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Executive Summary

Introduction

Since 1990, pursuant to Arizona Revised Statute (A.R.S.) §41-2405.12, the Arizona Criminal
Justice Commission has been conducting a survey of the state’s various criminal justice agencies
to assess the status of street gangs and street gang-related crime. The purpose of this report is to
detail the findings of the 1998-1999 survey results.

During the 1994 session, the Arizona State Legislature passed several street gang-related
definitions and sentencing provisions.  Included in these definitions are seven criteria that
constitute formal Gang Member Identification Criteria (GMIC), which were originally developed by
the Arizona Department of Public Safety (DPS) to determine gang membership. New sentencing
provisions for defined street gang members increased the presumptive, minimum and maximum
sentence for offenses by three years in addition to any other applicable enhanced sentences. This
report focuses on the impact of these statutes on gang membership in Arizona from four
perspectives: law enforcement, prosecution, probation and corrections.

This report measures the prevalence of gang activity in the state in accordance with A.R.S. §41-
2416. Street gang information was gathered in several ways. First, Arizona Criminal Justice
Commission staff administered four separate questionnaires: one each to law enforcement,
prosecution, probation and correction agencies. All federal, state, county and local agencies in
Arizona that fell into one of these categories were asked for their views through these surveys.
Second, separate interviews were conducted with officers/deputies from the Arizona Department
of Public Safety’s Gang Intelligence and Team Enforcement Mission (GITEM), the Apache County
Sheriff’s Office, the Gila River Tribal Police Department, the Arizona Department of Juvenile
Corrections, and the Western Maricopa County Narcotics/Gang Task Force. Third, a questionnaire
was administered to a sample of 9,093 public school students representative of the entire state to
determine gang prevalence among this group.

This report describes the findings of these studies by first reviewing the survey results from the law
enforcement, prosecution, probation and correctional agencies, from the group interviews, and
concluding with the analysis of public school students.

Law Enforcement Agencies

Street Gangs in Arizona 1998-1999 includes the largest number of federal responses in the history
of the survey, with eleven federal law enforcement agencies responding. Not all of these agencies
collect their own information or intelligence on street gangs, but all report working with local and
state agencies on the street gang problem in Arizona.

Even though Federal agencies do not compile their own statistics on gangs and gang members,
they do utilize state information. The Arizona Department of Public Safety maintains a database
that includes all gangs, gang members and gang activity, which is attained from state, county and
local law enforcement agencies. According to the Arizona Department of Public Safety, the
number of gangs has risen slightly from 691 in 1998 to 726 in 1999, but the total number of gang
members in 1999 is less than in 1998 by a difference of 2,594 members1.

County and municipal agencies compile their own street gang statistics. Of the 15 county sheriff
agencies, 12 responded to the 1999 street gang survey. Of the counties that responded, the
number of gangs has more than doubled in the last two years from 73 gangs in 1998 to 174 in
1999. Seventy of the 81 responding municipal law enforcement agencies reported an increase of
more than 3,000 gang members from 1998 to 1999, and the number of gangs doubled from 447
to 899.

It is hypothesized that with increases in population comes an increase of individuals who join
gangs. At the 2000 National Gang Conference in Anaheim, California, it was reported that gang
members comprise about one percent of a community’s population. Therefore, theoretically

                                        
1 This may be due to fewer members claiming gang membership because of enhanced sentencing for documented
gang members.
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Arizona’s total street gang population in 1999 should equal about 50,000 gang members2.
However, the highest report of documented gang members by ACJC was 13,213 in 1998, only
.27% of the total population. Arizona’s gang population in the last ten years has not exceeded .3%
of the total population.

The criminal activities gangs engage in range from homicide to liquor violations. Law enforcement
officials reported that in 1998 and 1999 the most frequent activities gang members engaged in
were aggravated assault, burglary/theft, criminal damage, and narcotic trafficking and/or sales.

Thirty-four percent of responding law enforcement agencies reported that the gangs in their area
had some type of organization. When asked if the gangs demonstrated a hierarchical organization,
31% of agencies said there was evidence of organized leadership and almost an equal number
reported that some of the activities gangs engaged in are organized. Descriptions of gang
organizations, as explained by law enforcement, range from ‘loose’ to ‘very structured’.

                                        
2 1999 Department of Economic Security figures reported the state of Arizona total population as 4,924,350, so one
percent would equal 49,244 gang members.
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Prosecution Agencies

Of the prosecution agencies responding to the 1999 street gang report, 16 reported collecting
their own street gang information. Fifteen agencies received information from other criminal
justice agencies, four received information from sources other than criminal justice agencies and
six disseminated information to other criminal justice agencies. The number of prosecution
agencies participating in gang task forces rose from eight agencies in 1998 to 12 in 1999.

The number of gang-related felonies dismissed against adults in the last two years has remained
about the same with 36 in 1998 to 37 in 1999. The number of juvenile delinquency cases that
negotiated a plea increased from zero in 1998 to 52 in 1999. In fact, the adjudication of juveniles
has increased between 1998 and 1999, with more juveniles charged and sentenced to detention,
probation or intensive probation in 1999 than in 1998. Bench dispositions for both felony and
delinquency cases rose dramatically in the last two years. Felony cases went from zero to 38 and
delinquency cases were at zero in 1998 and rose to 13 in 1999. The jump in juvenile delinquency
cases may be the result of juvenile justice reform laws and the enhanced prosecution of gang
members.

According to municipal and county prosecutors the most common misdemeanor charges and
offenses brought against gang members in 1999 were assault, carrying a concealed weapon,
criminal damage, disorderly conduct and threats/intimidation. Felony charges and offenses most
commonly brought against gang members were aggravated assault, armed robbery, criminal
damage, participating in a criminal street gang and auto/vehicle theft. Delinquency charges
include assault, burglary, possession of marijuana, weapons offenses and vehicle theft.

Probation Agencies

Probation agencies have a different perspective on street gangs in comparison to law enforcement
agencies because in addition to enforcing court orders, probation officers are able to monitor gang
members on a regular basis. A total of 22 supervising probation departments in Arizona
responded to the 1999 street gang survey. In all, information was received from 13 of the 15
counties throughout the state, and the United States Federal Probation Department for the District
of Arizona.

According to data received by these departments, the number of street gang members supervised
on probation has increased more than seven times in the last five years, rising from 186 gang
members in 1995 to 1,318 in 1999. The county probation departments reported that in 1998 and
1999, more juvenile gang members were supervised than adult gang members.

The 1999 Street Gang Survey of probation departments asked agencies to report the most
common type of offense for which gang members are sentenced to probation. The most common
offenses committed by street gang members on probation were aggravated assault, assault,
criminal damage and various drug offenses ranging from possession to sales and manufacturing.
The United States Federal Probation Department reported that gang members supervised on
federal probation are convicted of crimes such as bank robbery and counterfeiting.

Probation departments generally believe that consistency in identification and reporting of gang
members has improved in the last two years. In 1999, 65% of probation departments reported
this consistency existed, which is up from 35% of the departments in 1998. The majority (80%) of
Arizona county probation departments reported that current criminal statutes adequately address
the street gang problem. They also believe that the Arizona gang problem is either currently under
control or can be controlled with current resources.

Correctional Agencies

Federal correctional populations differ from state correctional populations because of the
difference in crimes prosecuted between the federal and state levels. Federal inmates tend to be
convicted on “organized” types of crime, such as fraud and racketeering, while state inmates are
most often convicted for acts of violence, such as murder and aggravated assault. Research thus
far has shown that most street gangs are not involved in organized crime activity, but are involved
in more violent acts of crime. Therefore, identified gang members are found more often in state
correctional facilities.
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In 1999, the Federal Correctional Institution reported 158 identified security threat group/street
gang members housed within the Tucson facility. There is not a specialized unit dedicated to
security threat groups/street gang issues at this time.

The Arizona Department of Corrections is the Arizona state-level agency created “[t]o serve and
protect the people of Arizona by imprisoning those offenders legally committed to the Department
and by providing community based supervision for those conditionally released”3. Upon entrance
into the Arizona Department of Corrections, inmates are identified for tracking purposes in order
to determine street gang membership, whether the inmates will become threats to institutional
security, or likely to coalesce in a security threat group.

In 1999, the Arizona Department of Corrections used A.R.S. §13-105 and Corrections Department
Order 806 to validate 422 gang members and suspect another 856 security threat group/street
gang members for a total 1,278 documented members. A specialized unit consisting of one
supervisor and five special investigators worked in the Security Threat Group Unit in 1999 to focus
on this population.

Nationally, organized gang activity within the prison system is becoming more sophisticated than
activity on the outside4. The Arizona Department of Corrections does experience “organized”
activity among inmate gang members and other gang members (either inside or outside the
facility). Types of organized activity include drug-related activity, extortion, assault and homicide.

Adult correctional facilities label prison gangs as ‘security threat groups’ because in a secured
setting, for any extended length of time, gangs can pose a threat to the security of an institution.
Juvenile correctional facilities, on the other hand, do not label street gang members as security
threat groups because the length of stay in a juvenile correctional facility is usually only a few
months, giving juveniles little opportunity to coalesce into security threat groups who pose a great
threat to the institution.

The Arizona Department of Juvenile Corrections operates five facilities for youthful offenders. Every
youth entering the Arizona Department of Juvenile Corrections has a full evaluation in the first 28
days. Individuals are identified according to A.R.S. §13-105 for gang membership, and if gang
affiliation is determined, pictures are taken of any tattoos or identifying marks associated with the
gang. Once street gang membership information is compiled, it is entered into a computerized
system that tracks any future activity the individual is involved in during their stay at ADJC.

The names of every street gang and the number of members that claim to belong to the gang are
tracked every month by the Arizona Department of Juvenile Corrections. In all, a total of 118 gangs
were identified for a total of 221 gang members in 1999.

Almost half of the gang-related incidents reported are youth-on-youth assaults. In 1999 at Adobe
Mountain, there were 249 youth-on-youth assaults and 44 staff assaults. ADJC reports having
some organized gang activity, but the extent of this activity is unknown.

Correctional institutions and the gangs within these institutions vary by age and level of
prosecution (state or federal). Juvenile institutions handle street gang members differently than
adult institutions do because of the difference in incarceration time, and decreased tendency for
juvenile gangs to become organized.

                                        
3 Mission statement of the Arizona Department of Corrections.
4 FBI Law Enforcement Bulletin Violent Crimes among Juveniles. “Focus on Corrections, Correctional Criminal
Investigators, The New Cops on the Beat”. June 2000.
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Street Gang Task Forces

Within the last twenty years, criminal justice agencies in Arizona have developed multi-agency,
multi-jurisdictional task forces to combat drug, gang and violent crime issues across the state.
Three criminal justice agencies are examined to show differences in the way task forces are
developed and operate.

The Gang Intelligence and Team Enforcement Mission (GITEM), Arizona’s statewide multi-agency
task force, has two major missions: to impact gang related criminal activity wherever it occurs in
Arizona, and to increase awareness and skill in dealing with and documenting the existence of
gangs and their members throughout the state.

The primary goal of the Western Maricopa County Narcotics/Gang Task Force is to reduce gang
involvement in criminal activities and reduce the sale, distribution and use of illegal drugs.
Throughout its history, this task force has seen gang membership and gang-related activities
change over the years. Within the last few years, the Task Force has reported that the identification
of gang members has become increasingly difficult because gang members are less willing to
display their membership due to the increased punishments associated with being identified.

Although Apache County is not densely populated, officers at the Apache County Sheriff’s Office
are deeply involved in statewide gang enforcement efforts. A county-level drug, gang and violent
crime task force called ACCENT (Apache County Cooperative Enforcement Narcotics Team) has
been in effect since 1988. ACCENT is a small, formally organized multi-jurisdictional, multi-agency
narcotics task force comprised of local law enforcement officers who work in conjunction with a
full-time drug case prosecutor. The goal of this Task Force is to identify, arrest and prosecute drug
traffickers, and seize drugs and forfeitable assets.

Gangs in Apache County have not evolved in the same way that street gangs in Maricopa County
have. Instead, the Apache County Sheriff’s Office reports that most of the gangs in Apache County
were developed through the relocation of some Chicago gang members, and therefore have been
influenced by Chicago based gangs.

The two most prominent gangs in Apache County are called the Cobras and the Dragons, which are
rival gangs. These gangs focus heavily on influencing and recruiting young members. These
organizations are often successful because they provide a sense of belonging that some youth
need in their lives and are actively seeking. Both gangs are based out of the Navajo Nation capitol
of Window Rock.

Gang violence in Apache County is different from urban areas of Arizona. In Apache County, violent
acts not involving a gun are often reported as gang-related activities, such as beating a person to
death with a rock. Guns and weapons are making their way into Apache County, but non-traditional
forms of assault are more prevalent at this time.

In 1998, the Gila River Police Department was established as an independent tribal law
enforcement agency not affiliated with the Federal Bureau of Indian Affairs. At present,
approximately 40 officers cover 600 square miles of reservation land. The Gila River Police
Department has recognized the beginnings of a gang problem and to be proactive began working
to revise the nation’s children’s code by including elements of A.R.S. §13-105, to deal with
criminal street gangs.

Their long-term goal is to form a gang task force when they have the resources, but in the
meanwhile, they have begun collecting information and intelligence on gang-related incidents and
members. Because gangs often travel through adjacent jurisdictions, outside information and
intelligence is collected from the Chandler, Casa Grande, Coolidge and Phoenix Police
Departments. In addition, some Gila River Police officers have attended the State Gang Task Force
school.

The Gila River Police Department has reported some interesting trends in their street gang
population. For example, it is common for brothers, fathers and sons from the same family to join
rival gangs rather than the same gang. Most of the gangs on the reservation are Native American,
however, there are non-reservation gang members/taggers who graffiti on the reservation.

The most common crime among citizens of the Native American Community, whether or not they
are gang members, is assault. The Gila River community is similar to Apache County in that the
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majority of gang-related assaults involve physical confrontation rather than the use of guns.
Stealing cars for joy riding purposes and drive-by shootings are crimes that have also increased
among the Gila River gang population.

Public School Students and Gangs

Gang-related activities often begin while children are still in their pre-teen to teenage years. For
this reason, an examination of gang membership among public school students has been
conducted for several years by Arizona Criminal Justice Commission staff.

To gauge how many students were either involved with or interested in gangs, students in grades
six through twelve participated in the survey and were asked if they were in a gang. In all, a total of
6.5% students claimed gang membership.

The National Longitudinal Survey of Youth report (1997) surveyed a nationwide sample of students
between 12-16 years of age about gang membership. In this national sample, 5% of students
claimed they belonged to a gang5. Of the students between 12-16 years of age in the Arizona
sample, 5.5% of students reported they were in a gang. Therefore, Arizona’s survey data is
consistent with the national average on gang membership among this age group.

Half of all Arizona students reported they knew someone who was a gang member. Included in this
statistic are the 19.3% of students reporting they had a gang member in their family, 30.5% knew
a gang member in their neighborhood and 45.2% knew a gang member at their school6. Of the
national sample of students, 28% reported the presence of gangs in their school7. Arizona students
report a greater awareness of the presence of gang members in their schools than students
nationally.

According to the survey, gang members are much more likely to exhibit threatening behaviors on
school property than are other public school students. In some instances, these differences are
quite large. Gang members are:
• Six times more likely to have brought a weapon to school six or more days in a month.
• Six times more likely to have been injured with a weapon on school property in the last year.
• Twice as likely to know someone who has brought a weapon to school in the last month.
• Seven times more likely to have been involved in 12 or more physical fights on school property

within a year.
• Six times more likely to have been threatened with a weapon on school property within a year.

The results of this study has demonstrated that agencies across the spectrum of criminal justice
generally agree on certain issues that will increase their effectiveness in handling street gang
issues. Across the criminal justice system, agencies reported a need for increased interagency
communication, increased community education and increased prevention/intervention strategies.
An assessment of the needs reported by criminal justice agencies in this report is being planned.
Discussions groups will be conducted in an effort to find solutions to the needs of the criminal
justice system to deal more effectively with street gang activities. These changes will allow the
criminal justice system to become better coordinated for a better Arizona community.

                                        
5 United States Department of Justice; Office of Justice Programs; Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention (1999). Juvenile Offenders and Victims: 1999 National Report.
6 These figures add up to more than 50% because a student can know a gang member(s) in their family and/or a gang
member(s) in their neighborhood and/or a gang member(s) at school.
7 United States Department of Justice; Office of Justice Programs; Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention (1999). Juvenile Offenders and Victims: 1999 National Report.
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Introduction
During the 1994 session, the Arizona State Legislature passed several street gang-related
definitions and sentencing provisions. Section §13-105 of the Arizona Revised Statute (A.R.S.)
defines “criminal street gang” and “criminal street gang member.” A.R.S. §13-105.7 reads:
“‘Criminal street gang’ means an ongoing formal or informal association of persons whose
members or associates individually or collectively engage in the commission, attempted
commission, facilitation or solicitation of any felony act and who has at least one individual who is
a criminal street gang member.” A.R.S. §13-105.8 states: “Criminal street gang member” means
an individual who meets two of the following seven criteria:

a) Self-proclamation.
b) Witness testimony or official statement.
c) Written or electronic correspondence.
d) Paraphernalia or photographs.
e) Tattoos.
f) Clothing or colors.
g) Any other indicia of street gang membership.

Collectively, these seven criteria constitute formal Gang Member Identification Criteria (GMIC),
originally developed by the Arizona Department of Public Safety (DPS) to determine gang
membership. Each of these criterions is examined individually below.

• Self-Proclamation: the self-admission of gang membership or association with a street
gang. Self-proclamation can be documented in all records of contact using suspect,
victim, and/or witness accounts by criminal justice agencies.

• Witness testimony or official statement: many include court testimony, depositions, or
interviews with suspects, victims, witnesses, or confidential informants.

• Written or electronic correspondence: includes information referencing any gang
activity, incidents, names or nicknames. These references may be found in letters,
notes, tapes or documents, and can be noted in records of contact, intelligence
information and incidents of criminal investigation by law enforcement agencies.

• Paraphernalia or photographs: includes photographs or drawings depicting gang
membership, association or involvement. Also included are rings, calling cards,
weapons, or other symbols referring to the gang, whether in or out of the control or
possession of the gang member. These objects aid in identification of individuals and
groups by showing locations, documents or propaganda relating to the gang.

• Tattoos: may be used in identifying a specific gang moniker or symbol, regardless of
gang type. The tattoos may be covered up, burned out or be old tattoos.

• Clothing and colors: may include the type, color or manner in which clothing is worn.
Other signs include rags, patches, belt buckles and/or jewelry. The type of gang may
be a street, prison, motorcycle, or other gang, and the articles may include bandannas,
hats, vests, specific colors and accessories.

• Any other indicia of street gang membership: this seventh indicator of street gang
membership provides for recognition of new or innovative ways the ever-changing gang
cultures may devise for self-recognition or recognition by others.

Arizona Revised Statutes §13-604(T) and §13-2308 deal with sentencing issues. A.R.S. §13-604(T)
states, “A person convicted of committing any felony offense with the intent to promote, further or
assist any criminal conduct by a criminal street gang shall not be eligible for suspension of
sentence, probation, pardon or release from confinement on any basis except as authorized by
A.R.S. §31-233, subsection a or b until the sentence imposed by the court has been served, the
person is eligible for release pursuant to §41-1604.7 or the sentence is commuted. The
presumptive, minimum and maximum sentence for the offense shall be increased by three years.
The additional sentence imposed pursuant to this subsection is in addition to any enhanced
sentence that may be applicable.

A.R.S. §13-2308 has three relevant subsections:
F. Assisting a criminal syndicate is a class 4 felony. If committed for the benefit of, at the

direction of, or in association with any criminal street gang, with the intent to promote,
further or assist any criminal conduct by the gang, assisting a criminal syndicate is a
class 3 felony.

G. A person who violates subsection A, paragraph 1,2,3 or 4 of this section for the benefit
of, at the direction of or in association with any criminal street gang, with the intent to



Street Gangs in Arizona 1998-1999 9

promote, further or assist any criminal conduct by the gang, is guilty of a class 2
felony.

H. Use of a common name, common identifying sign or symbol shall be admissible and
may be considered in proving the combination of persons or enterprises required by
this section.

Research Methods

Since 1990, the Arizona Criminal Justice Commission (ACJC) has been conducting an annual
statewide survey of state, county and municipal law enforcement agencies in an effort to assess
the current status of street gangs and gang-related drug activity in Arizona. In 1992 and 1993, the
survey was expanded to include federal, tribal and airport law enforcement agencies as well as
prosecutors and probation departments. The l998-1999 report includes responses from federal,
state, county, tribal, university, airport, railroad and municipal law enforcement agencies; federal,
state, county and municipal prosecuting attorneys; federal and county adult and juvenile probation
agencies; the Federal Bureau of Prisons, the Arizona Department of Corrections and the Arizona
Department of Juvenile Corrections.

In both 1998 and 1999, the street gang survey instruments were expanded to include more
specific questions and omit unnecessary questions. Specific content areas and questions were
then tailored to each particular group (law enforcement, prosecution, probation or corrections). All
four groups were asked the same questions regarding street gang information, gang member
identification and street gang task forces. Street gang information questions dealt with collection
and dissemination methods and information systems. Gang member identification items referred
to agency awareness and use of the criteria in A.R.S. §13-105.8 (a-g).

All agencies were asked questions regarding their participation in local or regional street gang task
forces. The needs and concerns of the agencies were assessed by asking questions regarding the
adequacy of current criminal statutes in addressing street gangs, the need for legislation
specifically aimed at street gangs, their opinion regarding the consistency in identification and
reporting of gang members and gang crime, the current status of the gang problem in Arizona and
other questions related to priority issues and concerns.

Law enforcement agencies were asked specific questions on the number of gangs, gang members
and street gang associates in their jurisdictions. Also requested were figures on drug trafficking
and arrests, the number of weapons confiscated, and whether or not the law enforcement agency
has a specialized street gang unit. If the law enforcement agency had a special street gang unit,
they were asked about the number and type of personnel in these units. In 1999, law enforcement
agencies were asked about street gang organization, the level of organization, if law enforcement
officials detect a hierarchy within the gang structure, and if the organization or hierarchy could be
described. Prosecution agencies were asked about the felony and misdemeanor charges most
commonly brought against street gang members, the most common offenses street gang
members are convicted of, dispositions, types of sentences and criminal record histories of gang
members prosecuted in 1998 and 1999. Probation agencies were asked about the numbers and
types of gang members under their supervision, whether any specialized caseloads or special
conditions of probation were utilized for known street gang members, if the probation agency had
a graffiti abatement program, and the number of gang members who either successfully
completed their probation or had it revoked during 1998 and 1999. The Federal Bureau of
Prisons, the Arizona Department of Corrections and the Arizona Department of Juvenile
Corrections were asked about gang members who were either incarcerated or on parole in 1998
and 1999.

Population and Sample

In 1998 and 1999, the Arizona Criminal Justice Commission staff administered a statewide survey
to all federal, state, county, municipal, tribal, university and airport law enforcement agencies. The
Commission staff received 116 completed surveys from the law enforcement agencies in 1999,
which produced a 75% response rate of all the surveys mailed. Of prosecutors surveyed, a total of
49 surveys were returned. Municipal attorneys were included in the survey for the first time in
1999. Thirty-six of the 80 city attorneys responded to the survey. Several city offices contract
private law firms for misdemeanor prosecution, and some municipal attorneys only deal with
violations of city ordinances, therefore were unable to respond to the survey questions. Surveys
were submitted to 17 prosecution agencies and 13 were returned, for a 77% response rate. The
Commission staff also sent surveys to 24 probation agencies and 22 were returned for 92%



Street Gangs in Arizona 1998-199910

response rate. Surveys were sent to the Federal Bureau of Prisons in Phoenix and Tucson, the
Arizona Department of Corrections and the Arizona Department of Juvenile Corrections. In all, the
Commission staff mailed 272 surveys and 192 were returned, which accounts for 70.5% of the
total number of surveys mailed.

In all, the criminal justice agencies that participated in the survey were:

Law Enforcement

Ø Eleven Federal Agencies
• Federal Bureau of Investigation
• United States Secret Service in Phoenix,

AZ
• United States Immigrations and

Naturalization Service
• Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco and

Firearms in Phoenix and Tucson
• Drug Enforcement Agencies in Phoenix

and Nogales
• The Naval Criminal Investigation

Services in Yuma
• Defense Criminal Investigation Service
• Air Force Office of Special

Investigations, DET 217, Davis-Monthan
Air Force Base

• United States Customs Service, District
of Arizona

Ø Two State Agencies
• Arizona Department of Public Safety
• Arizona Capitol Police Department

Ø Twelve County Agencies
• Apache County
• Cochise County
• Gila County
• Graham County

• La Paz County
• Mohave County
• Navajo County
• Pima County
• Pinal County
• Santa Cruz County
• Yavapai County
• Yuma County

Ø  70 Municipal Agencies
Ø Six Tribal Agencies

• Cocopah Tribal Police Department
• Ft. McDowell Tribal Police Department
• Ft. Mojave Tribal Police
• Navajo Tribal Police
• Salt River Tribal Police
• Tohono O’dham Police Department

Ø Nine Other Agencies
• Arizona State University
• Arizona State University West
• Arizona Western College
• Maricopa Community College
• Northern Arizona University
• Tucson Airport Police
• Union Pacific Railroad
• University of Arizona
• Yavapai College

Prosecution

Ø Two State Agencies
• United States Attorney General
• Arizona Attorney General
• Gila County
• Graham County
• Greenlee County
• La Paz County
• Maricopa County

Ø Eleven County Agencies
• Apache County
• Cochise County
• Mohave County
• Navajo County
• Pima County
• Santa Cruz

Ø 36 Municipal Agencies

Probation

Ø United States Federal Probation Ø Eight County Juvenile Probation
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Ø Nine County Adult Probation Departments
• Apache County
• Cochise County
• Coconino County
• Maricopa County
• Pima County
• Pinal County
• Santa Cruz County
• Yavapai County
• Yuma County

Departments
• Apache County
• Cochise County
• Coconino County
• Maricopa County
• Pima County
• Pinal County
• Yavapai County
• Yuma County

Ø Four County Adult and Juvenile Probation
Departments
• Greenlee County
• La Paz County
• Mohave County
• Gila County

Corrections

Ø Federal Bureau of Prisons (Tucson, AZ)
Ø Arizona Department of Corrections
Ø Arizona Department of Juvenile Corrections

Personnel

A total of 116 law enforcement agencies responded to the 1999 street gang survey from the
Arizona Criminal Justice Commission. The total reported number of employees working in law
enforcement agencies within Arizona during 1999 (sworn and non-sworn, including reserve
officers and part-time employees) was 44,092. However, it is estimated that the total number
of employees is higher than this figure because several law enforcement agencies reported only
sworn officers. Of those prosecution agencies that reported the number of employees, a total
of 2,540 people were employed in 1999. The total probation officers employed in 1999 as
reported by participating agencies totaled 2,699 officers (not including officers from the
Maricopa County Adult Probation Department). The Federal Prison in Tucson reported a total
of 255 employees. The Arizona Department of Corrections reported approximately 6,200 and
the Juvenile Department of Corrections for the State of Arizona reported 864 employees.

The purpose of this report is to measure the prevalence of gang activity in the state in
accordance with A.R.S. §41-2416. Street gang information was gathered in several ways. First,
Arizona Criminal Justice Commission staff submitted four separate questionnaires: one each to
law enforcement agencies, prosecution agencies, probation agencies and corrections agencies.
All local, county, state and federal agencies in Arizona who fell into one of these categories
were asked to provide their views by returning the questionnaire. Second, separate interviews
were conducted with officers/deputies from the Arizona Department of Public Safety’s Gang
Intelligence and Team Enforcement Mission (GITEM), the Apache County Sheriff’s Office, the
Gila River Tribal Police Department, the Arizona Department of Juvenile Corrections, and the
Western Maricopa County Narcotics/Gang Task Force. Third, a questionnaire was administered
to a sample of public school students representative of the entire state to determine gang
prevalence among this group. This report will describe the findings of these studies by first
looking at the survey results of the law enforcement, prosecution, probation and correctional
agencies, moving on to the results of the group interviews, and concluding with the analysis of
data regarding public school students in gangs.
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Law Enforcement Perspective
Within the state of Arizona, the Department of Public Safety is the central repository for all
gang statistics kept by county and municipal law enforcement agencies. However, not all data
is reported on a consistent basis, therefore, to get an accurate account of gangs and gang
members, the Arizona Criminal Justice Commission surveyed all law enforcement agencies
throughout the state. Analysis of the gang issues in Arizona will be made on all governmental
levels: federal, state, county and local.

Federal Agencies

Street Gangs in Arizona 1998-1999 includes the largest number of federal responses in the
history of the survey, with eleven federal law enforcement agencies responding. Not all of these
agencies collect their own information or intelligence on street gangs, but all report working
with local and state agencies on the street gang problem in Arizona.

The Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco and Firearms (ATF) in Arizona collects, disseminates and
receives information and intelligence on gang members and gang-related activity. The Tucson
office reported working with GITEM, the state gang task force. This federal bureau prioritizes
the problems in their respective areas and assigns a special agent to a task force as needed.
ATF describes gang activity as moderately organized and displays a hierarchy within the gang
structure. The overall gang problem is described as ‘serious’ by the ATF in that it is growing,
but could be controlled. Additional resources that would be helpful include identifying
purchasers/suppliers of firearms and seizing firearms from persons under 24 years of age.

The United States Department of Justice Drug Enforcement Agency collects information and
intelligence on gang activity. In addition to having their own specialized gang unit in Tucson
(the Gang Enforcement Group), the federal DEA works with the state DEA, local task forces,
Maricopa HIDTA (High Intensity Drug Trafficking Area) Clan Lab Task Force and GITEM. The
Gang Enforcement Group has limited access to Federal DEA money and relies on government
funds through the Organized Crime Drug Enforcement Task Force on a case by case basis. The
gangs DEA reports as the most active in Arizona include Brown Mexican Pride, Barrio Libre,
12th Ave Crips, Hollywood, Naked City and Varrio Los Avenidas. The DEA reports that Arizona
gangs are moderately organized and often engage in drug trafficking8 and auto theft. DEA
describes the gangs they come in contact with as having one or two leaders that are supported
by several lieutenants. Recently, the DEA has experienced some juvenile gang involvement and
works with local task forces on this problem. The Federal Drug Enforcement Agency has
suggested that Arizona gun laws should be revised with respect to carrying a concealed
weapon. They suggest that making parents accountable for their child’s conduct will decrease
the number of juveniles in possession of weapons. Five priority issues the DEA reported as
critical to dealing with street gangs are:
1. A focused, coordinated law enforcement task force encompassing all local agencies to

prevent duplication of efforts, manpower and resources.
2. A multi-agency group that coordinates and prioritizes the targeting of the most violent and

active gangs.
3. Aggressive prosecution by federal, state and county prosecutors, using prosecution criteria

based on violence of the gang and the impact on the community.
4. A centralized database that all federal, state and local law enforcement agencies input and

access.
5. Additional analytical support.

The Federal Bureau of Investigation collects disseminates and receives gang
information/intelligence, and works on the operation and enforcement of gangs. The criteria
this federal agency uses to identify gang members includes A.R.S. §13-105 and the federal
RICO statute (Title 18, US Code, Section 1961). The Phoenix Division of the FBI currently
sponsors the Violent Street Gang Task Force (VSGTF) which is dedicated exclusively to the
investigation of violent street gangs in the Phoenix metropolitan area. The Mountain Eagle Safe
Streets Task Force deals with violent crime in Flagstaff and Coconino County. The Navajo
Nation Safe Trails Task Force (STTF) investigates violent street gangs on the Navajo

                                        
8 DEA primarily targets street gangs involved in distribution of drugs.
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Reservation. In Tucson, a Safe Trails Task Force is maintained in conjunction with the Tohono
O’Odham Police Department Gang Unit and the Fugitive Investigative Strike Team (FIST)9.

The Federal Bureau of Investigation listed the New Mexican Mafia, the Aryan Brotherhood and
other various ethnic gangs as the most active street gangs they deal with. They describe these
gangs as moderately organized, with a structured hierarchy, and engaging in drug crimes and
interstate trafficking of stolen property. The gang problem, according to the FBI, is ‘serious’
and growing, but can be controlled with current resources. However, other issues critical to the
FBI in dealing with the gang problem include: interagency cooperation, networking/information
exchange, aggressive prosecution, stricter sentencing, intervention/prevention and public
education/awareness.

The United States Immigration and Naturalization Service (USINS) in Phoenix collaborates with
the State Gang Task Force (GITEM) on gang intelligence/information and
operation/enforcement. The USINS expands the criteria of identifying gang members to
include ARS §13-105, and gang criteria from other states and correctional facilities. Two full-
time USINS Special Agents are assigned to gang enforcement. They have identified Wetback
Power and Califas SUR 13 as the most criminally active street gangs. USINS describes these
gangs as organized groups possessing a structured hierarchy consisting of “OGs” (Original
Gangsters) and/or “Veteranos” descending down to “peewees”. According to USINS, time
spent within the gang decides the status of a gang member. The organized activity of these
gangs ranges from property crimes and vehicle thefts escalating to aggravated assault and
homicide.  USINS reported 57 felonies, 44 misdemeanors, 100 adult arrests and one juvenile
arrest for threats and intimidation in 1999. Thirty-two weapons were seized by the USINS in
1999.  The Immigration and Naturalization Service describes the gang problem as ‘very
serious’ and growing, but controllable with additional resources.  Priorities for their office
include formal coordination between federal and state prosecutors, a consolidated gang
database, better coordination of intelligence sharing with neighboring states (California in
particular), multi-agency coordination to target gang members with firearm violations, and a
statewide gang conference addressing regional gang issues.

The United States Secret Service focuses on the investigation of individuals and conspiratorial
groups, which may involve recognized gang members. When a gang member has been
identified, the US Secret Service coordinates with the appropriate task force in an effort to
develop further investigative leads. The US Secret Service most often provides support to
federal or local law enforcement agencies with primary jurisdiction regarding street gang
activities. The Service has also provided investigative experience to task forces investigating
gangs with involvement in financial crimes.

The Air Force Office of Special Investigations DET217 does not work with any task force, but
does collect street gang information and intelligence. They are concerned about street gang
activity affecting the United States Military community, particularly at Davis-Monthan Air
Force Base.

The Naval Criminal Investigative Service in Yuma reports three motorcycle gangs in their
jurisdiction. The criteria they use for identifying gang members include A.R.S. §13-105 and
Directive 1325.6. The NCIS describes the gangs in their area as organized with definite
leaders, a president, a vice-president, a sergeant-at-arms, members and prospects. The gang
activity is described as mild and under control according to the Naval Office.

The United States Customs Service collects street gang information on a case by case basis.
Depending on the investigation, US Customs Service works with area task forces on identifying
gang members involved in weapon and/or drug smuggling or money laundering.  The USCS
reports that the Arizona street gang problem varies by port of entry.

                                        
9 This unit primarily investigates fugitives with the assistance of local gang units.
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Arizona Department of Public Safety

Even though all Federal agencies do not compile their own statistics on gangs and gang
members, they often utilize state information. The Arizona Department of Public Safety
maintains a gang database of all gangs, gang members and gang activity, which is attained
from state, county and local law enforcement agency data. According to the Arizona
Department of Public Safety, the number of gangs has risen slightly from 691 in 1998 to 726
in 1999, but total number of gang members in 1999 is less than 1998 by a difference of
2,594 members10. Table 1-1 reports the number of gangs and the number of members as
reported by the Arizona Department of Public Safety for 1998 and 1999.

 Table 1-1: Gangs and Gang Members as reported by DPS.
1998 1999

Gangs Members Gangs Members
Asian 8 40 8 41
Black 59 973 56 776
Female 9 50 9 832
Hispanic 378 N/A 398 N/A
Motorcycle 9 1,101 23 181
Multi-Racial 94 N/A 105 N/A
Native American 78 455 82 530
Other 1 1,033 1 N/A
White 55 9,111 44 *7,809
Total 691 13,213 726 10,169

 * N/A= Not Available
 * DPS follows federal guidelines by reporting Hispanics and Mexicans under the White category

Arizona County Sheriffs’ Offices

County agencies also compile their own street gang statistics. Of the fifteen county sheriff
agencies, 12 responded to the 1999 street gang survey. Of the counties that responded, the
number of gangs has more than doubled in the last two years from 73 gangs in 1998 to 174 in
1999. Table 1-2 shows the number of gangs and gang members as reported by these
counties11.

                                        
10 This may be due to fewer members claiming gang membership because of enhanced sentencing for
documented gang members.
11 Counties that did not respond were Coconino, Greenlee and Maricopa
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Table 1-2: Gangs and Gang Members as Reported by County Agencies
1998 1999

Gangs Members Gangs Members
Asian 0 0 1 8
Black 5 15 22 1,463
Female 1 10 6 25
Hispanic 16 239 68 2,380
Motorcycle 3 11 14 33
Multi-racial 11 46 18 382
Native American 7 40 14 290
Other 22 6 14 400
White Supremacist 8 13 17 644
Total *73 *380 *174 *5,625

 *The data from the most populated county, Maricopa, was incomplete in 1998 and was not available in 1999.

Municipal Law Enforcement Agencies

Seventy of the 81 participating municipal law enforcement agencies reported an increase of
more than 3,000 gang members from 1998 to 1999 and the number of gangs doubled from
447 to 899. Table 1-3 displays the number of gangs and gang members as reported by local
law enforcement in 1998 and 1999.

 Table 1-3: Gangs and Gang Members as Reported by Municipal Agencies
1998 1999

Gangs Members Gangs Members
Asian 1 15 20 65
Black 79 998 123 1,276
Female 2 37 6 119
Hispanic 231 5,206 390 7,539
Motorcycle 24 160 36 161
Multi-Racial 50 599 130 273
Native American 14 56 28 209
Other 21 7 61 32
White Supremacists 25 286 105 855
Total 447 7,364 899 10,529

It is hypothesized that with increases in population comes an increase of individuals who join
gangs. At the 2000 National Gang Conference in Anaheim, California, it was reported that
traditional gang members comprise about one percent of a community’s population.
Therefore, based on this assessment, Arizona’s total street gang population in 1999 should
equal about 50,00012. However, the highest report of documented gang members by ACJC was
13,213 in 1998, only .27% of the total population. Arizona’s gang population in the last ten
years has not exceeded .3% of the total population. Table 1-4 below describes Arizona’s
population for the last ten years and the number of gangs as reported by the Arizona
Department of Public Safety.

Table 1-4: Gangs, Gang Members and Population, 1990-1999
Year Population of

Arizona
Total Gangs Total Gang

Members
Gang Members as a

Percent of the
Population

1999 4,924,350 726 9,743 .20%
1998 4,764,025 691 13,213 .27%
1997 4,600,275 701 8,615 .18%
1996 4,462,300 799 10,075 .23%

                                        
12 1999 Department of Economic Security figures reported the state of Arizona total population as 4,924,350,
therefore calculating one percent would equal 49,244 gang members.
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1995 4,307,150 755 8,129 .18%
1994 4,071,650 670 9,034 .22%
1993 3,958,875 809 8,095 .20%
1992 3,858,850 351 6,842 .18%
1991 3,767,000 N/A 9,010 .24%
1990 3,680,800 N/A 5,115 .14%

* N/A= Not Available

Several law enforcement agencies track crimes involving gang members and/or crimes
involving gang activity, although criteria defining gang related crime vary by jurisdiction.
Eighty-six percent of agencies report using A.R.S. §13-105 alone or in combination with other
criteria to define gang members. Table 1-5 provides statistics from participating agencies on
the number of crimes involving gang-related activity and/or gang members.
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Table 1-5: Gang related Crime Incidents, 1998-1999

Crime

Juveniles
1
9
9
8

Juveniles
1
9
9
9

A
d
ults

1
9
9
8

A
d
ults

1
9
9
9

U
nknow

n
1
9
9
8

U
nknow

n1
999

T
otal 1

9
9
8

T
otal 1

9
9
9

Homicide (drive-by) 0 1 3 5 1 0 4 6

Homicide (all others) 2 2 1 10 21 23 24 35

Aggravated assault
(drive by)

19 0 4 9 21 90 44 99

Aggravated Assault (all
others)

74 133 61 119 139 3,552 274 3,804

Simple Assault 61 123 114 128 29 596 204 847

Burglary (residence) 8 103 7 132 9 1,880 24 2,115

Burglary (non-
residence)

5 20 3 20 0 60 8 100

Robbery 14 6 28 6 5 24 47 36

Drug Offenses 245 281 890 1,018 66 712 1,201 2,011

Weapon Offenses 79 74 168 123 0 784 247 981

Criminal Damage 42 143 49 81 19 4,927 110 5,151

Threats and
Intimidation

6 116 5 90 1 1,647 12 1,853

Liquor 334 142 65 228 20 2,640 419 3,010

Other 1,143 2 5,662 91 351 111,393 7,156 *111,486

Total 2,032 1,146 7,060 2,060 682 128,328 9,774 131,534
* Navajo Nation Tribal Police Department does not have ‘gang-criteria’. Therefore some of the incidents reported by this
agency might not involve gang activity/members.

The number of weapon offenses has grown over the last two years from 247 in 1998 to 981 in
1999, but the number of weapons confiscated has decreased. However, this may not be
reflective of what Arizona law enforcement is actually experiencing because not all law
enforcement agencies report the number of weapons confiscated and the number of weapon
offenses. Table 1-6 describes the number of weapons confiscated in 1998 and 1999 by law
enforcement agencies providing this information.
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Table 1-6: Number of Weapons Confiscated, 1998-1999.
1998 1999

Semi-auto handguns 63 68
Handguns (other) 48 38
Semi-auto rifles 44 21
Rifles (other) 13 22
Semi-auto shotgun 3 1
Shotgun (other) 20 21
Auto machine gun 10 2
Knives/cutting devices 90 64
Explosives 5 0
Other *506 *218
Total 802 455

*Some agencies report only a total number of weapons confiscated, so that number is calculated into the ‘other’ category.

The number of arrests from reporting agencies has decreased in the last two years as shown in
Table 1-7. However, not all participating agencies report these figures.

Table 1-7: Number of Arrests reported by All Agencies, 1998-1999
Type of Arrest 1998 1999
Felony 3319 1632
Misdemeanor 6524 2176
Total Arrests 9843 3808

Law enforcement officials were asked to list the names of the gangs they thought were the
most criminally active in their area and what the most frequent criminal activity was among
those gang members. The following gangs were the ten most criminally active gangs as
reported by law enforcement.

1998
• Brown Pride
• BCL
• CASA13
• Creekside Chicanos
• Hells Angels
• Mountainview park
• SUR 13
• Westside City
• Westside Crips
• Wetback Power
1999

• 35th Street Intruders
• Brown Pride
• Creekside Chicano’s
• Eastside 13
• Eastside Bloods
• Hells Angels
• Peckerwoods
• Southside 13
• Westside Crips
• Wetback Power

The criminal activity of these gangs and many others ranges from homicide to liquor violations.
Law enforcement officials reported that in 1998 and 1999 the most frequent activities gang
members engaged in were aggravated assault, burglary/theft, criminal damage and narcotic
trafficking and/or sales.

Law enforcement agencies were asked what top three drugs were trafficked by gang members and
what three drugs gang members most often used. Table 1-8 lists the drugs most often used by
gang members as reported by law enforcement. Marijuana was most often reported by law
enforcement agencies as the drug used and trafficked by gang members.

Table 1-8: Gang Affiliation of Drug Use and Trafficking
Drugs Used by Gang Members Drugs Trafficked by Gang Members

Black Crack/cocaine, Marijuana
Cocaine

Crack/cocaine, Marijuana,
Amphetamine/ methamphetamine

Hispanic Marijuana, Amphetamine/
methamphetamine

Marijuana, Amphetamine/
methamphetamine, Heroin
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Crack/cocaine
Native American Marijuana, Crack/cocaine, Inhalants Marijuana, Heroin, Other Depressants
White
Supremacist

Marijuana, Amphetamine/
methamphetamine, Cocaine

Amphetamine/ methamphetamine,
Marijuana, Cocaine

Motorcycle Amphetamine/ methamphetamine,
Marijuana, Other Narcotics

Amphetamine/ methamphetamine
Marijuana, Other Narcotics

Asian Marijuana, Crack/cocaine, Heroin Marijuana
Female Marijuana, Crack/Cocaine,

Amphetamine/ methamphetamine
Amphetamine/ methamphetamine

Marijuana, Cocaine
Multi-racial Marijuana, Amphetamine/

methamphetamine, Crack/cocaine
Marijuana, Crack/cocaine,

Amphetamine/ methamphetamine

Thirty-four percent of responding law enforcement agencies reported that the gangs in their area
had some type of organization. When asked if the gangs demonstrated a hierarchical organization,
31% of agencies said there was evidence of organized leadership and almost an equal number
reported that some of the activities gangs engaged in are organized. Descriptions of gang
organization as explained by law enforcement range from ‘loose’ to ‘very structured’.

Out of the 116 responding law enforcement agencies, 55 reported participating in a gang and/or
narcotics task force and 18 reported having their own specialized gang unit within their
department.

Fifteen more law enforcement agencies reported they had no gang problem in 1999 than in 1998,
for a total of 29 agencies reporting no gang activity in 1999. Sixty-five percent of agencies reported
that the identification and reporting of street gangs and their members were consistent throughout
Arizona in 1999. This report of consistency reflects an increase since 1998, when 55% of agencies
reported a consistent identification and reporting of gang members and activity. The number of
agencies reporting that their gang problem was “growing but controllable with additional
resources” rose from 13 agencies in 1998 to 28 in 1999. The most common listed activities to
increase the effectiveness for law enforcement included:
• Community involvement/awareness/education;
• Aggressive prosecution of gang members;
• Training/education of officers, attorneys and judges;
• Continued and enhanced interagency cooperation, especially the sharing of information and

intelligence; and
• Suppression/intervention/prevention efforts at the schools and through probation and

suppression efforts in the community.

In conclusion, law enforcement agents have contact with street gangs and their members through
various avenues. The documentation of gang members and their possible arrest, allows law
enforcement to give the broadest view of the gang situation in Arizona.  Prosecutors have the least
amount of interaction with gang members in comparison to law enforcement, probation and
corrections. The following section will examine the prosecution perspective of street gangs in
Arizona.
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Prosecution Perspective
Prosecution agencies have a limited scope of interaction with street gangs and their members as
compared to law enforcement, probation and correctional agencies. Prosecution of gang members
in Arizona has become more specialized and severe.

Prosecution agencies have been included in the street gang report since 1992, at which time only
state and county level prosecutors were surveyed. In 1999, the Arizona Criminal Justice
Commission expanded the list of surveyed prosecution agencies to include city prosecutors, to
determine if misdemeanor crimes such as criminal damage/graffiti are being prosecuted at the
local or county levels. It was found that most municipal agencies do not engage in prosecuting
gang members because gang-related cases are often transferred to county prosecutors. With the
implementation of the enhanced sentencing statutes, A.R.S. §13-604(T) and §13-2308, the
prosecution of gang members has become more severe. This section will highlight those state,
county and city agencies that reported information about street gang member prosecutions.

Of the prosecution agencies responding to the 1999 street gang report, 16 reported collecting
their own street gang information. Fifteen agencies received information from other criminal
justice agencies, four received information from sources other than criminal justice agencies and
six disseminated information to other criminal justice agencies.

The number of prosecution agencies with a unit dedicated to gang crime has remained the same
over the past two years, although the agencies have changed:

1998 Special Prosecution Units
• Arizona Attorney General’s Office
• Gila County Attorney’s Office
• Maricopa County Attorney’s Office
• Mohave County Attorney’s Office
• Pima County Attorney’s Office
• Yuma County Attorney’s Office

1999 Special Prosecution Units
• Arizona Attorney General’s Office
• Gila County Attorney’s Office
• Maricopa County Attorney’s Office
• Navajo County Attorney’s Office
• Pima County Attorney's Office
• Tucson City Prosecutor’s Office

The number of prosecution agencies participating in gang task forces rose from eight agencies in
1998 to twelve in 1999. The agencies, the names of the task forces they work with and the levels of
their involvement are listed in Table 2-1.
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Table 2-1: Prosecuting Agencies and Participating Task Forces.
Name Of Task Force Level of Participation

Arizona Attorney General East and West Valley Task Force Information, Intelligence,
Operations, Enforcement

Gila County Attorney GITEM and Gila County Narcotics
Task Force

Information, Intelligence

Graham County Attorney N/A Information, Intelligence,
Operations, Enforcement

La Paz County Attorney La Paz County Task Force Information, Intelligence,
Operations, enforcement.

Maricopa County Attorney East Valley Task Force, Governor’s
Gang Advisory Committee, FBI
Violent Street Gang Task Force,
GITEM

Information, Intelligence,
Operations, Enforcement

Mohave County Attorney GITEM Operation, Enforcement
Navajo County Attorney Navajo RATF Task Force Information, Intelligence
Pima County Attorney Pima County Gang Task Force,

GITEM
Information, Intelligence,
Operations, Enforcement

Glendale City Prosecutor Glendale Police Department N/A
Oro Valley City Prosecutor Goodyear Police Department N/A
Phoenix City Prosecutor Phoenix Police Department Gang

Intelligence Task Force
Information, Intelligence

Tucson City Prosecutor Pima County Attorney Gang Unit Information, Intelligence

The number of gang-related felonies dismissed against adults in the last two years has remained
about the same with 36 in 1998 to 37 in 1999. The number of juvenile delinquency cases that
negotiated a plea increased from zero in 1998 to 52 in 1999. In fact, the adjudication of juveniles
has increased between 1998 and 1999, with more juveniles charged and sentenced to detention,
probation or intensive probation in 1999 than in 1998. Bench dispositions for both felony and
delinquency cases rose dramatically in the last two years. Felony cases went from zero to 38 and
delinquency cases were at zero in 1998 and rose to 13 in 1999. The jump in juvenile delinquency
cases may be the result of juvenile justice reform laws and the enhanced prosecution of gang
members. Table 2-2 shows the number of disposition for both years.
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Table 2-2: Dispositions in 1998 and 1999
Dispositions Case: Misdemeanor Case: Felony Case: Delinquency

1998 1999 1998 1999 1998 1999
Dismissed 0 0 36 37 0 15
Acquitted 0 0 6 3 0 1
Straight Plea 0 2 5 8 0 0
Negotiated Plea 4 0 342 207 0 52
No Contest 0 0 2 0 0 0
Guilty: Jury 0 0 23 21 0 0
Guilty: Bench 0 0 0 38 0 13
Other 0 0 1 3 0 2
Unknown 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total 4 2 415 317 0 83

The adjudication of juveniles increased between 1998 and 1999. More juveniles were charged and
sentenced to detention, probation or intensive probation in 1999 than in 1998. Table 2-3 below
shows the number of convictions for adults and juveniles in 1998 and 1999.

Table 2-3: Misdemeanor and Felony Convictions in 1998 and 1999
Misdemeanor

Conviction
Felony

Conviction
Sentence 1998 1999 1998 1999
Incarceration only (prison or jail) 0 0 162 124
Incarceration and fine 0 2 81 0
Fine only 0 75 1 0
Incarceration as a condition of probation
(not IPS)

3 0 72 50

Intensive probation 0 0 14 18
Standard probation 0 75 9 26
Summary probation 0 0 0 1
Juvenile detention 2 8 0 12

Juvenile intensive probation 0 28 0 3
Juvenile probation 1 8 0 45
Other 2 13 0 9

The most common misdemeanor charges and offenses brought against gang members in 1999
were assault, carrying a concealed weapon, criminal damage, disorderly conduct and
threats/intimidation. Felony charges and offenses most commonly brought against gang members
were aggravated assault, armed robbery, criminal damage, participating in a criminal street gang
and theft of means of transportation. Delinquency charges include assault, burglary, possession of
marijuana, weapons offenses and vehicle theft. The 10 gangs most actively involved in these
crimes according to prosecutors were as follows:

• 35th Street Intruders
• Chula Vista Locos
• Chicali 13
• Park South Crips
• Southside 35th Avenue

• Southside Posse
• The Plaza
• Treetop Pirus
• Westside City Crips
• Wetback Power 31st Avenue

Even though the scope of their street gang experience is minimal, prosecutors give an accurate
account of the problem of street gangs in Arizona. Some of the gang names given by law
enforcement, probation and correction officials as the most active street gang are also evident in
the prosecution stage of the criminal justice system. Probation may have the most regulated
interaction with gang members in society. The next section will highlight the probation perspective
of street gangs in Arizona.
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Probation Perspective
Probation agencies have a different perspective on street gangs in comparison to law enforcement
agencies because in addition to enforcing court orders, probation officers are able to monitor gang
members on a regular basis. This allows probation officers to know individual gang members more
fully. When there is a healthy mentoring relationship between the probation officer and the gang
member, there is real potential for behavior to change.

A total of 22 supervising probation departments in Arizona responded to the 1999 street gang
survey. In all, information was received from 13 of the 15 counties throughout the state.
Participating agencies included nine adult probation departments, eight juvenile probation
departments and four probation departments (Greenlee, Gila, La Paz and Mohave) that supervise
both adult and juvenile offenders. In addition, the United States Federal Probation Department for
the District of Arizona completed the survey of street gangs and reported they supervise both
juveniles and adults sentenced to federal probation.

According to data received by these departments, the number of street gang members supervised
on probation has increased over seven times in the last five years, rising from 186 gang members
in 1995 to 1,318 in 1999. This increase may be due in part to Arizona having the third highest
increase in the nation of individuals placed on probation in one year alone. The breakdown of
probation supervised gang members by gang affiliation is shown in Table 3-1 below.

Table 3-1: Supervised Gang Members by Gang Affiliation, 1995-1999
Gang Affiliation 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999
Asian 0 0 1 0 0
Black 10 20 11 30 16
Female 9 50 93 95 43
Hispanic 106 373 313 531 337
Motorcycle 4 11 0 7 5
Multi-ethnic 6 37 21 8 4
Native American 13 18 26 41 10
Other 7 5 2 14 885
White 31 51 30 83 18
Total 186 565 497 809 1,318

The county probation departments reported that in both 1998 and 1999 more juvenile gang
members were supervised than adult gang members. This may be due in part to the tendency for
adult gang members to deny gang membership because they are more aware of the increased
sentencing penalties associated with claiming gang membership. Table 3-2 below demonstrates
the number of adults and juveniles supervised on probation in the last five years. The numbers
displayed in the table below do not correspond to the numbers in the table above because all
probation departments do not maintain age statistics.

Table 3-2: Breakdown by Age of Supervised Gang Members
1995 1996 1997 1998 1999

Juveniles 78 80 N/A 803 1,120
Adults 108 74 N/A 500 *104
Age unknown N/A N/A N/A 26 16

*Pima County Adult Probation Department reported supervising 35 juvenile transfers and Yuma County Adult
Probation Department reported supervising four juveniles.

County probation departments have implemented different strategies to combat gang problems in
their jurisdictions. Specialized caseloads, specialized conditions for individuals who claim gang
membership and probation department participation in local gang task forces are common
practices for effectively dealing with gang members on probation. In 1999, nine probation
departments supervised gang members with special conditions imposed by the court and nine
departments (not necessarily the same group) reported participating in a gang task force. Four
departments reported having either a whole caseload devoted to supervising gang members
and/or a specialized officer assigned to supervise gang members.
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Among other things, probation departments vary by caseload, conditions of probation and task
force participation. As reported above, many agencies do not have all three of these elements in
their agency. For example, some agencies may participate on a task force but do not have a
specialized caseload or set of conditions while others may have specialized caseloads and
conditions, but do not participate on a task force. The following table (Table 3-3) shows the
agencies that reported specialized gang terms, caseloads, or participation in a gang task force.
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Table 3-3: Agencies Reporting Specialized Gang Terms, Caseloads or Participation in a Task
Force
Agency Specialized

Conditions
Specialized
Caseloads

Task Force Participation

Cochise NO NO GRAPE (Gang Reduction, Awareness,
Prevention and Education)

Gila NO NO Provided information to GITEM
Graham N/A * N/A N/A
Maricopa (Adult)13 YES YES Phoenix Gang Task Force

Glendale Police Gang Task Force
East Valley Task Force; GITEM
Mesa Gang Intervention Task Force

Navajo N/A N/A N/A
Pima14 (Adult) YES YES YES15

Pima 16 (Juvenile) YES YES YES
Pinal (Adult) YES17 NO
Pinal (Juvenile) YES18 GITEM
Yavapai (Adult) NO NO Yavapai County Inter-Agency Gang Task

Force
Yavapai (Juvenile) YES NO
Yuma (Adult) YES19 NO GITEM
Yuma (Juvenile) YES20 NO GITEM

Yuma County Sheriff’s Office
Cocopah, San Luis, Somerton, Wellton and
Yuma Police Departments

United States Federal
Probation Department

YES21 YES NO

* N/A= Not Available

The 1999 Street Gang Survey of probation departments asked agencies to report the most
common type of offense for which gang members are sentenced to probation. The most common
offenses committed by street gang members on probation were aggravated assault, assault,
criminal damage and various drug offenses ranging from possession to sales and manufacturing.
The United States Federal Probation Department reported that gang members supervised on
federal probation are convicted of crimes such as bank robbery and counterfeiting.

Participating agencies were also asked to name the street gangs that were most often supervised
on probation. Of all the ten probation departments that answered the question a total of 43
different gang names were listed, with CASA, Crips, Hollywood, Soma, Southside and Westside
gang names listed by more than one probation department. (However several gang names were
listed with variations, such as Brown Pride, Mexican Brown Pride and Brown Mexican Pride.)

The number of agencies reporting problems with gangs changed little between 1998 and 1999.
The number of probation departments reporting they had no gang problem rose from two in 1998
to five in 1999. For both of these years, thirteen probation departments rated their gang problem
as “moderate” to “very serious”.

                                        
13 Maricopa County Adult Probation has teams of trained probation officers that supervise only gang members with
specialized conditions imposed by a sentencing judge. Maricopa County Superior Court imposed special conditions of
probation for documented gang members as shown in Appendix A.
14 Please see Appendix B for the Pima County Adult Specialized Terms of Probation.
15 Both Pima County Probation Departments participated in several task forces, which included attending weekly
meetings with the Tucson Police Department on gang activity.
16 Pima County Juvenile Conditions of Probation are shown in Appendix C.
17 Adult conditions specify that gang members are not to have association with other known gang members.
18 Pinal County Juvenile Conditions are shown in Appendix D.
19 Conditions for adult gang members in Yuma County are shown in Appendix E.
20 Conditions on dress, paraphernalia, signs, and association.
21 The specific conditions of probation that a gang member on federal probation must abide by are not to associate
with other gang members, and not to wear gang identified clothing or paraphernalia.
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However, probation departments generally report that consistency in identification and reporting of
gang members has improved in the last two years. In 1999, 65% of probation departments
reported this consistency existed, which is up from 35% of departments in 1998.  The majority
(80%) of Arizona county probation departments reported that current criminal statutes adequately
address the street gang problem. They also indicated that the Arizona gang problem is either
currently under control or can be controlled with current resources. Probation, like law
enforcement, believes priority issues include interagency communication, education of the
community, and intervention/prevention strategies for youths.

Probation agencies supervise gang members in a community setting in an effort to change
criminal behaviors, but correction agencies supervise gang members within an institution on a very
structured basis. The next section will emphasize the correction perspective of street gangs in
Arizona.
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Corrections Perspective
Traditional prison gangs were formed in the late 1950’s as a means for individuals to protect
themselves from other groups within the institution. Traditional prison gangs in the United States
include the Aryan Brotherhood, the Black Guerilla Family (BGF), La Nuestra Familia, the Mexican
Mafia, Neta and the Texas Syndicate22. These gangs are found nationwide and are usually more
prevalent in state correctional facilities than in federal institutions.

Federal correctional populations differ from state correctional populations because of the
difference in crimes prosecuted between the federal and state levels. Federal inmates tend to be
convicted of “organized” types of crime, such as fraud and racketeering, while state inmates are
most often convicted for acts of violence, such as murder and aggravated assault. Research thus
far has shown that most street gangs are not involved in organized criminal activity, but are
involved in more violent acts of crime. Therefore, gang members are found more often in state
correctional facilities.

In this section, three correctional agencies in Arizona will be examined for the purpose of showing
similarities and differences in the way correctional agencies like the Federal Bureau of Prisons, the
Arizona Department of Corrections and the Arizona Department of Juvenile Corrections handle
security threat groups23/street gang members.

United States Department of Justice; Federal Bureau of Prisons; Federal
Correctional Institution

The Federal Correctional Institution (FCI) in Tucson, Arizona collects, disseminates and receives
information and intelligence on security threat groups/street gangs. Although the agency does not
participate in a multi-agency task force, they communicate with other criminal justice agencies by
exchanging information/intelligence (as well as from outside sources).

In 1999, the Federal Correctional Institution reported 158 identified security threat group/street
gang members housed within the Tucson facility. There is not a specialized unit dedicated to
security threat groups/street gang issues at this time.

Of these security threat group/street gang members, most of the gangs affiliated with these
individuals remain unidentified. As Table 4-1 shows, four out of five identified members are
affiliated with an unknown gang.

Table 4-1: Identified Security Threat Group/Street Gang Members 1999
Security Threat Group/ Street Gangs Number of Inmates Identified
Asian 2
Black 11
Border Brothers 15
Motorcycle 1
Other/Unknown 129
Total 158

“Organized”24 criminal activity takes place among security threat group/street gang members
inside the Federal Correctional Institution, and between members incarcerated and outside the
institution. Examples of organized gang activity include inmate on inmate assault, attempted
narcotic introduction, strong-arming25, gambling and planned attacks on officers.

Since the Federal Sentencing Commission abolished federal parole, inmates must be incarcerated
for 80% of their sentence. Therefore, the Federal Correctional Institution does not maintain

                                        
22 Prison gang information from “Gangs or US” web site maintained by gang Consultant Robert Walker at
http://www.gangsorus.com/gangs/gangprison.html#
23 “Security threat groups” is another term for “prison gangs.”
24 Organized as defined in the Handbook of Organized Crime in the United States Edited by Robert J. Kelly, Ko-Lin Chin
and Rufus Schatzberg, “Organized crime means the unlawful activities of members of a highly organized, disciplined
association.”
25 According to Federal Bureau of Prisons Officials ‘strong-arming’ is a term used to define “territorial” activities of
gang members, such as property given to a member to watch a certain television channel and/or gang members
claiming “territory” within the institution.
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specialized caseloads or conditions for security threat group/street gang members released from
incarceration. However, the FCI is concerned that local, state and federal agencies need to be
notified when a STG/street gang member is released into the community. To this end, the FCI
suggests that a state or nationwide database on STG/street gang members be created so that all
local, state and federal agencies can access the information.

The security threat group/street gang problem is growing according to the Federal Correctional
Institution, but they believe it can still be controlled with current resources. Additional
recommended resources to control security threat groups include increased interagency
communication, additional staff to monitor STG/street gang members, more staff training,
increased staff awareness and the nationwide database discussed above. All of these resources are
a priority for the Federal Correctional Institution in Tucson.

Federal prisons differ from state prisons because the crimes committed largely determine the level
of adjudication. For example, federal institutions house individuals who have committed
“organized” crimes such as bank robbery, embezzlement, IRS violations and kidnapping across
state lines. State facilities house individuals who have been convicted of crimes such as murder,
rape and aggravated assault. Street gang members do not usually commit ‘organized’ crimes,
state facilities usually house a higher population of gang members than federal institutions. The
remainder of this chapter will describe two state correctional facilities in Arizona and how they
differ from federal agencies when working with security threat group/street gang issues.

Arizona Department of Corrections (ADC)

The Arizona Department of Corrections is a state-level agency created “[t]o serve and protect the
people of Arizona by imprisoning those offenders legally committed to the Department and by
providing community based supervision for those conditionally released”26.

Upon incarceration with the Arizona Department of Corrections, inmates are identified for tracking
purposes in order to determine street gang membership, whether the inmates will become threats
to institutional security, or likely to coalesce in a security threat group. Gang intelligence
information is collected from within the institution as well as from other criminal justice agencies
or outside sources. In exchange, the ADC shares their information with other criminal justice
entities. The ADC also has a working relationship with the Federal Bureau of Investigation on the
operation and enforcement of security threat groups/street gangs.

In 1999, the Arizona Department of Corrections used A.R.S. §13-105 and Corrections Department
Order 806 to validate 422 gang members and suspect another 856 security threat group/street
gang members for a total 1,278 documented members. In 1998, ADC tracked every inmate with
gang-related associations, including: (1) inmates who have passed the Department’s internally-
developed qualitative review process designed to provide clear documentation confirming
membership in a specific gang; (2) inmates who have displayed some gang-related behavior or
other indicators, but have not yet passed the Department’s validation criteria; and (3) inmates who
have renounced gang membership, but are still tracked for gang association. Through this tracking
system, a total of 6,982 inmates were identified as security threat group/street gang members.
See Table 4-2. A specialized unit consisting of one supervisor and five special investigators worked
in the Security Threat Group Unit in 1999 to focus on this population.

                                        
26 Mission statement of the Arizona Department of Corrections.
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Table 4-2: Recorded Security Threat Group/Street Gang Members
TotalSecurity Threat Groups

1999 1998

Aryan Brotherhood 238 239
Black Gangs N/A 165
Border Brothers 298 305
Grandel 228 205
La Raza N/A 47
Mau Mau 184 167
Motorcycle N/A 11
Native American N/A 82
New Mexican Mafia 270 208
Old Mexican Mafia 60 53
Other N/A 5,500
Total 1,278 6,982

Nationally, organized gang activity within the prison system is becoming more sophisticated than
activity on the outside27. The Arizona Department of Corrections does experience ‘organized’
activity among inmate gang members and other gang members (either inside or outside the
facility). Types of organized activity include drug-related activity, extortion, assault and homicide.

Community supervision at the state level does not include a specialized caseload for released
security threat group/street gang members, but there are special conditions of release. Identified
STG/street gang members may not associate with any other known STG/street gang member
while under community supervision and must not do drugs, the first positive urine analysis
immediately begins the revocation process. In 1999, approximately seven STG/street gang
members had their supervision revoked for technical violations.

According to Arizona Department of Corrections, current Arizona criminal statutes adequately
address the security threat group/street gang problem. However, the agency believes that the
STG/street gang problem is growing and could be better controlled given additional resources. To
this end, priorities for the ADC include staff/public safety awareness, inmate safety, institutional
security, reduction of security threat group influence and reduction of STG related crimes.

Adult correctional facilities label prison gangs as ‘security threat groups’ because in a secured
setting, for any extended length of time, gangs can pose a threat to the security of an institution.
Juvenile correctional facilities, on the other hand, do not label street gang members as security
threat groups because the length of stay in a juvenile correctional facility is usually only a few
months, giving juveniles little opportunity to coalesce into security threat groups.

Arizona Department Of Juvenile Corrections (ADJC)

The Arizona Department of Juvenile Corrections operates five facilities for youthful offenders: the
Adobe Mountain Juvenile Facility, the Encanto Mental Health Facility, the Black Canyon Juvenile
Facility, the Catalina Mountain Juvenile Facility, and the Southwest Regional Juvenile Corrections
Complex. A total of 339 correctional officers are employed in these facilities.

Each facility collects information and intelligence on street gang members and/or security threat
groups internally and externally. The information and intelligence on street gang members
compiled by ADJC is shared with other criminal justice agencies. In addition, the Arizona
Department of Juvenile Corrections participates in the Gang Intelligence and Team Enforcement
Mission for information and intelligence gathering purposes. The ADJC often works with other
criminal justice agencies with respect to gang intelligence and enforcement.

Every youth entering the Arizona Department of Juvenile Corrections has a full evaluation in the
first 28 days. Individuals are identified according to A.R.S.§13-105 for gang membership; and if
gang affiliation is determined pictures are taken of any tattoos or identifying marks associated with

                                        
27 FBI Law Enforcement Bulletin Violent Crimes among Juveniles. “Focus on Corrections, Correctional Criminal
Investigators, The New Cops on the Beat”. June 2000.
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the gang. Once street gang membership information is compiled, it is entered into a computerized
system that tracks any future activity the individual is involved in during their stay at ADJC.

The Arizona Department of Juvenile Corrections tracks every reported incident occurring within the
facilities using an Incident Report. Included in an Incident Report are the date, time, unit(s),
juvenile name(s), juvenile number(s), gang affiliation(s) and a description of the incident. All
Incident Reports are recorded, and full reports of gang activity are analyzed on a monthly and
annual basis. Table 4-3 shows all reported gang activity for 1999 in the Adobe Mountain Facility.
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Table 4-3:1999 Gang Activity Report for Adobe Mountain

January

Feb
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arch
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ay

June

July
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O
ctob

er
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b
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D
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b
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T
otal

Number of incidents 40 23 30 25 39 40 45 63 51 21 29 29 435
Staff assaults 0 2 1 0 0 10 1 11 9 4 3 3 44
Youth/youth assaults 13 9 6 12 21 27 32 37 36 16 21 19 249

Gang related verbal conflicts 5 3 5 3 3 3 7 3 0 6 8 5 51

Destruction state property/ graffiti 17 5 14 4 8 0 1 2 0 1 2 3 57

Promoting gang affiliation w/
clothing

0 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3

Gang signs 5 0 0 1 3 1 2 1 1 0 1 1 16
Tattoos 0 0 2 3 4 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 11
Gang paraphernalia
(drawing/writing)

0 2 2 2 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 9

Use of force 2 5 4 3 2 26 15 27 16 5 12 8 125
Other 0 *1 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 6
Total 42 28 35 29 45 69 60 81 66 32 47 42 576
• Totals are different due to entry in more than one category.
• In May 1999, “other” included manufacturing weapons.
• Several incidents fell under three categories: staff assault, youth-on-youth assault and use of force.

The names of every street gang and the number of members that claim to belong to the gang are
tracked every month by the Arizona Department of Juvenile Corrections. Below is a list of gangs
and their respective number of gang members in Adobe Mountain Facility for the month of
December 1999.
• 10th Ave Projects (1)
• 13 St. Yuma Crips (1)
• 31st Ave Locos (1)
• 52nd Ave Grandel (2)
• 61st Ave Locos (1)
• 79 Swans Bloods (1)
• Avalon Gangster Crips(1)
• Barrio Chicano Locos (4)
• Barrio Sun Town Gangsters (1)
• Broadway Crips (1)
• Broadway Gangsters (6)
• Brotherhood Gangsters (1)
• Brown Pride (2)
• Cashion Park Locos (1)
• Chandler Varrio Locos (1)
• Crazy Latin Boys (1)
• Dogtown (1)
• Duppa Villa Projects Eastside (4)
• East Coast Crips (1)
• East Sunny Locas (1)
• Eastside 9th St (5)
• Eastside Bloods (1)
• Eastside Brown Pride (1)
• Eastside Chandler (3)
• Eastside Garfield (2)
• Eastside Guadalupe (4)
• Eastside La Familia (4)
• Eastside La Victoria Locos (3)
• Eastside LCM (4)

• Eastside Mesa Locos (2)
• Eastside Posse (3)
• Eastside WBP 21st St. (1)
• Eastside Wetback Power (1)
• Eastside Wetback Power 18thSt. (2)
• Eastside Wetback Power 8th St. (1)
• Edith St. Posse Bloods (1)
• Hayden Park Locos (1)
• Hilltop Gangsters (1)
• Hollywood (4)
• Hoover St. Crips (1)
• Kriminal of Society Klan Kosk (1)
• La Victoria Locos (3)
• Latin Kings (1)
• Libre (6)
• Lindo Park Crips (4)
• Little Town Crip Gang (1)
• Long Beach Crips (Bullhead City) (1)
• Los Marcos Homies (1)
• Manzanita Westside (1)
• Maryvale Crips (1)
• Maryvale Gangster Crips (1)
• Mexican Brown Pride (2)
• Mini Park Chicanos (1)
• Native Pride (1)
• New Baby Mafia (1)
• North VMU 8th St. Avondale (1)
• Northside 15th Ave. (1)
• Northside Avondale (1)
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• Northside Phoeniquera (1)
• Projects (Tucson) (1)
• Rolling 60's Crips (1)
• S/S 46 Thugs (1)
• Satan’s Disciples (1)
• Sex Jerks (3)
• Soma Yuma (1)
• South of Border (1)
• South Park Crips (1)
• South Park Family Gangsters (1)
• Southern Crips (1)
• Southside 10th Ave Tucson (1)
• Southside 12 Ave Crips (1)
• Southside 13 (3)
• Southside 35 Ave (4)
• Southside Avondale (1)
• Southside Broadway Gangsters (2)
• Southside Chandler (2)
• Southside Happy Homes (1)
• Southside Mesa (5)
• Southside Phoeniquera (1)
• Southside Posse Bloods (3)
• Southside Tucson (3)
• Southside Vista Bloods (1)
• Southside WBP 22ND (1)
• Street Smart Crew (1)
• Suing Family Gangsters (1)
• SUR 13 (7)
• To Kause Pain (1)

• Tollison Chicanos (1)
• Townhouse 48 St (1)
• Treetop Piru Bloods (1)
• Varrio 61st Street (2)
• Varrio Happy Home Locos (2)
• Varrio Hispanic Homeboys 6th Av. (5)
• Wedgewood (3)
• Westside 18th St. Shadow Park (1)
• Westside 4th St. Crips (1)
• Westside Brown Pride (3)
• Westside Chicanos (3)
• Westside City 10th Av. Boothill Crip (8)
• Westside City Crips (5)
• Westside Dangerous Crips (1)
• Westside Diamond (1)
• Westside Domestics (1)
• Westside Guadalupe (1)
• Westside Homies (5)
• Westside Kings (1)
• Westside Latinos (1)
• Westside Latinos (1)
• Westside Playboy Crips (2)
• Westside Posse (1)
• Wetback Power (6)
• Wetback Power 12th Ave (1)
• Wetback Power 31st Ave. (2)
• White Fence (1)
• White Supremacist (1)

In all, a total of 118 gangs were identified comprised of 221 gang members. A majority of the gang
members identified in the juvenile facilities are involved in male multi-ethnic street gangs. ADJC
explains that juvenile street gangs are usually differentiated by neighborhoods rather than
ethnicity, which is opposite of the trend at the Arizona Department of Corrections. As shown in the
list above, some street gangs are known by similar names, but may actually be a different faction.
Examples include: Wetback Power, Wetback Power 12th Ave and Wetback Power 31st Ave. Youth
who claim membership to the same named gang, but from different neighborhoods, may be rivals.

The Arizona Department of Juvenile Corrections does not maintain specialized caseloads for street
gang members, but the housed individuals are placed in appropriate units as to not jeopardize his
or her safety. The ADJC warrants unit, the Absconder Recovery Team, works in conjunction with
GITEM on juveniles who have violated parole.

Almost half of the gang-related incidents reported are youth-on-youth assaults. In 1999 at Adobe
Mountain, there were 249 youth-on-youth incidents and 44 staff assaults. ADJC staff report having
some organized gang activity, but the extent of this activity is unknown. “Organized” gang activity
among the juveniles often consists of fights, property damage and tattooing. Organized juvenile
activity is limited for two reasons: (1) the average length of stay is only 7 months; and (2) the large
number of diverse gangs does not allow for such organization.

The Arizona Department of Juvenile Corrections reports that street gang problems in their facilities
are currently under control, and that current Arizona criminal statutes adequately address the
gang problem. Areas that could increase this effectiveness include having computers linked with
other agencies for information and intelligence purposes, and consistent identification of gang
members across all agencies.

For some gang members prison is not an ‘if’ statement but a ‘when’ statement. Gang experts have
documented gang members claiming that “when” they go to prison rather than “if” they go to
prison. Most gang experts agree that gang membership usually derives from delinquency and that
if we can reduce delinquency we can reduce our gang membership and inmate population. This
effort has been focused into the formation of several task forces both by state agencies and local
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agencies to combat the gang problem. The next section will highlight various task forces
throughout Arizona.
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Arizona Task Forces
Within the last twenty years, criminal justice agencies in Arizona have developed multi-agency,
multi-jurisdictional task forces to combat drug, gang and violent crime issues across the state. A
task force can be funded in several ways, including the Edward Byrne State and Local Law
Enforcement Formula Block Grant, state appropriations, drug fines and/or local funds matched by
criminal justice agencies.

In this section, four criminal justice agencies will be examined to show the differences in the way
task forces are developed and operate. The state task force, Gang Intelligence and Team
Enforcement Mission (GITEM) was developed in 1994 as a way to handle the increasing gang
problem in Arizona. The statewide multi-agency task force employs both Department of Public
Safety Officers as well as county and municipal officers. The Western Maricopa County
Narcotics/Gang Task Force is an urban county task force that was established in 1993 to focus on
gang-related criminal activities and the sale/distribution of illegal drugs in western Maricopa
County communities near the metro Phoenix area. In contrast, the Apache County Cooperative
Enforcement Narcotics Team (ACCENT) originated in 1988 in rural Arizona to reduce drug
abuse/drug trafficking and gang activity. Other agencies affiliated with task forces in Arizona are
local law enforcement and/or tribal agencies, such as the Gila River Police Department, the third
agency to be highlighted in this section.

Gang Intelligence and Team Enforcement Mission

The Gang Intelligence and Team Enforcement Mission (GITEM), Arizona’s statewide multi-agency
task force has two major missions: to impact gang related criminal activity wherever it occurs in
Arizona, and to increase awareness and skill in dealing with and documenting the existence of
gangs and their members throughout the state.

The most important priorities of GITEM are to identify the key gangs in communities, evaluate
their impact and develop procedures to eradicate the gang from the community. In the long run,
GITEM aims to reduce violent gang related crime, graffiti and the number of unlawful weapons on
the street. Specific activities and operations of the Gang Intelligence and Team Enforcement
Mission include:
• Targeting known violent gang members for intensive investigations
• Conducting covert investigations and operations of known gang offenders
• Provide statewide gang training, education and intelligence to other agencies
• Participating in community graffiti abatement programs
• Publishing bulletins
• Assessing the threats of gangs in communities
• Responding to assistance requests from other agencies to help eradicate gangs
• Conducting event specific enforcement activities

The Task Force unites law enforcement and prosecution agencies on the federal, tribal, state,
county and municipal levels. A coordinated, intelligence driven approach is taken in dealing with
the gang situation and consists of a strong group of trained gang investigators. The following
agencies either reported their participation in GITEM or were reported by the Department of Public
Safety to participate in the task force:

• Apache Junction Police Department
• Apache County Sheriff’s Office
• Avondale Police Department
• Capitol Police Department
• Benson Police Department
• Bullhead Police Department
• Casa Grande Police Department
• Chandler Police Department
• Cochise County Sheriff’s Office

• Coconino County Sheriff’s Office
• Coolidge Police Department
• DEA/Sierra Vista
• DEA/Tucson
• Douglas Police Department
• El Mirage Police Department
• Eloy Police Department
• FBI/GITEM
• Flagstaff Police Department
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• Florence Police Department
• Fountain Hills Marshal’s Office
• Gilbert Police Department
• Glendale Police Department
• Holbrook Police Department
• Kingman Police Department
• Marana Police Department
• Mohave County Sheriff’s Office
• NAU Police Department
• Navajo County Sheriff’s Office
• Oro Valley Police Department
• Phoenix Police Department
• Pima County Attorney’s Office
• Pima Community College
• Pinal County Sheriff’s Office

• Pinetop-Lakeside Police
• San Luis Police Department
• Scottsdale Police Department
• Show Low Police Department
• Sierra Vista Police Department
• Somerton Police Department
• Surprise Police Department
• Tempe Police Department
• Tolleson Police Department
• University of Arizona Police

Department
• Willcox Police Department
• Winslow Police Department
• Yuma County Sheriff’s Office
• Yuma Police Department

Of those participating agencies, the following table (Table 5-1) represents the number of
personnel devoted to GITEM.
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 Table 5-1: Gang Intelligence and Team Enforcement Mission Personnel
Position Sworn/Civilian Number of DPS

Personnel
Number of Other

Agencies
Personnel

Commander Sworn 1 0
Lieutenants Sworn 2 0
Sergeants Sworn 11 4
Budget Analyst Civilian 1 0
Secretaries Civilian 4 3
Officers Sworn 35 39
Intelligence Analysts Civilian 4 0
Dispatchers Civilian 4 0
Intelligence Technicians Civilian 4 0
Total 65 46

GITEM’s efforts of gang intelligence and enforcement can be proven in the number of
arrests made and assets and drugs seized. GITEM arrested 4,598 adults and 1,179
juveniles in 1999. 132 juveniles were cited for curfew violations. In addition to making
arrests, GITEM made 130,483 community contacts and 12,136 field interrogations.

Assets and Drugs seized include:
• 371 Weapons
• 6 Vehicles
• $2,200.00 in personal property

• $47,000.00 in real property
• $71,349.00 in currency
• 2,786 pounds of Marijuana
• 1.28 ounces of Heroin
• 745 hits of dangerous drugs

• 26 ounces of dangerous drugs
• 14 pounds of Cocaine
• 14.28 ounces of Crack/cocaine
• .03 ounces of Amphetamine
• 59.4 pounds of solid

Methamphetamine
• .0013 gallons of liquid

Methamphetamine

Every county may not participate on a regular basis, but GITEM has been able to identify gang sets
in every county in Arizona. Figure 5-1 provides a map of Arizona counties with the number of gang
sets identified in the county by GITEM.
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Figure 5-1: Number of Street Gangs in each Arizona County

The Gang Intelligence and Team Enforcement Mission is the only state gang task force, but
county, municipal and tribal agencies often work together to combat the gang problem. The
following section will highlight a multi-agency county task force working to combat the gang
problem in the most populated county in Arizona.

Western Maricopa County Narcotics/Gang Task Force

The goal of the Western Maricopa County Narcotics/Gang Task Force is to reduce gang
involvement in criminal activities and reduce the sale, distribution and use of illegal drugs. An
equal amount of time is devoted to both of these efforts. The task force is administered through
the Maricopa County Sheriff’s Office and includes officers from the Avondale, El Mirage, Goodyear,
Surprise, and Tolleson Police Departments in addition to the Arizona National Guard. In the event
of a special detail, the Western Maricopa County Narcotics/Gang Task Force may also work with
other task forces, such as the Gang Intelligence and Team Enforcement Mission (GITEM).

The Western Maricopa Task Force was established in 1993. Throughout its history, gang members
and gang-related activities have changed over the years. In an interview, the commander of the
Western Maricopa Task Force reported that gangs, such as the Bloods and the Crips, are less of a
threat now than they were in the 1980s. While gangs in Maricopa County have often developed
from West Coast parent gangs, particularly the Los Angeles area, several gangs have locally
evolved.  A current trend the Task Force reports seeing is an increase in the number of multi-ethnic
and Native American gangs.
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Within the last few years, the Task Force has reported that the identification of gang members has
become increasingly difficult. Just a few years ago, gang members would wear identifying clothing
or paraphernalia and throw gang signs in an effort to be noticed, but now the gang members are
aware of the increased punishments associated with being identified as a gang member and are
less willing to show their membership. (It has also been reported that A.R.S. §13-105 has
contributed to a decrease in gang graffiti.)

Drug trafficking is not viewed as a major criminal activity among street gangs (excluding
motorcycle gangs) because most of the drugs confiscated from gang members are in personal
amounts. In 1998, 12 gang members were arrested for drug related crimes, while a total of 141
gang members were arrested for non-drug related crimes. In 1999, nine gang members were
arrested by the Western Maricopa County Task Force for drug related crimes, while a total of 83
gang members were arrested for crimes not involving drugs.

Gang members are increasingly mobile. The Task Force reports that gangs are more likely today to
drive to other jurisdictions for the purpose of confronting other gangs. For example, gangs from El
Mirage have been found ‘joy riding’ in Mesa. This increased mobility has also necessitated
enforcement in schools on several occasions. For example, it has been requested that the Task
Force attend Gila Bend High School football games to make sure visiting gang members do not
create any disturbances.  Even schools on the county’s Native American Reservations have asked
the Task Force to provide enforcement on their grounds.

The work of the Western Maricopa County Task Force is different from other task forces because
they focus their resources on gang activities in the most populated county in the Arizona. The
following section will now examine how a rural county task force, with a comparable land size of
Maricopa County, deals with the drug and gang problem in their area.
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Apache County Sheriff’s Office

Although Apache County is not densely populated, officers at the Apache County Sheriff’s Office
are deeply involved in statewide gang enforcement efforts. A county-level drug, gang and violent
crime task force called ACCENT (Apache County Cooperative Enforcement Narcotics Team) has
been in effect since 1988. ACCENT is primarily a narcotics task force that works in tandem with
GITEM on many gang-related investigations. This small, formally organized multi-jurisdictional,
multi-agency narcotics task force is comprised of local law enforcement officers who work in
conjunction with a full-time drug case prosecutor.

Task Force goals are to identify, arrest and prosecute drug traffickers, and seize drugs and
forfeitable assets. In addition to Apache County Sheriff’s Office deputies and administration, other
participants in the ACCENT Task Force include the St. Johns, Springerville and Eagar Police
Departments, Arizona Department of Public Safety, Navajo Nation Police Department and Apache
County Attorney’s Office. The Apache County Sheriff’s Office also has an active member serving on
GITEM.

Gangs in Apache County have not evolved in the same way as street gangs in Maricopa County. In
contrast, the Apache County Sheriff’s Office reports that most Apache County gangs developed
through the relocation of Chicago gang members and have been influenced by Chicago based
gangs. Gangs and gang activity in this area have an East Coast, Midwest influence atypical to the
rest of Arizona, with its large West Coast (particularly Los Angeles) influence.

Neighboring Apache County is Navajo County, where there have been gangs comprised of three
generations of family gang members. These older gangs show evidence of a paramilitary hierarchy
system. The gangs have certain criteria that must be met before a person can move up the ranks
to a position of governor and/or lieutenant. The leaders of these gangs, usually called “OGs”
(original gangsters) or “Veteranos,” are older gang members who have often been to prison, where
they joined a security threat group and then returned to continue their gang activities.

The two most prominent Apache County gangs are the Cobras and the Dragons, which are rival
gangs. These gangs focus heavily on influencing and recruiting young members. These
organizations are often successful because they provide a sense of belonging that youth need in
their lives and are seeking. Both gangs are based out of the Navajo Nation capitol of Window Rock.
To make it more difficult for law enforcement to identify these youth as gang members, the Cobras
and the Dragons will claim gang membership by “representing” their gang to show more respect to
the gang. Another way confusion in gang identification is created is the additional reference to
Cobra gang members as “folks” and Dragon gang members as “people”.

People and folk gangs began in the 1980s in the Illinois prison system. At that time, the Illinois
prison system had an overabundance of individual gang members who were not formally part of a
gang or were affiliated with a small gang. These gang members combined together and eventually
developed two nations within the prison system: the People Nation and the Folk Nation. Street
gangs on the outside followed suit, so that eventually gangs and alliances had formed with one of
the two nations. While these gangs are allied with a People or Folk Nation, they are still organized
in and of themselves.

Statewide, Arizona has witnessed an increase in Native American gangs and gang members, and
few areas have seen this increase as well as Apache County. A portion of the Navajo Nation, which
is the largest Native American Nation in the United States, lies in Apache County and accounts for
about two-thirds of the county’s land. Because this is so, there are sovereignty issues that make
law enforcement more difficult for the area task forces and cause their crime data to be skewed.

Given this problem, the Apache County Sheriff’s Office reports that approximately 3,000 Native
American undocumented gang members currently inhabit the county. However, the Apache County
Sheriff's Office has no governing authority over the crimes committed on the reservation or by
crimes committed by Native Americans off the reservation and then return to the reservation. It
was the opinion of one Apache County Sheriff’s Department officer that Native American gang
membership has increased because the structure of a gang is similar to the structure of a clan
within the Native American tradition. The Apache County Sheriff’s Office reported that in 1998 the
Navajo Nation had 37 homicides, and in 1999 the Navajo Nation reported 15 homicides and 3,542
aggravated assaults. Whether the Navajo Nation incidents involved gang members is unknown,
because the Navajo Nation does not have specific laws dealing with gang related activity.
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Native American gangs are different from gangs in metropolitan areas because they often dress
the part, are willing to show their colors, act out to be noticed and are willing to throw gang signs
to show their identification as a gang member. This is unlike the gang members of metropolitan
areas who do not engage in these behaviors for fear of being documented and facing enhanced
prosecution28. This difference may be due to the fact that Native American gangs are generally
younger than urban gangs.

The gang violence in Apache County is different from the urban areas of Arizona. In Apache
County, violent acts not involving a gun are often reported as gang-related activities, such as
beating a person to death with a rock. Guns and weapons are making their way into Apache
County, but non-traditional forms of assault are more prevalent at this time. According to the
Apache County Sheriff’s Office, most violent gang members resort to violence to prove themselves
to the gang or to show rival gangs that their gang is superior. For example, there are two rival Crip
sets in Apache County that fight each other to prove one gang is superior to the other.

Due to Apache County’s strategic placement along the New Mexico state line and its accessibility
from other areas via Interstate 40, the county often experiences inter- and intrastate alliances
among gangs. For example, gangs in Apache County have been linked to gangs in Bullhead City,
Arizona; Laughlin, Nevada; Las Vegas, Nevada; Gallup, New Mexico and Albuquerque, New Mexico.
These associations can be derived from gang names, and their bonds are enforced through
participation in drug offenses.

Most of the time, individuals arrested in Apache County are criminals affiliated with gangs,
according to Apache County Sheriff’s Office. Officials in Apache County believe that the crimes
committed by gang members are not committed for the benefit of the entire gang but rather for
personal gain. In the later half of 1999, ACCENT made seven arrests for drug offenses in which the
arrested individual was a gang member.

Both the Western Maricopa County Narcotics/Gang Task Force and ACCENT are well-established
and well-funded county task forces. Conversely, the next section will highlight the Gila River Police
Department, which is different from the two task forces described because it is a newly established
local police department taking their first steps toward solving gang problems in their jurisdiction.

Gila River Police Department

In 1998, the Gila River Police Department was established as an independent tribal law
enforcement agency not affiliated with the Federal Bureau of Indian Affairs. At present,
approximately 40 officers cover 600 square miles of reservation land. The Gila River Police
Department has recognized the beginnings of a gang problem and to be proactive, began working
to revise the children’s code by including elements similar to A.R.S. §13-105.

Their long-term goal is to form a gang task force once they have the resources, but in the
meantime they have begun collecting information and intelligence on gang-related incidents and
members. (Because gangs often travel through adjacent jurisdictions, outside information and
intelligence is collected from the Chandler, Casa Grande, Coolidge and Phoenix Police
Departments.) In addition, some Gila River Police Department officers have attended the State
Gang Task Force school.

The Gila River Police Department reports that their gang problem stems from outside influences
and from youth putting their Native American culture aside. They describe their gang population as
dysfunctional because most of the members are “wannabe’s” with very little organizational
structure. The Native American youth mimic other gangs in the area (such as Chandler, Casa
Grande and Coolidge gangs) by claiming the same gang name but having no affiliation with the
original gang.

The Gila River Police Department reported some interesting trends in their street gang population.
For example, it is common for brothers, fathers and sons from the same family to join rival gangs
rather than the same gang. Similarly to the origins of the People and Folk Nations described
earlier, the increase of gangs in the Gila River area are due in part to the number of individuals
who are now joining together to form gangs. Another reason the number of gangs is increasing in
this area is due to increased awareness. The Gila River Police Department reported that once

                                        
28 A possibility for this difference is that jurisdictional issues do not allow gang members on the Navajo Nation and
other reservations to be subject to the severe penalties that gang members off the reservation are subject to.
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officers attend the state gang task force school, they are much more aware of gang-related
behaviors on the reservation.

Most of the gangs on the reservation are Native American, however, there are non-reservation gang
members who commit graffiti crime on the reservation. The increased movement of street gangs
through the reservation has led to a working relationship between the Gila River and Chandler
Police Departments to combat both Native and non-Native American gang activities on and off the
reservation.

The most common crime among citizens of the Native American Community, whether or not they
are gang members, is assault. The Gila River community is similar to Apache County in that the
majority of gang-related assaults involve physical confrontation rather than the use of guns.
Stealing cars for joy riding purposes and drive-by shootings are crimes that have also increased
among the Gila River gang population. The Gila River Police Department reports that most gang-
related crimes are spontaneous acts committed by drunken offenders. The police department also
reports that increases in drive-by shootings are a result of gang members targeting other gang
members.

Due to limited staffing, the Gila River Police Department does not have a specialized unit or
detective division focusing on street gang activity, but the agency hopes to form one by December
2000. The Gila River Police Department is also interested in forming alliances with other police
departments, especially those that border their Nation.

Gang activity reaches almost every part of Arizona. Within the areas affected by this activity, there
are many similarities and differences between these behaviors. In sum,
• Rural areas have reported that gang members often commit violent acts without the use of a

firearm, while the use of firearms is more common in urban Maricopa County.
• Gang members not living in reservation areas are clearly aware of the increased penalties

associated with being a street gang member and behave accordingly to avoid those penalties.
• Gangs in Arizona do not necessarily evolve in the same ways. Some areas have been affected

by West Coast influences, while other areas in Arizona emulate Chicago gangs.
• The tendency to align with other jurisdictions to reduce gang activity is strong.

Intergovernmental cooperation among criminal justice agencies is common and encouraged.

Gang task forces are predominately community based and they interact with people in society.
Task forces have participated in schools to educate teachers and students on gangs. However,
schools contain the population of individuals most likely to be at risk of joining a gang: young
people. Therefore, a perspective on what students think and know about gangs can be a good
instrument in evaluating street gang in Arizona. The following section highlights questions asked of
students in the 1999 Substance Abuse survey about gangs and gang activity.
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Public School Students and Gangs

As has been reported throughout this report, gang-related activities often begin while children are
still in their pre-teen to teenage years. For this reason, an examination of gang membership among
public school students has been conducted for several years by Arizona Criminal Justice
Commission staff.

For about a decade, the Arizona Criminal Justice Commission has been collecting questionnaire
data on street gang membership among public school students. The study is administered to a
representative statewide sample of students biennially on odd years. Although students in
elementary, junior high (middle) school and high school take part in the survey, the results
presented here are only those of junior high and high school students.

In 1999, the survey asked students factual questions, including questions about whether a student
personally knew any gang members, if the student belonged to a gang and if there were any gang
members in the student’s family, school or neighborhood. In addition, more subjective questions
were asked, including what the student believes is the most frequent illegal activity done by gang
members; and in their opinion, how frequently gangs or gang members sell drugs.

Gang Membership among Public School Students

To gauge how many students were either involved with or interested in joining gangs, students in
grades six through twelve participating in the survey were asked if they were in a gang. Of the
students who responded to the question,
• 87.7% reported they did not belong to a gang
• 2.9% reported they did not belong to a gang, but would like to
• 5.4% said they did belong to a gang, and
• 1.1% said they did belong, but would like to get out.
In all, a total of 6.5% students claimed gang membership.

Compared to the 1997 Substance Abuse survey results, the percent of students in gangs have
basically remained unchanged. In 1997, 88.9% of students reported they did not belong to a gang;
2.6% reported they did not belong to a gang, but would like to; 6.0% reported they did belong to a
gang; and 1.3% said they did belong to a gang, but wanted to get out.

The National Longitudinal Survey of Youth report (1997) surveyed a nationwide sample of students
between 12-16 years of age about gang membership. In this national sample, 5% of students
claimed they belonged to a gang29. Of the sampled Arizona students between 12-16 years of age,
5.5% of students reported they were in a gang. Therefore, Arizona is almost identical to the
national average on gang membership among this age group. As mentioned earlier, gang
membership of the whole Arizona population is less than one percent, therefore children ages 12-
16 are more likely to be gang members than the rest of the population.

Characteristics of Gang Members

When comparing gang members to the general public school student population, some
distinguishing characteristics can be found. This section will focus on these changes, including:
• Gang membership does not change greatly as students complete grades six through twelve.
• White students are less likely to report they belong to a gang than non-white students.
• On average, gang members make lower grades than public school students do.
• Gang members are almost five times more likely to have a full-time job than all students

combined.

Gang Membership by Grade Level

In general, in terms of the entire school population, gang membership does not change very
significantly between middle school and high school. According to the students surveyed, the
highest percentage of students who are gang members are in the sixth grade.

                                        
29 United States Department of Justice; Office of Justice Programs; Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention (1999). Juvenile Offenders and Victims: 1999 National Report.
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However, these differences can be more readily seen when focusing only on gang members. The
decrease between sixth and twelfth grade gang membership drops by only 2.5 percentage points.
In terms of real numbers, this is an overall decrease of 30%, meaning two out of three students
who were in a gang in the sixth grade will be expected to be both in a gang and enrolled in the
twelfth grade (or one out of three students will not be in a gang).
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Table 6-1: Gang Membership by Grade Level
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Not interested in joining
a gang

88.6% 89.3% 88.0% 90.1% 92.5% 92.7% 91.9%

Would like to join a gang 3.2% 3.7% 4.2% 3.0% 1.8% 1.6% 2.3%
In a gang 6.0% 5.3% 6.7% 5.8% 4.7% 5.0% 5.3%
In a gang, but would like
to get out

2.2% 1.6% 1.1% 1.2% 1.0% 0.7% 0.4%

TOTAL GANG
MEMBERS

*8.2% *6.9% *7.8% *7.0% *5.7% *5.7% *5.7%

*These numbers do not account for students that drop out of school between the sixth and twelfth grades.

Gang Membership and Race

According to the data collected on public school students, there is a relationship between race and
gang membership. The middle column in Table 2 shows the racial breakdown of all students who
participated in the survey. From this information, it can be seen that most students reported their
race as white, followed closely by Hispanic. Lastly, about one-fifth of students reported they were
of a race/ethnicity other than white or Hispanic.

The column to the far right in Table 6-2 is the racial breakdown of students who reported they were
in a gang. In comparison to all public school students, gang members are disproportionate to the
rest of the population. Fewer white students reported they were in a gang, Hispanic students
reported gang membership participation similar to their representation in the general population
and students of all other races reported a higher level of gang membership.

Table 6-2: Race by Gang Membership
Public School Students Gang Members

White (not Hispanic) 44.3% 21.1%

Hispanic 33.9% 38.1%

Other 21.8% 40.8%

Gang Member Educational Achievement

There are differences in the educational achievement of gang members and the general public
school student population. Most students report they make some combination of A’s and B’s, but
most gang members report their grades range from C’s to F’s. Table 6-3 shows that students
reported they earn mostly A’s and B’s in school most often (29.2%). However, “B’s and C’s” was
the category best describing the grades of self-reported gang members.

Table 6-3: Grade Comparison between Gang Members and All Students
All Students Gang Members

A’S 15.7% 11.2%
A’S and B’s 29.2% 16.8%
B’s 9.9% 8.5%
B’s and C’s 23.4% 21.9%
C’s 6.9% 8.5%
C’s and D’s 9.0% 13.1%
D’s and F’s 5.9% 20.0%

Employment Among Gang Members

Gang members are much more likely to work than the general public school student population. In
1999, 69.2% of students reported they did not work; for gang members that figure was 57.0%, as
can be seen in Table 6-4. One significant difference between employment among these two groups
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is the percent of gang members (12.1%) who reported they worked more than 40 hours per week
in comparison to all students (2.6%). This difference makes gang members almost five times more
likely to have a full-time job than all students combined30.

Table 6-4: Employment Comparison between Gang Members and All Students
All Students Gang Members

Do Not Have a Job 69.2% 57.0%
Work <20 Hours a Week 15.5% 16.3%
Work 20-30 Hours a Week 9.2% 9.8%
Work 30-40 Hours a Week 3.5% 4.7%
Work >40 Hours a Week 2.6% 12.1%

Awareness of Gang Members

Half of all Arizona students reported they knew someone who was a gang member. Included in this
statistic are the 19.3% of students reporting they had a gang member in their family, 30.5% who
knew a gang member in their neighborhood and 45.2% who knew a gang member in their school31.
Of national sample of students, 28% reported the presence of gangs in their school32.  Arizona
students report a greater awareness of the presence of gang members in their schools than
students nationally.

Threatening Activity on School Property

Gang members are much more likely to exhibit threatening behaviors on school property than are
other public school students. In some instances, these differences are quite large. As can be seen
in Table 6-5, almost one in five gang members reported they had been in twelve or more physical
fights on school property in the last year; and for all public school students this figure was 2.5%.

Table 6-5: Threatening Activity on School Property
Activity All Students Gang Members
Brought a Weapon to School
(six or more days in a month)

4.2% 23.7%

Injured with a Weapon on School Property in the Last Year 2.2% 13.7%
Knew Someone who Brought a Weapon to School
(in the last month)

29.7% 60.2%

Twelve or More Physical Fights on School Property in the
Last Year

2.5% 17.7%

Threatened with a Weapon on School Property 12 or More
Times in the Last Year

2.2% 13.7%

It can be concluded that gang members are:
• Six times more likely to have brought a weapon to school six or more days in a month.
• Six times more likely to have been injured with a weapon on school property.
• Twice as likely to know someone who has brought a weapon to school in the last month.
• Seven times more likely to have been involved in twelve or more physical fights on school

property within a year.
• Six times more likely to have been threatened with a weapon on school property within a year.

                                        
30 Type of work is not specified in the survey.
31 These figures add up to more than 50% because a student can know a gang member(s) in their family and/or a
gang member(s) in their neighborhood and/or a gang member(s) at school.
32 United States Department of Justice; Office of Justice Programs; Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention (1999). Juvenile Offenders and Victims: 1999 National Report.
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Illegal Activity among Gang Members in Public School

When secondary school students were asked what they thought the most frequent illegal activity
done by gang members was, 26.4% of students reported it was vandalism, and 16.1% reported it
was violent activities. However, when gang members responded to the same question, they were
much more likely to report no activity. See Table 6-6 to review gang member perceptions about
illegal activity.

Table 6-6: View between Students and Gang Members of Illegal Activity of Gang Members
All Students Gang Members

Drug Sales 7.3% 8.0%
Drug Use/Possession 15.5% 12.3%
None 12.9% 20.8%
Other 9.7% 16.4%
Threats & Intimidation 7.8% 4.6%
Stealing 4.3% 5.4%
Vandalism 26.4% 17.1%
Violent Acts 16.1% 15.4%

The general student population seems to have underestimated the frequency of drug sales among
gang members. When students were asked how frequently they thought gang members sold drugs,
21.6% believed gang members sell drugs every day. This figure is almost half what was reported by
gang members (40.0%). An additional 14.4% of students reported gang members sell drugs
almost everyday, which is slightly lower than the 18.3% of gang members who report selling drugs
almost everyday.

Gang Members and Drug Use

Overall, drug use among gang members is much higher than drug use among the general student
population. Table 6-7 shows that gang members are twice as likely to have reported use of
marijuana than all public school students combined.

However, the substances reported most used by the general school population are also most used
by gang members, although they are much more prevalent among gang members. For gang
members and all students alike, the most prevalent substance reported was alcohol, with close to
90% of all gang members having used alcohol at one point in their life.
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Table 6-7: Public School Student and Gang Member Substance Abuse
All Students Gang Members Probability of Gang

Member’s Use in
Comparison to All Students

Cigarettes 51.4% 81.8% 1.6 times more likely
Smokeless Tobacco 15.7% 35.2% 2 times more likely
Alcohol 64.0% 89.9% About as likely
Marijuana 36.1% 74.7% 2 times more likely
Cocaine 9.8% 41.2% 4 times more likely
Meth/Amphetamine 8.9% 30.6% 3 times more likely
Depressants 7.4% 28.6% 4 times more likely
Inhalants 19.6% 54.5% 3 times more likely
Hallucinogens 12.3% 40.0% 3 times more likely
Narcotics 7.5% 31.1% 1.6 times more likely
Steroids 4.0% 20.1% 5 times more likely

Gang members do not behave in the same manner as students who are not gang members. In
general, gang members do not perform as well in school, report higher rates of employment and
substance abuse, and are much more likely to be involved in threatening and/or violent behaviors.
These behaviors are significantly more common among gang members than in the general student
population.
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Conclusion
The results of this study demonstrate that agencies across the criminal justice spectrum generally
agree on certain issues that will increase their effectiveness in handling street gang issues.
Statewide, criminal justice agencies reported a need for increased interagency communication,
increased community education and increased prevention/intervention strategies.

While the details still need to be addressed with all Arizona criminal justice agencies, agency
communication emphasizing cross-jurisdictional and cross-agency relations are needed to increase
the exchange of information and assistance with neighboring agencies. This exchange will help to
provide agencies with the information they need to solve a case, find a probationer or notify a
victim. Community education to increase awareness of street gangs and their activities can serve
as a forum for communication between parents and their children. Strategies and intervention
alternatives can prevent youth from joining gangs, or help them to get out of a gang if already
involved in one.

Many of these solutions are attainable. Interagency communication can be implemented almost
immediately as long as agencies agree what information should/should not be shared. Community
education will increase citizens understanding of gangs, and could positively impact arrest and
prosecution rates. Continued and additional prevention/intervention efforts will maintain the
relatively low ratio of gang members to the general population.

The well being of young people is key to the stable future of Arizona. To prevent children from
turning to gangs for the attention and a sense of belonging, parents, schools and communities
have to work together to create positive futures for youths.

An assessment of the needs reported by criminal justice agencies in this report is being planned.
Discussions groups will be conducted in an effort to find solutions to the needs of the criminal
justice system to deal more effectively with street gang activities. These changes will allow the
criminal justice system to become better coordinated for a better Arizona community.
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Appendices

Appendix A: Maricopa County Superior Court Addendum to Conditions of Probation
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Appendix B: Pima County Superior Court Special Conditions of Probation for Gang
Members
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Appendix C: Pima County Juvenile Court Standard Probation Conditions, Intensive
Probation Conditions and Gang Member Identification Criteria
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Appendix D: Pinal Juvenile Court Conditions of Intensive Probation with Gang
Terms and Conditions of Standard Probation with Gang Terms
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Appendix E: Yuma County Adult Probation Department Special Regulations of
Probation for Gang Members
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