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| ssues and Fi ndi ngs

Di scussed in this Evaluation Bulletin:

Mari copa County, Arizona, adopted a new approach to
reduci ng use of illegal drugs, which targeted casua
users of marijuana as well as regular users of potent
drugs. The research study assessed the prograns's
first 2 years of operation, 1989-1991.

Key issues: A consortiumof 26 nunicipal, county,

State, and Federal |aw enforcenent agencies established
the Maricopa County Demand Reduction Programto enforce
zero tolerance for use of illegal drugs and hold al
users accountable for their actions. The programs

sl ogan, "Do drugs. Do tine." alerts users to the risk
of sanctions under Arizona's |aws whre possession of

an illegal drug is a felony.

Since the progranis aimis to reduce demand, it offers
di version to treatnment for offenders who are drug

users with no prior felony crimnal history. Ineligible
of fenders and those el egi ble offenders who fail to
conplete the 6- to 12-nonth treatnent program are

pr osecut ed.

The program requires paynent of fines and treatnent
costs. Revenues generated are contributed to the
county's general fund.



Maj or findings. The researachers found that the program
achieved its two principal objectives during its first
24 nont hs of operation.

o Creating community wi de awareness of the severity of
the drug problemand the need to hold all users
account abl e.

o0 I ncreasing and coordinating | aw enforcenent activities in
conbi nation with increased prosecutions or participation
in drug treatnent prograns.

These obj ectives were achei ved by:

o A major public education canpai gn, which depended entirely
on public/private effort for funds, equipment,
and materials.

o High profile arrest operations of a task force
of representatives of all participating agencies.

0 Retention within the crimnal justice system of
drug cases that m ght otherw se have been di sm ssed.

o Diversion of a |arge nunber of drug-use offenders
into treatnent, nost at the prefiling stage.

Target audi ence: Policymekers, |ocal governnment officials
| aw enforcenent administrators, treatnment professionals,
and community | eaders.

"Do drugs. Do time." That's the warning given by a
programin netropolitan Phoeni x, Arizona, that has
put into practice a new approach to reducing use
of illegal drugs--arresting casual users as a
deterrent to others and as a neans of getting them
into counseling and treatnent. The Maricopa County
Demand Reduction Program was eval uated under a
National Institute of Justice grant during its
first 24 nonths of operation (March 1989 to
February 1991). This Evaluation Bulletin outlines
the program and the eval uati on study.

A call for user accountability

Early efforts to reduce the demand for drugs
enphasi zed education, prevention, and treatnent,



especi al |y anong young people. Mre recently, |aw
enf orcenent and puni shnment - -whi ch had been
associated only with efforts to reduce supply--
becanme a part of the strategy to reduce demand.
Wth the passage of the Anti-Drug Abuse Act of
1988, a national policy of "user accountability"
was established, and | aw enforcenent cane into use
as a neans of dealing with users of marijuana as
wel | as nore potent drugs. Even casual drug use
becanme viewed as an integral and contributing part
of the national drug problem A broad-based range
of social and |egal sanctions were to be used to
hold all drug users accountable for their
behavior. Viewed in this light, drug users pose a
crimnal justice problem because they provide the
custoner base for illegal drug sales. Drug users
are in effect co-conspirators, and therefore | ega
renmedi es shoul d be applied to both the supply and
demand sides of the conspiracy.

On the basis of this concept, a consortium of 26
muni ci pal, county, State, and Federal |aw

enf orcenent agencies initiated the Maricopa County
Demand Reduction Programin March 1989. The
consortiumimedi ately captured the nationa
spotlight with the program s enphasis on zero

tol erance and user accountability. Legislators,
prosecutors, and police admnistrators

vi sited Phoenix to see the programin

oper ati on.

The programis two princi pal objectives were:

o} To create a comuni tywi de awareness of the
severity of the drug problem-to devel op a noral
consensus--and to alert drug users to the

I ncreased risk of |egal sanctions. Thus the

sl ogan, "Do drugs. Do tine."

o] To i ncrease and coordi nate | aw enf or cenent
activities, in conbination with either ful
prosecution or diversion to treatnent in lieu of
prosecution, to reduce the demand for drugs.

The primary purpose of the NIJ study of the
Mari copa County Demand Reduction Programwas to
determ ne how wel | the program achi eved t hese
objectives during its first 2 years. These were
positive findings:



o] The "Do drugs. Do tine." canpaign received
broad and sustai ned acceptance in the conmunity as
a public education and general deterrence program

o] The program et its objective of nmaking
illegal drug users accountable by retaining within
the crimnal justice systemdrug cases that m ght
ot herwi se have been di sm ssed.

o] The Denmand Reduction Program succeeded in
diverting a | arge nunber of drug-use of fenders
into treatnment, the vast majority at the prefiling
st age.

o} The program generated revenue for the

Mari copa County GCeneral Fund through booking fees
and additional fees paid by arrestees who chose
treatnent as an alternative to prosecution

o] During the study period, offenders who

conpl eted the TASC (Treat nent Assessnent Screening
Center) program had the | owest rates of rearrest
for a new charge of any offender category.

Feat ures of the Denand
Reducti on Program

Fi ve general features characterize this program
It is first of all a conprehensive programthat
i ntegrates education, |aw enforcenment, and
treatnent into a unified canpai gn agai nst drug
use.

Second, there is participation by all |aw

enf orcenent agencies, thereby ensuring a singular
voi ce, a unified program plan, and a pool of
personnel, equi pnent, information, and ot her
resources designed specifically for this program
The | evel of involvenent, however, varies

consi derably anong the many partici pating

agenci es.

Third, the program enjoys a high |evel of
comruni ty support. Public opinion favors strong

| egal sanctions agai nst drug users, but also
supports diversion to treatnment for first-tine

of fenders. Local nedia provide support by

ext ensi ve news coverage and favorable editorials.

The "Do drugs. Do tine." canpai gn depends on a



public/private partnership, which has contri buted
nore than $500,000 in time, equipnment, and
materials to produce and distribute "Do Drugs. Do
Time." posters and tel evision announcenents.

Pl acards on city buses, billboards (see exanpl e of
poster, page 2) above mmjor streets and hi ghways,
and tel evised public service announcenents
procl ai mthat persons who "do drugs" can expect to
"do tine." This nessage is directed to
stereo-typi cal casual or recreational users: young
white adults with a high level of education and a
confortable style of |iving.

Fourth, the programis aided by tough | aws that
provide latitude to the prosecutor and increase
the |ikelihood that offenders will accept
diversion to the treatnent program In Arizona
possessi on of even the small est amount of an
illegal drug is a felony.

Finally, the program generates revenues. Every
person who enters the diversionary treatnent
program pays $50 for jail processing, $500 to

$1, 200 (dependi ng on type of charge) to the

Ari zona Drug Enforcenent Fund, and $135 to $1, 800
(dependi ng on the program for the treatnent
itself, with a sliding fee schedule for | ower

i ncome and i ndi gent of fenders.

How t he program wor ks

A step-by-step process that is triggered

when a user is arrested.

The user accountability program has four
conponents. The first two consist of heightened

| aw enforcenent efforts |leading to arrest, one
conponent under the direction of a nultiagency
task force and the other directed by uniforned
patrol officers. The third conponent is increased
prosecution, and the fourth is diversion to

treat nment.

The task force approach. In addition to providing
visibility for the program the consortium pl ays
an integral part in its operation. The consortium
formed a task force made up of 1 or nore
representatives of each of the 26 participating
agencies, with the size made nore nanageabl e by

di viding the county and its many agencies into 3



regi ons: East, Central, and West. Each region has
its own task force commander, who works with the
task force coordinator in obtaining the necessary
assi stance i n personnel and equi pnment to carry out
specific operations in their respective areas.

The task force coordinates and directs two types
of operations. The "reverse sting"” is used where
street drug sales take place. Drug sellers are
arrested and replaced by undercover officers;
anyone attenpting to buy drugs fromthese
undercover officers is arrested. The second
operation targets known sites of heavy public drug
use, such as nightclub parking lots, rock
concerts, and recreational areas, for police
surveillance and arrests. In both cases, the
operations have been infrequent and irregular, but
their high local visibility and nedi a coverage
have publicly reinforced the "Do drugs. Do tine."
nmessage.

Prosecution or diversion to treatnent. The
consequences of arrest results in different
options. Under the policy of zero tolerance, the
County Attorney's office assures the | aw
enforcenent conmmunity that it will prosecute al
of fenders who do not qualify for, accept, or
successfully conplete the diversion program

At a mninum persons arrested for drug use are
expected to spend a few hours in the county jail
while they are booked and awaiting an initial
hearing. It is hoped that the prospect of arrest,
formal booking, and short confinenent in a holding
cell will be a sufficient sanction to deter many
of the m ddl e-class casual users targeted by this
program

Qualifications to enter the drug treatnent program
vary somewhat depending on the drug possessed, but
t he general purpose is to offer diversion only to
casual users with no prior felony crimna

history. Arrestees who are diverted to the
treatment program can be seen as "doing tine"
during the 6 to 12 nonths they are in the

out patient treatnment program

Treat ment program operations. The Maricopa County
Attorney/ TASC Drug Diversion Programis a
communi ty-based treatnent strategy designed to



reduce subsequent drug use. Those who enter it
nmust agree to neet all program conditions
I ncl udi ng random uri nal ysis nonitoring.

The program i ncorporates four drug-specific
treatnment progranms, which vary in duration

obj ectives, and nethods. But all involve sone
conmbi nation of randomurine testing and an
educational sem nar, and all but the programfor
mari j uana possession invol ve sone degree of

i ndi vidual or group counseling. Those who enter
the program nust attend all required sem nars,

| ectures, and counseling sessions.

In addition to neeting all requirenents of the

di versi on program participants nust pay in full
all fees assessed them Each offender booked and
held at the county jail nmust pay a jail house
processing fee of $50. The offender nust al so pay
an Arizona Drug Enforcenent Fund fee, which varies
by drug type from $500 for possession of narijuana
to $1,200 for possession of cocaine. The of fender
is al so assessed a fee equal to the costs of the
treatment program the fee ranges from $135 for
the 90-day possession of marijuana programto nore
than $1,600 for 12-nonth prograns for possession
of either cocaine or illegal prescription drugs. A
sliding schedule of fees is used for |ower incone
of fenders, and a total waiver of all fees is
avai |l abl e for indigent cases. The paynent of fees
may be spread over 24 nonths.

Further, all program participants, including those
charged with possession of marijuana, nust provide
a witten statenent of facts admtting the instant
of fense and agreeing that this statenment woul d be
adm ssible in court if they fail to conplete the
treatnment program 1 Ineligible offenders and those
eligible offenders who fail to conplete the
treatnent program are prosecuted. 2

Eval uati on findi ngs

The findings reported in this Evaluation Bulletin
focus primarily on the inplenentation of the
program and on the program s effects on such

i ssues as net wi dening and recidivism

Program i npl enentati on and support. The survey of



1,200 patrol officers found the majority aware of
the program and nmany indicated they had increased
their own enforcenent efforts. An even | arger
nunber felt that the departnent was making a
greater effort in enforcing drug use |laws. The
survey findings indicated that many officers knew
little about the program It appears that

uni fornmed officers would benefit from periodic

I nformati on and training sessions regarding the
program and from systematic updates on its
operations and on the outcones of cases.

Task force operations. The task force played a
smal | but highly visible role in the program It
conducted 38 operations, nearly evenly divided

bet ween reverse stings and sweeps, producing a
total of 730 arrests during the first 2 years.
"Attenpt to possess a narcotic drug" was the nost
frequently cited charge, accounting for 41 percent
of the task force cases. Possession of marijuana
was al so conmon, representing 32 percent of the
cases.

If the value of task force operations were based
sinply on the nunber of persons arrested and

ei ther prosecuted or diverted to treatnent, the
730 arrests could not justify the task force's
very high costs in tine, resources, and personnel
But the value of the task force resides inits
ability, especially when aided by |ocal electronic
and print nedia, to provide the requisite

hi gh-profile activities designed to alert the
public that drug users are being arrested.
Cccurring at a rate of nore than one a nonth,

t hese operations are sufficiently frequent and

di spersed around the county to achieve their

I ntended purpose. In sum task force operations
are the visible presence of the "Do drugs. Do tine."

canpai gn.

Net wi dening. The program served to "w den the
net" of the crimnal justice system Although
there was a decrease in the percentage of cases
filed for prosecution at subm ssion, there was

al so a decrease in the percentage of cases

di sm ssed at subm ssion, suggesting that many

di verted cases woul d not have been retained in the
systemwere it not for the commtnent to zero

tol erance. That is, had there been no program
sonme cases that were diverted to treatnent



seem ngly woul d have been dism ssed entirely. The
I nclusi on of these cases widens the net in terns
of both the nunber and types of offenders.

Prosecutors basically nake two decisions: one, the
initial decision that the case is prosecutabl e;
that is, that the strength of the case warrants it
to be accepted for prosecution rather than be
rejected and returned to the submtting agency.
The second decision is whether the case is or is
not eligible for deferred prosecuti on pending
successful conpletion of the treatment program
Persons referred to the comunity-based drug
treatnent program have tended to be young, white,
mal e first offenders charged with a single count
of possession of marijuana or cocai ne.

The outcomes of these decisions show that prosecutors
declined to prosecute fewer than one-fifth of the cases.

It is inmportant to note that although nearly 73
percent of prosecutable cases were deened eligible
for diversion to treatnent, only 35 percent of
those eligible accepted the initial offer. This
means that only 1,452 (or about 25 percent) of the
5,737 prosecutable offenders were both eligible
for and accepted the offer of treatnent.

Rel atively few people actually refused the
treatment option. Rather, they sinply failed to
respond to the letters of information about the

di versi on program sent by the County Attorney,

ei ther because they did not receive the letters or
because they ignored or refused to take delivery
of them Nonresponse neant that the case was filed
and a warrant issued.

A smal| percentage (10 percent) of this group were
| ater diverted to treatnent after being arrested
under the warrants that were issued.

Despite this indication that nore offenders coul d
have entered the treatnent programthan actually
did, the Demand Reduction Program has succeeded in
di verting a | arge nunber of drug-use offenders
into treatnment, the vast majority at the prefiling
st age.

O those who entered the treatnent programat this



initial stage, three out of four successfully
conpl eted the program This ratio is related to
the type of drug used. Marijuana users were
significantly nore likely to be diverted to
treatment, to enter treatnent when eligible, and
to conplete the programthey entered than other
drug users, especially users of cocaine. This
result may be influenced by two factors. One has
to do with the different effects of marijuana and
cocaine on users' ability to stay drug-free and to
adhere to the rules and regi nen of treatnment. The
second factor relates to differences in the
mar i j uana and cocai ne treatnent prograns

t hensel ves. The marijuana programis | ess
expensi ve and of shorter duration than prograns
for other drugs, making it a nore attractive
alternative to prosecution and an easi er program
to conpl ete successfully.

Reci divism Recidivismis defined as any new
charge submtted to the County Attorney's office
after the initial offense that first brought the
of fender to the attention of the Denmand Reducti on
Program O the 7,012 offenders referred to the
County Attorney's review, approximtely one out of
five were re-arrested during the period of
observation; of these, 44 percent were charged
with a drug of fense, 29 percent with a property

of fense, and 12 percent with a crine against a
person. The nmean length of tinme between entry into
t he Demand Reduction Program and reci di vi sm was
177 days, or nearly 6 nonths.

Recidivismrates were different for persons who
accepted and persons who refused the treatnent
option. O the offenders deened eligible by the
County Attorney's Ofice for diversion to

treat nent between March 1989 and March 1990, the
following conmtted another crine before May 1,
1991:

o] 26 percent of those who did not respond to
the offer of treatnent.

0 18 percent of those who refused
treat nment.
o] 11 percent of those who entered

treat nent.



Further, the evaluation results indicate that
def endants who choose to enter treatnent,
especially those who then conpl ete the treatnent
program have a significantly slower return to
recidi vismthan those eligible defendants who do
not enter treatnent.

These findings my be due to the success of the
treatnment program or they may result fromthe

of fenders' self-selection into the program That
is, the same reasons that notivated persons to
enter and succeed in treatnent nmay have been the
reasons that notivated themto cease future
crimnal activities. It is clear, however, that
entering the programand conpl eting treatnent were
significant indicators of differential |engths of
time to recidivism

Generation of funds for treatnent. The Denmand
Reduction Program has resulted in the fl ow of
substantial funds to the Maricopa County Gener al
Fund, in addition to the fees paid for the
treatment programitself. Wile the personnel and
resource costs of the programare not known, it is
known that $39,342 was collected in jail house
processing fees and $850,411 in the Arizona Drug
Enf orcenent Fund during the first 2 years of the
program These revenues were independent of the
fees assessed to cover the costs of the users
participation in treatnent.

Concl usi on

Inits first 2 years of operation, the Maricopa
County Demand Reduction Programresulted in

I ncreased use of treatnent as an option to either
a case turndown or filing of charges. Cases that
woul d have been actively prosecuted previously
continue to be actively prosecuted wthin the
program Due to the net w dening of the "zero
tol erance" policy, those cases that woul d have
been rejected for prosecution previously are now
accepted into the programand diverted to

treat ment.

Conpari sons of those who are eligible for
treatment illustrate that exposure to the TASC
treatment significantly prolongs the tine to
reci di vism
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As noted, the objectives of the Maricopa County
Demand Reduction Programare to alert potenti al
drug users to their risk of arrest and to increase
and coordinate | aw enforcenent, prosecution, and
treatnent activities to reduce the denmand for
drugs. NI J's evaluation | ooked for answers to

t hese questions: Was the programi npl enented as
desi gned? Did the programconformto the standards
establ i shed at the outset? Did decisions to defer
prosecution pending treatnent adhere to stated
eligibility criteria? Did the programresult in
significant changes in arrests, bookings, and
prosecuti ons?

The eval uati on consi sted of the follow ng
activities:

o} A two-wave survey of nearly 1,200 unifornmed
patrol officers throughout the county in Mrch
1990 and March 1991 to assess the |evel of

of ficers' know edge of the program support for
its goals, and behavior consistent with those
goal s.

o] A study of 7,012 persons agai nst whom
crimnal charges were submtted and revi ewed by
the County Attorney during the Demand Reduction
Programis first 24 nonths, from March 1989 through
February 1991. The purpose was to study the flow
of cases and their outcones.

o] A tinme-series analysis of aggregated data to
di scover changes in arrest and prosecution
practices over time that could be attributed to

t he program
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