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As the sumber of “improper supervisions” by the defendants and any others
who may have been also so misconducting themselves cannot be known, so
the extent of the impact on relapse figures also cannot be known but there
will certainty have been an impact.

I find the inereases in relapse figures are due much more to the factors T have
just referred to, in combination, rather than being the indicator of very
widespread improper practices such as these of D1 and 132, at such a level
that Supervisor or Executive Orders can be inferred,

1 and D2 each presented as a witness whose evidence was not plainly 1o
be disbelicved. Parts of their evidencs were eredible,

However the essence of their cass was thata “reading between the lines” of
documents such as Minutes of Meetings and the various reports, figures and
sfatistics referred to, should lead to the conclusion that there had indeed been
the Superior or Executive Orders they sought to establish in this hearing.

I do notaccept the interpretations necessary to found that conclusion nor do

- Taccept the conclusion itself. "Such evidence as has been given by D1 and
D2 as to claimed utterances from senior CSD officers taken as divesting or
being acquiescent as to improper supervision practices, I find not to be
¢redible. 1 do not believe them,

The prosecution witnesses gave evidence which I found to be clear, cogent
and compelling. I believed it

1 find the evidence does not establish the existence of Superior or Executive
Orders s to the improper supervision practices addressed in the evidence..

1 do however find, on the balance of probabilities, that , In additien to D1
and D2, smongst some unknown number, but certainly not all, of the front
line supervising officers of RU over the period covered by the service of DI
and D2 in RU, there bad developed a practice whereby there were departures
* from the officially instructéd requirements of supervision whereby, Lo
varying degrees, supervisees were dealt with in improper ways resnliing in
urine samples being produced or obrained In such ways as to net lead fo

13



Reesll Order processes being implemented despite there being indications
e Recall Order process would likely be warranted upon proper inquiry and
malysis being done..

The supervision process being corrupted in this way would of course have
wesulted in fewer recalls and corresponding figures piving an inaccurate
“betier” picture of the Success Rates than was the true “on the ground”
reality.

[ find however that the evidence does not establish that the gathering of
“better” Success Rates for forwarding to senior officers was the motivation
or driving force for the use of the improper practices.

1find the greater likelihood is that given the nature of the recovering drug
zddict supervisees themselves and the numbers of them required to have
fime-takipg “hands on” supervision by RU field staff, together with,the
dispiriting constancy of a high rate of field observations by supervisors of
supervisees having relapsed , there developed an attitude of “let’s just do
enough to deal with the numbers and keep things generally vnder control”,

Human nature being what it is, I do not of course, overlook the likelihood of
the element of “laziness by shorteut” being also present to some depree.
There is plainly more work required to assiduously supervise cach
supervisee fully as officially required, as opposed to doing whal was done
ere, circumventing of the full rigours of supervision by the various
improper means referred to in the Summary of Facts and the evidence.

Tind that the impropriety engaged in byD1 and D2 was molivated by self
interest of the sort.described in the forepoing passages rather than any
ntention fo genevate figures for use beyond the filing of field-level reports in
the course of the improperly conducted and shortened purported field.
upervisions.

In the resuit, the material upon which the defendants will be sentenced will

1ot include the eloment of “Superior or ¥xecutive Orders”, that not having

teen established on the evidence before me but will include my finding that

the defendants were not just two “rogue sipervisors” but that for some years
14



a gteater but unknown number of feliow field staff colleagues had acted or
were aeting similarly,

Let me say again with emphasis, I expressly do not find that the evidence
establishes all field supervisors of RU HLC over the period referred to were
engaged in the impropriety referred to in the evidence.

However [ do find that some unknowable number, it is to be hoped, a small
minority, were so engaged. Whatever that number was, it was sufficient to
imbue the defendants with the some “support by numbers” as the defendants
went.about what thcy well knew was misconduct,

Deputy Mapgistrate

27" September 2012
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