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ABSTRACT 

The present l'xploratory study Il'presents the respOIlSL' or the Burl'au or Criminal Statistics (BCS) to 

a request by the o ffi Cl' or Criminal .IUstkl' Planning (OC.l1» to colll'ct and prl'St'nt data relevant to 

the arrest ant! prosl'clltion or drug orrenders that would he userul to that Orfice in assessing till' 

effectiveness of narcotic l'n fo rl'l'111 l'n t task forcl's which it fundl'd in nine California cOllnties. 

The San MatL'o COllnty Narcotk Task Forcl' (NTF) was sl'll'clL'd as the L'Ollnty to he studied. It was 

assllmed that the prol'edurl's developed for the collection, presentation, and analysis or data with 

respect to this county could, for the most part. be applied to thl' remaining eight l'OUl1til's. 

hSl'ntial dil'i'l'rl'l1ces in NTF and non-NTF persol1l1nel, objectives, and procedllres Wl're nOkd. 

Becallsl' or these differences, comparative data presL'ntetl show charal'lL'ristks and criminal jllstiL'l' 

outl'oll1es l"l'lated to drug offenders arreslL'd by two velY dilTerel1t kinds of law L'n 1'0 rCl'lll L'n t 

pl'rsonnel -- onL' direckd soll'ly t()\vard the apprehension or drug orti?l1lkrs, thL' other toward till' 

apprehellsion of all types of ofl'enders. 

Of !Ill' silable lluIlllwr of l'omparisons made, some of thl' more important findings are: 

I. [:rol11 1()72 through 1(174, only 0.5 Pl'lCl'llt or thl' toLiI numher of sworn law 

l'lli"orl'ell1l'nt l1L'rSOnnl'l in San Mateo County (NTF) were L'l"cLlilt'd with approxilllatl'ly 

I S.O percl'nt or that county's total drug arrests (Tubll' 1 and related discussion). 

Approximately two and one-hall timcs more NTF than non-NTF L'reditL'd arrests \VL'I\' 

disposed of in San Matt'o County Superior Court in 1974 (Tabll' () anti l'elatl'tI 

discussit)n ). 

3. Significantly more NTF thun non-NT~" credited arrests disposed or in S,111 M:lteo County 

Superior Court in 1974 had primary arrest charges that were more serious (Tahll' 10 and 

relakd discussion). 

4. Significantly more NTP than non-NTF credited arrests disposed of in San Mateo County 

Superior Court in 1974 were convicted at a more serious level (Tablc 12 anti rl'jated 

discussion ). 

The aboVl'-listL'd findings, as well as il numl1L'r of others, have resulted in the conclusion that NTF 

l'an be L'rl'dited with at least three noteworthy aCL'Oll1plishments. ThesL' are: (1) the arrest or the 

more seriolls drug of'l'ender: (2) the arrest of the more dusive drug offcnder: and (3) thl' making or 

higher-quality arrests. 
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The results of the comparisons made in the present report decidedly show that NTF, relative to 

non-NTF law enforcement agencies, had a positive impact upon the arrest and prosecution or 

narcotic offenders in San Mateo County. To a significant extent, certain identifiable objectivl's or 

NTF were achieved. The essential evaluative question, however, remains unanswered. This question 

is cOl1ccrned with how well these objectives were achieved in relation to the amount or 11l0l1l'Y 

expended. In other words, were the beneJits ofNTF to San Mateo County worth the cos!'! Because 

the methodology for an assessment of the cost-effectiveness of a program should he an integral part 

or thl' initial development and implementation or that program, this is a question tlwt will Iw 

diflicull, if not impossible, to answer with respect to both NTF and the other county narcotics task 

forces wi thin the con tex t of the data discussed in this report. 
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INTRODUCTION 

Thl' Ollin' 01 ('rillllllal .lu"til'l' Planning ({)CJP) ~lutllOriled S~ I million to hl' sl1l'nt 011 drug law 

l'nrOrCl'llll'nl in California during 1971 lhrough' IlJ74. As a l\'sulL narcotics l'nrorCl'l1ll'llt ta~k 
rOrL'l'S I \\l'rL' l'stahlished ill nilll' l'oullties. In addition to its drug law l'nfOIL'l'l11l'nt funL'lion". l'adl 

county (;I,k rorn' had olhl'r o\1.kdives. These varkd rrom L'ounty 10 l'llllnt~ and inl.'llilil'd, ror 

l''\,lIl1PiL', ( I) l'oopl'ration with health care servicl's in till' USL' of re"lllllH'S rllr tilt' PI'l'Vl'l1lion and 

trL'atllll'nt or drug ahus,'. (2) the liL'wlopl11cnt or narcotics l'nt'tHL'l'l11l'nt training progral11s, (3) tilL' 

ellcolll'agL'll1ent of coopcralion bdwecn local. stall', and f"liL'ral agl'nl'iL's in the al','a or drug law 

en 1"0 rCl' l11l'n L L'll'. 

{)CJP has undl'J'writlL'n lhe evaluation of a nUlllber of thl'Sl' county ta,k (or,','" l'aL'll prl.'!'>lIl11ahly ill 

knns or its speL'ilk ohkL'tiVl's, In April 1975, OCJP reljul'slL'd till' BurL'ali or Criminal Stali"tiL'S 

(BCS) to access it!» own data bases and other local sources to ohtain data 1'01' onl' L'OUl1ty\ n:IIL'otiL' 

CnrOrl'L'mL'i1t task rorce. Thl'Sl' data should be potentially lIscrul in !.Ill' L'\'aluation or nth,'\" narcplics 

l'nrOrL'l'n1l'nt programs. 

r his reporl ddails till' Bureau'" response to tllis reljllL'st -- a pilot study (I( PIlL' I.'ollnty i.'llndlll'kd hy 

!11l' t\1:IIW!!l'l11l'nt and AdmillistratiVl' Statistics (MAS) COl11pOIlL'nt or llll' stall"s COI11IH'L'IIl'ilsiw Data 

SYStl'l1l (CDS) IOL'alL'd in BCS. 

Purpose 

The SI1L'L'ilk purpOSL' or till' present exploratory study was to colkct and PI'l'sl'nl data Iwrlainillg to 

type and amollnt or drllgs L'oni'iscatcd, l'haracteristics or apPI\'IlL'nlkd ollcndl'rs. and pro'>l'L'utioIlS, 

lIopl'fully, tllL'se data would prove lise i'u I to OC'JP ill its attel11pt to ,'valllllk till' drug law 

L'nrOt'l'Cl11l'n t el'i'ectivl'Ill'ss or county narcotics l'nfOrL'l'IllCn t task rOrCl'S, 

METHODOLOGY AND PROCEDURES 

Initially, thl' "llldy tiL-sign call1'd only ror the colkl'lioi1 and PI'l'sl'nt:ltion o( l'lllll11l'rati\l' data 

rell'vant to till' narcotics task force of a given county (e.g .. IlllI1111L'r of al'l\'sls, ciJaraL'leristiL's or 

a l'I'l'StL'L'S, lype and amollnt or drugs connscated, de). I twas assun1L'd tllat whatl'H'r pn1L'l'dul'l'" 

WL'rL' de\L'lnpl'd for the collection and prL'scntation or duta reiL'vunt to one county narcotk" 

enrorCL'lnL'llt task rOrCl' cOllld probably bc generalized to till' rel11ail1tk'r. As the study pr()grL's~l'd, it 

becall1l' illL'fl'asingly eviuent that the l'olieetion of comparabll' dat;1 for non-task rOrel' law 

l'nfOrCL'mL'nI agencies of thl' county studied would substantially l'nlwnL'c tilL' analysis. It ShOllld, 

tilereforL" hL' rl'cognized tilat the study dl'sign was developmental rathl'r than presl'l. Till' nnal 1'L'slIlt 

was thc collection, presl'nlation, and analysis or comparative task rorce ami non-task rOrCl' data or 

one sl'lecll'd county. In addition to arrest data, information ahollt lkrelldants uispoSl'd or in 

superior I.'oml was colk'L'tl'd. This inrormation pertained to agl'. sex, race, prior rccord, primary 

1.\ IWllolh' ,'nflllrl'l11i.'nl la~k fOli.'l' I~ a !!.I'OUP (Jf nnn-ul1lflll'lIll'U sworn persolllll'l tl'slHH1\lhll' 10 thl' l'llllnly slil'llll. 
lis PUIPO\(' 'lIlIon!!. O(hl'I~, I~ to !!.alhcr information lhal will rcsult in bOlh the l'OI1II~l'alion of drug, and the .llIl'\1 
and proscl'ulion or dru!!. offenders --espccially those more Iikrly to cludc routil1l' taw enforcelllent arrest. 
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arrest L'lLllgl', t~ pI.' or dispositiOll, ;lI1d SL'ntelll'l' rl'cl'iwd, 

COllllty rasA Force Selection 

TIll' Sail \1.llI'o (ollnty Nall'(ltic<; Task h)l'l:e (NTI') \\las sl'kcll'd ror thl' study for two rl·asons. 

I/:I'iillg IWL'1l L'.,tahli"llL'd ill August 1(>71. it was Olll' of thl' lirst county task rurn's, It was thl'reforl' 

aSSUlllL'd that tlli" program would havl' had sunkil'llt lilTlL' to hl' rUI1L'1ioning L'fTiciently and, as a 

rl'sult. rL'latiwly l110re valid data would he available, Furth~rmorl'. thl' county's proximity to 

SalT;Jllll'lllo would lI1a"L' tilt' [,L'viL'w anti collection of data in both NTF and the district attornl'Y's 

ort1tl'S ii''>'' costly. 

A ... illdil"alt'd in till' InlroduL'lion, l'valuations of seY'l'ral county narcotic task rorces haw alrt'ady 

Ill'l'n made. Although till'sl' evaluations played no part in tIll' sl'll'ction process, it should be notl'd 
1 , I that NT!· was one or thosl' prl'viously evaluated, ~ The rl'latiol1ship hdwecl1 certain aspects 01 t ll' 

present .,Iudy :Jnd the aforl'llll·ntiolll·tl evaluation is discussed later in thl' 1\'POI'1. 

Descriptiol1 of Data and Data ,t.,'O/lrces 

,A lksLTiplion oJ' thl' data dl'VL'lopl'd and their sourCl'S are presented in th,' ApPl'ndix, 

Subjects of SllIlfr 

Thl' l'mphasis or this I"'port is upon data L'Ollectl'd 011 277 defendants arrl'sted for drug lav'! 

violations ill San Matl'o Coullty and adjudicated in SaIl Matl'o County Su)wrior Court in 1974 ( 12(1 

NTF rl\'ditt'd am'sts and 151 non-NTF credited am·sts).3 The first five tahks were included :--.0 a ... 

to )1l'1lvidt' bal'kgrnllnd ami ,'omparative infonnation regarding thl' activity or NTF and non-NTF 

pef'sonlll'l in thl' area or arn·sts. Those persons L'omprising arrests in the first five tahles are not 

Ill'cl'ssarily tilt' <;;II1Jt> IwrS()I1S as those superior court defendants in thl' remaining l'll'Vell tahles. One 

pl'rsoll (an ,Irl\'stl'l') may, within a givcn year, repfl'sL'nt several arrests,4 Although far iL'ss likely, Olll' 

)1l'fSOn may appL'ar as a "upl'rior L'ourt defendant more than one time within a given year. 

It sh()uld hL' 11(lll'd thai L'l11phasis 011 the sl'kdioll of superior court drug defl'ndants as subjects has 

lhl' limitatioll (If excluding rrom thl' study all thosl' person!> arre~tl·d who do not rL'ach slll1l'rior 

rom!. In all probability. thl' vast majority of arrl'sts are juveniles, thosL' against whom charges arl' 

fc!athl'ly minor. or those against whom charges are judged by the district attorney not to he or 
sunkit'n! quality. in terms or evidence. to hold up in superior court. On the other hand. the 

advantag('s or selecting supl'rior court drug defcndants, rather than arrests. as SUhjl'ctS are: the 

typically 'il'nOllS nature or their of'ti.·nses: their small number: and ease of data accessibility, 

, 
• {'I'tlll/aftdil Report, Stili 11t1 tt' 0 ,Van'otin Tusk Forct' , Criminal Justice Researeh Foundation, Septemher 1974, 
.1 N rF l'll'dlll'l! OIl rl'~h al~' ddint'\I a~ those which involve some form of on-the-scene part ieipation by NTF, Thesl' 
~ml'sts 1'111' I he IllllSI part. \\'l're bast'd on information developed hy the task force, The data were not recorded In 11 

milllm'l that provided IIll Iht' separale classification of exdusive and assisted NTF arrests. Non-NTF credited arrests 
are thOSl' 111 which NTF was nOlll1volved in any way. 
41n tlus report, arrests is uSl'd in mJny instances, both tahles and narrative, to denote persons arrested - each time 
they an' am·~ted. Therefnn'. there are always more arrests than individuals arrested (arrcsteesl. 
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V'J'F alit! i\'OIl-NTF ('oll1[Jarisol/S 

Till' ohkdi\L" or NTI-' and tllusl' or othL'r law enrOrCL'Il1(nt agl'nl'il's in Sail Mall'o ('OUl1t~ W~'I\' 

dissil11ilal ill IIldllY Il'SPl'\.'tS. h'l'1l in thL' tlnlg arl'a, whl'rl' tlwlt' i ... :o-.Ol11l' dq!I\'l' or "'lnlll;l1 it\. 

ohkL'li\L· ... dilll'I\'d substantially. Thl' NTI: officl'r was partiL'lIlarly tlril'nkd toward :1rI\'still).! till' 

IlHlrl' "'l'rious and 11101\' l'lu ... ivl' drllg oITl'lllkr. Both his ulltiL'rcoVt'r aPPlllal'l1 and his l11(lrl' ,'\tl'n~iVL' 

USl' or paid illrOrlllallh Wl'll' dirl'dl'd toward this goal. COllsl'qUL'ntiy, thl' !\JTF and Iloll-NTI, d,lta 

PI\'sl'llkd 111 til,' \'ali(1l1'" tahk ... ill thl' Findings sl'dioll show till' charal'lL'ris(iL' ... and criminal ithtil'l' 

11UtcOIllL'S Ill' drug orkmkrs ;IIT,'slL'd hy two very dirkr,'!1t groups 01 1:lw l'nrOrL'l'ml'llt lwr ... PIlIlL'1. 

lkcallsl' PI' tllis r;lcl. thl' data or thl's,' tabks l11ust be VicWl'd primarily as cOl11parati\'L, IIPt 

I.'vailial i\ I' 

Il'sh III llil' :-.tali ... III.';iI "ignit'il'<llll'l' 01 dilll'rel1L'l's in NTF and lloll-l'i II' l'Olllpal ison<; 111,ldl' In tilL' 

Finding'> '>~'di(lll 01 Illis 1'L'j)(Ir! ;11\' nll1l'l' l'onsl'rv;ltiw tl1an would l1ol'll];dl~ ht· 11lL' t'aSl', lids PO!rl'\ 

l1as hL'\.'1l adopll'd hl'causl' 01 till' dissill1ilaritiL's in NT': anti non-N II, pl·rsollnL'i. oiljl·L'liw .... dllli 

pr(lcl'llul\'" tk"'LTibl'd abmt', ('onsl·qul'ntly. the statistical It's! utililL·d (l'ili squarl'). ill ortkr t(l h~' 

\.'onsilkrL'd signirkant. l11u:--.t [w of surfidl'nt magnitude to OCCllI' iL's ... thall OI1l' tillle ill OIlL' Illilldll'li 

b~ thl' ol'~'rali(111 01 chanl'l' alolh.', 

FINDINGS 

lah'" prl'sl'nh lilt' total nUlllht,(' of drug alws(s rt')1Orkd in Sail :'vLrk<l C(}Ullt~ from 11)7() througil 

11)74, :11111 till.' Illllllbl'r alltl pl'rcl'1l1 of tllesl' totals L'1L'ditl'd 10 ta,," rOl'l'l' ami nOI1-ta:-''' IOll't' 

[1L'rSOlllwl. It sllould bl' IHlIl'LI lhat data pertaining to till' Yl'ars ('I' I ()-;'O :ll1d 11)71 arlO prl'sl'ntl'd only 

to providl' lk'rspel'livL' to thL' data or subsequent task-rorce years. Sil1l'l' Il)72, till' l'ir'it full Yt'ar or 

l(n4 

IlJ73 
len.:; 
11)71 

1970 

TABLE I 

Nt !l\IBU~ AND Pl~.RCFN r OF DRUG ARRESTS IN SAN MATH) COUNTY. InO-1 <J74 

By Year and Creditl'd Arresting Agel1cy 

Total 

Narcotics task 
1'0 rcL' (NTF) 

l1umbl'r Number Pl'rcl.'l1 t 

2.419 384 15,9 
1,%5 291 14. <) 

2,023 303 15.0 
1,()73 61 a 3,(l 
J ,972 0 0.0 
- "-~ -~ -~+-- -"------

NOI1-NTF 

Number Pc l'L'l'l1t 
- .--.~~~-... -

2,035 H4.1 
1,()74 H5.1 
1.720 1 H5.0 
J.(112 %A 
I.(n:. 100,0 

- - .--- ~.~-. 

d Stnce the taSk force was ostablished In August 1971. tho number of NTF arrests Is necessarily smaller than those of subsequent yea's, 
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ih OIK'lalioll. NTF drug art'l'<';ls rallgl'd I'rol11 2C)1 to 3X4 whik till' county's total drug arrests rangl'd 

rrol11 I,l)(l:'\ to 2.411). During this period (]972-1974). NTI: averaged 5 officers pl'rYl'ar, as oPPosl'd 

to a county average or about 950 oflicers per year (data not shown), From these ol'ficl'r COllnts, it is 

l'videl1t that 0.5 IwrCl'llt or thl' total number of sworn law enforcement personnel were L'redited 

with 15.3 pl'n.'l'llt or thl' county's drug arrest~. 

A rurtllL'r breakdown 01' till' 1'>74 data of Table I rL.'veals that of thl' tntal number of drug arrl'sh 

l11ade in 1(>74, ,i largl'r PL'l'Cl'l1t of those attributed to NTF olTicers were at the felony kvel {1)J.2 

lK'rCl'l1t) than thosl' attrihuted to non-NTF officers IX7.') percelltl. These data are showll in Table 2. 

Statistical analysis or thL' distribution or thl'se data shows the tliITerl'nL'L' bL't\Vl'en thesl' percents to 

IK' statistically signirkant. TIll' probability of obtaining a ditTerellcl' or this magnitude by chancl' 

alone is k,,~ than OIH' in one hundrcdr 

TABU:, 2 

NUMBER AND PFRCI·NT OF FELiJNY AND MISDEMEANOR DRUC; ARRESTS 

IN SAl'< MATEO COUNTY IN 1974 

Ll'v(' I or arrest 

:\1hdL'IIIL'<IllOr .•••• 

Total .. , ....... . 

By Credited Anesting Agency 

Total 
--~---. 

Number 

2.419 

Percen t 

HX.7 
11.3 

100.0 

Narcotics task 
forcc (NTF) 

~Nurnbcr~ r 1'0;00111 

35X j 93.2 
2Cl (l.X 

3H4 100.0 
~--~--- -~--

NOI1-NTF 
agencies 

Number 

1.7XX 
247 

2.035 

Pe rcen t 

12.1 

I no.o 

" . x- (ltll )=9.2lJ, {J (.n 1 

Other data pl'l'taining to NTF and lIon-NTF credited arrests are prl'sL'nted in Tables 3-5. lkcallSL' 

San Makll County did not report to Be'S on the Monthly Arrest and Citation RegisterS until July 

1974, agl'. sex, and race information were availahle only for July through December 1974. I t is 

assumed that thesl' data arl' rL'presentative of 1974 as a whole. 

Tabk 3 PI'l'Sl'nts number' and percent distributions of task force and non-task force drug arrests in 

San l\1ak(l County during this necessarily restricted time period, classified by three categories of agl' 

and l.,·I'l'dilL'd arre~ting agency. This age breakdown shows that non-NTF agencies arreslL'd a 

considl'rahly larger pel'l't'llt of' youllgl'l' persons than did NTF personnel (51.8 verslls 17.5 percellt). 

Statistical allalysis 01 till' overall distribution of these datu shows it to be statistically significant. 

The prohability of' ohtaining a distributional dirt'erellce of this magnitude by chance alone is less 

titan Olll' ill Otll' thousand. 

5'II\1~ Systl'lll of leporlinj.\ providl'S data on age, race, and sex 01 each individual arrested or dted. 
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TABU', 3 

NUMBt:.!{ AND PERCENT OF DRUG ARRESTS IN SAN MATEO COUNTY, 

.JUl.Y TIIROU(;H P(CFMBFR 1(>74 

-- ------ -- ~ --- --
-.-~.-

I() :md lIlllkra .. 
20-24 .... , ... . 
25 and OVl'r ... . 

By Age alld ('rl'dited Arresting Agency 

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

Total 

~lllnl"rJ P<r~O;,t· 
I 

() I I '! 4().4 . 

3lJ7 30,2 
30X 23.4 

Narcotics task 
rorL'e (NTF) 

N:~I~I~~r .. _ r_pel"l'cn I 

.1() 1 17.5 
H9 ! 43.2 
HI 3').3 

, 
1 

L-.._I_O_O_'O~...JIL.. ... ~_:o() ______ L loo.n 

Non-NTF 
agenciL's 

Numbcr r Perl'ent 

575 I :'\ LX 
30R "7 7 - .. ' 

227 20.S 

1. 1'1 () L 100, () 

a
Tlme 

Ilmltalions placed on this report did not permit a juvenlle.adult breakdown of the data of ttlls category. It Is believed. however. 

that sucl1 a breakdown would Ilave shown a proportionatelY larger number of Juveniles In the non·NTF grouP. 

Tabk 4 ~1J\lWS lash. ror(~' :tnd lion-task rorcl' data hy SL'X. Till' perCL'lIt 01 NTI: klllail' arrl'sh l"l'l'L'lb 

that or IIOIl-NTF arrL'sts (2XA vcrslis 15.X percent). Statistical analysis or thl' distribution 01 till' 

data of this table shoWS thl' difference between these percents to be statistiL'ally signif'icant. Till' 

probability of obtaining a difl'erence this large by chancl' alone is less than onc in one thousand. 

TABLE .f 

NLlMBFR AND PERCENT OF DRUG ARRESTS IN SAN MATEO COUNTY. 

JUI Y THROUGH DECEMBER 1974 

By Sl..X and Credited Arresting Agency 

==------~.:.~:==~--=-==-=-:--=-..::--=T-~--:-:-'::=--~-~---_..:=-.:,.--== -. ===-r:::::::===--==:~=-:~=--=':'-:'-

I Narcotics task 
I L-- __ :-(~t:l_l_ ~ ___ ---l ____ force (NTf') 

agen cies 
. - - - - --.------ ----- --

I Percen t 
1 

Non-NTF 

Percent Number Percent Number Sex i Number t __ +-____ + ___ ~_~_+_--.---~.-.--__+----_1---

-~:~~-.-, ,~~-.-.~.-.-.. --1---1 ~()-~C~ 82.2 146 7 J.() 936 R4. 2 

Female .......... i 234 17.8 58 28.4 17() IS.X 

1,112 J 100.0 100.0 
-,--. ----""._.- ~"------. . , ........... 

x2 (1dfl'=18.75 p (.001 

Note: Two NTF cases are el(cluded because their sex Is not known. Because non·NTF flgurlls are obtained by the subtraction of NTF 
figures from total figures, theY are Increased accordingly. The effect of these two casas on the test of Significance Is negligible, 
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lahk 5 Il'Vl'ah lhat NTF arrestl'd a larger percent or minority group Illemtwrs than did non-NT!.' 

agellcil's (3S.0 Vl'rSLIS 23.1 pl'rcent). Statistical analysis or the l'lhnk distribution or thl'sl' data 

t whitl' versus "all othL'r") shows thl' difTerl'llce betwel'n thesl' percents to he statistically significant. 

Thl' prohability or obtaining a dif"i'l'rCllCe of this magnitudc by chancL' alonc is less thun onl' in Olll' 

thousand. 

TABLF S 

NUMBER AND PI',RCENT OF DRUG ARRESTS IN SAN MATEO COUNTY, 

J UL Y THROUGH DECEMBER 1974 

By Racl' and Credited Arresting Agency 

Total 

Narcotics task '~--I-- ~----~-o-n~-~~~.I~-- --

rorce (NTF) agcn cit's 
--'''----'' -~. T-· .. ·~--·-- .--

Number Pcrcent 

,White ........ ,'. . . . 91-:1-: 
t-..kxicanU\Il1erican . 74 
Negro ........... 217 
Other. . . . . . . . . . .. I 37 

75.1 
5.() 

16.5 
2.8 

-

N llmlw r 
----- .-~--~~-. 

134 
10 
50 
12 

206 
--- ---Total ..... ',,:,_._. ~.:.~_I._6_..L-._l 0_0_._0_..1---

- -~---. 

NII~~~r_j Perce nl PI.' rCl' III 
" _____ ~"_ .0 

65.0 7 (l.t) 

4.() 64 S,1'< 

24.3 l()7 IS.U 

5.1-: 25 2.3 

100.0 \.110 100.0 
~~~~-- .----- - ."---_ .. _.- -~--~ -

1 
x- (Idn= 13.12.1' ( .00 I 

To this point. the findings presented have pertained only to diffl'rences between NTF and non-NTF 

credi Il'd d rug a rrl'sts and their respcctive characteristics (age, sex, and racd. From this poi n i 
forward, IJOwl'vcr, NTF and non-NTF comparisons will be made in terms of drug defendants 

disposL'd or in San Mateo County Superior Court in 1974. 

T;lbks (l-S are dircl"tly comparable .to Tabks 3-5 l'xccpt that the former arc cOI1l:l'rtll'd with lh'l' 

charaL'll'l"istics of age. sex, and race of superior court drug defendants while the latter are COl1cl'rtll'd 

with thesL' Sal11l' charactl'ristics of drug arrestees. 

With rl'slwL'I to age, statistical analysis of the data shown in Table 6 reveals no significant difference. 

This finding is at variance with that of Table 3 which relates to a similar distributioll of drug arrests 

Bnd is cxtrl'lllcly significant. This difference is believed to result from the relatively large nlll11l1L'r of 

drug arrl'sts crl'dited to nOl1-NTF law enforcement agencies which fall in the 19-year-old-and-lInder 

agc group. This belicf is confirmed by the fact that when the 19-year-old-and-under age category is 

removed frolll both Tables 3 and 6, the respective age distributions of both arrests and superior 

court defendants arc not significantly (l.ifferent. In both instances, the probacdity or obtaining a 

differencc , If this magnitude by chance alone is less than one in, one hundred. 

8 

TABLt: 6 
NUMBER AND PERCENT OF DRUC; DEFENDANTS DISPOSED OF IN 

SAN MATEO COUNTY SUPERIOR COURT IN 1974 
By Age and Credited'Arresting Agency 

19 alld undera 

20-24 ..... 
25 and over .. 

IX 
137 
121 

6.5 
49.6 
43.R 

1-: 
72 
4() 

126 

aonly under exceptional cIrcumstances are juvenIles adjudIcated In superior court. 

Notes: The age of one non·NTF defendant IS not known. 
Percents may not total 100.0 because of rounding. 

(d 

57.1 
36.S 

loo.n 
--- .. -.---

Non-NTI" 
age n c il' s 

h.7 
4-3.3 
sO.n 

100.0 

1 
X- (2dl)=5.50, p ).01 

Table 7 shows thl' distribution or defendants disposed of ill superior court r1assirkd by Sl'X and 

crl'dited arrcsting agency. Although the percent or NTF female defendants l'xceeds that or non-NTF 

rl'maiL' dl'i"l'lldants ( IS.<> VL'rSliS 9.3 pl'I"cenO. this dil"i'L'rl'ncl' is l10t stalistkally signil"icant. II should 

bl' nolL'd, howl'ver, that thl' direction of the differl'nce is consistent with that shown in Tabll' 4 

which is concerned with drug arrcsts by sex (21-:.4 versus 15.X pl'rccntl- the lattcr pl'rl"l'nt 

difference being statistically significant. It is belil'ved that thc smull Ilumber of cases in Tabk 7 

relative to Table 4. particularly female cases (234 Vl'rsus 34), substantially reduces the probability 

of obtaining a statistically significan t chi square. 

Sex 

Male .. 
Female 

Total .. 

TABLE 7 
~ 

NUMBER AND PERCENT OF DEFENDANTS DlSPOSED OF IN SAN MATEO 

---,--- --

Total 

Number 
-

242 
34 

276 _. 

COUNTY SUPERIOR COURT IN 1974 

By Scx and Credited Arre.sti'ng Agellcy 

-.. 

Narcotics task 
force (NTF) 

_ .. __ .,...........-

Percent Number Percent 
--

87.7 106 R4.1 

12.3 20 15.9 

100.0 126 100.0 

> 
- " 

Non-NTF 
agencies 

---_._----,.---- _ .. 

Number Perl' e nl 

13(l 

14 

150 

----~ 

9() 

9 

100 

.7 

.3 

.n 

X2(df=1 )=2.70, P ).01 

-~ ... .....-- _. __ ... _...J~_ ..... 
-

Note: The sex of one non·NTF credited defendant Is not known. 
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It is intl'resting to observe that the total ethnic d;stribution of superior court drug defend;1I1ts 

SllOWI1 in Tahll' X is strikingly similar to that shown in Table 5. Thl' NTF and l1on-NTF COll1lHlI1l'llts 

01 these two tablL's arc quitl' dissimilar ethnically, however. In the arC;l of drug arrests (TahlL' 5). till' 

perccllt of NTF credill'd arrests of whites is smaller than the percent of non-NTF arrests or whites 

({)5.0 Vl'rslIS 7(1.() \ll'rcl'nt), while in the area of superior court defendants (Tabk H). the reVL'rSl' is 

true (X4.<J verslIs (13.3 percent), This phenomenon is statistically knO\vn as an interaction eITl'ct. 

While it is impossibk to detl'nnine the reason(s) for this interaction on the basis or available data. 

its primary source can be located. 

-

Race 

TABLE X 

NUMBER AND PERCENT OF DRUG DEFENDANTS 

DISPOSED OF IN SAN MATEO COUNTY SUPERIOR COURT IN 1974 

By Racb and Credited Arresting Agency 

.-.'~r---- - - ~ .. 

Total 
--" 

Number Percent 
.. -~.---

--.-- ---

Narcotics tas k 
I"orl'l' (NTF) 

.. --~. ~ ------.-. ~ --.-

.-~---. --------- .. ------

Non-NTF 
age 11 L'il's 

Number Per Cl' n t Number Percent 

White ............ 202 73.2 107 8 4,9 

2.4 
1. () 

95 (),L~ 

~3 X.7 
Mex ican/ A n1L'ric'J\1 \(1 5.8 3 

Negro ••••••••• * • 53 19.2 15 1 

Other ............ 5 1.8 1 0.8 

38 25.3 
4 2.7 

Total ............ 276 ]00.0 126 10 
.-

"') 

X""Odt)=16.26,p (.001 

Note: The race of one non-NTF credited defendant Is not known. 

Let us assull1e: 

1. The drug arrest data of Tables 3-5 are representative of the en tire year. 

The ethnic distributions of NTF and non-NTF credited drug arrests subject to superior 

court prosecution (adults) are the same as the NTF and nOI1-NTF ethnic distributions 

(adult plus juvenile) shown in Table 5. 

Upon aCcl'ptance or the above assumptions, it is found that) 07 of 26H NTF credited arrests or 

whites wcre adjudicated in superior court while 95 of 1,708 slIch Iloll-NTF arrests were so 

adjudicated (.'W.9 and 5.6 percellt respectively). Similarly, 19 of 144 NTF credited arrests or 

\lon-whitcs were adjudicated in sllperior court while 55 of 512 sllch non-NTF arrests were so 

adjudicated (13.2 alld 10.7 percent respectively). Consequently. the ratio or NTF to 110n-NTF 

10 

Cl'l'dill'd arll'sls (11 \vhit~'<; adjudil'akd in superior court (7 to I) is consiliL'rahly grl'all'r thall tIll' latio 

or NTF 10 nOIl-NTF L'l'edill'tI arrests or non-Whites ~o adjudicated (I to 1). Although this locatl''i till' 

major SOUI"l'L' of the interactions. the question as to why relatively more NTF than non-NIV 

L'rL'dill'd alTL'sts or whill''i rcach superior court cannot be explained on till' hasi..; or data prcscnll'd in 

this report. It i<; beliL'vl'd. howl'ver. that an in-depth study dirl'ded toward the l'xplanation 01 this 

phenol11e n on I11l'ri ts L'onside ra t ion. 

As indkall'd in thl' Methods ami Procedures sel'tion. the design or the prl'sl'nt study call1'd rPI till' 

colkdion and prl'sL'l1tation or datu pertaining to type and amo\lnt (lr drug~ cOlllisL'atL'd, I>ala. 

11Owevn. Wl'rL' I'(lund to lIaH' bl'en recorded by case rather than hy individual arrL'~l. Lleb L'a,(' 

consl'(]uL'ntly illv\)IYl'd a variabll' number or urrests. FlI\'thL'rl11ore. ol'i'L'lllkr ('ounts ill tllh' drug 

category ()vl'rlapIWd orrl'nder counts in other drug catL'gories to all illlkkrminall' l'\knt. Data 

colleclL'd in thi~ rorm l11akL' comparative analyses between NTF and nO\l-NTFl'l'L'dited arn'~h or 

superior l'ourt dl'rl'ndants with rl'sped to type and amount of drugs l'onl'iscated meaningiL'ss, For 

this 1('aSOIl, tI1L''\(' data all' nol 11I'L'sL'nlL'd. 

As sllO\\'n in Tahll' 3, till' vast majority of all non-NTF arrests relative to NTF l'I'cditl'd drug alll";[s 

invohl' (lrrelllkrs who are Il) Yl'ars old and younger. It seems logical to aSSUl11l' that iuveniks ill this 

age grou p also cons Ii tutl' a proportiona (ely larger nUIl1 ber of non-NTF than NTF ned i kd d ru!! 

urrests. CLll1sequl'ntly. in order to obtain some idea or the rl'lativl' pcrCl'ntagl's nfNTF and non-NT!.' 

L'l'editL'd drug arrests reuL'iling superior court, the 19-Yl'ar-old-and-youngcr group of Table 3 has hl'en 

removed 1'1'0111 thl' data presented in Table 9. Also, because the data ofTabk 3 relate only to drug 

arrests 111:llk in the second half or 1974, it was neCl'ssary to double these data in order to arrive at 

the estil1lated number or drug arrests for the entire year. Any errors in these estimates. other things 

heing l'qual. should arkct NTF and non-NTF arrest data similarly. Based upon hoth the data ~llOwn 

in Table q and the assul11ptions listed ahove, a considerably higher percent of NTF than non-NTF 

arrests are dbposed of in superior court (37.1 versus 14.1 percent). The signifieance or the 

differl'I1L'L' in these percents was not tested statistically because the arrest daUI were estimated ratlll'r 

Ihal1 ;Il'tlld!. Nt'vl'\'tllL'iL-ss. ahlllll 2.(1 timl's mOl'e NTl' l'\'l'liited arresls IL'arh <;lIperior t'Ollrt Ihal1 do 

\lon-NTl: l'!'L'dill'd arrl'sts. Whik there may be other explanations, it is believed that this is the re"ult 

or NTF ( I) dirt'ding its attention to thl' more serious orfender, ami (2) making "higher-quality" 

arrests. that is. arrests hL'ttl'r supported by ('vidence. 
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TABLI': l) 

ESTIMATED NUMBEI<. OF ARRESTS OF DRUG OFFENDERS 20 YEARS OF AGE AND OLDl~Ra 

MADF IN SAN MATH) COUNTY AND ACTUAL NUMBER OF DRUG DEFENDANTS DISPOSl':[) 

OF IN SAN MATEO COUNTY SUPERIOR COURT IN 1974 

By CrcditL'd Arresting Agency 

Description 

Estimated Ilumber of drug arrestsa ..... . 

Total 
Narcotics task 
forcL' (NTF) 

-+-------- ----.-._--- ._._--_. 

1.410 350 

Non-NTF 

1.070 

Actual number or drug defendants 
disposed of in supL'rior court ... '\' .... 277 126 151 

Superior court defendants as a L_ . 
percent of estimated drug 
arrests .......................... , 19.6 -------_._. ~----"--- ...... ~~ -~-.-.-~-.--~---~--~-. ----

aThe estimated number of drug arrests was obtained by doubling the appropriate data presented in Table 3. 
Note: Some of the dr'U9 defendants disposed of in superior court in 1974 were arrested In 1973. Similarly. some of the arrests made 

10 1974 were superior court defendants In 1975. 

\-'vidL\nL'l~ to support the contention that NTF directs its attention to the more serious ofTendL'l' i, 

presented in Tabll' 10. In th is tahle. superior court defendants are L'lassif'ied into two group" 

according to the seriousness of their primary drug arrest charge. TIlL' degree of seriollsncss or the 

arrest charge is based on a nUlllcrical rating determined by Be'S which is relalL'd to the minilllllnl 

and maximulll Sl'ntences associated with that offense. The more serious the offense. the lowl'r the 

BCS nUlllerical rating. Primary arreSl charges with BCS ratings of 6 through X are. for the PurpOSl' or 

the statistical analysis of Table 1 n. considered the more seriolls -- the rcmainder the less serious. 

Dicho(olllilL'd on this basis. the data of this table show the more serious primary arrest L'illlrgcs or 

NTF LTedited supcrior court defendants to be 79.5 percent as oppo::.cd to 4().(1 perccnt for non-NTI: 

credi tl'lI supL'l'ior court defcndan ts. Analysis of these da ta shows the d i fferellec be twee n t hl' 

perccnts to be statistically significant. The probability of obtaining a difference of this magnitude 

by chance alone is less than one in one thousand. 

The data of Tables 1 I and 12 are concerned respectively with type or disposition and levL'l or 
conviction. Table II shows that the respective rates of convictions of NTF and non-NTF Cfl'dilL'd 

defendants arc quite similar (HH.9 versus 91.4 percent). These percents are not significantly 

different. This finding is not at all surprising if it is assumed that the same criteria arl' applied to 

both N1T and non-NTF credited arrests in determining which cases will be adjudicated in sllperior 

cOllrt. In fact. the data ofTabk 9 would seem to sllpport the hypothesis thot it was the application 

of these criteria which eliminated considerably more non-NTF credited arrests. 

Dcspi te sta lislically eq 1I ivakn t conviction rates of NTF and nOI1-NTF cred ited defcndan ts era hk 

II)' thl' data or Tabll' 12 rl'veal that when these convictions are examined in terms of "level or 

conviction". an additional analytical dimension is brought into focus. This dimension relates to the 

12 

B('S 

rating 

TABU~ 10 

NUMBER AND PERCENT OF DEFENDANTS 

DISPOSU) OF IN SAN MATEO COUNTY SUPERIOR COURT IN 1974 

By Severity or Primary Drug Arrest Charge (BCS Rating IIit'rarchy) 

and Credited Arresting Agency 

TOlal u 

~~~ ~~--~-

Narl'olics lask 
forL'l' (NTF) 

.--.- .---.- .. -.-.-.-.. --- ... -- -'-~~--'-' --'-'-L- .. --. 

NUIIl- I'l'r- N lim" Per- NlIm" 
Primary drug arrl'st charge lwl' cent ber cenl hl'l 

(, Sail' "t nJlcoliL's ....................... . X5 33.6 4') 40.2 311 
(, Sail' ,If dangerous drugs ................. . 5 2.0 5 4.1 0 
() Sale of mariJuana ...................... . 37 14.6 211 21.3 . II 
X Narcotics possession for salt' ............. . 31 I:U 17 13. <) 14 

Sui1l\ltal ............................. . 15X (12.5 (J7 7l).5 61 

Dangerous d rugs possession for salt ........ . 
I\larijuana possl'ssion for sail' ............. . 

Narl'lllics possl'ssion ........ , ........... . 

Dangerous drug pnssession ............... . 
MariJuana possession ................... . 

Suhlolal ............................. . 

" TO I .\ l. ............................. . 

0.4 I O.X 0 
20 I 7 l) i 3 ':.S 17 
26 , 10.3 1 7 S.7 I() 

4 I 1.6, i
l 

() 0.0 4 I 

44 I 7.4 14 I I.S 30 

95 I 37.h I 2S 20.S 70 

:53._j_IOO.~J __ I.~2 __ L~o~:y __ ~~ __ 
') 

27.5 
n.o 
x.-! 

10. "7 

0.0 
13.0 

14:' 

3.1 
22 ') 

'i.~. 'i 

I ()o.n 

X- (ldt)=32.34.,,(.OOI 

aDefendants whose primary arrests charge did not involve drugs were ellmlOated from the table. There were 24 such cases, 4 N1 F <1Ild 

20 non·N1 F. 
Note: Percents may not total 100.0 because of rounding. 

ract that a larg:r percL'nt or NTF credited defendants are convicted or a "felony as eharged" (X3.0 

versus ()X.I percent) as opposed to a "lesser fl'lony or misdemeanor." The differL'nce in thL'\l' 

percents. as determined by the distributuion or frequencies within Tabk 12. is statistically 

sigllificant. The probability of obtaining a difference of this magnitude by chance alone is less thall 

one in OIlL' hundred. Other things being equal. it would suggest that NTF credited defendants may 

have resulted rrom higher-quality arrests. or. as the data of Table 10 indicate, are chargcd with more 

serious drug offenses. or a combination of the two. 
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TABLE II 

NUMBU~ AND PERCENT OF DRUG DEPENDANTS 

DISPOSED OF IN SAN MATEO COUNTY SUPERIOR COURT IN 1974 

By Type of Disposition and Credited Arresting Agency 

-"-- -- ----
- .. ---~-.--.-.---- ... --.-.- .. - J --.---~ ,- - Narcot-ics task 

'Total force (NTP) 
Non-NTF 
agencies 

--. ----~-- - ---" _. . 

(onvlL'ted,1 .; ...... ,. : 250 90.3 J_ 112 88.9 
Not conviL'tl'dO ....... j 27 L 9.7 14 11.1 

To[~I"_"" _" " " " ~:" " __ : :,,:._ _':'77\ _ _I OO~ -.'.26 I 100.0 

aoefendants may be convicted for offenses other than those with which they were charged. 
bThiS category conSists of cases acquitted, diverted, dismissed, suspended, and other. 

" 

Number 

138 
13 

___ 151._" .J 
., 

Pe rcL' 11 t 

IOO,n 

X- (IdD=0.49, P >.0 I 

Till' L'(lndll~ion 1"l':.IL'hed frol11 the analyses or tl1l!SL' two tables (Tabks I I and 12), is thaI. dL'spilL' 

similar cOl1viction rall's. the difference between NTF and non-NTF credited defendants in terms or 
level or conviction is substantial. 

TABLE 12 

NUMBER AND PERCENT OF DRUG DEFENDANTS 

CONVICTED IN SAN MATEO COUNTY SUPERIOR COURT IN 1974 

By Levl'1 of Conviction and Credited Arresting Agency 
--' -

----~----------. -.-~ - -. 
-~----- ~---~ 

Narcotics task Non-N TF 
Total force (NTF) agenci es 

L evel of conviction Number Percent Numberl Percent Number Percent 
---.. -........-.~-. .-I-

Felony as charged . . . . . . . ~ . . . . . . lR7 74.8 93 83.0 94 

Lesser fel( my or misdemeanor ..... 63 25.2 19 17.0 44 31.9 

Total ... ..... t •••••••••••••••• 250 100.0 112 100.0 138 100.0 
'--

') 

X- (Idf)=7.28, p <.0 I 

14 

Despite significantly Illore NTF convictions at a, higher level, analysis or the data of Table 13, 

dichotomized on thL' basis of institution versus "all other", reveals no statistically significant 
difference between NTF and non-NTP superior court defendants in terms of "sentence received. ,,() 

Examination or T'lbk 14, however, makes this findin~ understandabll'. It is common knowledge in 

the field of criminal justice that judges, in general, tend to give considerable weight to the prior 

record or the ofTenuer when a sentence is imposed. To a significant t'xtcnt, the data of Table 14 

show that NTF credited drug defl'ndants Occupy the "no prior record" category more frequently 

(37.1 verstlS 18.6 percent), and thl' "major record" category less frequently (32.2 versus 46.9 

percent). 

TABLE 13 
NUMBER AND PERCENT OF DRUG DEFENDANTS 

CONVICTED IN SAN MATEO COUNTY SUPERIOR COURT IN 1974 

By Sentence Received and Credited Arresting Agency 

-----.- -- -- - . --~ ... -- -- --.- - - . - .-.. --~--
-~ 

Narcotics task Non-NTF 
Total force (NTF) agencies 

-~-.--

Sentence received Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent 

Institlltiona ........ , . 25 10.0 6 5.4 19 13.8 
Probation ............ 52 20.8 22 19.6 30 21. 7 
Probation/jail ......... 120 48.0 64 57.1 56 40.6 
Probation/fine ........ I 36 14.4 17 15.2 19 \3.R I 
Probation/jail/fine ..... II 4.4 2 1.8 9 6.5 
Other ............... 6 2.4 1 0.9 5 3.0 

Total ............... 250 100.0 112 100.0 138 100.0 

x2(1dD=4.86, p >.01 

a,ncludes sentences to state prison, the California Rehabilitation Center, and the California Youth Authority. 

Statistical analysis of the d1stribution of these data shows the probability of obtaining percent 

differences of this magnitude by chance alone to be less than one in one hundred. 

6i\ctually, :I smaller percent of NTF than non-NTF defendants were institutionalized. Had the p value of chi Slluarc, 
as set forth in the Methodology and Procedures section, been less stringent than p .0 I, this difference in percents 
would have been judged significant, 

IS 
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Anuly~i~ or Tables 10 and 14 indicatl.'s that tiL-spite 1110re serious arrest charges, NTF arrests real'iling 

superior court have less exlL'nsivL' and less seriolls prior records. This suggests that thl' nan:otics ta"k 

force is indeed arrestin~ some persons who, without the existence 01' NTF, would normally remain 

at large. 

TABLE 14 

NUMBER AND PERCENT OF DRUG DEFENDANTS. 

DISPOSED OF IN SAN MATEO COUNTY SUPERIOR COURT IN 1974 

By Prior Record and Credited Arresting Agency 
.. 

.,' 
--~- ~----.. ~-~ --.----~. - . .. ~.- ... - -- - ~-~.,.~ 

Narcotics task 
Total force (NTF) 

NOIl-NTF 
agencies 

- .•. -~ .. - .. -
Prior rL'cord t UIll ber N Percent 

.~ 

No prior fL'L'ord .. . 73 27.1 

Minor rL'L'onl a ... . XX 32.7 

Major rl.'ctHd b ... . lOX 40.1 

Total .. ~:.~::~~ 2()9 100.0 

-'--~T-~" . 
Numher Percent 

-.~-.--.--

46 37.1 
3X 30.(1 
40 32.2 

124 100.0 

.. 

Number 

27 
SO 
68 

145 

Pe fL'l.' lit 

IX.h 
34.S 
4(1. (j 

100.0 

, 
X-( 2d n~ I 2.27, P ( .01 

anne or more Mrests With no recorded dlsposltlon(S), fine dlsposltlOll, or sentence of less than 90 days in Jailor less than two years 

probation. 
blncludes sentences of qO days or more In Jatl, probation of two years or more, eVA or eRe commitments, and one or more 

prison commltment{s). Of lIlose With prior prison commitments, three are NTF and 13 non·NTF credited defendants. 

Notes: The pnor record of two NTF and six non·NTF credited defendants Is not known. 
Percents may I10t total 100.0 because of rounding. 
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DISCUSSIONS AND CONCLUSIONS . 

It is not intended that the \'l'latiVl.'ly formal style of thl' present rL'porl, as \Vt'll as tIll' statistkal 

signifiL'allL'l.' of -;ome of its findings, lead the reader to thl' conclusion that the study' dl.'sign was in 

any way L'\IJl'riml'ntal in nalurL'. That which was pointed out in thl' \1L'lllOdology and Procl.'durL's 

sl'ction is tllL'rerorL' heing rL'peatL'd at this point -- namely, the presL'nt study was l'lltirL'I~ 

exploratory: tlv.' design developed as the study progressed; and comparisons hL'twl'ell NTF and 

non-NTI' subkds (both as :l1'I'l'Sts and sliperior court lkkndHlltsl yielded L'onsilkrahly IlI(ln' 

significant dillerL'nces than would normally he expected, largely because or basil' dissil1lilaritiL's In 

NTF and non-NTF pL'r;.;ol1lll'l. objectives, and procedures. 

The (Joints malk in till' abow paragraph are meant to rL'affinn the exploratory nat'ul'l' or this study, 

as expliL'itly statl'd in its titk. ThL' foclIs has been placed primarily on tIll' t1l'vL'loPllll'l1t or a 

"L'omparatiVl.' lllL'thodology" rather than results per se. This emphasis. Iwwever, ill no \\ay 

diminishL'''i thl' i'act that important data have becn gathered whiL'h have pcrl11itteu numl'Wlis 

thollght-prodlldng comparisons between NTF and non-NTF subjects, both on arrest lIntl supL'rior 

cOllrt kw Is. 

It is belie\'ed that comparisons made, supplemented by both additional information and L'Xlwrt 

knowll'dge at the collnty level might, even at this late date, provide the basis for a Illeanin!!flll 

assesslllent or NTF performance. In view of the vast sums of money expendl'd, it would seem that 

the possibility of a morL' extensive anti intensive follow-up should be considered. 

It is the hL'lil'f (11' tht' wrilL'rs that a positiVL' contribution has bcl'nll1ade toward the deVL'lopIl1L'nt or 

a comparative Illl'thntlology i'or liSt' in the evaluation of this program (NTFl. as well as thl' othL'!' 

eight hl.'a\ily-runded narcotics l'nforcement programs instituted in California. The L'xpl'nditurl.' or 

such vast sums of money ($21 million) would seem to demand, if at all possible, a valid aSSL'SSl11L'nt 

or thl.'ir et'f'ediVL'ness. 

A.s stated in thl.' Ml'thodology and Procedurcs section, San Mateo COllnty was one of the sL'Vt'ral 

narcotics task forcL' cOlintiL's L'valuated. The evaluation study rC(JorfL'd hy thl' Criminal Justin' 

Research hlulltlation and rl'krred to earlier is in many respl'cts very differcnt from the prL'Sl'nt 

study. Both objectives and methodologies are dissimilar. Furthel'1110l'l'. thl' time period bctWl.'l'll 

studies is considerabll' (1972 versus 1(74). During this two-year period, changes in NTF starf are 

known to have occurred and, very probahly, changes in NTF operating procedures are very likely to 

have occurred. 
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Tllis hril'l ... Yllop ... is or hask dirli.'rences in the purpOSL' and method 01" the two 'itltdks is ill 110 way 

illll'llliL'd to 'ill!!!!l'St that a I.'olllparison of their respL,ctive findings and I"adOls assoL'iall'd with tlll'lll 

might Ilot prow hoth informative alltl worthwhile. It is intended, however, to L'onvl'y the conviction 

thaI 'iHch a l'ompari'iOIl is l1(1t within the Sl'ope or this report. 

Rl'vil'\\ or till' ,,\tl'llsiw 1l1lmhL'r or NTF and Iwn-N'lT clll1lparis\\I1S presl'l1 Il'd in 11ll' Findin/!'i 

sedion may kat! the rL'adl'r. as it has tilt' writers, to some interesting hypotheses, llnl"ortul1akly. 

without additional data. thL'Y L':1Il110t he testL'd. ThL'I'e are. howl'vcl'. a 1111nllwI' o!' comparisons, ,';,,11 

of wllkll \\oldd 'i,'L'm t(\ intikalL'. to a variahk l'xh'n1. that NTI' achil'Vl'ti tllI'l'L' important 

obkctiH's (I) the apprl'lll'llsion of the more serious olTenlil'r (Tabl,''i I () and 12 and l'elalL'd 

diSl'lhSillllS); I:) the apprehension or the morr..' elusive of render rl'ahk 14 and relall'd disL·lIssiol1l. 

and (3) thl..· making or hi!:!J1l'r-qtlalit~· arrests (Tahles2, 9, and 12, and related discussions), 

1'1'0111 thl' findings listed aboVl..'. there is little question that NTL rl'latin' to non-NTI' 1;1\\ 

l'nll\l\'l'nwilt agl'tll'il· .... had a positin' impact upon thl.' arrest and prosel'lltiol1 or narl'otil' olkmkr ... 

in Sail \1.1 tL'o" Coun ty, To a sign i fic<lll t ex ten t, l'e rtain idetl tinable objectives were ach kved. !Ill' 

l".;sential qlll,-;tioll that rl'nwins UllanSWl'retl. however, concerns how well tlll'Sl' ohjl'L'lin''i \\\.'1\' 

:tdlil'wt! in rdation to the amount 01 money and "f'fort expended, In otlll'1' words, Wl'l'l' thL' Ik,tll'lih 

to till' l'(1t1l1tV worth the l.'(\st'~ Bel.'all";L' the methodology for an aSSeSSllll'l1t of the coSt-l'fTl'l·tivl'Ill' ... S 

Il\ a pr(lgra\1~ Sh()lll~1 hl' an integral part of the initial development and impll'mentatioll 01 that 

program. this is a t]ul:'stion that will be difficult. if not impossible, to answer with rl'slwd to huth 

NTF and the ntill.'f L'Ollllty narcotics task forces within the context of the data discllssed in this 

rL'port. 
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APPENDIX 

Descriptiol1 of Data DeJ'e/opmefll Procedures 

The following reprl'sl'nt the tlm'L' data development procedures utilill'ti: 

1. Five-Yl'ar prol'iles werl..' tiL'velopl'd on San MatL'o County adult and juvenile arrl·sts. aITl'st 
lew!. prosecutions. and court dispositions as possible referellce data in the assessml'ttl or 
NTF (the Sail Mako County Narcotics Task Force), 

Data Wl'!\' collectl'd on all arrests credited to NTF, or arrests in which tlley partkipatl'd. 
rrom thl' program's inL'eption in August ItJ71 through April 11175. hu.:h NT\-, :lnl'stl'l' wa, 
trackL'd through the criminal justice system in order to gather informatioll 011 polk,' 
releases. district attorney rejections. and lower and supl'rior court dispositions. 

3. Bec;Just' of constraints in time and personne\. cOlllparabk data ror NT)' anti Iloll-task 
fol'l'l' law l'nrorl'l'Illl'llt agenl'ies were collel'teti 1'01' only 11)74. This was l'I'i't'l'll'tI hy 
dividing all 1974 San Mateo County superior court dispositons of drug ofTeJ1tit'rs into two 
groups -- the lirst composed of NTF creditl:'d arrests; and tht' sl'cond, those cretiited to all 
other l'ounty law enforcement agencies (non-NTF)' 

Data Sources 

The data dl'sl'I'ibed ahoVl' wel'L' obtained from the following live soun.:L's: 

I, NTF files provided inrormant data, facts rclated to NTF arrests, and descriptions of the 
type anti amount or dmgs confiscated. 

3. 

4. 

Records 0 I' local police tiepartmen ts and till' sheri Irs OrnCl' pnv\:ided reasons for till' 

policL' reka'iL' of arrestL'I'S (P.!'nal Code, Sl'ction ~q()b). Cases were classed as dhtrkt 
attOrtll'Y rl'.it.'ctions if bookinh! slips nokd a court datt.'. but filing information could not 
hL' lllcatl'd in court f'iles. 

rhL' San Matl'o County district attorney's index card fill' was the major sourCL' or superior 
and lower court Ilulllbl'rs which served as identifiers to access court records. 

San Mateo County Municipal and Superior Court dockets and files were screened for 

information 011 reasons for dismissals, charged and conviL'kd offenses, and sentenL'L'S 
rl'l'eivl'd. 

5. The OITemit'r-Based Transaction Statistics component of Be'S provided San Mateo 
County superior court disposition data for all defendants whose arrests were credited to 
NTI:' as well as those defendants whose arrests were credited to other law enforcement 
age ndes. 
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