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I INTRODUCTION 

, 
This Final Evaluation Report relies on a newly developed technique to 

assess parole performance in the PBPP Comprehensive Drug Control Project. The 
ne", methodology is based on a client cohort follow up study of all new clients 
released to the supervision of the two Narcotics Units during the first six months 
of 1.975. With the help of the PBPP's computer rec.ord, a cohort of eighty clients 
was. followed for supervision status changes and client arrests until April 30, 
1976, an average period of one year. Data for this final evaluation became 
available in August, 1976. 

A. Project Goals and Objectives 

The goals of this project with respect to drug dependent clientele, as 
clarified for the evaluation, are: 

1. To maintain and continue to reduce recidivism among drug 
dependent clientele due to new convictions or technical 
violations. 

2. To maintain effective control of drug dependent clients through 
close supervisory surveillance of their activities and regular 
urinalysis testing so as to afford maximum protection to the 
community against crime. 

3. To provide effective supervisory treatment through modern 
techniques of counseling and close supervision so as to afford 
a maximum opportunity for rehabilitation. 

4. To reduce, and where pOSSible, eliminate drug dependency through 
modern therapeutic techniques so as to induce long range rehabil­
itative effects. 

5. To maintain and possibly improve th~ employment status of the 
Comprehensive Drug Unit clients so as to afford maximum benefit 
to society and to clients. 

6. To continue tc'} maintain low caseloads of no more than 50 clients 
per agent and '. thereby provide intensive supervis ion in this unit. 

7. To establish Narcotic Unit guidelines so that we will be able to 
adopt policies unique to the needs of the narcotic offenders in 
urban settings. 

8. To assign Parole Investigators and'Human Services Aides to the 
Unit, thereby freeing the professional agents' time for more 
treatment and services delivery. 
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B. Evaluation Background 

The general design of the evaluation had two parts; 1) a comparison of 
one-year parole outcome measures between the cohort served in Philadelphia's 
Comprehensive Drug Treatment program with published results on drug project 
performance for offenders in other states, and 2) an indepth analysis of urinalysis 
testing in relation to parole performance. Previous designs have relied on a 
comparison of Drug Unit client performance with that of clients in Philadelphia 
General Supervision Units of the Pennsylvania Board of Probation and Parole. 
These previous designs were weak because the comparison populations were not 
comparable and there is little or no empirical data on the extent to which general 
caseload clientele abuse drugs. In light of data limitations, however, this was felt 
to be the best possible design at that time. After a ne~v data collection system 
was developed, it was possible to overcome previous research design limitations. 
The present design compares first-year supervision outcome for groups of opiate­
dependent clients in different drug programs. 

Urinalysis administrative procedure provided a tool to monitor the 
results of urinalysis testing. For the current evaluation, this monitoring is 
accomplished by maintaining a record of the results of all urinalysis tests which 
come back from the contracting laboratory to the Philadelphia narcotics supervisors, 
before being given to the supervising agents. This data was recorded in a client­
based alphabetical card file. Each card for clients given urinalysis tests also 
contains an arrest record for that client. Results of positive routine urinalysis 
tests provided a useful tool to assess the percentage of the clients in the 
narcotics units who fail to break their drug habits and/or are arrested for 
technical violations and new offenses. 

The project eva.luators consisted of an in-house evaluation team from 
the Board of Probation and Parole's Research and Statistical Division. 1 The 
Board allows evaluation activities to be conducted without Agency interference 
to insure the integrity of information and an independence of judgment in the 
evaluation's preparation. 

This final evaluation report is divided into two analytic sections: 
a) an analysis of probation and parole outcome measures, and b) an analysis 
of program activity and operations. Implicit in the overall objectives of the 
Comprehensive Drug Control Project was the desire to improve the quality of 
services and subsequently, the rehabilitative effect of supervision. 

C. Summary of Findings and Recommendations 

1) A6:telL a'(J'(JILox.irrJa:te1.y a :twe1.ve. mOVL-th 6ollow up, :the. dltug 
'(JILogILam .6uc..c..e..6.66uUy hnpac..:te.d upon 60% 06 :the. pILogILam'.6 
paA.;Uci.pal'l.:t6 in. a n.ew ILe1.e.Me. c..ohoJt:t. 

Among the 40% who failed supervision, 12.5% of the cohort has been 
recommitted or revoked, 7.5% of the cohort were absconder violators and 20% were 
detfined pending the disposition of new criminal and technical charges. 

IThe report was prepared and coauthored by James Alibrio and George Sullivan, 
the Director and Evaluation Coordinator respectively, with assistance from 
James Atz, a Division research staff person. 
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2 J In. a. .6imple. c:.ompcuU..,oOn. wah dltug 066e.n.delL .6upeJLv,c,jion. 
'(JILoglLam.6 nOlL o:theJL .6:ta:tu, :the. 60% /.:,u./tvJ...voJr.. Ir..a-te. -6oIL 
Pen.l1/.:,ylval'l.ia o66endeM WM c..ompqJtable. i6 rW:t .6upeJUOJI .. 
bMe.d upon :t1vL6 c..ommon. me.MWte. 06 pILog)tam e.66ec..;Uvene..6J.:,. 

3 J A maj otU-tlj 06 aJUtu:te.d c..Ue.nt6 did no:t have. a u.Jtin.aflj/.:,M 
:tu:t and :two :thiJtdJ.:, 0 -6 :thol!l e. aJUte..6:te.d -6 OJr.. ne.W cJl...Un.i.naf 
06-6e.l1/.:,u weJte. no:t :tu:ted 60Jr.. Mug abMe.. 

Among 739 clients available for urinalysis testing, 371 (50%) were not 
tested and 245 (33%) were arrested. Among the 245 clients who were arrested, 133 
(54%) were not tested for drug abuse. There were 55 clients who were tested for drug 
usage which had new criminal arrests and 110 clients with new criminal charges 
that were not tested. Thus, among 165 clients with new crimes, 67% \-lere not given 
urinalysis tests. 

4 ) T ec..hnic..af vJ...olrno n aJUtu:t6 WeJte. moJr..e. 6ILeq ue.n.ftlj ciM 0 Ua:te.d 
wJ...:th having be.e.n given W1.J...naflj/.:,).,6 :te..6:t6 and new c..Jthn,[na.t 
c..hMg e. M/tu:t6 wLth n.o:t being :te.6:te.d :than .6;ta;t)..;!luc..af 
expec..:tanuu would .6uggu:t. 

Among 245 arrested clientele, 112 were given at least one urinalysis 
test of which 31% (35) had technical arrests while 133 were not tested of which 
only 17% (23) had technical arrests. Among 245 arrested clientele, 55(49%) of 
112 cljents who were tested for drug abuse in r.omparison with 110 (83%) of the 
133 clients not tested for drug abuse, were arrested for new criminal charges. 

5 J VJr..ug de.'(Jen.de.VL-t c..Ue.Yl.:t.6 wah pMillve. u.Jtinafy/.:,M :tu:t.6 
We)te. moJr..e. fik.eXlj .to be MJtu:te.d :than. :tho/.:, e. t.u.U.h negative 
wUnaflj.6).,6 :te..6:t ILUu.f:t.6. HoweveJt, a lOWelL pILopoJt:tion 
06 c..Ue.n..t6 who had PMitiVe. u.Jtine /.:,ample..o ha.d neLv cJt,[min.a.f!.. 
c..hMge..6 :than c..UeYl.:t6 wah negrnve. wUne Uilllplu. 

Among 48 clients with only positive urinalYSis tests, 29% were arrested, 
in contrast to 23% among clients with negative t.ests only. However, among 134 
clients with both positive and negative test results, 41% were arrested. Thus, 
when 'positive only' results are combined with 'mixed-positive' results, 38% 
were arrested in comparison with only 23% among 'negative only! results. The 
probability of arrest therefore is significantly higher among clients with at 
least one positive urinalysis sample. 

In contrast ~-lith this observation is the fact that proportionately 
more clients with only negative urine samples have new criminal charge arrests 
in comparison with clients who had positive urinalysis results. About 43% of 
the clients with positive, or mixed-positive results had new criminal charges 
only in comparison with 67% among clients with negative urine samples. 

. 6) AJtnu:t da.:ta. 00)( :the. c..ohoJt:t .6:tudy populrnon. pILovided 
e.vide.nc..e. :tha..-t ILe.'(Je.a..-t viO.f!..a..-tOM Me. mOILe fik.e1.lj :to 
c..o mmd 06 -6 eM u wahin .6ix mo 1'l.:th.6 a6:teJt ILe.ie.M e :to clJwg 
/.:,upeJtvf....6J...on ILa..-the.Jt :than. la:teJt. ALso no:tewoJt:thlj WM :the 
Ob.6eILva,Uon. ,tha..-t ILe.pe.a:t o-6-6e.ndeJtJ.:, have a hi"gh pJr..obabJ.LLtlj 
06 ILe.aNte.6:t a .6e.c..ond wne 60Jr.. a /.:,LLb/.:,e.que.n.,t violmon . 

I 
!J 
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Among 80 cohort offenders, 37 experienced an arrest or absconded during 
the evaluation follow up year. Of 37 repeat offenders, 73% violated parole within 
six months of release. Among 37 repeat offenders, 17 were involved in subsequent 
violations" either criminal or technical, before the conclusion of the follow up 
period. 

7) Drug Control Unit clientele have average unemployment 
levels of approximately 37% with normal seasonal fluct­
uations. Unemployment levels also continue to be slightly 
higher than general caseload clientele when compared 
with Agency employment statistics. These differences, 
however, are attributable to unique difficulties associated 
vlith offender drug dependence in a competitive labor 
market that has high rates of unemployment. 

8) Caseload data indicates that average agent caseload 
sizes in both drug units in Philadelphia's drug control 
program were maintained by the Agency in compliance with 
LEAA. grant requirements of fifty clients per agent. 
From January to June of 197.6, average monthly caseloads 
were 41. 0 .and 37.5 clients per agent in the two drug 
supervision units. 

9) The cdhort based data supported the contention that clients 
leaving the drug supervision program for general supervision 
had successfully overcome drug dependencies associated with 
crime. This was evidenced by their relatively low rate of 
recidivism after transfer. 

10) TheAe. Wa..6 a. .6ign--<-6-{.c..a.YL:t cU..fneJl.e.nc..e. be.:twe.e.n -the. Mug c..on.tJw.t 
pl1.ogJtam'.6 ;two .6upeJl.vi.6ion uni.t6 in pl1.ogl1.am GutpCLt me.a..6uJte..6, 
c..Lte.YL:t pl1.oc..e..6!.ling me.a..6uJte..6 a.nd pJtogJta.m e.nne.c..ti.ve.ne..6/s me.a..6uJt~.) 
M e.d in ;th.Ls }.);tLLdy. * 
a) Drug Unit 1 had more clients under active superVlSlon 

(74%) and fewer in detention (9%) on the average than 
Drug Unit 2 (66% and 15% respectively) suggesting 
operational differences. 

b) Drug Unit 1 had fewer average monthly agent-client contacts 
per fifty lIactive supervision" clients (100 contacts) 
in comparison with Drug Unit 2 (138 contacts). They also 
had fewer average monthly collateral contacts (133) 
per fifty clients in comparison with Drug Unit 2 collateral 
contacts (234) suggesting a differential use of agent time 
between the two units. 

c) Drug Unit 1 gave urinalysis tests to 35% of its clientele 
in contrast with 66% in Drug Unit 2. Of all urinalysis tests 
given, 64% were administered by Drug Unit 2 suggesting 
variant vie\~oints among units on the use of urinalysis as 
a supervision control instrument. 

*Drug Unit 1 is directed by Supervisor Roane and Drug Unit 2 by Supervisor 
London. 
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d. Drug Unit 1 and Drug Unit 2 clientele in the study 
cohort experienced similar arrest frequencies, but 
Drug ·Unit 2 clientele were significantly more likely 
to experience a technical ~iolation arrest (36%) in 
comparison with clients in Drug Unit 1 (11%) suggest­
ing different intervention and control strategies 
between the two program units. 

e. Drug Unit 1 had not provided urinalysis tests for 75% of 
Drug Unit ~'s clients with new charge arrests in contrast 
with 55% of Drug Unit 2's ne:w charge arrest clients, sug­
geS.ting differential effectiveness in the use of urinalysis 
as a means of increasing supervisory control over drug 
dependent offenders. 

f. Drug Unit l's 1975 cohort follow up population had 
70% program survivors after about twelve months in con­
trast with 50% program survivors in Drug Unit 2. 
Although this suggested differential overall program 
effectiveness in favor of Drug Unit 1, statistical 
tests indicated an insignificant difference in~esults 
between these two small cohort tracking samples. 
Furthermore, since 81% of all transfers were Drug Unit l's 
and each unit covered different geographic territory, 
unit differences of an aggregate outcome measure may' 
be explained better by subtle differences in client 
characteristics. Thus, relative program effectiveness 
assessments warrant qualification before making final 
judgment. 

g. Cohort client processing data for individual drug 
supervision units corroborated aggregate urinalysis 
and arrest data; it shmvS that differences in arrests, 
agent recommendations and use of detention exist 
between the two units. Unit 1 cohort arrests tended 
to less frequently result in a detention recommendation 
and more frequently came about from new criminal charges. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

The findings of this evaluation provide considerable empirical evidence 

that Pennsylvania's drug control project in Philadelphia is successfully realizing 

its program objectives of providing effective control for drug dependent clientele 

through close supervisory surveillance and regular urinalysls testing. Phila-

delphia's drug control program overall appears to impact upon a majority of the 

offenders tj::eated in a way which diverts most from a life of crime .. at least for 

twelve months after release on parole. UrinalysiS testing appeared to playa 
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significant role in the overall effort to reduce crime among the drug offenders. 

MoJte. .6 pe.u6-i.e.CLUy 1 Jte4 e.cvr.e.h hct6 de.mOM:tJtate.d :t;hat e.Ue.1'Lt6 who do not. e.xpeJu'..e.ne.e. 

uJUY/.CLf.y.6-fA t.e4ung have. IUghe.Jt ie.v~ 06 ne.w cJUme. e.haJtge..o. The. Age.ne.y'.6 

man.ag e.me.nt. .6 holLtd t.he.Jte.6oJte. e.o no-i.de.Jt a. poUe.y e.hang e. wlUe.h Jte.q c.Wte..o peiUocUe. 

uJUY/.CLf.y.6L5 t.e..oung 06 af..1. c.Ue.1'Lt6 and e.xpUcLt guJ..de.Unu e.one.VtfUng t.he. 

e.Onoe.qlle.n.e.e.:6 06 PO.6);Uve. uJUn.aiy.6-fA t.e.6t. Jte4uLt6. Underlying this recommendation 

is the goal of making better utilization of supervision resources which are 

designed to be instruments of control and means by which Agency objectives can 

be better realized. 

Of equal importance to the general findings on the effects of 

urinalysis testing are those findings pertaining to differential operational 

performance between the t,vo narcotics units in the drug control program. 

Sllb.6t.a~tiat e.mp~e.a..e. e.v-i.de.ne.e. hct6 de.mono.tJLaX.e.d th~t a maJtke.diy cUfi6e.Jte.nt. 

.6;tJw;te.g yon ag e.nt. -i.nt.e.Jtve.mo nand c.Ue.nt. e.o n:owi e.XM,t,o be;twe.e.n. il llpe.Jtv-fAio n 

1l~Lt6. Also, strongly suggested is the fact that one unit affords greater 

protection to the community against client crime than the other unit regardless 

of their apparently comparable performance with respect to client rehabilitation 

goals. It. -fA t.he. Jte.e.omme.nda;tLo n 06 t.1U,,:, Jte.poJtt t.hat gJte.ate.Jt e.o no-fA,te.ne.y bdwe.e.n 

Lt;UU be. e.ne.ollJtage.d po.6.6ibiy t.1vr.Ollgh the. Me. 06 a me.e.ha.~m 6011. joint. e.a..oe. 

Jte.vie.w.6 and .6d6 e.va1..ucd.i.oYL on a peiUocUe. ba..o,w. In addition, stafLshould become 

formally involved in making explicit policy regarding a) intervention into an 

offender's life where warranted before criminal acts are committed and b) detention 

policy after a client is charged with ne,\!' alleged crimes. This need for serious 

consideration of explicit policy on agent arrest and client detention was made 

dramatically clear by follow up data which showed a high probability of rearrest 

after one instance of recidivism. 

" 

, 
·-f 
\ 
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Although this analysis was substantially more exhaustive and rigorous 

than previous evaluations, it is clear that several avenues of program effective-

ness research would be of benefit to the Agency for future policy making. It is 

lastly recommended that a) this report be used as a point of departure for further 

analysis and that b) specific prioritized suggestions be made concerning desirable 

'\ 
I 
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II EVALUATION DESIGN AND METIIODOLOGY . 

A. Research Design 

In part, the design of this final evaluation is a study of the 

directions for future research. In .6hoJt:t, U ,L6 .6ugge.o.te.d ,tha.:t .the. e.vai.tiaXLon pILOC.U-6 recidivism of 80 drug addicts (68 Pennsylvania parole~s and 12 special 

and .6ub.6e.que.nt moMto/Ung be. de..6-<-gne.d a.o a oOJunal me.aM 00 de.vel.opme.nta1. 

plLoglLamm-Lng -<-n .th-i..6 ongo-<-ng dJt..ug c.o~oi plLoje.c..t. The. e.valuation lLe.poJt:t 

1Le.c.omme.nd.6 .tha.:t .the. Go ve.!t..nolL , .6 Ju..6uc.e. Comw.6-<-on c.onti.nue.o .to plLov-<-de. .6Uppo/U 

OOIL the. Philade.lprua VlLug CoMn.oi PlLoglLam wruc.h ha.o be.en .6hown .to be. an e.Ue.c.tive. 

me.aM 00 plLO v-<-d-i-ng a paJt..oie. 0 ppoJt:tuMty .to d-'r..ug de.pe.nde.nt a t5 0 e.nde.M • 

probation and parole cases) who ~.,ere paroled from state correctional insti.tutions 

or court-certified to the supervision of the two Philadelphia Narcotics Units 

during the period .Janaury through June, 1975. By means of computer techniques, 

these clients were followed for a tracking period ending April 30, 1976. This 

represented a fifteen month follow up at maximum and a ten month follow up at 

minimum for those clients released for supervision during the period. Comparisons 

of this cohort outcome with one-year follow up studies of other offender narcotics 

programs in other scates are made. This desi~n represents a radical departure 

from that of the Interim Evaluation Report, where successful overall cohort 

outcome was approximated. by the "case closure ratio" technique. 2 In addition 

to comparison with other states' programs, various measures are compared with 

respect to the two supervisory units in this project.* This was done in order 

that programmatic differences revealed in the Interim Evaluation Report with 

respec.t to the two supervision units, might be studied in more depth. 

A second part of the design for this final evaluation is an in-depth analysis 

of the impact of urinalysis testing on client rearrest rates. This has been made possible!, 

by a client-by-client record of urinalysis tests, test results, and arrests for the 

period October 1, 1975 through May 31, 1976. Unlike the cohort tracking study, 

which followed only 80 clients, the urinalysis-arrest study was a census of the 

dt.":: 2pennsylvania Board of Probation and Parole, Research and Statistical Division, 
" ~ Final Report: Evaluation of the Comprehensive Drug Control Proj ect in Philadelphia 

for the Pennsylvania Board of Probation and Parole, June, 1976. 

*For the purpose of this study, Unit I refers to agents in Supervisor Roane's 
unit and Unit 2 to agents in Supervisor London's unit. 

I 
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d) For a study of the relationship between time from release and client 

entire Narcotics Program population of 739 individual cffenders. The two recidivism, the time variable was incorporate~. Arrests and d~linquent status 

separate units are also compared in this study. Two other features of the changes were classified into three-month intervals. Transfers out of Narcotics 

research design are continued monitoring of overall client employment adjustment Unit supervision were divided into two classes: those occurring within six 

and case supervision status. Client employment was previously selected because months of release and those occurring after six months of release to supervision. 

it is an outcome measure which correlates highly with successful adjustment to The urinalysis portion of the study utilized the variables of test 

parole supervision. Case supervision status identifies percentages of clients outcome (positive or negative), arrest versus non-arrest, and type of arrest: 

who are under a.ctive street supervision, unsuccessful by virtue of absconding, agent-initiated for technical violations or police initiated for criminal 

or in detention pending court and/or Board decisions. offenses. Type of drug for samples with a positive outcome was also recorded; 

B. Research·Methodo10gy 
the reader is referred to the attached Interim Evaluation Report for a breakdo,vu 

1) Selection of Variables 
of positive specimens by type. 

Outcome measures for the entire Narcotics Project population (not the 

The cohort portion of the study utilized the following variables: cohort group) are client employment status and case supervision status. These 

a) Final case status as defined by actively supervised, discharged variables have been selected for reasons mentioned in the "research design" 

from supervision, recommitted to prison or revoked with new convi,;::tions or for section. 

technical violations,in detention pending disposition of charges for new 2) Collection of Data 

offenses or technical violations, or absconded from supervision. A separate Data on client cohort outcome, as determin.ed by case status changes 

record was maintained of 16 clients who transferred out of th'3 Narcotic.s Program and final case status, was obtained from a computerize0 record of status changes 

during the follow up period. Clients who are supervised cooperatively for other of all clients under Agency supervision from January 1, 1975 through April 30, 

states were excluded, because statistical reporting for these cases has been 1976. This data is entered into the computer bank in code form from information 

found to be inconsistent. submitted by all parole agents for each client status change or transfer on 

b) Client arrests and subsequent agent recommendations were used to "PBPP form 11282." Cohort arrest data was obtained from a separate computerized 

corroborate case status data. In addition, total arrests and arrest types (new arrest record which is based on preliminary arrest reports for Pennsylvania 

offense or technical violation) were used in the analysis of differences in parolees and probationers also submitted by parole agents to the Agency's main 

operational procedure between the two narcotics supervisory units. office. Client status changes and client arrest records were merged ma~ua11y 

c) Client status changes which occurred during the follow up period 
by research office staff for the purpose of tabulation and analysis. Where 

were also tabulated. Delinquent statuses were sometimes temporary, with the 
data anomalies and inconsistencies were found in the merged client record, individual 

result that some of these clients were in non-delinquent status at the end of 
case folders were examined. For the 80 clients in the Narcotics cohort, 25 

the follow up period: 
cases were examined for verification and correction where necessary. In the 
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majority of cases (55), arrest and status change records were both mutually 

and internally consistent. 

Client employment data is supplied quarterly on a client-by-client 

basis by a census of parole agents' caseloads. Total caseload status is 

determined from computer printouts of numbers of clients in each category 

for every supervisory unit in the Agency; there are two such units in the 

Comprehensive Drug Control Project. 

Urinalysis data was collected from the Philadelphia District Office. 

An alphabetical card file was maintained manually for all clients who had a 

urine specimen taken for the purpose of detecting drug abuse. Urinalysis 

test results were sent from a local laboratory to the drug control unit supervisors 

for appropria.te agent follow up. Prior to being given to agents, information on 

test results was recorded promptly on research cards, on an individual clie.nt 

basis in order to avoid delays to agents awaiting the results. Information on 

test results included type of drug detected in the specimen. Before a final 

analysis of urinalysis results, c·lient arrest records were merged manually onto 

nd.nalysis cards from the Research Division's accumulated records of reported 

client arrests (form PBPP 153). Tabulations of statistical parameters for 

urinalysis testing and client arrests over eight months were done by hand from the 

urinalysis card file. 

3) Analysis of Outcome Data 

Standard tests of statistical significance have been applied to most 

outcome measures. Proportions and chi-square tests are used when the outcome of 

this cohort is compared to other studies, and when the two Narcotics Units are 

co~pared to each other. In most cases, differences or departures from expected 

distributioas are considered significant at the .05 level; that is, if the 

probability of accidental occurrences is less than 5%. 
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III PROGRAM ANALYSIS AND FINDINGS 

A. Probation and Parole Outcome Measures 

1) Program Impact on ReGidivism 

lbe central feature of the design of this evaluation study was a 

comparison of one-year follow up outcome of a group of clients released to the 

Comprehensive Drug Control Project with one-year "survivor rates" cited in 

the literature for various other narcotics programs for offenders. A survivor 

rate is defined as the percentage of cases in good standing in a cohort treatment 

group afte.t' recidivistic clients are deducted. Since all clients in the study 

population received the same treatment over the same period of time, survivors 

in a cohort treatment follow up represent the proportion of clientele for whom 

the program has had some positive impact and therefore represent a reliable 

measure of program effectiveness. 

'l'able I provides supervision outcome data for 80 drug dependent 

clients who were assigned to the Philadelphia Drug Control program during the 

first six months of 1975. The case status of the stt!cly population which is shown 

after each case, ~.,as followed for approximatl~ly t~.,elve months from the month 

in which treatment began. Also shown sepa.rately for methodological reasons 

are parole cases as compare.d to special county probation and parole cases 

(henceforth referred to as probation cases), and cases transferred out of 

the drug treatment cohort. Since probation cases tend to reflect clients with 

less serious criminal histories and consequently are less likely to recidivate, 

their involvemeut in a treatment program may have an upward biasing effect 

upon a 'survivor' measure of program effectiveness. Likewise, transfers 

which usually occur because a client does not need further specialized drug 

control treatment, reflect program successes whose exclusion would bias down-

ward a performance assessment based upon survivors. However, transfers may 

"I: also be made when a client relocates geographically, an exogenous factor which 

has no bearing upon programs, and all transfers are subjected to variant treat-
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ment experiences, which may negate drug program accomplishments. In conclusion, 

tra,nsfers constitute a cohort subset whose program outcomes cannot be attributed 

to program performance with any degree of confidence. Table I separates these 

characteristics to make explicit those factors which impinge upon a realistic 

assessment of program effectiveness. 

Cohort Follow 

Table I 

1975 Case Follow Up Outcome 
April 30, 1976 

Up Status Parolees Probationers . 
Actively Supervised . . . · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · 
a) In Narcotic Project 23 2 
b) Transferred Elsewhere 10 3 

Successfully Discharged • · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · 
a) From Narcotics Project 3 3 
b) Transferred Elsewhere 2 0 
c) Died (No Criminal Act) 2 0 

TOTAL PROGRAM SURVIVO"RS 40 8 

Detained Pending Disposition · · · · · · · · · · · · · · a) New Criminal Charges 
i) While in Narcotics Units 7 0 

ii) Transferred Elsewhere 1 0 
b) Technical Violation in 

Narcotics Units 7 1 

Reconunitted 1;fuile Under 
Narcotics Supervision . · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · a) Technical Parole Violator 3 0 
b) Convicted Violator 5 0 
c) Revoked/Technical Probation 

Vioiator 0 2 

Absconders from Narcotics 
Supervision 5 1 

TOT4L PROGRAM RECIDIVISTS 28 4 

TOTAL IN COHORT 68 12 

Total Percent 

· · · · · 47.5% 
25 
13 

· · · · · · 12.5% 
6, 
2 
2 

48 60.0% 

· · · · · · · 20.0% 

7 
1 

8 

· · · · · 12.5% 
3 
5 

2 

6 7.5% 

32 40.0% 

80 100.0% 
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Table I indicates that after one year of supervision in the Philadelphia 

Drug Control Unit, about 47.5% of the 80 client-cohort population were still 

under active supervision; slightly over one third of the active cases had 

transferred elsewhere and therefore presumably benefited from the drug unit 

experience. An additional 12.5% of the cohort group were successfully closed 

cases ~vhich had been either supervised until their maximum expiration of sentence, 

or died of natural causes without being involved in ~ny criminal or technical 

violations. In sum, about 60%, or 48 cohort program participants survived 

without technical or criminal violations of probation or parole. 

Among those 40% of cohort cases ~vhich did not survive supervision 

without a violation, some 20% of the cohort were being detained in prison pending 

the disposition of either new criminal, or technical charges against them, 

7.5% were absconder violations and 12.5% were official reconunitments to prison 

for technical violations or new convictions. Although only 12.5% of the cohort 

were incarcerated by official action, new violators and absconders have a high 

likelihood of official reconunitment and cannot be classified as program 'survivors' 

in their tenuous violation status. For purposes of analysis therefore, the 

program had been 40% ineffective in preventing unlawful behavior among drug 

dependent clientele. 

A 60% rate of effective supervision cannot be qualitativ'ely evaluated 

unless it is compared to another project which has similar objectives and clientele. 

A weakness of this evaluation's design lies in its inability to identify a 

comparable study comparison group. A 25% random sample of PBPP ne~v male 

releases for the first six months of 1974 revealed an 84% survivor rate after 

twelve months of supervision. However, this statewide estimate represents a 

population with a large proportion of offenders 

without drug dependency. The only available source of information on a 

comparable drug dependent population is found in research reports on other 

states' narcotics projects. The results of a search of the literature ~vhich 
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was reported in our previous evaluation of this project, are displayed here 

for comparison with this study's cohort based measurement of program effect-
" 

iveness. This is illustrated in Table II, where outcome for the present study 

is compared with 'survivor' rates - percentages of narcotics-dependent offenders 

not reincarcerated - with seven other studies in California, New York,) and the 

District Of Columbia. Although most are at best crude comparisons because 

of differences in time, conditions and environment, they do provide some 

evaluative context. Ne~v York, in particular, studied 121 similar population 

with a similar methodology; their figures ranged from 27% (New York, 1956-63) 

to 54% (New York, 1966). Pennsylvania's survivor rate of 60% appears superior 

in this rough comparison. 

Table II 

Comparison of One-Year Survivor Rates with Other States' Programs 

State Study Size Release Years Survivor Rate t .E. 

Pennsylvania' 80 1975b 60.0%a 
California 3 919 1962-64 34.0% 4.65 .001 
New York City 4 695 1956-63c 27.0%a 6.06 .001 
California 4 1,700 1967 37.0% 4.14 .001 
California 5 1,843 1965c 37.0%a 4.15 .001 
California 5 ' 1,380 1966c 42.0%a 3.16 .001 
New York State 6 424 1966c 54.0%a 0.99 n. s. 
District of Columbia 7 106 1965-66 51.0% 0.99 n. 'S. 

\ 

aAll clients not reincarcerated or absconded. 

bFirst six months. 

cSimilar methodology and definitions of success. 

3"The Risk of Failure During the Early Parole Period: . a Methodological Note," 
J. E. Berecochea, A. N. Himelson and D. E. Hiller, Journal_ of Criminal Law, Crim­
inology an~ Police Science 63, Number 1, March, 1972, Pages 93-97. 

4"Major Federal and State Narcotics Programs and Legislation," Roland W. Wood, 
Crime and Delinguency 16, 1970, Pages 36-56. 

T 
i 
1 

5 J. A. Inciardi ?."nd D. V. Babst, "Predicting the Post-Release Adjustment of ,,"l, t 
Institutional Narcotic' Addicts," Bulletin on Narcotics 23, April-June, 1971, Pages 33- 1 

6J . A. Inciardi, "The Use of Parole Prediction with Institutionalized Narcotic 
Addicts," Journal of Research in Crime and Delinquency 8, Number 1, 1971, Pages 61-73 
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New techniques such as methadone maintenance would probably result 

in increased survivor rates if up-to-date studies were conducted in the com-

parison jurisdictions. Although geographic differences, drug availability, 

period in time, peer group pressures, and numerous other variables are not 

controlled for here, a priori analysis suggests at least comparable and 

probably favorable program results from the Philadelphia Comprehensive Drug Control 

Units. 

Present intake criteria restrict Pennsylvania's Drug Units to 

supervision of offenders addicted to hard drugs, primarily heroin. To verify 

this fact for this study's cohort, names on the cohort list were cross-referenced 

with an agent census of total caseload drug abuse history taken for the last 

project evaluation report. Abuse history data was found for 56 of the 80 clients 

in the cohort; of this number, 51 were cited for heroin abuse, one for morphine, 

three for amphetamines and one for barbituates. Thus/ approximately 93% of 

the cohort group probably had a history of opiate addiction, a finding not 

inconsistent ~vith the 88% for the total narcotics unit clientele which was 

cited in the Interim Report. 8 In view of these findings, comparison of the 

Philadelphia Narcotics' cohort with past studies of cohort groups in other 

programs for addicted offenders appears to be reasonably justified. 

Since special probation and parole cases comprised 12 of the 80 

clients used in this cohort study, it might be argued that including these 

'probat~oners' would favorably bias the cohort outcome because they have less 

extensive or less serious criminal histories and are therefore easier to 

7- S. Adams and V. McArthur, Performance of Narco tic-Involved Prison Releases 
Under Three Kinds of Community Experience-,-Research Repor't Number 16, Dist.rict 
of Columbia, Department of Corrections, June, 1969. 

BIt is assumed that drug abuse histories missing on 24 of the 80 cohort 
clientele will not systematically bias the above percentage. 
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rehabilitate than parolees with longer sentences. Of the 12 probation cases, 

3 or 25% were in prison at the end of the study period, as compared to 23 or 

33.8% of the 68 "state" parolees. Since this difference was statistically 

insignificant, implying that probationers have a similar failure ~ate, and recog-

nizing that they represent a small portion of the study population (15%), 

their inclusion was not judged to be a biasing factor. 

A final factor to consider is the possible effect of case transfers 

upon the overall drug program effectiveness measure of 60%. Table I indicated 

that a total of 16 clients in the drug cohort were transferred during the 

follow up to other general units for supervision. A priori, if an offender 

had not rem.ained under a drug units' supervision for at least six months, he 

must have either clearly demonstrated an early recovery from a drug dependency, 

or had to geographically relocate without sufficient time to benefit from the 

drug program's approach. If it were theorized that 'recovered' clients had'a 

low likelihood of recidivism while the 'unrecovered' drug dependent client had 

a high likelihood of recidivism in a general case10ad setting, an examination 

of case outcomes fur those who transferred early (within six months) would 

provide strong evidence for the motivation for transferring a client. Among 

the sixteen transferred clientele, only nine were transferred within six months. 

Table III indicates the supervision outcome for these cases. 

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

ijf 
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Table III 

Case Transfers Within Six Months 

Transfer Transfer 
Within After Total Total Not 

6 Months 6 Months Transferred Transferred 

~', Reporting Regularly 6 6 12 23 
UCV on Bail 1 0 1 2 

Sub-Total/Active Cases 7 6 13 25 

Successfully Discharged 2 0 2 6 
Deaths (Not Criminal 
Act) 0 0 0 2 

Sub-Total/Closed Success-
fully 2 0 2 8 

TOTAL SURVIVORS 9 6 15 33 

Recommitments, CPV - - 0 5 
Recommitments, TPV - - 0 3 
Probation Revoked TPV - - 0 2 
Detained UCV (Technical) - - 0 8 
Detained UCV (New 
Charge) 0 1 1 6 
Detained CPV - - 0 1 

Sub-Total/Imprisoned 0 1 1 25 

Absconded Supervision - - 0 6 

TOTAL PROGRAN 
RECIDIVISM 0 1 1 31 

TOTAL COHORT POPULATION 9 7 16 64 

Table III shows the final status of 9 clients who tr-ansferred out of 

the drug units within 6 months of release or certification compared with 7 

transfers who remained in the narcotics units 6 months or longer. None of 

those clients who transferred early 1;vere in detention at the end of the follow 

up period as opposed to one of those who remained at least 6 months. Among 

those cases which did not transfer, 25 or 39% ~vere imprisoned. It is reason-

able to expect that clients who clearly demonstrate early recovery from drug 

addiction would be transferred to general supervision units; a conclusion 

supported to a large extent by the outcome data for this cohort group. 

;; 
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2) Employment Status of Narcotics Unit Clientele 

Employment adjustment and parolee recidivism are known to be closely 

interrelated. Unfortunately, employment status on a client-by-client basis is 

not readily available for the cohort group of 80 clients at the April, 1976, 

end of the follow up peLiod. Thus, the relationship between employment 

stability and successful parole adjustment cannot be explored within the cohort 

analysis. Nevertheless, client employment level has traditionally been used 

as an evaluative tool for the LEAA project population groups, both as a trend 

monitor and for use in cost-effectiven~ss analyses. The Interim Evaluation 

Report updated Narcotic Unit employment levels to September, 1975; this final 

report documents the most current data available for the drug program which 

is December, 1975 employment statistics. 

The Interim Report as well as previous evaluations have used Narcotics 

Unit employment as compared to employment in other PBPP Philadelphia programs 

as an evaluative tool. Since these comparisons are not part of the design for 

this evaluation, Table IV shows employment trends for the two narcotics units 

for four quarterly surveys in 1975. There appears to be a gradual decline in 

full time employment in the first narcotics unit and the average of the two units. 

The second unit, while holding near 50% in full time employment, shows a 

gradual increase in welfare dependency, as does the overall Comprehensive Drug 

Control Project population. Adverse economic conditions could be responsible 

for these trends. With respect to the 4-quarter average of full time and part 

time client employment, there is virtually no difference between the two units 

in full (50%) or part time (12%) employment. The Public Assistance averages do 

differ (39.2% of available clientele versus 32.5%), although not enough to be 

statistically significant (t = 1.04). In conclusion, despite a declining trend 

in employment among Narcotic Unit clientele, 1975 figures indicate approximately 
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50% of available
9 

clients employed full time and 11.5% employed part time for 

a total of over 61% gainfully employed despite adverse economic conditions and 

the handicaps of drug dependency. 

Table IV 

Quarterly Client Employment Status 

Unit No.1 Unit No. 2 Narcotics Total 
Status by Quarter No. % No. % No. % 

Employed Full Time; Percent 
of Total Able to Work 
1. March, 1975 79 66.4 28 47.5 107 60.1 
2. June, 1975 61 44.2 50 54.9 111 48.5 
3. September, 1975 69 48.3 46 50.5 115 49.1 
4. December, 1975 65 38.7 54 47.0 119 42.0 
5. Four Quarter Average 49.4 50.0 49.9 

Employed Part Time; Percent 
of Total Able to ~oJork 
1. March, 1975 11 9.2 9 15.3 20 11.2 
2. June, 1975 11 8.0 9 9.9 20 8.7 
3. September, 1975 19 13.3 15 16.5 34 14.5 
4. December, 1975 23 13.7 10 8.7 33 11. 7 
5. Four Quarter Average 11.1 12.6 11.5 

Unemployed, Public Assistance 
Percent of Total Able to ~oJork 

1. March, 1975 41 34.5 19 32.2 60 33.7 
2. June, 1975 67 48.6 24 26.4 91 39.7 
3. September, 1975 49 34.3 26 28.6 75 32.1 
4. December, 1975 66 39.3 49 42.6 115 40.6 
5. Four Ouarter Average 39.2 32.5 36.5 

~"Available" is used here to mean under active supervlslon and not 
incarcerated, hospitalized or in other 24-hour per day in-patient programs, 
or in absconder status. 

"' 

I 
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B. Program Activity and Operational Performance 

The program's accomplishments which were described in the previous 

section were brought about by a mix of resources and work activities. Although 

we cannot establish with any scientific ce·rtainty the causal relationships 

between input resources and program accomplishments with current data limit-

ations, it is possible to examine several underlying factors which affect 

program outcomes. This section will explore factors such as 1) caseload size, 

2) caseload active status, 3) agent-client contact, 4) urinalysis testing 

5) client arrests and 6) programmatic differences between supervision units. 

1) Caseload Size 

Available data on average agent caseload size indicates that the 

Agency has been highly successful in maintaining caseload size at acceptable 

levels of less than 50 clients per agent as required by this g~ant. For 

the six months covered by this Final Evaluation Report, January through June, 

197&-0 the total number of Narcotics Unit clients including other states 1 

clientele fluctuated between 562 (February) and 651 (June), w·ith a monthly 

average of 597 clients. Since the monthly average for the last half of 1975 

was 610 clients~O the average for the fiscal year 1975-76, was a relatively 

constant 604 clients. 

The number of parole agents was 16 at the start of the period and 15 

in May and June. The monthly average caseload per agent was 39.4 clients for 

10 
the first half of 1976 in comparison with 39.8 during the last half of 1975. 

The average case size for the two drug supervision units were nearly equal: 

41.0 for Unit ttl versus 37.5 for Unit n. 

2) Caseload Active Status 

Active case status is a measure which relates to program activity" 

10 The Interim Evaluation Report covered the last half of 1975. 
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especially when the operation is studied in terms of the two supervisory units 
. 

individually. Activ(~ cases consist of those who are obtaining 'active' super-

vision and those who are obtaining 'casework' superV1S10n. Active supervision 

is defined as clients with whom the agent has personal contac~~with 
casework supervi~ion which is defined as absconders or clients in detention due 

to new violations, mental illness, or serving detainer sen.tences for old 

offenses. During the first half of 1976 the Narcotics Units had 70.8% of their 

clients under active' supervision (see Table V); 14.5% were absconders and 13.1% 

were in detention. 

Table V 

Active Supervision and Casework Supervision Status: 
January - June, 1976 Averages 

Total 
Unit No. 1 Unit No. 2 Narcotics 

% of % of % of 12/75 
Case Status No. Total No. Total No. Total Reference 

.L~~tiVfi , 
Supervision '252.2 74.0 170.1 66.5 422.3 70.8 71.7% 

Casework 
Supervision 
1) Absconders 44.0 12.9 42.5 16.6 86.5 14.5 15.2% 
2) In Prison 44.6 l3.l 43.2 16.9 87.8 14.7 l3.l% 

a) TV 13.4 3.9 11+.0 5.5 27.4 4.6 
b) NC' 18.5 5.4 24.5 9.6 43.0 7.2 
c) Detainer 12.7 3.7 4.7 1.8 17.4 2.9 

Total in 
Supe.rvision 340.8 100.0 255.8 100.0 596.6 100.0 100.0% 

The Comprehensive Drug Control Project had an average of 70.8% of its 

clients under active supervision during the first half of 1975, compared to 71.7% 

for December, 1975. This includes both regularly reporting cases and those 

unconvicted violators on bond or released on recognizance for relatively minor 

reasons. 
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The overall detention rate for the two units (including clients 

serving detainer sentences for old offenses) was 14.7%, versus 13.1% in 

December, 1975. However, the overall abs~onder percentage showed a slight 

decline: 14.5% compared to 15.2% in D'~ember, 1975. The results further 

indicate important differences between the two supervisory units, a fact of 

relevance to evaluations of relative unit program activity. 

Since a possible programmatic difference might exist between the two 

narcotics units, statistical significance tests were undertaken. They showed 

that Narcotics Unit No. 1 had significantly nore clients under active super-

vision (74.0%) and fewer in detention (9'.3%, when those still confined for 

old offenses, or "detainers," are excluded) than Narcotics Unit No.2 (66.5% 

active and 15.1% in detention). A similar result was found for the period 

covered by the Interim Evaluation Report. As will be discussed in a subsequent 

urinalysis section, there almost certainly appears to be a relationship between 

case status, and program operating philosophy. 

3) Agent-Client and Agent-Collateral Contacts 

It was pointed out in the Interim Evaluation Report that the Narcotics 

Unit clients experience much more frequent agent-client contacts per month than 

all other Philadelphia supervisory units. Table VI displays average monthly agent 

contacts standardized for fifty clients in both the office and in the field for 

the two Narcotics Unit populations on the basis of both total caseload and 

"active supervisionll caseload. As previously discussed, "active supervisi~n" 

class excludes absconders and clients in detention ~vhom an agent has no 

opportunity to contact personally. The values shown in Table VI were computed 

\ 

Comparison 
Group 

Unit No. 1 
. 

Unit No. 2 

Narcotics Total 

------------ - --
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Table VI 

Average Agent-Client Contacts for 
Fifty Clients per ~onth~ 

January through June, 1976 

Office Contacts Field Contacts 
Total Activea Total Activea 

Caseload Caseload Caseload Caseload 

23.3 31.4 50.8 68.7 

26.8 40.2 65.2 98.0 

24~8 35.0 57.0 80.5 

Total Contacts 
Total Activea 

Caseload Caseload 

74.1 100.1 

92.0 138.2 

81.8 115.5 

aMonthly average case status from computer printouts for the time period 
were used to determine percentages of caseload being actively supervised. 

Table VI indicates that both units have a significantly higher 

agent-client c.ontact ratio for the first half of 1976 than did the composite 

of the two units for the latter half of 1975. In 1975, these average data were 

71.0 contacts monthly per 50 clients in the total caseload or 99 contacts 

monthly per 50 clients based upon an active caseload. The combined effort for 

1976 was 81.8 contacts monthly per fifty clients for the total caseload and 

115.5 contacts monthly per 50 clients for the active caseload. 

The data in Table VI also indicates that clients in Narcotics Unit No. 2 

are contacted considerably more often than are clients in the Narcotics Unit No.1, 

in both the office and the field. When based upon 'acti1re l caseload, or clients 

with whom the agent is likely to have contact, the data indicates about 38 more 

contacts for fifty clients a month in Unit No. 2 as compared with Unit No.1. 

These output data suggest that parole agents in the Narcotics Unit No.2 have 

exerted greater effort to contact their clientele than agents in Unit No.1. 

Although average caseload sizes appear to be slightly larger in Unit No.1 and 

to r~present a six-month average, or mean number of agent-client contacts per client 
therefore might be expected to depress Unit No. lIs agent contact productivity 

~':;I' per client, the difference in average client contact frequency cannot be 
per month and then expressed in terms of contacts per fifty clients to eliminate 

fractions and standardize a normative caseload size. adequately explained by a difference in average caseload size of only four clients 

per agent. 
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Although agent-client contact may be viewed as the most important part 

of case supervision, contacts between agents and other persons concerning the 

client, referred to as "collateral" contacts, provide a vital source of information 

on client behavior. Persons with whom collateral contacts are made include 

relatives, friends, volunteers, employers, community treatment facilities and 

police. Since agents may make collateral contacts for inactive supervision 

cases, i.e. the "active casework" client described earlier, they are not separated 

for a comparison as was done with client contact ratios. It was pOinted out in 

the Interim Evaluation Report that as was the case with agent-client contacts, 

the ratio of agent-collateral contacts for fifty clients per month was much 

higher in the Narcotics Units than in all other Philadelphia supervision units, 

including Social Rehabilitation Units, which handle approximately the same number 

of clients per agent as do the Comprehensive Drug Control units. Table VII 

displays average agent collateral contact ratios for the two narcotics units for 

the first half of 1976 9 and for comparison the composite figure for the latter 

half of 1975. 

Table VII 

Total Collateral Contacts for Fifty Clients per 
Month Based Upon January through June, 1976 Averages 

July -
Comparison Groups Collateral Contacts December, 1975 

Unit No.1 132.8 

Unit No. 2 234.4 

Narcotic Composite 176.5 163.0 

Again, despite minor differences in average caseloads per agent, agents 

in Unit No. 2 reported over one hundred more collateral contacts per 50 clients 

than do agents in Unit No.1, a possible manifestation of differential effort in 

field su.pervision. The project composite also shows an increase in collateral 
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contacts per client over the latter half of 1975. Further analysis suggests 

that the consistently greater contact effort in Unit No. 2 corresponds with 

the greater use of urinalysis testing and differential use of technical arrest 

and detention in that uni~which is discussed in more detail in the next section. 

4) Urinalysis Testing 

Urinalysis testing is an important tool in the supervision of drug 

dependent offenders. The Interim Evaluation Report (see Appendix) discussed 

the urinalysis program from the budgetary allocation point of view. A reported 

finding was that 378 clients were tested between October 1, 1975 and }fuy 21, 

1976; a total of 1,503 tests were administered for an average of four tests 

per tested·c1ient. A further result was that while Narcotics Unit No.1 

administered 427 tests to 75 clients with 53% having one or more positive 

results, Unit No.2 gave 1,076 tests to 140 clients with 59% having positive 

results. It was noted, however, that the percentage of tested clients with one 

or more positive results was not statistically significant. 

Since publication of the Interim Evaluation Report, a follow up study 

was conducted whereby the card file on tested clients*was manually cross-

referenced with preliminary arrest reports on file for all Pennsylvania Parolees 

and Special Probation clients who were arrested during the urinalysis monitoring 

period. On each client card, the date and type of every arrest was entered. 

In this manner, it has been possible to explore the general relationship between 

the type of client arrest and urinalysis testing. 

Table VIII clxamines urinalysis testing results in relation to arrests 

recorded for both the two narcotics units and the composite Comprehensive Drug 

Control Project. Only 368 clients were tested as compared to 378 cited in the 

Interim Report, a fact attributed to the exclusion of other states' clients 

because their arrest data was not available. The results are shown in a 

contingency table where the 'cells' contain the number of clients ~vith urinalysis 

tests and client arrest results. 

*The card file was updated to May 31, 1976. 
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It was necessary to deduce the number of clients who were neither 

tested nor arrested since neither urinalysis test control cards nor arrest 

report forms were generated for clients with uneventful records. Logically, 

since 739 Pennsylvania cases were under Narcotics Unit supervision for all or 

part of the eight month study period, while only 501 clients were tested, arrested, 

or both, a net of 238 clients were neither tested nor arrested. If the policy 

of the Narcotics Units is to take urine specimens of all new clients, it might 

be inferreu. that the 238 untested offenders were'probably clients who had already 

been under supervision in the Narcotics Units and remained free from arrest. 

However, some also could have been absconded clients who were neither tested 

nor arrested during the period. The total number of clients under supervision 

all or part of the period (739) was arrived at by adding to the Pennsylvania 

client caseloads on October 1, 1975 all new additions by means of parole, 

repar?le, or probation certification through May, 1976. Although this technique 

might have overlooked additions by means of transfer from non-narcotics units, 

it would have included clients paroled to detainer sentences who are ne~er actively 

supervised. Both of these sources of error should be relatively minor. Present Agenc 

computer capability did not permit a timely and "more precise determination 

of this figure. 

With composite client-based data on urinalysis testing and client arrest, 

it is possible to determine whether or not a relationship exists between urinalysis 

testing and arrest frequency. Table VIII displays this relationship: 
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Table VIII 

Relationship Between Client Arrests and 
Client Urinalysis Testing 

A) Program Results 

Urinalysis Results 

Program Clients Tested 
Clients 

Not Tested 

Clients Arrested 112 133 

Clients Not Arrested 256 238 

Total Arrested 368 371 

x2 = 2.44, d.f. = 1 not significant. 

Total Tested 

245 

4,94 

739 

B) Controlling for Individual Supervision Unit 

Clients 
Unit 111 Clients Tested Not Tested Total Tested 

Clients Arrested 37 82 119 

Clients Not Arrested 96 167 263 

Total Arrested 133 249 382 

Unit 112 

Clients Arrested 75 51 126 

Clients Not Arrested 160 71 231 

Total Arrested 235 122 357 

Un;t 111 - X2 = 1 056 d f 1 t ' 'f' t ~ , " .• = no s~gn~ ~can . 

Unit #2 - X2 3.44, d.f. = 1 not significant (p < 0.1) 

Chi.'-square contingency tests for test and arrest frequency distributions 

indicated that there is no statistical relationship between tested clients and 

arrested clients, and that the distribution differences were probably due to 

chance alone. ~~en individual supervision units were statistically controlled to 

ascertain if one unit masked a possible relationship, there again was found to be 

no statistical relationship within a supervision unit between being arrested and 

being tested for drug usage. Since urinalysis testing was thought to be a super-

" 
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vision tool for detecting drug violations, a relationship with arrest was 

thought to be likely. The lack of one prompted further investigation for an 

explanation. However, it is important to note that 54% of the total clients 

arrested were not tested and that a majority of these were ~n drug control 

Unit Ill. 

Since the Interim Evaluation Report indicated markedly different 

patterns of urinalysis testing usage and client arrest, a series of chi-square 

contingency tables was developed to test for mutual association between 

program supervision unit and three program output variables: urinalysis 

testing, total clients arrested and type,of client arrest. In each instance, the 

null hypothesis was that there was no relationship between the program supervision 

unit and the program output variable. In only one instance, the null hypothesis 

could not be rejected; the remaining two null hypotheses could be rejected. 

Table IX displays the results of this investigation. 

Table IX 

Relationship Between Drug Supervision Units and Urinalysis Testing, 
Total Client Arrests, and Type of Client Arrest 

Supervision Supervision 
Unit III Unit 112 

Output Variable (Roane) (London) Totals 

1) Urinalysis Testing 
Tested 133 235 368 
Not Tested 249 122 371 
Total Clients 382 357 739 

2) Arrest Status of Clients 
Arrested 119 126 245 
Not Arrested 263 231 494 
Total Clients 382 357 739 

3) Type of Client Arrest 
New Charge (Police) 99 66 165 -

\ Technical Violation (Agent) 13 45 58 
Both 7 15 22 
Total Arreste;d Clients 119 126 245 

Chi-Square Tests (Ho = no relationship) 

1) Urinalysis Testing X2 = 70.98, d.f. = 1 p < .001 significant, ~ reject Ho 
2) Total Client Arrests X2 = 1. 428, d. f. = 1 not significant :. do not rej ect Ho 
3) Type of Client Arrests X2 = 20.986, d.f. ,; 2, p < .001 :. reject Ho 
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Table IX indicates that there is a strong relation.ship between the 

\11..:., t supervision unit and both the likelihood of having a urinalysis test and the 
,-> 

type of arrest which is likely to occur. However, a mutual association was 

not found between supervision units and the likelihood of experiencing an 

arrest in the drug control program. More specifically, Drug Control Unit III 

tested 35% of its clientele in contrast with 66% in Drug Control Unit #2. 

Of all the urinalysis tests given, 64% were administered by Drug Control 

Unit tt2. 

Although the over.all likelihood of being arrested did not differ 

substantially among program supervision units, Drug Control Unit #2 was 

substantially :nore likely to have agent initiated technical violation arrests 

than Drug Control Unit Ill. About 36% of those clients arrested in Drug 

Control Unit 112 were agent initiated technical violators in contrast to only 11% 

in Drug Control Unit tIl. 

Since urinalysis testing '.J'as a special feature of the offender-drug 

program which was designed to increase the potential for supervision control, 

the empirical performance differential between supervision units is a finding 

of major importance. These observations also suggest a possible programmatic 

relationship between urinalysis testing and the type of arrest which occurred. 

Table X explores this relationship further. 

Ta'ble X displays a cross-tabulation of client urinalysis testing use 

and type of client arrest. Employing chi-square statistical tests, the null 

hypothesis postulates no programmatic relationship between the type of arrest 

experienced by a client and the likelihood of having had a urinalysis test. 

Subsequent to an analysis of the entire program, statistical controls are 

introduced to determine whether observed effects apply equally to individual 

1(.) "'!: drug control u,nits. Vi,.: -1,. ..... 
'''r- " 

.-( 
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Table X 

Relationship between Urinalysis Testing and 
Type of Client Arrest on Program Level and Supervision Unit Level 

Type of Client Arrest 

A) Overall Program 
New Charge (Police) 
Technical Violation (Agent) 
Both 
Total Arrested 

B) Control, it 1 Only 
New Charge rpolice) 
Technical Vi lation (Agent) 
Both 
Total Arreste 

C) Control, Unit 2' Only 
New Charge (Pol~ce) 
Technical Violat·.on (Agent) 
Both 
Total Arrested 

Urinalysis Testing 
Client 

Client Tested Not Tested 

55 
35 
22 

112 

25 
5 
7 

37 

30 
30 
15 
75 

110 
23 
a 

133 

74 
8 
o 

82 

36 
15 
a 

51 

Chi-square tests (Ho no relationship) 

Total 

165 
58 
22 

245 

99 
13 

7 
119 

66 
45 
15 

126 

A) Overall program X2 (2 X 3) = 41.3, d.f. = 2, 
X2 (2 X 2) = 6.55, d.f. = 1, 
(co bines 'both' with 'NC') 

p < • 001 significant:. rej ec t Ho 
p < .02 significant :. reject Ho 

B) Control, Unit 1 Only X2 = (2 X 3) = 17.4, d.L = 2, p < .001 signifi cant .. 
~reject Ho* 

C) Control, Unit 2 Only X2 (2 X 3) = 16.58, d.f. = 2, P < .001 signific ant .. 
reject Ho* 

*Hhen 'both' is coml ined with New Charge Arrest, a 2 X 2 table chi-square 
is insignificant, suggesting we may not be able to completely reject Hc .. 

q 

l 

d 
;1'" ! 
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Table X demonsq'ates a program relationship bet-ween being arrested 

for a new offense and having been tested by urinalysis for drug abuse. A 

chi-square statistical test indicated a significant relationship; technical 

violation arrests were more frequently associated with having been given a 

urinalysis test than statistical expectancies would suggest while new charge 

arrests for criminal offenses were more frequently associated with clients vlho 

did not have a urinalysis test. In terms of percentages, 54% of all those 

(245) arrested clients did not have urine tests taken but among clients arrested 
/' 

for new charges, about 67% had not undergone urinalysis testing. More dramatic 

were the differences between the individual drug units; Drug Unit 2 had 55% 

of its new charge criminal arrests who had not been tested in contrast with 75% 

untested among clients arrested for criminal offenses in Drug Unit 1. This 

data strongly suggests that urinalysis testing has SOme effect upon patterns of 

arrest and may, in fact, prevent crime where technical arrest intervenes and co-opts 

criminal activity. The analysis does assume, however, that positive urinalysis 

results are catalysts to technical arrest, especially in Drug Unit 2 where 

urinalysis testing appears to be more liberally employed. Positive urinalysis 

results will be examined more critically before the end of this analysis. 

Clients Hho had both technical arrests and new charge criminal arrests 

represent a sUb-population which is very difficult to analyze. An attempt Has 

made during data collection to screen out redundant technical arrests, i.e. 

those that resulted from a police arrest for a new offense. However, time 

constraints prohibited a file research to determine if" technical arrests proceeded 

or followed police arrests, or whether they were intrinsically related to a 

crime (i.e. a CCDW technical arrest related to a new felony charge). Assuming 

that the technical arrests reported were independent of ne,., charge arrests for 

clients classified as having "both" in Table X, the 'both' category of clients 

was combined with the 'new charge arrests only' category. When the new matrix 

was tested for statistical relationship, the results were not significant for 
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the separate units, but still significant for the entire project.ll It is not 

known at this time why these results appear to reverse the statistical conclusions 

previously derived. Since any conclusions at this time would be highly 

speculative, the analysis of client arrests where both technical and new charge 

id t ' t d untJ.'l addJ.'tJ.'onal research can be undertaken reports were even , J.S pos pone 

on client case folders in a follow up evaluation. 

The above described relationship between type Cif arrest and urinalysis 

test assumes that a positive urine specimen leads to an arrest for violation 

of parole because of drug usage. An attempt was made to substantiate that 

assumption by examining urinalysis test results in relation to arrest findings. 

Unfortunately, the analysis was handicapped by the small sample size available in 

the urinalysis study population. Out of 739 clients available for arrest and 

urinalysis testing, only 112 were both arrested and tested for drug usage 

according to Table VIII. When these 112 individuals are further analyzed for 

urinalysis test results, unit of supervision and type of arrest, the number of 

individuals being studied in a cross-tabulation is insufficient for purposes of 

statistical reliability. Nevertheless, since the available data does provide some 

quantitative insight into the supervision-treatment process, a rough analysis of 

available data is presented here. 

As a point of departure, it is appropriate to ask the general question: 

Do positive urinalysis tests imply client arrests? Table XI has been prepared to 

test and answer this question. Total clients receiving urinalysis tests were 

cross-tabulated with client arrest records. The results provide empirical 

e~idence that clients who have positive urinalysis test results are more likely 

llThiS result, however, was less significant than when "both" is treated 
separately for a 3 X 2 matrix of the combined units. 
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to be arrested than clients whose results are negative. This observation is 

~f'- supportive of the belief that a drug dependent offender population may be more 

effectively controlled through urinalysis testing. 

Table XI 

Urinalysis Test Results in Relation to Client Arrests 

Clients 
Clients Not Percent 

Test Results , Arrested Arrested Total Arrested 

Positive Urine Sample 14 34 48 29% 
Negative Urine Sample 42 141 183 23% 
Mixed-Positive Samples 55 79 134 41% 
Total Clients Tested lIla 254a 365a 30% 

Chi-square X2 = 12.0, d.f. = 2, p < .01 

A chi-square statistical test of mutual association indicates that 

urinalysis test results ,are related to arrests in a systematic way. When 

percentages are examined, it is apparent that positive test results, especially 

mixed positive results, substantially increase an offender's likelihood of being 

arrested. Clients with mixed positive urinalysis tests, or mUltiple tests with both 

positive and negative specimens, had a 41% chance of arrest in comparison with 29% 

among those having only positive tests and 23% among clients with only negative 

results. Hhen "positive only" is combined with mixed-positive results, there were 

38% arrested in contrast with 23% among "negatives only." 

Table XII provides a further breakdown of urinalysis test results 

according to the type of arrest experienced by the client. A basic question 

being addressed by Table XII is whether or not urinalysis test results imply 

different kinds of arrests as the previous analys~s suggests. 

aThree clients could not be identified with urinalysis test results out of 
368 available. 

1;'~, 
'i 
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Table XII 

Urinalysis Test Results in Relation to Type of Client Arrest ;"t 

Type of Positive Negative Mixed-Positiv'." 
Client Arrest Test Only Test Only Test Results Total 

New Charge OnlY 7 28 23 58 

Technical Violation 5 8 20 33 

Both 2 6 12 20 . 

Total 14 42 55 III 

Of greatest interest from a research viewpoint are those clients with 

positive tests because positive tests represent a parole violation which theo-

retically requires a program response, The tabulation .in Table XII clearly 

demonstrates the problem of insufficient sample size; only 12.6% of those 

clients both tested and arrested at some time during the study monitoring period 

produced only positive urine samples. An additional 38% of those both tested 

and arrested clients had only negative urine results but two thirds of them were 

eventually arrested for new criminal charges. In contrast, a relatively low 

proportion of clients with mixed test results had new charge arrests .. In fact, 

when both positives and mixed positives were combined, the proportion of clients 

with new charge arrests was only 43% (30 ~ 69) in contrast to 67% (28 ~ 42) 

among cases where only negative test results were obtained~ This relative 

difference was tested and found to be highly significant (t = 2.37, p < 0.03). 

Since urinalysis testing was common to both study subsets, those with positive 

or mixed-positive results versus those with only negative results, the data 

strongly supports the idea that testing for drug abuse identifies potential 
\ 

criminal offenders who continue to have drug dependencies. Since drug dependency 

is highly associated with crime, this impact is worthy of mention. 

*Notably, when new charge arrests only are combined with clients having both new 
charge and technical arrests, the proportion of positively tested clients' with new 

charge arrests was 64% in comparison with 81% among clients with only negative tests. " 
d 
J), 

--- ------~-------
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Nearly one half of the tested-arrested population had multiple "mixed 

positivell urine samples. Clearly, in order to properly 

analyze mixed positives, two variables need further research: 1) the timing of 

the test in relation to the arrest and 2) thl: frequency and sequence of positive 

results in multiply tested individuals. 

Some indication of the frequency of positive tests for multiply-tested 

individuals also having negative results was available as shmm in Table XIII 

Table XIII 

Mixed Urinalysis Test Results fOl: 
Clients with M~ltiple Urine Tests 

._- Number of Positive Samples 
One Two or 

Type of Client Arrest Positive Hare Positive Total 

New Charge Arrest 13 - 10 23 
" 

Technical Violation 10 10 20 

Both 3 9 12 

Total tiie:nts Arrested 26 29 55 

Percent Total 47% 53% 100% 

Among the 55 clients who experienced multiple urine samples with mixed-

positive results, Dver one half had two or more positive samples. However, slightly 

more clients who had ,Jnly one positive urine specimen were arrested for new 

offenses than multiple positive results, suggesting a need for more timely 

intervention when urine samples reveal renewed drug usage. Although these data 

are inconclusive, they provide some insight into potential benefits to be derived from a 

commitment to expa.nd the analysis through more extensive data collection. 
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In conclusion, this study of urinalysis testing has provided strong evidence 
i; Client Arrests: Types of Offenses and Time, of Arrest 

that the procedure is effective in reducing the likelihood that a client will be. 

arrested for a new criminal offense. The following results summarize this section: 

a) A majority of arrested clients did not have a urinalysis test and two 

thirds of those clients who were arrested for new criminal offenses did not have 

urinalysis tests, a tendency which is more predominant in Unit 1 than Unit 2. 

b) Technical violation arrests are more frequently associated with having 

been given a urinalysis test than statistical expectanr.ies would suggest while new 

charge arrests for criminal offenses were more frequently associated with clients 

Who had no urinalysis test. 

.f' .).1 ~.. 5 ) 
~.« • ' ..... ()!<-' 

The previous analysis provided empirical evidence that 

urinalysis testing is an important. operational tool for detecting drug usage 

and preventing potential crime through arrest intervention. However, it was 

also apparent that some clients are not apparently using drugs but are still 

committing new offenses as evidenced by arrested clients with negative specimens. 

One means of evaluating what may be happening to drug dependent clientele while 

under supervision in the narcotics program, is to examine client arrest patterns 

for any insight on behavior that they may provide. This inquiry is obviously 

c) Clients with positive urinalysis results are more likely to be arrested exploratory and necessarily descriptive since in many instances, there was 

than negative urinalysis results. 

d) A significantly lower proportion of clients ,vith positive urine 

samples had new criminal charges than clients with negative.urine samples. 

e) There was a significant difference between the two narcotics units 

in both the use of urinalysis testing and the type of arrest which was likely to 

occur. Drug Control Unit 1 was less likely to use urinalysis testing and less 

likely to use technical violation arrests. 

insufficient data on the study popUlation in a readily available form to assure 

statistical reliability. With this caveat, the evaluation wishes to share 

some general empirical observations. 

The urinalysis testing section of this evaluative report was based 

upon a one hundred percent monitoring survey of urine specimen test results; 

data therefore was not collected in a manner which would allow for an analysis 

of offense types or length of time under supervision, Fortunately, this kind 

of data was available for clients who were tracked in the cohort follow up 

section of this program evaluation; therefore, this investigation will be based 

upnn the eighty new releases described earlier in this report. 

Heroin addicts have been generally considered to be passive individuals 

viho turn to property offenses to obtain money in order to support their habit, 

With the exception of the property-orie~ted crime of robbery, they are typically 

considered as unlikely to commit crimes of violence involving confrontation with 

individuals. Table XIV shows a new offense distribution for the two drug units. 

j:'~;.:t For classification purposes, clients were categorized by the most "serious" 

offense, or that arrest which leads to a final delinquent status. If no final 

delinquent status resulted, the offense was assessed according to agent recommend-
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ation code. Table XIV' ·therefore reflects clients arrested and not total new 

Al h . Table XIV ;s a prof;le of 'instant' offenses charge arrests. so s own J.n ..... ..L 

for the cohort follow up population. Instant offense, or offense leading to 

incarceration, was available for 7S'out of SO study cases in the follow up com­

puter printout. The percentages of both instant and new offenses are indicated 

for purposes of comparison. 

Table XIV 

Repeat Offenders' Type of Offense at Arrest 

NE:;w Offenses Instant Offense -Client Offense Unit 1 Unit 2 Total Percent Number Percent 

Homicide 0 0 0 0% .5 6% 
Assault 0 0 0 0% 2 30% 
Robbery 3 2 5 21% 2S 36% 
Burglary, Theft 8 6 14 58% 24 31% 
Narcotics Laws 3 2 5 21% 10 13% 
All Othersa 0 0 0 0% 9 12% 
Total Clients 14 10 24 100% 78 100% 

Table XIV indicates clearly the dominant position of robbery and burglary 

offenses among drug dependent clientele. About 6S% of the cohort group were initiall; 

incarcerated for either robbery or burglary; among those 24 clients who were 

repeat offenders, 79% were involved in crimes of robbery and burglary. The 

estimated rate of arrest among the supervised population which was monitored for 

urinalysis testing, was approximately 33% based upon 245 clients arrested out of 

739 clients supervised. 'The cohort population evidenced a similar rate of 30% 

with 24 clients arrested out of SO available new releases. Given this similarity, 

it might be inferred that the cohort n.ew arrest pattern generally reflects events 

occurring in the larger client population. 
\ 

apraud, sex offenses. 

!J 
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Another aspect 9f client arrest concerns the length of time an offender 

takes after release to commit an offense and agency response to new offenses. 

Further analysis of cohort arrest data revealed that 41 out of 80 clients en-

counted serious. difficulty: 6 absconded and 35 were rearrested. Among those 

arrested, 7 had technical violations and 28 had new criminal charges of which 4 

were later acquitted or the charges were dismissed. In balance therefore, 24 

clients were serious. repeaters of new crimes for which the agent recommended a 

punitive Board disposition. Since 31 out of 35 arrested clients had charges 

pending, it can be assumed that others will have charges dropped eventually. 

The data in Table I indicated 26 clients were either detained in prison pending 

charges or recommitted. Thus, after a one year follow up, approximately five new 

arrests were continued on supervision. Since the available arrest data does not 

distinguish the five clients who were eventually continued on parole, they were 

included in the analysis of time on supervision which is shown in Table XV below. 

Table XV provides strong evidence that most clients are arrested within six months 

after being released~ of those who recidivate. 

Table XV 

Length of Time Under Supervision 
Prior to Client Arrest or Abscondment 

o to less 3 to less 6 to less 
Client Status than 3 months than 6 months than 9 months 

Absconders 4 1 1 
tv Arrest 1 3 2 

I-PC Arrest 11 7 6 

Total Clients 16 11 9 

Percent of Total 43% 30% 24% 

9 months Total 
or more Clients 

0 6 
1 7 
0 24 

1 37 

3% 100% 

Among 37 clients who absconded or were arrested in the release cohort gf 

80 clients in their first year, about 73% experienced an arrest or absconded within 

the first six months of supervision in the drug control units. This data supports 

the contention that most recidivism occurs immediately after release in a cohort 
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follow up. In addition, the table does not show the fact that 17 of the 37 

repeat parole violators or 46% were rearrested a second time subsequent to 

their first violation and of these, 6 were rearrested a third time. More 

importantly, 14 of the 17 "second-time" arrested clients were charged with 

serious neto7 criminal offenses, suggesting that once an offender is identified 

as a recidivist, there is a high probability that additional crimes will be : 

" 

committed. This observation may justify a critical examination of Agency 

follow up with respect to timely intervention after an offender has been , 

arrested for a new offense. It is noteworthy that all arrest reports for ! 

these cases contained an agent recommendation for detention, recommitment or 
: 

revocation. 
.. 

6) Programmatic Differences Between the 1'1;070 Narcotics Units 

An important finding of this study has been apparent major programmatic . 

differences in several key variables when supervision units were compared using 

overall census data on case status, or urinalysis data. For example, it was 

reported previously that Unit 1 had lower frequencies of agent-client contact, 

proportionately fewer technical arrests among total arrests and lower rates of 
.'. 

urinalysis testing in contrast to7ith Unit 2. Hhen cohort data is used for super-

vision unit comparison, some parallels are observable. One striking difference 
, 

between the two types of data, however, is found in the cohort survivor measure-
., 

ment of program effectiveness. Table XVI provides a breakout of cohort outcome 
1 

categories for Unit 1 and Unit 2. Ironically, the number of clients released 

to each unit during the first six months of 1975 was identical in size; this 

occurred by chance and not by design. 
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Table XVI 

. 1975 Case Follow Up Outcome 
April 30, 1976 

Unit 1 Unit 
Cohort Follow Up Status Number Percent Number 

Actively Supervised 52.5 
a) In Narcotic Project 11 14 
b) Transferred Elsewhere 10 3 

Successfully Discharged 17.5 
a) From Narcotics Project 3 3 
b) Transferred Elsewhere 2 0 
c) Died (No Criminal Act) 2 0 

TOTAL PROGRAM SURVIVORS 28 70.0 20 

Detained Pending Disposition 12.5 
a) New Criminal Charges 

i) W11ile in Narcotics 
Units 3 4 

ii) Transferred Elsewhere 1 0 
b) Technical Violation in 

Narcotics Units 1 7 

Recommitted \lliile Undex: 
Narcotics Supervision 7.5 
a) Technical Pa'''/le Violator 0 3 
b) Convicted Violator 3 2 
c) Revoked/Technical 

Probation Violator 0 2 

Absconders from Narcotics 
Supervision 4 10.0 2 

TOTAL PROGRAM RECIDIVISTS 12 30.0 20 

TOTAL IN COHORT 40 100.0 40 

2 
Percent Total 

42.5 
25 
13 

7.5 
6 
2 
2 

50.0 48 

27.5 

7 
1 

8 

17.5 
3 
5 

2 

5.0 6 

50.0 32 

100.0 80 

As Table XVI indicates~ Unit 1 had a cohort survivor rate of 70% 

in contrast to 50% in Unit 2, suggesting greater effectiveness in Unit 1. 

Since previously reviewed program processing variables, such as, frequency 

of client contact, use of urinalysis testing and prevalence of technical 

violation versus criminal violation arrests, suggested better performance in 

Unit 2, this apparent paradox warrants some analytic consideration. 
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Despite the apparent differences in magnitude between units for 

the survivor rate, statistical tests of significance indicate the difference 

was possibly due to chance. More importantly, when client processing variables 

are examined in cohort outcome subcategories, questions may be raised concern­

ing the validity of the 'survivor' program impact variable as a comparative 

measure of unlt e ec lveness. , ff t' Specl'fically, when client transfers, final 

discharges, criminal versus technical violators and absconders are taken into 

account, the overall unit assessment of effectiveness may be challenged. 

Among the total of 16 cohort clients who transferred to a general 

supervision unit durlng t e rug , h d unl't fol,low up period, 13 or 81% were in 

Unit 1. 1 h (Table III) that nine clients transferred It was previous y s own 

before six months of drug unit supervision and seven after six months of which 

only one transfer (after six months) was detained as a convicted parole violator. 

Table XVII provides a unit breakdown of cohort case transfers by time to 

illustrate a finding regarding case transfers in relation to the survivor 

measurement of unit effectiveness. 

Table XVII 

Unit 1 Unit 2 \ 
Transferred Transferred Transferred T~ansferred Total 

Cohort Follow \'1/i 6 Months After 6, Mo. w/i 6 Mo. After 6 Mo. Client 

I 
I, 
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total transfers were in Unit 1, further supporting the notion that differences in 

, client characteristics may account for differences in effectiveness as measured 

by cohort survivors, rather than some qualitative difference in Unit 1 supervision 

techniques. In fact, client processing variables already suggested poorer 

performance and therefore relatively negative qualitative differences in Unit 1 as 

opposed to Unit 2. 

Further evidence for possible subtle differences in client characteristics 

between each unit lies in the fact that each unit covers a different geographic 

territory. Although boundaries are not fixed and do shift with the continual flow 

of new cases, agents in Unit 2 generally cover areas in the north and western part 

of Philadelphia in comparison with Unit 1 agents who are generally working in the 

southern and eastern part of the city. At the risk of oversimplication, these 

generalizations of geographic area which have differences in general crime rate 

and relative crime prevalence, as well as variant drug cultures, may account for 

different kinds of clientele in each unit and subsequent different rates of 

transfer and forms of client processing. 

Cohort data does provide other information regarding relative unit 

Up Status of Release of Release of Release of Release Transfers 

performance which parallels previous findings. A comparison of clients in final 

detention status among units revealed that Unit 2 had significantly more of its 

detained clients imprisoned for technical violations: 66.7% versus 12.5% for Active Case 7 3 0 3 13 , 
Successful Discharge 2 0 0 0 2 
Detained CPV 0 1 0 0 1 

, 

Total Clients 
Transferred 9 4 0 3 16 

Table XVII reveals that all nine clients who transferred out of the drug 

program within six months of release and did not fail after one year, were in 

Unit 1. A priori these "early recovery" clients may represent less difficult drug 1; /«, 
dependent offenders as the previous analysis suggested. Significantly, 13 out of 16 \~,}< 

11 " 

Unit 1. 

Unit No. 1 
Unit No. 2 
Total 

Table XVIII 

Status of DetainedaClients, 4/30/76 

Technical Violations 

2 t = 2.55, X 

1 
12 
13 

6.5, P < 0.02. 

New Charges 
or Convictions Total 

8 
18 
26 

alncluded 8 recommitted parolees, two revoked (TPV) probationers, 15 
unconvicted and one convicted ',iolator. 

bIncludes one UCV detained after transfer from Narcotics Unit Suoervisio 

,,' 
'\ 



-45-

The relative inbalance of reasons for detaining clients in the two units, L 
l!l.~i j technical violations as opposed to new offenses, raises the question whether 

agents in Unit 2, which has more client imprisoned as technical violations, tend to 

be more "punitive" in their approach to supervision than do agents in Unit 1. 

A method of answering this question is to examine total client arrests according 

to the recommendations given by agents who write the arrest reports. Hhen the 

two supervisory units are examined separately with respect to total arrests 

in the cohort, a contingency test for statistical significance shows that clients 

'" .~. \ "f:'\ . 

I, ' 

in Unit 2 had over ttvice as many arrests tvith "detain or hold" agent recommendations· 

than did clients in Unit 1 (see Table XIX). The proportion of arrests which 

carried detention recommendations for technical violations was lower in Unit 1 

(1/15) where total arrests were lower in number as compared to Unit 2 (12/37). 

This difference is statistically weak in significance ( t = 1.94, p < .1); 

however, this may be attributed to the small number of arrests in this small 

sample. The unit which had the fewest client arrests with detention recommendation, 

Unit 1, had the most arrests with 'continue on parole' recommendations, i.e., 

10 as compared t9 6 in Unit 2. When detain recommendations were taken as a 

proportion of total arrest recommendations for each unit, the two units differed 

significantly (t = 2.44). This significance is further substantiated by the 

cross-tabulation in Table XIX. A chi-square test based upon unit sub totals 

for detain and continue recommendations indicates a significant difference between 

units in the type of recommendation most frequently rendered. Therefore, 

significantly more of Unit 2 arrests resulted in detain or hold recommendations 

than did Unit 1 arrests. 
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Table XIX 

Cohort Arrests Classified by 
Recommendation and Supervisory Unit 

Unit No. I Unit No. 2 ~ r-______________ ~r-~~ __ --~~--~~~~~~~~~----~TV~--~Su~b~T~o~t~a~l~· __ ~T~otal NC TV Sub-Total NC 

Detain or Hold 14 1 15 25 12 37 52 

Continue on Parole 9 1 10 5 1 6 16 

Total 23 r,~ 
25 30 13 43 68 

\ 
In conclusion, the narcotics units reflect differences in processing 

clients with respect to arrest, agent recommendation, and use of detention. This 

conclusion is supported by data on the cohort group as evidenced by client arrests, 

by t:.rinalysis data, and by case reI orting status data. Unit 2 tends to administer 

urinalysis tests the more frequent.y and makes more technical arrests; agents in 

Unit 2 also appear to give more de~ention recommendations for all types of arrests 

than agents in Unit 1. Unit I ha the higher cohort survivor rate (2.8 + 40 or 70%) 

when compared to Unit 2, which hai only a 50% cohort survivor rate (20 + 40). 

However, statistical significanc1 of this difference was found to be marginal. The 

fact that a large number of c1ifnts transferred out of the Unit I cohort (13 of 40) 

as compared to Unit 2 (3 of 40;, in addition to geographical differences, could 

account for this apparent ano aly. 
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1 
Appendix I 

Test Outcome Versus Clients Arrested: 
October 1, 1975 - May 31, 1976 

Unit No.1 

Less Than Two Any Other Time 
Months During the Never 

Before Arrest Study Period Tested Total 

No Arrests 
a. II of Clients 0 96 167 263 
b. If of Negative Tests 0 163 0 163 
c. iI of Positive Tests 0 81 0 81 
d. % of Positive Tests 0.0% 33.2% 0.0% 33.2% 

Technica~ Violator and , 
New Charge 

I 

a. if of Clients 5 2 0 7 
b. 1/ of Negative. Tests 6 2 0 8 
c. II of Positive Tests 17 0 0 17 
d. % of Positive. Tests 73.9% 0.0% 0.0% 68.0% 

New Charge Only 
a. if of Clients 20 5 74 99 
b. II of Negative Tests 33 5 0 38 
c. II of Positive Tests 26 4 0 30 
d. % of Positive Tests 44.1% 44.4% 0.0% 44.1% 

Technical Violator Only 
a. II of Clients 2 3 8 13 
b. /I of Negative Tests 1 2 0 3 
c. II of Positive Tests 3 5 0 8 
d. % of Positive Tests 75.0% 71.4% 0.0% 72.7% 

Total 
a. If of Clients 27 106 249 382 
b. If of Negative Tests 40 172 0 212 
c. 1/ of Positive. Tests 46 90 0 136 
d. % of Positive Tests 53.5% 34.4% 0.0% 39.1% 

! , 
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Appendix I 
Test Outcome Versus Clients Arrested: 

October 1, 1975 - May 31, 1976 

Unit No.2 

Less Than Two Any Other Time 
Months During the 

Before Arrest Study Period 

No Arrests 
a. 11 of Clients 0 160 
b. II of Negative Tests 0 619 
c. II of Positive Tests 0 153 
d. % of Positive Tests 0.0% 19.8% 

Technical Violator and 
New Charge 
a. II of Clients 12 3 
b. If of Negative Test:s 36 13 
c. It of Positive Tests I 37 9 
d. % of Positive Tests 50.7% 40.9% 

New Charge Only 
a. it of Clients 19 11 
b. 11 of Negative Tests 64 24 
c. It of Positive Tests 25 5 
d. % of Positive Tests 28.1% 17.2% 

Technical Violator Only 
a. If of Clients 24 6 
b. 11 of Negative Tests 78 21 
c. If of Positive Tests 39 11 
d. % of Positive Tests 33.3% 33.3% 

'rota1 
a. 11 of Clients 55 180 
b. II of Negative Tests 178 677 
c. II of Positive Tests 101 178 
d. % of Positive Tests 36.2% 20.8% 

t between two units = 5.26, p < .001 

Never 
Tested 

71 
0 
0 

0.0% 

0 
0 
0 

0.0% 

36 
0 
0 

0.0% 

15 
0 
0 

0.0% 

122 
0 
0 

0.0% 

Total 

231 
619 
153 

19.8% 

15 
49 
46 

48.4% 

66 
88 
30 

25.4% 

45 
99 
50 

33.6% 

357 
855 
279 

24.6% 
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I INTRODUCTION 

This Interim Evaluation Report has been prepared to provide an 

updating of the program performance measures for the project year which 

began in July of 1975. The measures, evaluation design and methodology 

used tlO assess the attainment of proj ect goals and objectives were identical 

to those used in the Final Evaluation Report for 1974-75. 1 A major 

change in evaluation methodology will be implemented in the last half of 

this project's Final Report for 1975-76. This new methodology will be 

based, on a client cohort follow up study and a more sophisticated statistical 

analys-is using computer " so ftware!! capability; data for the final evaluation 

will not become available until mid-1976. 

Project Goals and Objectives 

are: 

The goals of this project with respect to drug dependent clientele 

1. To maintain and continue to reduce recidivism among 
drug dependent clientele due to new convictions or 
technical violations. 

2. To maintain effective control of drug dependent clients 
through close supervisory surveillance of their activities 
and regular urinalysis testing so as to afford maximum 
protection to the community against crime. 

3. To provide effective supervisory treatment through modern 
techniques of counseling and close supervision so as to 
afford a maximum opportunity for rehabilitation. 

4. To reduce, and where possible, eliminate drug dependency 
through modern therapeutic techniques so as to induce long 
range rehabilitative effects. 

5. To maintain and possibly improve the employment status of 
the Comprehensive Drug Unit clients so as to afford maximunt 
benefit to society and to clients. 

Ipennsylvania Board of Probation and Parole, Research and Statistical 
Division, Final Report: Evaluation £f the Comprehensive Drug Control Project 
in Philadelphia for the Pennsylvania Board of Probation and Parole, June, 1976. 
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To continue to maintain 1mV' caseloads of no more than 50 
clients per agent and thereby provide intensive super­
vision in this unit. 

To establish Narcotic Unit guidelines so that we will be 
able to adopt policies unique to the needs of the narcotic 
offenders in urban settings. 

To assign Parole Investigators and Human Services Aides 
to the Unit thereby freeing the professional agents' 
time for mo~e treatment and services delivery. 

The overall design of the evaluation consisted of a comparison 

I " t 1 ed in Philadelphia's of program effectiveness measures between c len e e serv 

Comprehensive Drug Treatment Program and general caseload clientele in 

Philadelphia. Without empirical evidence on the extent to which general 

caseload clientele are similarly abusing drugs, this comparison is recog-

nized as being inadequate. . 1 t year's evaluation report l 
However, Slnce as 

explored comparisons of the Philadelphia Drug Units' performance with 

published results on drug project performance for offenders in other states 

as well as non-drug populations in Philadelphia, some base line data 

has been established. Consequently, the basis of this evaluation report 

will be a comparison of current performance with previous base line measures 

I ' h t S~nce evaluation plans for this project year of program accomp lS men. ~ 

include a cohort follow up analysis of client parole performance, it is 

fully expected that a more meaningful basis of analysis is forthcoming 

within six months, 

Statistical measures of program effectiveness were compiled and 

analyzed in the Board's Central Office using the Probation and Parole 

Statistical reporting system. Measures selected for study included numbers 

of new unconvicted parole violators, client arrests, and client employment. 

To provide some evaluative context for these measures, data for general 

caseload clientele was also displayed despite major differences in case 
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composition. The current Interim Evaluation focuses on the second half 

of 1975. 

Survey data submitted by the Narcotics Unit agents provided a tool 

to monitor the results of urinalysis testing, For the current evaluation, 

this monitoring is accomplished by a PBPP Philadelphia-based research 

staff member who records the results of all urinalysis tests which come 

back from the contracting laboratory to the Philadelphia narcotics super-

visors, before they are given to the supervising agents. This data is 

recorded in a client-based alphabetical card file. Since comparison group 

urinalysis data are not collected, this phase of the evaluation must serve 

as a monitoring function only. However, results of positive routine 

urinalysis tests are a useful tool in assessing the percentage of the 

clients in the narcotics units who fail to break their drug habits. 

The project evaluators consisted of an in-house evaluation team 

from the Board of Probation and Parole's Research and Statistical Division. 

The Board allows evaluation activities to.be conducted without Agency inter-

ference to insure the integrity of information and an independence of judgment 

in the evaluation's preparation. 

This interim evaluation report is divided into two analytic 

sections: a) an analysis of probation and parole outcome measures, and 

b) an analysis of program activity and operations. Implicit in the overall 

objectives of the Comprehensive Drug Control Project was the desire to 

improve the quality of services and subsequently, the rehabilitative effect of 

supervision. 
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II RESEARCH FINDINGS ON SUPERVISION OUTCOME 

Recidivism, when measured by parole recommitments and probation 

revocations as a percentage of total case closures, remained essentially 

unchanged during the last half of 1975 when compared to data accumulated 

from the end of 1972 and presented in the 1974-75 evaluation report. 

Data for a nearly three year period revealed that approximately 40% of 

the Philadelphia Narcotics Units' cases complete supervision successfully 

without being returned to prison. As indicated on Table I, successful 

closure ranged from 34% to 48% over the time period. 

Table I 

Case Closures for PBPP Narcotics Units: 1972-1975 

Year 
Unsuccessful Closure 

Recommits and Revocations 

1972 (3 months) 
1973 
1974 
1975 (first 6 months) 
1975 (last 6 months)a 

Totals 

aCurrent evaluation period. 

49 
87 
89 
71 
83 

379 

Total 
Closures 

73 
140 
171 
109 
141 

634 

Percent 
Successful 

33.8% 
37.8% 
48.0% 
34.9% 
41.1% 

40.2% 

During the six month period at the end of calendar 1975, there 

were 83 recommitments or revocations out of 141 cases closed. The remaining 

58 "survivors" concluded probation or parole supervision without a return to 

crime. Since the proportion of successful case closures rose during calendar 

1975, it might be assumed that continued program efforts are succeeding in 

realizing their objectives of client reintegration into the community. An 

alternate perspective of this performance record is presented below. 
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The Philadelphia narcotics units were found to consistently 

have a higher proportion of unsuccessful (recidivistic) case closures in 

comparison with clients in Philadelphia's general caseloads. The result 

is expected, given the nature of drug addiction; this presentation serves 

to highlight the extraordinarily difficult problem of offender rehabilitation 

when the case is confounded by a history of habitual drug abuse. Relative 

case closures for the current evalaution period, July - December, 1975, 

in addition to the previous six month period, are shown in Table II. 

Table II 

Percentage of Unsuccessful Case Closures: 1974 and 1975 
(Pennsylvania Cases) 

6-Month 
Client Populations Successful Unsuccessful Total Percent Closed 

in Study Closures Closuresa Closures Unsucces sfull~~ 
July - Decemberi 1975 7-12/75 1-6/75 

Philadelphia 
General Caseloadb 161 65 226c 28.8 41.1 

Narcotics Units 58 83 141c 58.9 65.1 

8Recidivism - return to prison. 

blntensive Parole and Probation Units included. 

Ct = 5.72, p < .001. 

i 

Table II indicates that there was a relative decrease in unsuccess-

ful case closures in both the narcotics caseloads and the general caseloads 

in Philadelphia over a twelve month period in 1975. In fact, the relative 

decrease among general caseload clientele was larger despite the inclusion 

of intensive probation and parole clientele in their study group. ~Vhen 

viewed from a longer term perspeetive, it becomes apparent that there was a 

slight increase in the percentage of case failures in the narcotics units 

since early 1974, although the difference was found to be statistically 

insignificant. These conclusions are necessarily tentative, however, since 

-------------- ~-~-~--- ---
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confounding factors, such as, client transfers .into and out of the study 

subpopulations can not be statistically cont~olled. It is hoped that 

these analytical problems will be resolved when the new cohort methodology 

is implemented during the last half of this evalation cycle. 

Established practice regarding client transfers according to 

evaluation interviews suggested that the unsuccessful case closure rate in 

narcotics units is not being biased upward significantly because of an 

export of rehabilitated clientele prior to the completion of their super­

vision. Thle rationale behind this thinking is that few narcotics cases, 

if any, are ever "cured" of narcotics abuse in an urban culture where 

heroin is plentiful and peer group pressures are strong. Consequently, 

few narcotics unit clientele were thought to be transferred into other 

units. However, it is apparent that this possibility exists. Evidence of 

a policy allowing for their transfer under conditions of improvement is 

found in an Agency memorandum which is photocopied in this report's 

appendix. More importantly, at the risk of digression, the attached 

memorandum documemts the Agency's intake policy for drug clientele and the 

degree to which guidelines are established for supervision within the 

narcotics units. Given the existence of these guidelines, the analysis 

of this program dU1:ing the current project year using a cohort follow up 

methodology will be greatly improved. 

Analysis of Client Arrests 

Narcotics 'Unit parolees and probationers were found to have 

significantly more arrests than general caseload clientele as would be 

expected. Table III shows the arrest rates for parolees and probationers, 

expressed as a monthly percentage of average caseload, for the current 

evaluation period and also for the 18-month period ending June 30, 1974 

(12 months for probationers), compared with the current evaluation period. 
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Due to the fact that probationer arrest data for the third quarter of 1975 

is incomplete, monthly averages for probationers are based only on October -

December data for the last half of 1975. 

Population 
Group 

Philadelphia 
General 
Caseload 

Narcotics 
Units 

SRS Units 2 

July -
Total 

Arrests 

196 

209 

258 

Table III 

Parolee and Probationer Arrest 
Frequency: 1974-1975 

PAROLE 
December, 1975 

Average % Per 
Clients Month 

963 3.4% 

489 7.1% 

837 5.1% 

% Arrests 
Per Month: 
1-7416-75 

3.5% 

7.2% 

4.8% 

October 
Total 

Arrests 

50 

25 

31 

P"ROBATION 
- December, 1975 
Average % Arrests 
Clients Per Month 

445 3.7% 

96 8.7% 

249 4.1% 

% Arrest 
Per Mont, 
7-74/6-: ' 

3.0%; 

5.6% 

4.37. . 

In all instances, and for both probationers and parolees, Narcotics 

Unit offenders have higher arrest rates than those in general caseloads. SRS
2 

units, which consist primarily of alcoholics, welfare recipients, and some 

soft drug users, are shown for comparison; the aggregate SRS population ranks 

between narcotics and general caseloads with respect to monthly arrest rate 

in all instances. 
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caseloads, where probation arrest rates have begun to exceed those for 
. 

parolees. Due to the small sample statistics in the probationer arrest data, these 

apparent reversals are not significant and could be due to chance. IVhat is 

important, however, is the rank-order of the three population groups, for 

probationers and parolees alike, with respect to monthly arrest frequency: 

Student's t values obtained from proportions tests range from 3.07 to 8.99 

which means that. all of the current differences between any of the three study 

groups are at least at a 99% level of statistical confidence and are not 

likely to be due to chance alone. 

Further information may be gleaned from Narco~ics Unit arrest 

data when percentage of arrests for technical parole and probation violations 

are compared with other population groups. Table IV shows a breakdown 

between technical and new charge arrests for the present compared with the 

previous evaluation period. Also shown is a breakdown between the t~vo 

Philadelphia Narcotics Units. This latter breakdown is provided. because 

of its relationship to data on urinalysis testing, which will be discussed 

later. 

Population 
Group 

Table IV 

New Charge and Technical Violation Arrests: 1974 and 1975 

PAROLE PROBATION 
1-74/ October -

July - December, 1975 6-75 December, 1975 

TPVb 
% TPV % TPV % TPV 

NCa of of NCa TPVb of 
Arrests Arrests Total Total Arrests Arrests Total 

7-74/ 
6 75 
% TPV 
of 

Total 
In the past, parolees always had higher reported arrest rates in all 

• Philadelphia 
three programs than probationers; however, the first six months of this evaluatio,rG_e_n_e_r..;.a..;..1:.......;C:..:a:..:s:..:e;.:1:;:.:o:..;a::..:d=-t_~1::..;6::..:7~ __ ....;2::..9==-__ :::.:::::.~+-=~.:::.---H---::!~ ___ -2:...-__ ~~+~~~~ 

h.~irootiOS Units: 'showed an apparent reversal of this trend in Narcotics Units and general 
9 

36 
45 

98 
66 

164 ~,ti. otal 
2The Social Rehabilitative Services of the U.S. Department of Health, l(]Ii~:' 

.Education and 'Welfare, provides funds through the Pennsylvania Department of 'Jas Units 220 38 
Public Welfare'for special services for welfare recipients and drug or alcohol ra-----'~:...;;;.;;:.......;--_.J...---=.::::..:::...--~~---=:::!..!...!.-L-==.:.:::.:JL-.::..:::L-----=----~-=-L:~-=-.--J 
dependent clientele who are incidentally on parole.. New charge for criminal offense. 

bTechnical parole/probation violation 

cSecond quarter of 1975 only. 

• I 
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It is apparent from Table IV that the composite Philadelphia 

Narcotics Units are consistently higher in percentage of parolee and 

probationer arrests .... hich are for technical violations than are the oth'er 

population groups, especially general caseload units. What is especially 

striking is that the two Narcotics Units, Nl and N2, are quite different 

with respect to percentage of total arrests for technical violations. 

For the current evaluation period (July - December, 1975), the differences 

in percent technical arrests are highly significant. For parolees, 

although both units had the same number of total arrests out of similarly­

sized client populations, the 35.3% technical in "N2 11 compared to 8.4% 

technical for "Nlll is statistically significant to better than the 99% 

confidence level and therefore not due to chance (t = 4.73). The difference 

in probation technical arrests is also statistically significant (t == 2.29, 

P < 0.05). Furthermore, examination of data for the second quarter of 

1975 revealed the same relationship bet~yeen the two units: 34.5% versus 

12.3% for technical parole violations (t = 2.79, p < 0.02), although total 

parolee arrests were again the same (57 versus 55 in the quarter). 

It is demonstrated later in the analysis that agents in Narcotics 

Unit N2 make much more frequent use of urinalysis testing than do agents in 

Nl' Not only do they test more clients, but they test them more frequently. 

It is therefore suspected that the larger number of technical arrests 

probably arises from drug usage uncover(~d by urinalysis testing. It is 

well known that persons usually must commit crimes to support a drug 

habit. The potential relationship betwe(~n technical arrests and urinalysis 

testing strongly suggests an important se,t of tools in reducing crime and 

protecting the community may be under-utilized. A more rigorous analysis 

of this relationship will be pursued in the final report for this year which 

is based on a cohort follow up of unit performance. 
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It is worthwhfle to return for a moment to the concept of 

recidivism as measured by recommitment from parole, in light of the above 

observation with respect to differential use of urinalysis testing and 

technical arrest power by agents in Narcotics Units Nl and N2• During 

the last half of 1975, NI had 6 parolees recommitted as technical parole 

violators and 22 with new convictions, for a total of 28 recommitments 

(21.4% technical). On the other hand, N2 had 21 parolees recommitted 

as technical parole violators and 27 with new convictions, for a total 

of 48 (43.8% technical). Although recommitment is confounded by time 

lapses and other factors, N2 was still significantly higher in the proportion 

of recidivism which was "technical" (t '" 1.96, p == 0.05). 

Analysis of Unconvicted Violators 

The rate at which clients are classified by agents as unconvicted 

violators was found to be slight1:; lower in the ,Narcotics Units during the 

current evalaution period, than in both the Philadelphia SRS population and 

the general caseloads. 

Table V shows UCV data for the last half of 1975, along with the 

18-month period ending June 30, 1975. Since unconvicted violator additions 

were not available by probation or parole status until the end of 1975, 

composite data are displayed for all Pennsylvania cases. 
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Table V 

Average Number of Unconvicted Violators Added 
Monthly as a Percent of Average Monthly Caseloads 

July - December, 1975 January, 1974 -
Average New June, 1975 

Client Pennsylvania ncv's % Per Month of % Per Month of 
Comparison Group Caseload Added Average Caseload Average Caseload 

Philadelphia General 
Caseloads 1,399 129 1.5% 1. 7% 

Narcotics Units 584 46 1.3% 2.2% 

SRS Units 1.088 94 1.4% 1. 6% 

. It is significant that Narcotics agents are nqt declaring clients 

UCV's more frequently than general caseload agents, especia~ly when the 

Narcotics Unit clients are arrested twice as frequently. This finding is 

also inconsistent with the relatively higher return-to-prison ratio among 

drug-dependent clientele, because unconvicted violators are considered an 

"at risk" group of offenders and as such, likely candidates for recommitment 

or revocation. 

Also significant is the decrease in the UCV rate for the Narcotics 

clientele from 2.2% per month in the previous evaluation period to 1.3% at 

present (t = 3.09, p < 0.01). Decreases in the other groups were not 

statistically significant. A possible explanation might be that most of the 

Narcotics client arrests during this evaluation period largely rp,present 

multiple arrests for a relatively small number of clients, who have already 

been reported as unconvicted violators but who are free on bond or in 

outpa·tient drug treatment programs. Another possibility is that the agents 

I have. not been reporting UCV status changes to the statlstical system as 

promptly as they shOUld. This poi~t will receive further attention before 

the final evaluation report is submitted. 
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Analysis of Client EmplOyment Status 

Employment among narcotics addicts has always. been problematic. 

Employers are reluctant to hire known drug addicts. Their absenteeism 

is high and their productivity is low. Nevertheless, agents in the 

Comprehensive Drug Control units have been conSistently successful in 

keeping 60% or more of their clients employed full or part time, despite 

the recent effects of economic recession. 

Table VI demonstrates relative employment status of the 

Philadelphia general caseloads, the two Narcotics Units, and the 

Philadelphia SRS caseloads for December, 1974 and three quarters of 1975. 

June and September data have been corrected for minor clerical errors 

since the Agency's original employment statistics were initially published. 



I ' 
i 

J. 

-13-

Table VI 

Quarterly Client Employment Status 

Client Comparison Gro~ps 
Philadelphia Philadelphia Philadelphia 

Status b~guarter General Caseload Narcotics Units SRS Caseload 

Percent Full Time -

Employed of Total 
Able to Worka 
1. December, 1974 61.4% 54.1% 47.2% 
2. ~~arch, 1975 59.9% 60.1% 33.9% 
3. June, 1975 58.3% 48.5% 39.2% 
4. September, 1975 57.1% 49.1% 38.7% 
5. 8 Quarter Average 

(12/73 - 9/75) 61.2% 52.4% 46.8% 

Percent Part Time 
Employed of Total 
Able to Worka 

1. December, 1974 6.2% 9.3% 8.2% 
2. March, 1975 12.0% 11.2% 13.4% 
3. June, 1975 8.4% 8.7% 14.5% 
4. September, 1975 9.4% 14.5% 14.3% 
5. 8 Quarter Average 

(12/73 - 9/75) 8.1% 9.3% 10.2% 

Percent Unemployed on 
Public Assistance of 
Total Able to Worka , 
1. December, 1974 17 .6% 27.7% 33.9% 
2. March, 1975 18.8% 19.7% 34.9% 
3. June, 1975 21.3% 39.7% 42.4% 
4.' Sep tember, 1975 22.5% 32.1% 38.5% 
5. 8 Quarter Average 

(12/73 - 9/75) 17.5% 26.3% , 32.5% 

aAble to Work means not detained in jail, hospitalized, absconded or retired. 

With the exception of one point in time (March, 1975) the 

Philadelphia Comprehensive Drug Units had proportionately fewer of their 

\ 
clientele classified as employed full time during a 24-month period than 

Philadelphia general caseload·clientele. This is to be expected, in view 

of the difficulties inherent in the reintegration of heroin addicts. 3 

3A survey taken for the previous evaluation report (Reference #1) revealed 
that 87.6% of all Narcotics Unit clients had heroin as their primary drug problem. 
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However, when the lab~e to work' caseload of the Narcotics Project is compared 

to SRS clientele}. Narcotics Units conSistently have a higher percentage of 

employed clients and fewer dependent on public assistance payments. This 

suggests that the program has had some impact on addict employment despite 

economic recession and J' ob shortages '. S' 1 lnce unemp oyment is not conduCive 

to successful parole adjustment and drug dependent clientele are known to 

be potential risks for crime, it i,s apparent that the Agency must increase 

its efforts to maintain high levels of employment in this program. 
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III PROGRAM ACTIYITY 

The program's accomplishments which were described in the 

previous section were brought about by a mix of resources and work 

activities. Although we cannot establish with any scientific certainty 

the causal relationships between input resources and program accomplish- '. , 

ments with current data limitations, it is possible to examine several 

1 underlying factors which affect program outcomes. This section will 

explore factors, such as, a) caseload composition, b) drug abuse history, 

c) caseload size, d) caseload active status, e) agent-client contact and f) 

urinalysis testing. 

Caseload Composition 

The caseload in a typical supervisory unit consists of three 

components: Pennsylvania parolees, special probation and parole cases, 

and cases supervised for other states. Recidivism analysis in the evaluation 

has focused on Pennsylvania cases because recidivism data on other states' 

clients is incomplete and not consistently defined. Pennsylvania parolees 

tend to be more recidivistic than probationers who are often first time 

or minor offenders. Although no valid comparison group could be selected 

for this evaluation, it is possible to examine caseload .composition in terms 

of parolees as a percentage of total Pennsylvania caseload. Table VII 

sho~vs how these two components distribute among Narcotics, general caseload, 

and SRS study groups. 
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Table VII 

Probation and Parole Caseload Composition 
(Pennsylvania Cases): Previous and Present Evaluation Periods 

Average Monthly Average Monthly 

Probation Caseload Parolee Caseload , 
% of Average 

Client Comparison % of Average 

Groups No. Total Caseload No. Total Case.load 

Philadelphia 
General Caseload 

31. 6 1,132 68.4 
1. 1-74/6-75 522 

7-75/12 75 436 31. 2 963 68.8 
2. 

Philadelphia 
. 

Narcotics Units 
18.6 486 81.4 

1. 1-74/6-7 5 III 
16.3 489 83.7 

2. 7-75/12 75 95 

Philadelphia 
SRS Units 

28.9 801 71.1 
1. 1-74/6-7 5 326 

23.1 837 76.9 
2. 7-75/12-75 251 

\ 

The Philadelphia Narcotics Units have only 16 percent probationers 

among their Pennsylvania clientele, as opposed to 23% for SRS and 31% 

1 d Th~s ~mplies that the Narcotics Units supervise those in general case oa s. ~ ~ 

cases with the most extensive records of criminal behavior, who are usually 

more difficult to rehabilitate. 

PLug Abuse History 

In order to properly interpret and evaluate client performance 

in the Narcotics Units, an understanding of case10ad composition with 

. d Th~s analysis has presumed that the respect to drug usage is requlre. ~ 

was established for clients who had a Comprehensive Drug Control Project 

~istory of addict~on to narcotic drugs of the opiate variety. These "hard" 

d ' add~ct~on, the support of which almost demands drugs produce an insi lOUS ~ ~ 

a criminal life style. 
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For the last Final Evaluation Report,l a special client-by-

client survey was completed December 2, 1975, using case load listings for all 

Narcotics Unit agents. This survey revealed that out of 607 clients 

listed, "heroin" was cited by agents as being the primary drug ,problem of 

client abuse history in 518 cases and "morphine" in 14 cases, for a total 

of 532 or 87.6% of the drug unit caseload with their major problem being 

opiate addiction. The balance was divided between cocaine, amphetamines 

and barbituates as the primary problem in drug abuse history. It appears 

that since nearly 90% of the Comprehensive Drug Control Project serves 

heroin addicts, comparison of parole outcome of this group with similar 

projects in other states has been well justified. 

Caseload Size 

Available data on average agent caseload size indicates that the 

Agency has been highly successful in maintaining caseload size in the 

Narcotics Units at acceptable levels of less than 50 clients per agent as 

required by this grant. For the six months covered by this Interim 

Evaluation Report, July through December, 1975, the total number of 

Narcotics Unit clients including cooperative (other states') cases 

fluctuated between 604 and 630, with a monthly average of 610 clients. 

The number of parole agents was 15 at the start of the period and 16 

during the last two months of 1975, The average caseload per agent was 

39.8 clients, with a maximum of 40.8 (October, 1975) and a minimum of 37.9 

(December, 1975). 

Analysis of Active Caseloads 

Analysis of active ,caseloads in the Narcotics Units, the Phila-

delphia general caseloads and the Philadelphia SRS units revealed that 

proportionately;mdre Narcotics Unit clientele were in detention or absconder 

"'status in comparison with the other groups. 

" , -, 
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Active cases may be defined as all cases that are not closed. 

Active cases consist of those who are obtaining lIactive
ll 

supervision and 

those who are obtaining "casework" supervision. Active supervision is 

defined as clients with whom the agent has personal contact in contrast with 

casework supervision which is defined as absconders or clients in detention due 

to new violations or mental illness. Based on December, 1975 statistics, the J 
~ 

Narcotics Units had only 71.7% of their cases under active supervision, 

compared to 81.9% for general caseloads and 89.7% for SRS caseloads. By 

contrast, clients in detention comprised 13.1% of Narcotics caseloads, 10.0% 

of Philadelphia general caseloads, arid 8.9% of SRS caseloads. The greatest 

dispersion appeared in the absconder category: while 15.2% of Narcotics 

Unit clients were classified as absconders, only 8.1% of general caseload 

and 1.4% of SRS clients were reported as unlocatable. (It is possible 

that SRS clients who abscond are no longer lI eligible" for SRS services 

and are then statistically transferred to general caseloads for nominal 

casework supervision.) 

Table VIII shows the distribution of case status among the 

Narcotics, general, and SRS caseloads based on December, 1975 statistics. 

The data for cooperatively-supervised cases from other states was taken 

from January, 1976 printoutS. However, since nearly all of this minor 

component of the total caseload is under active supervision (even among 

Narcot.ics Units), the differential effect on total percentages will be 

negligible. Shown for comparison are averages from the previous evaluation 

period, based on December, 1974, March, 1975 and June, 1975 case status 

\ listings. 

Case Status 

Active 
Supervision 
1. 1974-75 
2. 12-75 

Casework 
SupE!rvision: 
Absconders 
1.1974-75 
2. 12-75 
Detaineda 

1. 1974-75 
2. 12-75 

Total i.n 
Supervisionb 
1. 1974-75 
2. 12-75 
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Table VIII . 

Active Supervision and Casework 
Supervision Status 

Philadelphia General I Case load Narcotics Units 
% of % of 

No. Total No. Total 

1,457 85.6 545 81.1 
1.323 81. 9 430 71. 7 

I 

88 5.2 41 6.1 
131 8.1 91 15.2 

156 9.2 86 12.8 
162 10.0 79 13.1 

1,701 100.0 672 100.0 
1,616 100.0 600 100.0 

SRS Units 
% of 

No. Total 

1,003 91.6 
1.052 89.7 

17 1.6 
17 1.4 

75 6.8 
104 8.9 

1,095 100.0 
1 2173 100.0 

a Incl~~es most1y~unconvicted viola.tors and convicted violators in detention 
~~s~~tut~~n:.sma.Ll percent of offenders paroled to detainersor in mental 

!~~t~!S used i~ ave:ages were arrived at through independent hand tabulation 
PBPP ~s~~ue~t i' d~d not agree precisely with monthly totals derived from 
th ; a lsr~ca reports. The percentage variation was inSignificant and 

ere.l.ore would not affect conclusions. 

slgnl icant point. From Table VIII il11J"strates what may be a .. . f 

- _', -quarter average to the December, 1975 the December through June, 1974 7~' 3 

case status there has been . "f' a S~gnJL ~cant decrease in percentage under "active" 

J ~s ~s especially noticeable in the supervision among all three groupc.~. Th' . 

..L ... supervision 11 has been Narcotics Hnits, where a nearly 10% decrease -in lIac t-lve 

~n' e a sconder category. ~\1hether these changes largely absorbed by an increase' th b 

•. . 
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. .f· t or merely reflect a delay on the part of 
are programmatically s~gn~ ~can 

" case10ad information by submitting PBPP 
parole agents in "updating their 

status change forms, will require further investigation. 
However, a 

ff . ht exist between the two narcotics 
possible programmatic di erence m~g 

units. N t
· Un;t No 1 the un;t report;no~ the lowest urinalysis arco ~cs ~ ., ~ ~ 

.. " 
d h · 1 arrest rates had 74.4% "active supervJ.sJ.on, 

frequency an tec nJ.ca , 

d 11 5% d t· d Narcotics Unit No.2, on the other 14.1% absconded, an . 0 e a~ne . 

% "act;ve supervision," 16.3% absconded, and 14.9% 
hand, reported 68.80 ~ 

b 1975 t t · t· Although proportions tests 
detained, based on Decem er, s a ~s J.cs. 

ff t b only ma~g;na11y significant (t = 1.52 for 
show these di erences 0 e ~ 

"active supervision" differences, which has the greatest credibility 

h 80%), and X2 tests show similar lack of significance 
level and is less t an 

(X2 = 2.47, df = 2), a possible relation between case status and program 

cannot intuitively be ruled out. 

Agent-Client and Agent-Collateral Contact~ 

h f ·th whJ.·ch agents contact clients A comparison of t e requency WJ. 

or collateral acquaintances indicates that the Narcotics Unit clients are 

experiencing much more frequent agent-cli€:-:.c contacts per month than either 

Phi1ad~lphia general case10ad or SRS clients. Table IX displays average 

c1;ents ;n the office and ~n the field for 
monthly agent-c6ritactsfor fifty ~ ~ 

the Narcotics Unit populations, general case10ad and SRS clientele in 

Philadelphia. Average monthly contacts are computed on the basis of both 

" 1 d The "act;ve supervision
ll 

total case load and "active supervision case oa . ... 

class excludes absconders and clients in detention whom an agent has no 

11 The values shown in Table IX were 
opportunity to contact persona y. 

computed to represent a six-month average, or mean number of agent-client 

. month and then expressed in terms of contacts contacts per c1~ent per 

f 
I 

per fifty clients to eliminate fractions and standardize a normative caseload 

size. 

Comparison 
Group 
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Table IX 

Average Agent-Clients for Fifty Clients 
Per Month, July through December, 1975 

Office Contacts Field Contacts 
Total Active Total Active 

Total Contacts 
Total Active 

Caseload Caseloada Case load Caseloada Caseload Caseloada 

Philadelphia 
General 
Caseload 13.75 16.8 35.5 43.3 49.25 60.1 

Philadelphia 
Narcotics Units 22.0 30.5 49.0 68.5 71.0 99.0 

Philadelphia 
SRS '13.2 14.5 46.0 51.5 59.2 66.0 

aCase status printouts for December, 1975, were used to determine percentages 
of caseload being actively supervised. 

Narcotics agents contact their clients more frequently in the 

field than agents in the other groups, but the differences in the frequencies 

with which clients are seen in the office are especially large. The 

reason for the high rate of office contacts for Narcotics Unit clients 

probably arises from the fact that some of the Narcotics Unit agents 

conduct group therapy sessions in the Philadelphia District Office. 

Although agent-client contact may be viewed as t:he most important 

part of case supervision, contacts between agents and other persons con-

cerning the client, referred to as "collateral fl contacts, provide a vital 

source of information on client behavior. Persons with whom collateral 

contacts are made include relatives, friends, volunteers, employers and 

police. Since agents may make collateral contacts for inactive supervision 

cases, i.e. the "active case"Tork fl client described earlier, they are not 

separated for a comparison as was done with client contact ratios. Table X 

" , 



-22-

displays average agent collateral contact ratios for comparison populations. ~\;;r. 

Table X 

Total Collateral Contacts for Fifty Clients 
P~r Month Based Upon July through December, 1975 Averages 

Comparison Groups Collateral Contacts 

Philadelphia General Caseload 87.0 

~hiladelphia Narcotics Units 163.0 

Philadelphia SRS Caseload 107.0 

In conclusion, despite the fact that Narcotics Unit agents 

carry caseloads comparable to SRS agents (39.8 versus 38.4 for SRS during 

the last half of 1975), and not drastically lower than general caseload 

agents (47.6 clients per agent), Narcotics. Unit agents have managed to 

contact their clients and collateral acquaintances with much greater 

frequency. This is especially noteworthy when. one considers the additional 

paper work required by Narcotics Unit agents by virtue of the high level 

of criminal activity of drug dependent clientele, urinalysis testing, and 

other "extra" requirements upon Narcotics Unit agents. 

Urinalysis Testing 

As was pointed out in the description of project goals and 

objectives, urinalysis testing is an important tool in the supervision of 

drug dependent offenders. During the funding period of this project, 

state matching funds of $650 per month have been made available for 

urinalysis testing at a contracted cost of $2.50 per specimen regardless 

of analytical outcome. Systematic monitoring and recording of the outcome 

of all urinalysis test results by the evaluation team sta.rted October 1, 

1975. In the 7 2/3-month period which elapsed from then until the "cut-

off" date of May 21, 1976, a total of 1,503 client urine samples were 
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taken by the Narcotics Units, and tested by th 1 b e a o~atury. This 

compares to 1,993 for which funds were made available during the period. 

It appears that the Narcotics Unit are not k' f 1 ' ma ~ng u 1 utilization of 

this supervisory tool. Tabl XI i d' e n ~cates the urinalysis test results 

for the two narcotics units. 

Table XI 

Urinalysis Testing in Drug Control Units 

Average Monthly caseloada 

Number of Clients Tested 

Number of Urinalysis Tests 

Number or Clients with 
Positive Urinalysis Tests 

Average Number of Specimens 
per Client Tested 

Percentage of Clients with 
Positive Results 

Narcotics 
Unit No. 1 

(Roane) 

311 

142 

427 

75 

3.0/client 

53% 

a 
October, 1975 through January, 1976 

Narcotics 
Unit No. 2 

(London) 

294 

236 

1,076 

140 

4.6/client 

59% 

Totals 

605 

378 

1,503 

215 

4.0/client 

57% 

A closer examination revealed that while one narcotics unit 

(N2) conducted 1,076 urinalysis tests on 236 l' f c ~ents or an average of 4.6 

specimens per tested client, the other unit, N d d I 42 l' con ucte on y 7 tests 

on 142 clients for an average of 3.0 per tested client. It will be 

recalled that unit N2 had over four times the Technical Violation arrest 

rate of Nl It seems that the t' N h d . . agen s ~n ·1 a another 490 testing 

opportunities at their disposal, wh4 ch . ld h b ~ cou ave een utilized. 

" 
'. 
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The unit which tested 236 clients revealed 140 who had one or 

more positive results (59%). The unit which tested 142 clients revealed 

drug usage among 75 (53%), These percentages were not significantly 

different (t = 1.24). It thus appears that if Nl agents had taken full 

advantage of their testing potential, they probably would have revealed 

more clients who were illicitly using narcotics. 

It was mentioned in an earlier section that an October, 1975 

agen1f survey indicated that 88% of Narcotics Unit clients, had opic"ttc-, 

abuse history as their primary 'drug problem. Urinalysis testi.ng shmved 

that those Narcotics Unit clients who had been using'illicit drugs since 

October 1, 1975; tended to b'e substituting other drugs for heroin. 

Between the two Narcotics Un'its, 215 out of 378 clients who were tested 

~ for drugs (5 7%) had one or more positive samples. ,S'ince some clients 

had more than one positive result in a series of multiple tests, the 

total numb,ar of positive results was 2~6 urine samples for 215 clients. 

However, 48 of these 296 positive tests were legally prescribeq drugs: 

27 methadone, 9 prescribed tranquilizers, 3 prescribed barbituates, and 9 

other types. The balance of the positive urinalysis results (248) were 

found to have been one or more non-prescribed drugs. 

Table XII indicates positive urinalysis results according to the 

type of drug used. Both prescribed and non-prescribed (which in most 

instan.ces a~e illegal) results are, shown. 

aWhen, more than one drug was found in a specimen, only the most 
addicting ,vas recorded, with "preference" given to heroin and other 
opiates. 

'1 

" , ~~. 

Heroin 
Amphetamines 
Barbi tl~ates 
Hetha:done 
Hiscellaneous 
Opiate Types 
Tranqulizers 
Alcohol 
Cocaine 
Other Illicit 

Totals 
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Table XII 

Urinalysis Positive Results: Frequency of 
Drugs Used by Type 

Non-prescribed Prescribed 
Drug Use Drug Use 

No. % No. % 

109 44% 0 0% 
67 27% .0 0% 
20 8% 3 6% 
17 7% 27 56% 

6 2% 0 0% 
l , 2% 9 19% 

10 4% 0 0% 
2 1% 0 0% 

Drugs 13 5% 9 19% 
.,' 

248 100% 48 100% 

Illicit opiates (heroin, methadone plus miscallenous opiate 

types) as an aggregate comprised 54% of the total positive specimens 

which may be contrasted to the 88% previously found to have been serious 

opiate addicts according to criminal records. Other "downers" (including 

alcohol) comprised 14% ~hile amphetamines and cocaine accounted for 

twice this number (28%). 

In conclusion, the data provides some evidence that the Compre-

hensive Drug Control Project has been successful in reducing total drug 

abuse. Of those clients tested, only 57% we:ce using drugs in violation 

of their parole. Also, this is some suggestion that the p:rogram has 

resulted in some shifting from client reliance on opiates to less 

addicting drugs such as amphetamines 'and alcohol. 

" 
" 
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Evaluation Recommendations 

This interim evaluation effort indicates that according to 

the measures of program performance reviewed, the Narcotics Project 

has continued to fU,Ktion satisfactorily. This tentative conclusion 

is reinforced by reports concerning recessionary conditions in the 

economy, increases in general crime rates and reported increases in 

heroin addiction. In terms of successful completions of parole 

supervision, the Philadelphia Comprehensive Drug Control Project of the 

PBPP continues to perform as well as similar projects in other states 

where the cohort follow up outcome measure has been widely cited. 

The planned use of the computer-assisted cohort technique 

for the Final Evaluation of this project will make direct comparison 

with other projects more meaningful. In addition, it will virtually 

eliminate any measurement bias caused by client transfers into and out of 

the Narcotics Units. 

The Comprehensive Drug Control Project consists of two 

supervisory units. This evaluation has revealed that one Comprehensive 

Drug Control unit is consistently more active in the use of urinalysis 

testing and technical violation arrest. These characteristics appear 

to have an impact on technical recommitments. Reasons for this difference 

should be investigated; it is recommended tha't the Agency's management 

critically review implicit policy on the use of urinalysis and technical arrest. 

is tentatively concluded that explicit guidelines should be formulated 

w~ich relate criteria for use of urinalysis and technical arrest to goals 

of the Agency regarding client reintegration and the protection of the 

community. 
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More specifically, if research demonstrates that clients who 

do not experience urinalysis testing have higher levels of new crime 

charges, as is suggested by the aggregate data, then the Agency's 

management should consider a policy change which requires periodic 

urinalysis testing of all clients and explicit guidelines concerning 

the consequences of positive Urinalysis test results. Underlying 

this recommendation is the goal of making full utilization of budgeted 

resources which are designeq. to be instruments of superv;lsion and means 

by which Agency objectives can be better realized. 

It is recommended also that the evaluation set as its own goal 

the development of a measure of program efficiency. ' Such a measure could 

be a simple cost-effectiveness analysis where the overall cost of super­

vising ~arcotics Unit offenders would be compared with other alternatives, 

such as general supervision, incarceration or in-patient hospitalization. 

The Agency would benefit from knowledge regarding costs for special 

programming relative to the result being achieved'; this information should 

enhance future planning in terms of making better program decisions with 

limited resources. 

A perennial concern of both evaluators and administrators in 

the past has been the location of the Narcotics Units. It is felt that 

the district office Narcotics Units should have a community based location 

in neighborhoods where parolees reside and drug dependency is a problem. 

This desire has not abated and should resources become available, this 

interim again suggests such a decentralization of services which have 

demonstrably improved services in our Agency programming efforts. 

., 
'. 
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Finally, it is recommended that the Governor's Justice 

Commission continue support for this project, which appears to have 

a continuing beneficial impact on probation and parole outcome among 

narcotics dependent offenders. 
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Intake Policy &"Guidelines/Criteria 
Philadelphia Narcotic Units 

Hr. George E. Barbour, Supervisor 
Philadelphia District Office 

n 
J ohn(J\_/~~"FI¥ 
Super~nt:en'd}m t . 
Parol~ Sup~rvision 

' .. J 

October 28, 1975 

Effective November ~, 1975, the following intake policy and specific 
guidelines/criteria will be used in assigning cases to the Philadelphia 
Narcotic Units. 

Candidates, either through parole from a State or County Correctional 
Institution, or through Special Parole or Special Probation stipulated 
to Board supervision in a drug unit, or by transfer from another unit, 
District Office, or State, must adhere to the following criteria prior 
to being assigned to supervision by the Pennsylvania Board of Probation 
and Parole Drug Units. 

1. The client rou,st. have been actively involved (using only; sales are 
excluded) in the three-year period (36 months) prior to request fo:!: 
service', in the drug units" or as a case assigned to the units by the 
Board's paroling action. 

2. 'The client r:rust have been ana ~s currently using opiates, cocaine t 
and barbiturates only, or in conjunction ~.;ith other sund.:y drugs 
under Controlled Substance Act. 

3. The client can only be accepted in a drug unit if the Parole Agent 
in whose area the client resides has a caseload of less than 50. 
The maxi1!lUlJl caseload of Parole Agents in the drug units Hill not 
excGed 50 cases. 

4. If general caseloads acquire critical drug problem cases, Agents of 
the drug units will assist in getting detoxification and follow-up 
therapy to mitigate the circumstances. 

5. Cases assigned to the drug units ~vil1 receive Intensive or Close 
Supervision orLly. 

6. In the process of our treatment, if cases improve to the extent that 
they no longer need intensive service, the cas\~ \vill be transferred 
to general caseioads in exchange for cases in more need of services. 

7. Absconders will not be accepted by transfer to the drug units. 

JJB:mr 
cc: Board Members 

1-1r. Hi ller. 
Hr. Crad~ock 
Hr. London 
Hr. Roane 
Mr. Rufus 
Research & Statistics 
Hr. Boor 

", 
'. 
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October 29, 1975 

Intake Policy and Guideline Criteria 
for the Philadelphia Narcotics Units 

t ,TI. 
' "",',l " ' 

,SJBJECT: 

John J. Burke, Superintendent 
Bureau of Parole Supervision 

Jamqs J. Alibrio, Director 
Research and Statistical Division 

Thanks for the copy of your memorandum concerning policy and 
guidelines for accepting clients into the Philadelphia Narcotics Units. 
Defining explicit intake policy makes the evaluation of the project 
easier to undertake; this is particularly important when summary 
statistics are used as a basis for evaluation as we have been forced to 
do in the· past. Since we also are required to evaluate specialized units 
which provide intensive supervision, a similar statement of intake policy 
would be valu.:'1.ble. 

There are two points in your memorandum for which clarification 
would be useful: 

1) 

2) 

You stated that the client "must have been and is currently using 
opiates, cocaine and barbiturates only.1I Hhat is Agency policy 
regarding usage of drugs in relation to the rules of parole? At 
what point does usage constitute a violation of parole? 

You stated "if cases improve to the extent that they no longer need 
intensive service, the case will be transferred to general caseloads 

II lao t in exchange for cases in more need of services. Can you e bora e 
or further clarify this policy? What constitutes improvement? Is it 
a condition of drug free existence for a specified period of time? 

Our evaluation plan for this year includes a brief summary of 
narcotics units' caseloads in terms of a description of drug users by 
type of drug. This will most likely be accomplished by requesting agents 
to code a list of their clients according to a predetermined drug class­
ificati,on in a similar way that data is collected on the employment survey. 
Next year we plan to expand this survey to collect more detailed information 
on drug dependency and type and le~el of supervision. These data collection 
efforts are essential for a sound evaluation on the project; I hope that you 
will have no objections to this t.ype of survey_ 

JJA:de.s 

TO: 

FROM, 

.: -32-

Intakel Policy and Guideline Criteria 
for the Philadelphi~ NaICotics Units 

~1:r. James J. Alibrio 
Director 
Research and Statistical Division 

JOhn~Ai\4e 
Super' t;~nt 
Parole' pervision 

COMMONWEAL.TH OF PENNSYL.VANIA 

November 18, 1975 

Please refer to your memo dated October 29, 1975, concerning the above. 

1. Violators of :parole are determined on an individualized 
basis by the agent and the supervisor. If the parolee 
is using and is determined by the agent and supervisor 
a~ a threat to the community, then he can be confined. 
There are other factors involved such as employment, 
family support, a~lailable resources to assist the ~nt, 
motivation to change, attitude, etc. These types of 
factors have always been ta.~en into c.onsideration by the 
field $ 

Condition six of the conditions governing parole states 
"You will abstain from the u..'11awful possession, use or ' 
sale of narcotics and dangerous drugs, and may n~mm 
or possess any types of firearms or other deadly 
weapons." 

The use of drugs, therefore, constitutes a violation of parole but does 
not necessarily mean confinement, ,·,moh could be the case in any 
violation of the conditions of parole. 

2. A condition of drug-~ree existence for a period of time 
determined by the aoaent and supervisor is the criteria 
for transferring a case to the general caseloads. 

I have no objections to the type of suxvey you refer to in your memo. 

JJ13:ah 

f 

" '. 



- ........... -.,......"...---..,...----~------".,,----~~~~-~ir 
i 

COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA 

BOARD OF PROBATION AND PAROLE 

January 19, 1977 
REPLY TO: BOX 1661 
HARRISBURG. PA.17120 

Ms. Linda Sheridan 
. Project Evaluation planner 

Evaluation and Nonitoring Division 
Goverpor's Justice Commission 
P.o. Box 1167 
Harrisburg, Pennsylvania 17120 

Dear Ms. Sheridan: 

Re: Final Evaluation Report 
DS-75-E-9B-633 

Reference is made to the attached letter from Executive Director Thomas.J •. 
Brennan, of the Governorl~ Justice Commission 1 requesting my response to 
the Final Evaluation Report by Mr. James Alibrio (DS-75-E-9B-633). 

It appears that the report submitted by 'Hr" Alibrio Is factually accurate. 

With regard to the reconnnendations m~de on pages 2 and 7 of the evaluator's 
report, please be advised that I agree with all of the recommendations made 
by the evaluator. In this regard, please be advised that we have already 
emphasized to the supervisory staff in the Philadelphia District Office, and 
particularly to the Supervisors of the two Drug Units) the policy requiring 
periodic urinalysis testing of all clients. The conditions governing parole 
and the policy of the Board govern the consequences of positive u.rinalysis 
test results. 

Upon the initial receipt of the Final Evaluation Report on this project, I 
directed the Director of Field Services to meet with the administration of 
the Philadelphia District Office, the Supervisors of the two Drug Units, and 
the Agents and Investigators in these units to review the Evaluation Report 
and implement the recommendations contained therein. In this regard, see 
Quarterly Subgrant Report submitted by the Project Director, 'Hr. Rufus, 
dated January 7, 1917. 

There are no recommendations contained in the report that I disagree with, 
and I feel that the report indicates a very gratifying and successful program 
tn accordance with the project goals and objectives. The additional recom­
mendations and continued monitoring of the grant, as a formal means of 
developmental prograrmning, will be helpful in our continuing administration 
of this project. 

Bicentennjal 
Pellnsylvania 

~~ 
So'~"lfl-hilll'\"J1("11nrtll 

thn"hll..lf"l"f). 
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Ms. Linda Sheridan. '. 
Project Evaluation 'Planner 

- 2 - January 19, 1977 

I agree with the Evaluation Report and recommendations that the Governor's 
Justice Commission continue to provide support for the Philadelphia Drug 
Control Program which has been shO'tID to be an effective means of providing 
parole opportunity to drug-dependent offenders. 

If I can be of any further assistance, do not hesitate to contact meo 

JJB:mr 
att. 
cc: Mr. Johnson 

Mr. Alibrio 

Sincerely, 

FOR THE BOARD 

~\C~~C?jlt_~~_ . 
ohn J. Bur e' 
uperinten"lient 

Parole Supervision 

-. 
" 



1"; 

. . 

GOVERNOR'S JUSTICE COMMISSION. 
COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLV/\NIA 

DEPARHAENT OF JUSTICE 
BOX 1167, HARRISBURG, PENNA. 1"1120 

Milton J. Shapp 
Governor 

Thomas J. Drennan 
Executive Director 

(717), 787·20~O 
Panet 447·2040 

•. i:1 

i,) 
;.~J 

t: 

I! 

J ., 

Robert P. Kane 
Attorney General 

Mr. John J. Burke 
Superi ntendent 
Parole Supervision 
Pennsylvania Board of Probation 

and Parole 
3101 North Front Street 

January 6, 1977 

Harrisburg, Pennsylvania 17120 

RE:[' RESPONSE TO FINAL EVALUATION 
. REPORT BY MR. JAt'1ES ALI BRIO 

, (DS-75-E-9B-633) 

Dear Mr. Burke: 

Pl ease excuse the tardi ness of thi s request. VJe, however, recently noted 
that our report file does not contain your official response to Mr. Alibrio 1s 
report. 

Since this report is public information, vIe need your comments regarding 
Mr. Alibrio's findings and recommendations. Your response \'/i11 then be 
available, along with Mr. Alibrio's reports, for distribution if it should be 
requested. Specifically, Vie vlOuld like your response to the following questions: 

1. Is the report factually accurate? 

2. Please be specific in addressing the reconmendat'jons 
cont3ined on pages 2 to 7 of the evaluator's report. 

a. vIi th whi ch }~ecommen dat ions do you agt'ee and what 
actions are bei n'g taken to implement these 
recom'TIendat ions? 

b. Hith which recommendati ons do you disagree and why? 

l1e look fOY\'/ard to heari ng from you by January 27) 1977. After that date, 
requests for the above reports may be honored unaccompan'i ed by your offi ci al 
response. Pl ease mail your response to: 

Ms. Linda Sheridan 
Project Evaluation Planner 
Evaluation ilnd r'lonitoring Division 
GOVG1'nOrls Justice Commission 
P.O. Box 1167 
Ilarl'isburg, Pennsylvania 17120 

and the evaluator: 

'. .. 
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A Response to Questions on Final 
Evaluation Report - Comprehensive 
Drug Control - DS-633 

·Linda Sheri.dan 
Project Evaluation Coordinator 
Evaluation a.nd Nonitoring Unit 
Governor's Justice Commission 

James J. Alibrio, Director 
Research and Statistical Division 
Pennsylvania Board of Probation and 

CO"·"IOtHVc.;ALTH OF PENNSYLvANIA 

November 5, 1976 

Thank you for your revie,·] of our evaluation report on the 
Comprehenfive Drug Control program in Philadelphia. I have tried to 
succinctly answer your questions, and by copy of this memorandum, 
,,,ill share these responses with the Board. Your suggestion that the 
Comprehe.nsive Drug Project be nominated for ei~emplary status by LEAA 
is excellent; I am recommending that the Board consider this opportunity 
to obtain national recognition for this Agency's accomplishments. 

My anSHers to your questions are as follows: 

(1) On the surface, there does seem to be a ~ontradiction between 
the conclusion (page 6) that there exists a markedly different 
strategy of agent intervention and client control between the 
two drug units, and the conclusion (page 4l~) that differences 
in client characteristics may account for differences in effect­
iveness as measured by cohort survivors, rather than some 
qualitative differences it: supervision techniques. Upon closer 
examination of the data, the apparent contradiction may be 
dispelled. 

The program analysis is based upon two different types of data, 
cohort follow up data which indicates supervision outcome and 
urinalYSis/arrest monitoring data which indicates operational 
aspects of case processing. Not only did the two data sets 
differ in size, they are different in their treatment of time. 
The cohort follow up controlled for time and identified client 
status at the same point in time; the urinalysis/arrest data 
followed events over time. Urinalysis and arrest data demon­
strated very clearly that there ,'Jere major differences betHeen 
the units' operational procedures. (For example, Table IX, page 29.) 
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Unit 1 tested urine less frequently, initiated technical arrests 
less frequently but had new crime arrests more frequently than 
Unit 2. Hmvever, Unit 1 apparently had a higher survivor rate 
"'hen parole outcomes were compared after tHelve months (70% 
compared to 50%). Has Unit 1 more 'effective'? 1'1y ans~ver would 
be no. An aggregate cohort follow up measure is not sensitive 
to operational factors such as urinalysis testing and the use 
of technical arrests, particularly iVhere study client transfers 
are not distributed equally. ~Vhere transf~rs are systematically 
distributed, they have a biasing effect on the comparison data 
and strongly suggest underlying differences in the tHO populations 
being treated. On a overall program level of analysis, a program 
'survivor' accurately reflects one di.mension of the program's 
successful impact, i. e., a rec.overed client is transferred. 
IVhen relative performance of operational units is the focal point, 
the survivor measure masks operational differences. 

The report indicated that 13 out of 16 transfers ,-7ere from Unit 1 
of which nine occurred befor~ completing six months within the 
program (page 43). We reasoned that these "early recovery" cases 
strongly implied a qualitatively different kind of drug problem; 
i. e., figuratively speaking, an "easier case" since narcot.ic drug 
dependency is characteristically persistent and insidious by nature. 
Thus, the Unit 1 study cohort of new releases was uncharacter­
istically weighted with easier cases. If ·we remove these nine 
'early recovery' cases from Unit lIs release cohort for purposes 
of comparative analysis, we discover that Unit 1 has a reduced 
survivor rate of 68% (21/31). l-1e are also left ,vith a hypothesis 
that there are qualitative differences between the two supervision 
units' populations, a question ivhich needs further research. Time 
constraints prevented additional research. However, the hypothetically 
"easier" cohort (40 cases) of Unit 1 represented a subset of 382 
clients in the urinalysis/arrest monitoring data where the more 
important research finding remains; Unit 1 clients has relatively 
fewer urinalysis tests, relatively fewer technical arrests and 
relatively more new crime arrests. From a cost-effectiveness 
standpoint, I question this relative performance. 

Yes, it is correct to assume that some clients with positive urine 
results do not get arrested by parole agents (see Table XI, page 3Lf). 
Of 48 clients with only positive results, 34 \·7ere never arrested. 
Among 134 clients with "mixed-positive" urine samples, 79 were never 
arrested. A "mix-positive" set of samples is defined as a client 
\-]ho had multiple urine samples taken of which at least one ,-7as a 
positive result. IVhen "positive only" clients were combined with 
"mixed-positive" clients, there was a 38% chance of being arrested 
in comparison with only 23/~ among "negative only" client specimens .. 
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(3) Page 16 states that 56 out of 80 clients in the cohort had drug 
abuse histories Rccording to a field survey done many months before. 
The reason that ,ve were not able to learn something about the 
drug abuse histories of the balance of 24 clients is that the 
survey \Vas conducted earlier for the interim report and prior to 
the identification of release cohort members for the follOl\1 up 
study. There was an overlap of 56 clients in the tHO data 
sources; time did not permit a special surveyor data search for 
the unknO\vn 24 clients so we generalized from the known 56 clients 
to describe the 80 client population. 

(4) The data on page 3, item number 4, v7as taken from Table X-A on 
page 31. This data is reproduced bela-w. There Here 35 tested 
clients -with technical arrests only, 55 tested clients with new 
charge offenses only and 22 tested clients who had both neVl 
charge arrests and technical a.rrests for a total of 112 tested 
clients. 

CLIENT URINALYSIS 

Arrested Tested Not Tested Total 

NC 55 110 165 
TV 35 23 58 
Both 22 0 22 
Total 112 133 245 

I hope these responses answer all your questions; please don't 
hesitate to call if I can be of further help. 

JJA:des 

cc: Board Hembers 
Robert L. Johnson 
John R. HcCool 
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October 28, 1976 

FH1AL REPORT - Cu:.JPRi:.HEdSIVE DRUG COilTROl - OS-633 
UrlIT (Questions that I have) 

lir. James f\Hbrio 
LJirector, Research & Stat-istical Division 
Pennsylvania Board of Probation and Pal'ole 

-P~ Linda Si',eri dan (:",}' 
Project Evaluation Planner 
Eva 1 uati on and [·1onitori ng unit 
Governorls Justice Commission 

(1) In the summary of recomrr:endati ons and fi ndi ngs (Page G) you state 
that substantial empirical evidence has d2~onstrated that a 

(~) 

.( 3) 

( 4) 

markedly di fferent strategy of agent i nterventi on and cl i ent control 
exists between supervision units. Howevel~, on Page 44 you state 
that, IISignificantly 13 out of 16 total transfers \'/ere lllade to general 
supervision, further supporting the notion that differences in client 
characteri sti cs may account for di ffetences in effecti veness as 
measured by cohort survi vors, rather than some qual Hat; ve di fference 
in Unit 1 supervision techniques. Does this sound a little contra-
di ctory? 

Is it correct to assume ftom this report that some parolees with 
positive urine results do not get arrested by parole agents? I 
interpreted that from your menti ani ng of "mi xed-posi ti veil resul ts . 

On Page 16 it states that 56 of the 8D cl i ents -in the cohort had drug 
abuse histories on record. l.Jhat about the other 24? 

On Page 3, number 4, it states that of the 112 clients tested and 
arrested~ 35 had techni ca 1 arrests and 55 had new cilarge offenses. 
That only equals "90l!. 

(~) Please consider the enclosed brochure for nomination of this project 
for exemplary status. let us know what you think. 

I was glad about trle resu1ts of this cohort study. I also See very 
clearly, as I hope the Board will, the necessity of your recommendations 
on Pages 6 and 7. If other questions come to mind during the interim, 1111 
phone you. 

LS:dlil 

cc: i>lasterfile 






