effectiveness in this area. Indeed, the figures contained in 
those evaluations showed that 52.8% of all clients in both TASC programs 
avoided State incarcerati0n. 'l~e auditor's figures on t-h-e percentage 
of clients avoiding State incarceration ranged,-depending on the method 
used, from 4.3% to 11.8% in the Snohomish Co~mty program and from 7.2% 
to 13.1% in the Pierce County program. Despite these much lower figures, 
however, ~he annual cost of State incarceration remains high. In addi- 
tion, the average length of incarceration appears tohave increased; the 
auditor's figures for length of stay roughly averages 24 months per in- 
carceration, whereas the figures used in the previous evaluations was 
18 months. As a result, the auditor alsoconcludes that the TASC pro- 
grams may be a cost effective alternative to State incarceration (though 
not as much so as the previous evalua~ors concluded). 

The information contained in the Findings section admittedly does 
not provide completely definitive answers to the questions it attempts 
to address. Many assumptions have been employed. While the auditor 
believes in the relative validity of those assumptions, it is recog- 
nized that they are assumptions nonetheless. As such, they are open to 
question. Because of the almost theoretical nature of projecting who ~ 
would or would not have been incarcerated in the absence of TASC, the 
auditor has empioyed two distinct methods of projection. Because two 
vastlydifferent incarceration cost figures existed, both were used for 
computational purposes. While these processes preclude the attainment 
of a single, definitive answer, the auditor believes the range of answers 
they do provide more accurately represents the actual effectiveness of 
the two programs. Further, the auditor believes that a more specific 
point within the range of answers can be estimated. 

Regarding the tWO methods for projecting how many individuals avoided 
State incarceration as a result of TASC, the auditor believes that the 
Individual Case Analysis method is probably the more accurate indicator. 
(This is the method which produced the "more impressive" results.) While 
it is a more subjective method, it is based on a review of client files, 
which included such information as the client's criminalhistory, case 
notes, court orders, and correspondence from judges, probation officers, 
attorneys, etc. Essentially this information allowed the auditor to get 
a "feel" for the individual client; to better estimate his or her likeli- 
hood of imprisonment. The JDI method of projecting incarceration avoid- 
ance is totally objective, being based only on statewide averages. It 
does not take into consideration whether the offender had no previous 
convictions Or ten previous convictions or whether the offender was 18 
years old or 40 years old. More importantly, in its objectivi~ty, it 
does not take into consideration the considerable support the TASC pro- 
grams have garnered among criminal justice officials in the tWO counties. 
The auditor believes the results gained from this method should be con- 
sidered as "too low". 

IO 

o 

O 

O 

O 

Q 
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A greater disparity existed in the two figures used by the auditor 
to determine the Costs of State incarceration. Here again, the auditor 
believes that thehigher figure theaverage cost per inmate per year - 
is more accurate. The ,'per die~' rate ($7/day - $2,555/year) would be 
valid if it was used to compute the additional cost for housing one or 
two, or even five or ten, additional inmates. In such an event, it is 
assumed that no additionalstaff would have to be hired. The indirect 
costs associated with housing these few additional inmates could be ab- 
sorbed by the system. However, based on the Individual Case Analysis 
method, approximately 64 individualsavoided incarceration as a result 
of the TASC programs. The auditor believes that this number of addi- 
tional inmates Would have more than a negligible cost impact on the sys- 
tem; to the point where the higher figure becomes more reasonable. 

If the highest possible figures are used ~ the data shows that: 

The Snohomish County program avoided costs of $683,836.93, 
while only expending (including the cost of treatment) 
$233,387.00. 

The Pierce County program avoided costs of $1,240,204.50, 
while expending (including treatment) $576,229.04. 

(This~ is portrayed in the furthest right column ofthe two tables in 
Figure i on page 48.) These figures may be somewhat high. Again, 
itis difficult tO, tell with certainty. It must be remembered, how- 
ever, that the "costs avoided" figure represents 0nly the State incar- 
ceration costs avoided. It does not take into consideration--n--o-fh~costs 
which may also be avoided, such as jail incarcerations costs. (A 
separate section, beginning on page-ZT-~s devoted to this issue.) Based 
on the likely net value of State incarceration costs avoided, the auditor 
believes that the two TASC programs have operated as costeffective al- 
ternatives to State incarceration. 

/ 
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IX. POTENTIAL STATE INCARCERATION AVOIDANCE THROUGH PROGRAM EXPANSION 

A. INTRODUCTION . .  

The auditor attempted to project what impact TASC could have on 
State incarceration avoidance if the program were expanded. The 
method was a relatively simplistic one which was based on the number 
of commitments to State correctional institutions by county during 
FY 1982 (commitment data provided by the Department of Corrections). 
I~ile this method does provide a general statement as to the poten- 
tial TASC has for reducing the number of State incarcerations, i-t zs 
T~--ortant to note its limitations. This method is predicated 
upon only one variable; the commitment rate by county. Assuch, it: 
does nottake into consideration such important variables as the 
"type" or extent of drug/alcohol related crimes inthe various coun~ 
ties, the availability of treatment facilities withinthe counties, 
or the general "~olitical persuasion" of the principals in the coun- 
ties insofar as that persuasion may affect sentencing practices. 

B. FINDINGS 

The exact procedure utilized was as follows. In the preceding 
section it was determined, using the JDI method of determining in- 
carceration avoidance, that the two TASC programs caused a total of 
30.8i incarcerations tO be avoided during FY 1982. According to data 
from the Department of Corrections, there were a total of 478 con~nit- 
ments to State correctional institutions from Pierce and Snohomish 
Counties during FY 1982. Thus, it could be assumed that had the two 
TASC programs not existed, a total of 508.81 Commitments would have 
been posted by the two counties (478 actual commitments plus 30.81 
incarceration s •avoided by TASC). Therefore, based on the JDImethod, 
theexistence of TASC caused 6.05% of all potential incarcerations 
to be avoided (30.81 ÷ 508.81). 

This same method was used to calculate the percentage of poten- 
tial incarcerations avoided via the Individual Case Analysis method 
of determining incarceration avoidance. Through that method, the 
totalnumber of incarcerations avoided by the tWO programs was 63.99. 
Performing the same calculations results in a figure of 11.81% of both 
counties' commitments being avoided. 

These two figures - 6.05% and 11.81% - were then used to deter- 
mine the range of impact the TASC programs couldhave had in FY 1982 
if such programs had existed in other counties. Table 14depicts the 
extent of this potential in~act in incarceration avoidance for a total 
of six counties: Pierce and Snohomish, King, Spokane, Yakima and 
Clark*. The selection of•these other counties was based on population 
o n l y ,  and o n l y  f o r  t h e  p u u m s e  o f  i l l u s t r a t i o n .  In no way i s  :it i n -  
t e n d e d  as  a recor, lmenclat ion ~)r" a c t u a l  CXl,;.t~;ion i .  t h e  (:v(~,l l:hc 'I'A~(Z 
p r o g r a m s  s h o u l d  be expanded .  

A very limited TASC program resumed operations in Clark County on November 22, 
1982. As used in these calculations,• however, the figures for Clark County 
would depict a higher level ofoperation than that which currently exists. 
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TABLE 14 

RANGE OF INCARCERATION AVOIDANCE POTENTIAL THROUGH PROGRAM EXPANSION 

Number of Commitments 
to State Correctional 
Institutions during 
FY 1982 

Incarcerations Which 
Could Have Been 
Avoided (JDI Method - 
6.05%) 

Incarcerations Which 
Could Have Been 
Avoided (Individual 
Case Analysis Method - 

11.81%) 
• j 

Pierce and 
Snohomish King Spokane Yakima Clark 

:-- 712 121 166 180 

TOTAL 

30.81 43.08 7.32 I0.04 i0.89 102.14 

63.99 84.09 14.29 19.60 21.26 203.23 

C. 

As can be seen in Table 14, using the JDI method of determining in- 
carcerationavoidance it was projected that 102.14 incarcerations could 
have beenavoided during FY 1982 if TASC has operated in all six counties. 
If this figure is multiplied by the projected average length of stay for 
these offenders (25.85 months as computed in the preceding section), a 
figure Of 2;640.32 months, or 220~03 years of possible incarceration 
avoidance is obtained. 

Via the Individual Case Analysis method of determining incarceration 
avoidance, andusing the average length of stay figures projected for 
those offenders (23.75 months) a total of 4,826,71 months, or 402.22 
years of possible incarceration avoidance is obtained. 

It must be remembered that these figures include the figures for the 
two programs already operating. As' such, the projected number of "neW' 
incarcerations,which could havebeen avoided ranged from 71.33 to 139.24. 

EVALUATIONS AND CONCLUSIONS 

The auditor again wishes to stress the relative simplicity of the 
method employed to obtain the preceding projections. However, the results 
obtained would strongly indicate that the potential exists for an expanded 
TASC program to have a significant impact on reducing the number of com- 
mitments to State correctional institutions. 
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X. IMPACT OF THE SENTENCING REFORM ACT OF 1981 

A. INTRODUCTION 

In 1981~ the Legislature passed House Bill No. 440 - the Sen- 
tencing Reform Act of 1981. This Act, which takes effect on July I, 
1984, provides for a totally new method of sentencing felony offen- 
ders within the. State. A number of the Act's provisions could 
directly impact the operations of the TASC programs. These provi- 
sions are detailed below. 

B. FINDINGS 

One of the Act's primary provisions is that for offenders con- 
victed of a felony crime committed after July I, 1984, a determinate 
sentence must be imposed within a pre-established sentence range. 
That sentence rang e must be based bothon the severity of the offense 
as well as the offender's past criminal history. Incoporated into 
these ranges, which will state the duration of sentence, must be five 
separate sanctions provided for by the Act: total confinement, par- 
tial confinement, community supervision (similar to probation), com- 
munity service and fines. Initial responsibility for the development 
of recommendationspertaining to the sentence ranges lieswith the 
Sentencing Guidelines Commission. Once that Commission has formu- 
lated its recommendations, it must submit them to the Legislature 
which mustthen enact laws either approving or modifying those recom- 
mendations. As of this writing (December, 1982) the Guideline Com- 
mission has not yet finalized its recommendations; either with re- 
spect to the length of sentence or to how all five sanctions will be 
incorporated into those sanctions. 

There arethree exceptions to the requirement that sentence be 
imposed within the sentence guidelines. The first is for offenders con- 
victed Of either murder, assault or rape in the first de~ree. The second 
is for cases in which the court finds (in writing) that imposition 
of a sentencewithin the range would result either in excessive 
punishment for the offender or in an unacceptable threat being posed 
to the community. The third exception is for first-time felony of- 
fenders convicted of a non-violent crime. 

A related provision of the Act which would have a profound im- 
pact on the TASC program relates to treatment oriented sentences. 
The Act appears to significantly limit the imposition of such sen- 
tences. As an example, while the Act make very clear that under a 
Sentence of community supervision certain conditions can be imposed, 
"... orders directing an offender affirmatively to participate in 
rehabilitative programs..." are prohibited (RCW 9.94A.030(5)). The 
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only  excep t ion  to t h i s  i s  tMr f i r s t  t ime,  f e l o n y  Offenders  c o n v i c t e d  o f  a 
n o n - v i o l e n t  cr ime.  Some r e s i d e n t i a l  drug or  a l c o h o l  t r e a t m e n t  programs 
c o n c e i v a b l y  would q u a l i f y  under the  Act as t o t a l  or  p a r g i a l  conf inement .  }~w- 
e v e r ,  what might be p rob lemat ic  i s  t h a t  under  t h e - A c t ,  a " d e t e r m i n a t e "  
s en t ence  m u s t b e i m p o s e d ;  t ha t  i s ,  one which s t a t e s  "wi th  e x a c t i t u d e "  
the  d u r a t i o n  o f  the sen tence .  While  i t  i s  unknown how much of  a problem 
this could present, it will differ significantly from the way most"treat- 
ment sentences" currently are imposed. Now, most offenders who are sen- 
tenced to treatment are required to enroll in and complete a program 
0f treatment regardless of the amount of time it takes.. Given the re- 
quirement of determinancy, this type of sengence would appear to be pro- 
hibited. 

In Order to help gauge the impact of these pmovisions on the TASC 
programs, the auditor calculated theactual number of TASC clients in the 
Tacoma programwho still would have been eligibleif the Sentencing Re formAct 
had already been in e--f-fect (based on the auditor's~eview of a sample 
number of Pierce County TASC client files). It is important to note that 
for the purpose of these Calculations, it was assumed that TASC would be 
considered a "treatment program"; even though over half o5 the TASCclients 
inthe Snohomish County program were on urinalysis monitoring only[ 
None of the clients in the PierceCounty program were on UrinalYsis 
only. 

Of the87 clients in the auditor's sample who entered and.completed 
the Pierce County TASC program during FY 1982, only 55.2%would still 
have been eligible under the Act. Thesewere individuals whose arrest 
charge was either a misdemeanor, or a non-violent felony, but who had had 
no prior felony convictions. Eight percent of all clients had had no prior 
felony convictions, however, their current crime was classified as a 
violent offense. A total of 32.2% of all clientS would have been in- 
eligible because they had had at least one prior adult felony conviction. 
The"eligibility" of the remaining 4.6%:was unknown. More important, how- 
ever, of the eleven clients who the audi.tor determined had avoided State 
incarceration as a result of TASC participation (see Section VIII) only 
one would still have been eligiblefor TASC under the Act. Seven of the 
llwould have been ineligible because of prior adult felony convictions, 
and three would have been ineligible because their current crime was a 
violentoffense as defined by the Act. 

The above assumesparticipation based upon a sentence of community 
supervision. At this point in time, it is unknown how, or if, a treat- 
ment sentence under the sanctions of either .total or partial con£inement 
could be imposed. 

One final provision 0fthe Act could als0impact the TASC programs. 
Mandatory parole, for individuals convicted of crimes committed after 
July l, 1984, is eliminated, Approximately 13% of Snohomish County. 
clients, and 9% of Pierce County clients were on parole status at the 
time of program entry during 1982. It can be assumed, however, that 
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C. 

individuals convicted'of, and incarcerated for, crimes committed prior 
to .July i, 1984, wili continue to be released on parole throughout the 
rest of the decade. 

EVALUATIONS AND CONCLUSIONS 

It would appea r that the Sentencing Reform Act could have a very 
significant impact on the operations of the TASC programs. For example, 
given the Act's seeming prohibition against treatment sentences(under 
community supervision) for all but first-time felony offenders convicted 
of a non-violent offense, .it would appear that TASCcould only provide 
its "full range" of services to such offenders; i.e., evaluation/diag- 
nosis, preparation of treatment recommendations and monitoring/supervi- 
sion. It is asstmled that TASC'smonitoring function (through unrin .... 
alysis) wouldnot be considered as "treatment". It might also be noted • 

that preliminary figures compiled by the Sentencing Guidelines Commission 
show that in 1981, 52% of all convicted felony offenders statewide fit 
into the first,offender, non-violent crime category. 

Additionally, it wouldnot appear •that the Sentencing Ref0rmAct 
would have any impact on Pierce County's monitoring function for individ- 
• uals who have been released by the Court to the program as a condition of 
pre-trial,.personal recognizance release.. 

Some individuals havesuggested that offenders could continueto be 
sentencedto TASC on "exceptional sentences", i.e., the provision whereby• 
the judge can set sentence outside the guidelines if it found that a , 
guideline sentence would result in either excessive punishment for the 
offender or an unacceptable threat to the community. While the auditor • 
acknowledges.that this is conceivable, it would seem unlikely. The two 
"allowable" criteria, excessive punishment or unacceptable threat, appear 
to be quite explicit. A finding that an offender was in need of rehabili- 
tative treatment would not appearto be compatible with either criteria. 

Because'the Sentence ranges provided for in the Acthave not yet been 
formulated, it is impossible to project what•the Act's total impact will 
be. As a result, it is conceivable that TASC could fulfill an important 
role in areas not explored by the auditor. For example, one result of the 
implementation of the Sentencing Refoi~nAct could be that a dispropQr- 
tionately larger number of individuals would be Sentenced to serve time 
in local jails. If so, this could exacerbate problems in.jail overcrowd- 
ing. Inthat event TASC could be seen as an important local resource to 
which first time Offenders would be sentenced, therebyalleviating jail 
overcrowding problems. Certainly this is speculation, but it is made 
necessary by the uncertainty resulting from the impending implementation 
of the Sentencing Reform Act. Such issues should, however, be kept in 
mind when considering the future of the TASC programs. 

O 
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D. 

If, as stated above, 52% of all convicted felony offenders fit into 
the first-time, non-violent crime category, there will continue to be a 
role to play for the TASCprograms. However, the importance ofthat 
role may be diminished. A maj0r conclusion of this audit hasbeen that the 
TASC programs appear to be a cost-effective alternative to State~incar - 
ceration. Further, it was projected • that if conditions remained the 
same, an "expanded" TASC programcould have an even more significant impact 
on reducing ~the number of commitments to State correctional institutions. 
However, under the Sentencing ReformAct, with its apparent limitations 
on treatment oriented sentences, the substance of these conclusions is 
negated., 

R E C ~ A T I O N  

RECOMMENDATION12 • 

~t is reco~nended that the Sentencing/Reform Actof 1981 be amended 
so as. to provide greater latitude for the imposition of rehabiiitative 
treatment oriented sentences. 
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xi. FINAL CONCLUSIONS AND RECO~4ENDATION 

In reviewing the operations•of the two programs, the auditor noted 
certain improvements which could, or should, be made. These include 
suchthing s ~ as developing definitive program eligibility requirements, 
working agreements With treatment agencies and improved, formal communi- 
cation with criminal•justice agencies, as well as improvements in the 
maintenance and s~andardization of client statistics. The auditor noted 
a complete lack of monitoring of the program by the Department of Cor- 
rections, as well as the absence of an evaluationcomponent to measure ~ 
the program's effectiveness. The auditor also concluded that contractual 
responsibility for administering the TASC programs should be transferred 
from the Departmen t of Corrections tO the Officeof the Administrator . 
for the Courts. 

In conducting •the review, it was apparent that the TASC programs 
were widely and strongly supported by criminal justice operatives within 
the counties in which they operate. In areas which the auditor didnot 
quantitatively review, TASC was seen as providing numerous services of 
great value; including the monitoring of clients on pre-trial release 
status who, if not for TASC, would remain jailed (in the Pierce County 
program), the provision of impartial and professional diagnostic ser- 
vices on which judges could base better informed sentencing decisions,• 
and monitoring and supervisory assistance to theState's probation and 
parole officers. 

A central issue which this audit was not able to address was TASC's 
impact on recidivism. As this is a most critical element , plans . for 
addressing it should be developed if the programs are continued. 

The area which this audit concentrated on most was the TASC pro- 
gram's effectiveness as an alternative to State incarceration. While the 
total percentage••of TASC clients avoiding State incarceration is relatively 
small (from 5% to 13%), the net result is positive. The auditor's projections 
showed that as a result of the TASC programs, and at what is assumed to be 
an absolute minimum, a total of 31 individuals avoided State incarceration 
(representing 58 man-years of incarceration). A more likely figure of in- 
carceration avoidance, •however, is a total of 64 incarcerations • avoided, 
representing 127 man-years of incarceration. At this higher level, and 
using the most likely incarceration COSt figures, a total ' of just under 
$2,000,000 in incarceration costs were avoided during FY 1982. The costs 
of the TASC programs during this period were approximately $358,000. In- 
cluding the projected costs of treatment, that figures increases to just• 
under $810,000; still more than a 2 to 1 ratio. 
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The auditor also concluded that an "expanded" TASC program could 
have a significant impact on reducing the number of commitments to State 
correctional institutions. It was projected that if TASC programs had 
existed in the State's six largest counties during FY •1982, • and if they 
had all operated at the same level of"effectiveness" as the two exist- 
ing programs, anywhere from a minimum of 102up to 203 total•incarcera- 
tions could have been avoided. 

Based on this, the •auditor has concluded that the Snohomish and 
Pierce County TASC programs are cost-effective programs which should be 
continued.• This conclusion is somewhat tempered, however, by the impact 
which the impleme~taionof the Sentencing ReformAct couldhave on the 
operations of these two programs. Given the Sentencing Reform Act's sub- 
stantial limitations•on treatment oriented sentences, the cost-effective- 
ness of the TASC programs resulting from their status asanalternative 
to incarceration could well be negated. 

RECOMMENDATION 13 

IftheSentencing Reform Act of 1981 is amended so as to provide 
for greater latitude inthe imposition of treatment oriented sentences, 
it is recommended that the State give serious consideration to expand- 
ing the TASC program into other localities•within the State. 

REC(~qvIENDATION 14 

Whether or not the Sentencing Reform Act of 1981 is so amended, it 
is recommended that the TASC programs in Pierce and Snohomish Counties 
be continued at least through June• 30, 1984. • 
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APPENDIX I 

SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS 

RECOMMENDATIONS 1 THROUC~ I0 

In the event that the TASC programs continue after the 1981-83 biennium, 
it is recommended that: 

i. 

. 

3 • 

. 

. 

. 

. 

. 

An on-going monitoring function to ensure program compliance with contrac- 
tual conditions be established and carried out by theState agency to 
which the TASC programs contract. 

. 

An evaluation component designed to measure TASC's effectiveness or pro- 
gram outcomes be developed and implemented. Such evaluation should be 
based on formalized, quantifiable objectives which address, at a minimum, 
the issues of client recidivism and substance abuse; both during and 
after program participation. 

I0. 

Specific program eligibility requirements be developed and contractually 
stated. 

All TASC programs develop and adopt formal operating policies and pro- 
cedures. 

All TASC programs develop and execute working agreements with those 
treatment agencies in~nich TASC clients are placed. Such agreements 
should include, at a minimum, a listing of program requirements, objec- 
tives, procedures and TASC's expectations of the treatment agency. 

All TASC programs should formally communicate, in writing, their objec- 
tives, procedures and requirements to all criminal justice agencies 
within their service area. 

All TASC programs work cooperatively, and in conjunction with the con- 
tracting State agency to develop a standardized format for the collec- 
tion and presentation (or summarization) of client data relevant to the~ 
measurement of program objectives; including such data elements as cur- 
rent arrest charges~ criminal history, legal status at program entry, 
referral source, substance use and program termination. 

Responsibility for their administration be transferred from the Depart- 
ment of Corrections to the Office of the Administrator for the Courts. 

The Snohomish County TASC program, in consultation with local criminal 
justice agencies, determine the desirability and feasibility of imple- 
menting a formalized pre-trial intervention component similar to that 
of the Pierce County TASC program. 

The State give consideration to providing for the local jurisdictions to 
fund some portion of the TASC program's operating costs as a condition 
of continued State funding. 



RECONNENDATION ii 

It is recommended thatthe LBC staff further examine and analyze the 
effectiveness of the TASC programs insofar as recidivism is concerned and 
present their findings in a supplementary report to this audit. 

RECOMMENDATION 12 

It is recommended that the Sentencing Reform Act of 1981 be amended So 
as to provide greater latitude for the. imposition of rehabilitative treat- 
ment oriented sentences. 

RECO~ENDAT ION 13 

If the Sentencing Reform Act of 1981 is amended so as to provide for 
greater latitude in the imposition of treatment oriented sentences, it is 
recommended that the State give serious consideration to expanding £he TASC 
program into other localities within the State. 

REC~DATIONI4 

Whether or not the Sentencing RefomAct of 1981 is so amended, it is 
recommended that the TASC programs in Pierce and Snohomish Counties be con- 
tinued at least through June 3,0, 1984. 
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APPENDIX II 

SIIlV~IARY OF PROPOSED .LEGISI,ATION 

Recommendation 12 of the audit is that tile Sentencing Reform Act of 1981 
(chapter 9.94A RCW) be amended so as to provide greater latitude for the im- 
position of rehabilitative treatment oriented sentences. Draft legislation 
to accomplish this has been developed. 

Recommendation l4 of theaudit is that the TASC programs in Pierce and 
Snohomish Counties continue at least through June 30, 1984. Program contin- 
uation would require the inclusion of appropriate language within the ap- 
propriation bill. 
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APPENDIX III 

FISC.~J~ IMPACT 

The total combined expenditures of the Pierce and Snohomish County TASC 
programs in FY 1982 was $357,962.09: Implementation of the recommendations 
within this audit, with the exception of Recommendation 13, should not appre= 
ciably increase that amount. This audit estimated that as a result of the 
operation of the two TASC programs during FY 1982, as much as $1,924,000 in 
State incarceration costs may have been avoided. 

Recommendation 13 states that if the Sentencing Reform Act of 1981 is 
amended so as to provide greater latitude for the imposition of treatment 
oriented sentences, the State should seriously consider expanding the TASC 
programs into other localities withinthe State. If more TASC programs were 
created, additional expenditures would be required. However, if those pro c 
grams operated at a similar level of effectiveness asthe two existing pro- 
grams relative to incarceration avoidance, additional cost savings should 
also be realized. 

Based on FY 1982 client and cost figures for the Pierce and Snohomish 
County TASC programs, the projections below provide :a general estimate of the 
potential costs and cost avoidanceswhich could result from an expanded TASC 
program. For purposes of illustration only, the projections are for four new 
TASC programs in King, Spokane, Clark ~ and Yakima Counties (the four other 
largest counties of the State). These projections are based only on the experiences 
of the TASC programs in Pierce and Snohomish Counties. Not taken into con- 
sideration are such important variables as theextent of d~Jg or alcohol re- 
lated crime problems in the various countiesor the existence or availability 
of alternative conmmmity programs or treatment resources. 

In FY 1982, the number of clients served bythe Pierce and Snohomish 
TASC programs combined was 509, or 0.059% of the 1981 population of those two 
counties according to the Office of Financial Management. By applying that 
percentage figure against the combined 1981 population of the four additional 
counties, it can be estimatedthat those four "new" TASC programs would serve 
approximately 1,200 clients (once fully operational). 

In FY1982, the average cost per client for the Pierce and Snohomish pro- 
grams was $703.26 (TASC expenditures only). If the anticipated inflationary 
increase of 5.4% in FY 1983 and 5.6% in FY 1984 is factored in, that figure 
increases to $782.14. By multiplying the projected number of clients by the 
projected cost per client, it can be estimated that the amount of new expendi- 
tures necessaryto fund four new programs at this level of operation would be 
approximately $940,000. 

- . 

A limited TASC program resumed operations in Clark County on November 22, 
1982. As used in these projections, however, the figures for Clark County 
would depict a level of operation equal to that of the Pierce and Sno- 
homish County TASC programs. 
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It was, previously projected in this~ audit that if TASC program~ had ex- 
isted in these four counties during FY 1982, an additional 139 individuals 
could have avoided State incarceratioN. Using the average iength of stay per 
incarceration (avoided) of 1.98 years (as Was computed for clients in the 
Pierce and Snohomish programs), it can. be estimated tNat a total of 275.22 
man years of incarceration could be avoided. For ~ 1982, the Department of 
Correction:s~ estimated that the average cost per inmate per year in Washington's 
correctional faciIities was $15,19~. When ~djiusted for inflation, that figure 
rises £o~ $16,910. If this is multiP%ied by theestimated number of man years 
of incarceration whi'c5 could be avoided, a figure ~ of approximateIy $4,650,~000 
in incarceration costs, avoided is obta, ined. 
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APPENDIX IV 

SPECIFIC RESPONSES TO AUDIT OBJECTIVES 

To identify the proportion of TASC clients who are also clients of the 
Department o f  Correct ions ,  as we l l  as v i c e - v e r s a .  

From the auditor's review of a sample number of TASC client files, 
• the following figures were obtained. Snohomish County: 67.1% of 
TASC clients were alsQ DOC clients. These clients represented 12.2% 
of the total number Of probationers and parolees within Snohomish 
County during FY 1982. Pierce County: 82.1% of TASC clients were 
also DOC clients. These clients represented 10.0% of the total 
numberof probationers and parolees within Pierce County during 
FY 1982. (See page 20.) 

To assess the effectiveness of the TASC program, specifically in terms 
of: 

a. 

b. 

Successfully providing an alternative to incarceration; 

The auditor utilized two separate methods for determining TASC's 
effectiveness in this area. By one method, it was determined that 
4.3% of all Snohomish County TASC clients avoided State incarcera- 
tion during FY 1982, and 7.2% of all Pierce County TASC clients 
avoided State incarceration. By the other method, it was deter- 
mined that 11.8% of all Snohomish County TASC clients, and 13.1% 
of all Pierce County TASC clients avoided State incarceration 
during FY 1982. The auditor believes that the second of the two 
methods was the more accurate. (See pages 34 through 41.) 

Reducing the recidivism rate of clients; and 

The auditor was unable to determine TASC's effectiveness in this 
area. (See pages 31 through 33.) 

C. Cost avoidance. 

Using the higher figure of incarceration avoidance, and factoring 
in the projected average legnth of stay as well as the costs of 
incarceration, the auditor determined that just under $2,000,000 
in incarceration costs were avoided during FY 1982. The costs of 
the two TASC programs during this period were approximately 
$358,000. Including the estimated costs of treatment, that figure 
increased to just under $810,000; still more than a 2 to 1 ratio. 
(See pages 41through 48) 
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To assess the operational andadministrative efficiency of the TASC pro- 
gram, including: 

a. Basic operating procedures; 

b. 

C. 

The auditor noted certain improvements which could, or should be 
made. These include suchthings as developing definitive program 
eligibility requirements, working agreements with treatment agen- 
cies and improved formal communication with criminal justice agen- 
cies, as well as improvement in the maintenance and standardization 
of client statistics. The auditor also noted a complete lack of 
monitoring of the programby the Department of Corrections, as well 
as the absence of an evaluation component for measuring program 
effectiveness. (See pages 15 through 18.) 

An analysis of the feasibility and/or consequences Of placing TASC 
within the Department of Social and Health Services, the Offic e of 
the Administrator for the Courts and other State agency; and 

The auditor concluded that contractual responsibility for adminis- 
tering the TASC programs, should be transferred from the Department 
of Corrections to the Office of the Administrator. for the Courts. 
(See pages 19 through 23) 

The development of cCst estimates for the Department of Corrections 
to provide TASC services directly in the event TASC were eliminated. 

The auditor did not address this objective directly because it was 
concluded that assumption of the entire range of TASC's services by 
the State's probation and parole o~rs was not a viable option. 
(See pages 21 and 23 ) 

It might be noted that the Department of Corrections has proposed ~ 
the formation of a substance abuse unit which wouid provide cer- 
tain TASC-Iike functions; specifically substance abuse evaluations 
for certain DOC clients as well as urinalysis monitoring: The 
Department has projected that it would cost approximately $262,000 
to establish such a function. This money would provide for six 
Parole/Probation Officer III,s (one per each region to conduct drug 
evaluations), the purchase of 2Q portable EMIT systems at $3,000 
each (a urine testing device) and the conducting of 8,000 urine 
tests per year - or an average of four tests per client. The pur- 
chase of the Emit Drug Detection System would be a one-time only 
expense. Not included in the above figure is the expense of train- 
ing for the new officers. 

To determine whether the TASC program should be retained as is, modified, 
expanded or eliminated. 

The auditor has recommended that the TASC programs in Pierce and 
Snohomish Counties be continued at least through .lune 30, 1984.. 
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• A P P K N D I X  V 

AGENCY co   vrs 

Sn6homish county TASC 

Response to Preliminary LBC Draft Recommendations 

Recommendation 

• _0 ~ i. An on-going monitoring function 
to ensure program compliance with 
contractual conditions be established 
and carried out by the state agency 
to which the TASC programs contract 
with. 

2. An evaluation component• designed 
to measure TASC's effectiveness 
or program outcomes be developed 
and implemented. Such evaluation 
should be based on formalized, 

quantifiable objectives which 

address, at a minimum, the issues 
of client recidivism and substance 

abuse; both during and after pro- 
gram participation~ 

Position 

Concur 

Partially Concur 

3. Specific program eligibility 

requirements be developed and con- 
tractually stated.. 

4. All TASC programs develop and 

adopt formal operating policies.& 
Procedures. 

5. All TASC programs develop and 
execute working agreements with those 
treatment agencies in which TASC 
clients are placed. Such agreements 
should include, at a minimum, a 
Listing o~ progr~n requircmentr;, ob- 
jectives, procedures and TASC's ex- 
pectations of the treatment agency. 

6. All TASC programs should formally 
i"communicate, in writing, their ob- 

°;. jectives, procedures and require- 

Oments to all criminal justice agencies 
"within their service area. 

Concur 

Concur 

Concur 

Concur 

Comments 

/~/ . . ~ .  1 : 0  

Conducting such an 
evaluation is time con i 
suming. If the program 
would • be expected to 

do it, we would request 
that our annual budget 

be increased by $25,000 
to hire a full-time 

evaluator or, alternatively, 

by $12,500 to hire half- 
time statistician and by 
another $12,500 to pay our 
portion of an outside in- 
dependent evaluation of ..~ 
the Snohomish, Pierce, & 
Clark County programs. 



Recommendation 

7. All TASC programs work coopera- 

tively, and in conjunction with the 

contracting State agency to develop 
a standardized format for the Col- 

lection and presentation (or sum- 

marization) of client data relevant 

to the measurement of program objectives; 
including such data elements as current 

arrest charges, criminal history, legal 

status at progr@m entry, referral 

source; substance use•and program 

termination. 

8. Responsibility for their admin- 

istration be transferred from the 

• Department of Corrections to the 

Office of the Administrator for the 

Courts. 

9. The Snohomish County TASC pro- 

gram, in consultationwith local 
criminal justice agencies, determine 

the desirability and feasibility 

of implementing a formalized pro - ' 

trial intervention component • simi- 

lar to that of the Pierce County 

TASC program. ~ 

i0. The State give Consideration to 

providing for the local jurisdictions 
to fund some portion of the TASC pro- 

gramls operating costs as a condition 

of continued State funding. 

Position 

Partially Concur 

Concur 

Partially Concur 

Do Not Concurl 

ii. It is recommended that the TASC 

programs in Pierce & Snohomish Counties 

be contlnued at least through June 30, 

1984 

Do Not C0ncur~ 

Comments 

Caseloads of current 

staff are full with no 

time available for 
additional ' statistical ~ 

Work. We would like an - 

additional $12,500 in ~W 

annual funding to l~ire 
a half-time statistician. 

Since caseloads of staff 

are full, we wouldneed 

1 1/2 additional staff 

positions ($30,000 per 
year) to be able to 

carry out this additional 

function. 

The majority of TASC'S 

immediate cost savings 

is in terms of reduction 

of incarceration. Short- 

age of revenue at the 

local level maylimpair 
program functioning & 

unnecesSarily reduce state 

incarceration savings. 

We'r:ecommend that all 

three Current TASC pro- 

grams be refunded for • 

the entire biennium. We 

also recommend that ex- 

pansion to King, Spokane, 

and Yakima counties be 

given serious considera- 

tion. 

-67- 



e 

E L 

5, RECOMMENDATION (I) . 

I- 

2 ~ 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

TACOMA TASC RESPONSE TO THE PERFORMANCE AUDIT 

CONDUCTED BY THE LEGISLATIVE BUDGET COMMITTEE 

POSITION (2) COMMENTS (3) 

concur 

concur 

concur 

concur 

concur 

concur 

concur 

do not concur Tacoma TASC•is a "correc- 
tions program" and therefore 
belongs in the Department of 
Corrections. 
TASC programs are designed to 
provide a solution to DOC's 
most serious problem - over- 
crowded prisons. Despite DOC's 
~roteSts during the past year 
that TASC serves few DOC clients, 
the Auditor has reported 82.1% 
of Tacoma TASC clients are also 
DOC clients. Thus, the clients 
• Tacoma TASC divert from prison 
are Clearly DOC clients, and the 
corresponding costs savings to 
State clearly accrues to DOC, 
The auditor reports that during 
FY 82 Tacoma TASC saved 
$I ,204,204 in incarceration costa 

Additionally, much of • TASC's 
effectiveness is derived from 
it's recognition as a corrections 
program, helped in part by It's 
affiliation with DOC. This 
affiliation has been instrumental 
in helping establish ~TASC's 
creditability with local Criminal 
Justice System members. 

not applicable to Tacoma TASC 
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COM.ENTS (3) 
4 

The recommendation the ' - 
State requlre local Jurlsdlctlon~ 
to fund some portion of the 
TASC program operating costs is "- 
another examp!e of the StateIs 

,J 

desire to abrogate its respons- ~ 
ibilltles and transfer these 
obligations to financially 
strapped cities and counties. 

As pointed out in response 
#8, TASC programs are designed 
to provide a cost saving alter- 
native to the State through D0C @ 
clients who face possible im- 
prisonment. • This audit provides 
proof that TASC does save the 
State money. Certainly, TASC 
also provides benefits to local 
Jurisdictions while serving DOC, @ 
but these benefits are secondary 
to the real purpose of TASC. 

The primary basis for the 
audit0r's recommendation appears 
to be that Tacoma TASC relieves i 
overcrowded conditions at the 
Pierce County Jail, and provides I 
dlagnos tl c/evalua tlon services 
which benefit the local Prose- 
cutor's Office and Office of 
Asslgned, Counsel. Both of these 
benefits result from Tacoma 

I TASC's pre-trlal intervention 
component. 

However, the purpose of pre- 
trial intervention is to increase 
the llklihood of the client's 
success in the TASC program. (As 
the auditor points out, this • 
activity is ,consistent with 
national evaluations which have 
shown that the sum of benefits 
resulting from a TASC program 
increase the earlier TASC inter- 
vention occurs." In fact, so • 
supportive isthe auditor of 
Dre-trial intervention that he 
recommends Snohomlsh County TASC 
implement a slmillar component.>~ 
True, pre-trlal intervention _~ 
sees clients before they "offiCi- O 
ally" become D0C cllents, and,lalso i 

D 
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POSITION(2) 

partially concur 
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COMMENTS(3) 

provide benefits for the County- 
particularly relieving Jall 
overcrowding, but its primary 
purpose is to intervene quickly 
and increase the liklihood of 
successful diversion. 

TASC programs should be fund 
ed through June SO, 1985, and 
possibly expanded. 

The auditor tempers his 
recommendation for full TASC 
funding, and his finding that an 
expanded TASC "could have a sig- 
nificant impact on reducing the 
number of commitments to the 
State correctional institutions," 
through his interpretation of 
the Sentencing Reform Act. 

First, the recommended 
sentencing guidelines as proposed 
by the Sentencing Reform Commit- 
tee have not been approved by 
the Legislature. And given the 
opposition currently surfacing 
by both DOC and the Governor's 
Office, it is doubtful they will ~ 
be approved without being sig- 
nifcantly altered. 

Second, TASC's conversations 
with Roseanne Parks, of the 
Sentencing Guidelines Commission, 
and local Judges indicate TASC 
will have a significant role to 
play under the new guidelines. 
Ms. Parks outlined a number of 
of situations under the pro- 
posed guidelines inwhich refer- 
ral to TASC for treatment would 
be both proper and beneficial. 

Finally, TASC believes it 
will require at least two years 
before the effects of the guide- 
lines are fully realized. Any 
amendments offered during this 
period could clearly increase 
TASC's role. The flexibility 
afforded TASC as a small, non- 
profit agency would create an 
ideal situation for it to respond 
quickly and efTiclently to any 
necessary changes in direction, 
However, TASC requires full bi- 
ennial funding to be available t~ 
respond to these changes. 
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FACTS ABOUT THE LEGISLATIVE 
BUDGET COMMIITEE 

The Legislative Budget Committee, a statutory joint con~nittee of the 
Legislature, is composed of eight Senators and eight Representatives equally 
divided between the two major political parties. It serves as a general 
purpose oversight arm of the Legislature. The Committee staff, headed by 
the Legislative Auditor, undertakes studies, surveys and performance audits 
concerning: (I) economy, efficiency and effectiveness of State programs and 
agency operations; (2) whether appropriations have been expended in accor- 
dance with legislative intent; (3) general fund revenue trends;'and (4) 
other specific oversight duties assigned by the Legislature. Assistance may 
also be provided to standing conm~ittees of the Legislature and to individual 
legislators in areas of Committe~ staff expertise. The Committee staff also 
conducts program and fiscal reviews of State agencies, programs or statutes 
for termination under the Washington Sunset Act. 

The regular performance audits undertaken by the Committee staff include 
reviews of program goals and objectives of State agencies to determine how 
faithfully State agencies are conforming with legislative intent. These 

the economy, efficiency and effectiveness of State agency and State program 
management. 

The Legislative Budget Con~nittee staff also monitors and reports on the 
use of consultants by State agencies and maintains a central control file of 
personal services contracts for legislative and public use. Spending from 
unanticipated Federal, State or local revenues by State agencies is also 
monitored by the Committee staff. A regular report of such spending is pro- 
vided to the Committee staff. A regular report of such spending is provided 
to the Committee and other interested parties. 

During periods when the Legislature is not in session, the Committee is 
responsible for review and approval of proposed changes in the executive 
budget format as well as maximum subsistence mileage allowances for State 
employees. 

Other oversight responsibilities assigned by the Legislature concern 
educational clinics,°salary survey plans, fiscal notes, Washington Public 
P~¢er Supply System and confidential motor vehicle plate use by public entities. 

The Committee meets on a monthly basis during the interim period between 
legislative sessions, or more often when circumstances indicate the desir- 
bility or necessity of additional meetings. The Committee reports directly 
to the Legislature, making recommendations for legislative consideration and 
action. 
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