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"Do drugs. Do time." That's the warning 
given by a program in metropolitan Phoe­
nix, Arizona, that has put into practice a 
new approach to reducing lise of illegal 
drugs-arresting casual users as a deterrent 
to others and as a means of getting them 
into counseling and treatment. The 

• 
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Issues and Findings 

Discussed in this Evaluatioll Bulleti,,: 
Maricopa County, Arizona. adopted a 
new i\pproach to reducing use of illegal 
drugs, which tatgeted caslIal users of 
marijuana as well as regular users of 
potent dmgs. The research study as· 
sessed the program's first 2 years of 
operation, 1989-1991. 

Key issues: A consortium of 26 munici­
pal, county, State, and Federal law en· 
forcement agencies establishcd the 
Maricopa County Demand Reduction 
Program to enforce zero tolerance for 
use of illegal drugs and hold all users 
accountable for their actions. The 
program's slogan, uDo drugs, Do time." 
alerts users to the risk of sanctions under 
Arizona's laws where possession of an 
illegal dmg is a felony. 

Since the program's aim is to reduce 
demand, it offers diversion to treatment 
for offenders who are drug users with no 
prior felony criminal history. Ineligible 
offenders and those eligible offenders 
who fail to complete the 6- to 12·month 
treatment program nrc prosecuted. 

Maricopa County Demand Reduction Pro­
gram was evaluated under a National Insti­
tute of Justict! grant during its first 24 
months of operation (March 1989 to Feh­
ruary 1991). This Evaluation Bu\letin out­
line: the program and the evaluation study. 

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

!dajorfindings. The researchers found 
that the program achieved its two princi­
pul objectives during its first 24 months 
of operation: 

... Creating communitywide awareness 
of the severit',i of the dmg problem and 
the need to hold all users accountable. 

... Increasing and coordinating law 
enforcement activities in combination 
with incrr.aseU prosecutions or participa­
tion in drug treatment programs. 

These objecti yes were achieved by: 

+ A major public education campaign, 
which depended entirely on a publici 
private effort for funds, equipmentl and 
materials. 

.. High-profile arrest operations of a 
task force of representhtives of all par­
ticipating agencies. 

A call for user accountability 

Early efforts to reduce the demand ~or 
drugs emphasized education, prevention, 
and treatment, especially among young 
people. More recently, law enforcement 
and punishment-which had been associ­
ated only with efforts to reduce supply-

... Retention within the criminal justice 
system of dmg cases that might other­
wise have been dismissed, 

-+- Diversion of a large number of dmg­
use offenders into treatment, most at the 
pre filing stage, 

Other significant findings include the 
following: 

.. Of those who entered the treatment 
program at the prefiling stage, three out 
of four successfulIy met all its require­
ments (whkh varied in duration depend­
ing on the drug, but included an educa­
tion component and random urine 
testing). 

+ Defendants who completed the treat­
ment program had a significantly lower 
rate of recidivism than defendants eli­
gible to enter the diversion program who 
did not enter treatment. 

Target audience: Policymakers, local 
government officials, law enforcemenL 
administrators, treatment professionals, 
and community leaders. 
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became a part of the strategy to reduce de­
mand. With the passage of the Anti-Drug 
Abuse Act of 1988, a national policy of 
"user accountability" was established, and 
law enforcement came into use as a means 
of dealing with users of marijuana as well 
as more potent drugs. Even casual drug use 
became viewed as an integral and contrib­
uting part of the national drug problem. A 
broad-based range of social and legal sanc­
tions were to be used to hold all drug users 
accountable for their behavior. Viewed in 
this light, drug users pose a criminal justice 
problem because they provide the cus­
tomer base for illegal drug sales. Drug us­
ers are in effect co-conspirators, and 
therefore legal remedies should be applied 
to both the supply and demand sides of the 
conspiracy. 

On the basis of this concept, a consortium 
of26 municipal, county, State, and Federal 
law enforcement agencies initiated the 
Maricopa County Demand Reduction Pro­
gram in March 1989. The consortium im­
mediately captured the national spotlight 
with the program's emphasis on zero toler­
ance and user accountability. Legislators, 
prosecutors, and police administrators 
visited Phoenix to see the program in 
operation. 

The program's two principal objectives 
were: 

• To create a communitywide awareness 
of the severity of the drug problem-to de­
velop a moral consensus-and to akrt drug 
users to the increased risk of legal sanc­
tions. Thus the slogan, "Do drugs. Do 
time." 

II To increase and coordimlte law enforce­
ment activities, in combination with either 
full prosecution or diversion to treatment in 
lieu of prosecution. to reduce the demand 
for drugs. 

The primary purpose of the NIJ study of 
the Maricopa County Demand Reduction 
Program was to determine how welJ the 
program achieved these objectives during 
its first 2 years. These were positive 
findings: 

• The "Do drugs. Do time." campaign re­
ceived broad and sustained acceptance in 
the community as a public education and 
general deterrence program. 

-

WHAT THE 
CASUAL DRUG USER 

WILL BE WEARING 
THIS SEASON. 

A tough newantl·drug police task (orce is now on the streets in Maricopa COllntye'1forcing 
Qur already tough drug laws. And if they catch you with drugs. they're taklng}'Ou tujail.You then face 

felony charges, a prison sentence and stiff financial r.enalues. Or pay to entef' a year· IOn!! rehab 
program. All orwhlch means drullsare no onger the fashionable thing to do • 

DO DRUGS. DO TIME. 
Maricopa~!l~~~~tionProgram. 

.. The program met its Objective of mak­
ing illegal drug users accountable by re­
taining within the criminal justice system 
drug cases that might otherwise have been 
dismissed. 

II The Demand Reduction Program suc­
ceeded in diverting a large number of drug­
use offenders imu treatment, the vast 
majority at the prefiling stage. 

ment Screening Center) program had the 
lowest rates of rearrest for a new charge of 
any offender category. 

Features of the Demand 
Reduction Program 

Five general features characterize this pro­
gram. It is first of all a comprehensive pro­
gram that integrates education, law 
enforcement, and treatment into a unified 
campaign against drug use. 

• 

• 

II The program generated revenue for the 
Maricopa County General Fund through 
booking fees and additional fees paid by 
arrestees who chose treatment as an alter­
native to prosecution. 

II During the study period, offendets who 
completed the TASC (Treatment Assess-

Second, there is participation by all law en-. 
forcement agencies, thereby ensuring a sin­
gular voice, a unified program plan, and a 
peol of personnel, equipment, infOlmation, 
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£]xhibit 1. Demand Reduction Program: Components and Process 

- Conviction I 
Special Groups 

r--11nellglble for I MUlti~enCy and Sites Prosecution 
Diversion I ~ 

Task orce 

- I No Conviction --l~ 

Referrals 
for Prosecutor's 
Investigation Arrests ~ 

Uniformed 
Patrol Officers Routine Stops 

and Field Calls 

• 
and other resources designed specifically 
for this program. The level of involvement, 
however, varies considerably among the 
many participating agencies. 

Third, the program enjoys a high level of 
community support. Public opinion fnvors 
strong legal sanctions against drug users, 
but also supports divt;f;:ion to treatment for 
first-time offenders. Loc-ul media provide 
support by extensive n'~ws coverage and 
favorable editorials 

The "Do drugs. Do time." campaign de­
pends on a public/privute partnership, 
which hus contributed mCi'e than $500,000 

~~ time, equipment, and materiuls to pro­
w:::uce and distribute "Do Dnlgs. Do Time.1I 

posters and television announcements. 
Placurds on city buses, billboards (see ex-

Preflle 
Decision 

Offender 
riI-" Refuses 

t Program - Conviction I 
y ~ 

Offender 
Eligible for r--- Denied Entry -"" Prosecution 
Diversion to Program 

~, 

I No Conviction -Offender I" 
l-tI- Enrolls In 

Program 

Falls To r--- Complete 
Program 

~ 
Successfully 
Completes No 

ample of poster, page 2) above major 
streets and highways, and televi:.;ed public 
service announcements proclaim that per­
sons who "do drugs" can expect to "do 
time. It This message is directed to stereo­
typical casunl or recreational users: young 
white adultr. with a high level of education 
and n comfOlt~ble style of living, 

Fourth, the program is aided by tough laws 
that provide latitude to the prosecutor and 
increase the likelihood that offendet's will 
accept diversion to the treatment pl'Ogram. 
In Arizona possession of even the smallest 
amount of an illegal drug is a felony. 

Finally, the program generates revenues. 
Every person who enters the diversionary 
treatment program pays $50 for jail pro­
cessing. $500 to $1,200 (depending on 
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Program r----- Prosecution 

type of charge) to the Arizona Drug En­
forcement Fund. and $135 to $1.800 (de­
pending on the program) for the tremment 
itself, with a sliding fee schedule fol' lower 
income and indigent offenders. 

How the program worl(s 

The flow chmt in exhibit 1 shows the Mep­
by-step process that is triggered when a 
user is arrested. The user accountability 
program has four components. The first 
two consist of heightened law enforcement 
efforts leading to arrest, one component 
under the direction of a muItingency tlIsk 
force and the other directed by uniformed 
patrol officers. The third component is in­
creased prosecution. and the fourth is di­
version to treatment. 

----------------------------------_._---



EvaluatIon methodology 

As noted. the otlje~tives of the Maricopa County Demand Reduction Program are to 
alert potential drug uset:{to their risk of arrest !lItd to incrense and coordinate law 
enforcement. prosecution, and treatment activities to reduce the demand for drugs. 
NU's evaluation looked for answers to these questiolls: Was the program imple­
mented as designed? Did the program confonn to the standards est!\blished at the 
outset? Did dec.isions to defer prosecution pending treatment adhere to stated eligi~ 
bility criteria? Did the program result in significant changes in arrests, bookings, 
and proSecutions? 

The evaluation consisted of the following activities: 

II A two-wave survey of nearly 1,200 unifonned pJlt\'ol officers throughout the 
county in March 1990 and March 1991 to assess the level of officers' knowledge of 
the progmml support fol' its goals. and behavior consistent with those goals. 

• A study of 7,012 persons ngainst whom criminal charges were submitted and re­
viewed by the County Attorney d~tring the Demand Reduction Program's first 24 
month!!, from March 1989 through February 1991.111C purpose was to study the 
flow of cases and their outcomes. . 

• A time-series analysis of aggregatt')d data. to discover changes in arrest and pros~ 
ecution practices OVer time that CQuid be attribl1ted to the program. 

rhe task force approach. In addition to 
providing visibility for the program, the 
consortium plays an integral part in its op­
eration. The consortium formed t\ task 
force made up of 1 or more representatives 
of each of the 26 participating agencies, 
with the size made more manageable by 
dividing the county lmd its many agencies 
into 3 regions: Eust, Central, and West. 
Each region has its own task force com­
mander, who works with the task force co­
ordinator in obtaining the necessary 
assistance in personnel and cquipment to 
carry out specific operntions in their re­
spective arcus. 

The task force coordinates und directs two 
types of operations. l1le "reverse Sling" is 
used where strcet drug sales take place. 
Dnlg sellers are arrested und replaced by 
undercover officers; anyone attempting to 
buy drugs from these undercover officers 
;., arrested. The second operation targets 
known sites of heavy public dnlg use, such 
as nightclub parking lots, rock concerts, 
and recreational areas, for police surveil­
lallce and arrests. In both cases, the opera­
tions have been infrequent lind im:gular, 
but their high local visibility and media 
coverage have publicly reinforced the "Do 
dnlgs. Do time." message. 

Prosecution or (/iversioll to treatmellt. The 
consequences of arrest results in different 
options. Under the policy of zero tolerance, 
the County Attorney's oftice assures the 
law enforcement community that it will 
prosecute all offenders who do not qualify 
for, accept, or successfully complete the di­
version program. 

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

Qualifications to enter the drug treatment 
program vary somewhat depending on the 
drug possessed, but the generul purpose is 
to offer diversion only to cusualusers with 
no prior felony criminal history. Arrestees 
who are diverted to the treatment program 
can be seen as "doing time" during the 6 to 
12 months they are in the outpatient treat­
ment program. 

Treatmellt program operatiolls. The 
Maricopa County AHorney{fASC Drug 
Diversion PlOgram is n community-based 
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treatment strategy designed to reduce sub- • 
sequent drug use. Those who enter it must 
ugree to meet all program f~onditions in-
cluding random urinulysis monitoring. 

The program incorporates four drug-
specitic treatment programs, which vary in 
duration, objectives, and methods. But all 
involve some combinution of random urine 
testing and an educntional seminar, and nIl 
but the program for marijuana possession 
involve some degree of individual or group 
counseling. Those who enter the program 
must attend alliequired seminars, lectures, 
and counseling sessions. 

In addition to meeting all requirements of 
the diversion program, participants must 
pay in full all fees assessed them. Each of­
fender booked and held at the county jail 
must pay a jailhouse processing fee of $50. 
The offender must also pay an Ari~ona 
Drug Enforcement Fund fee, which varies 
by drug type from $500 for possession of 
marijuana to $1,200 for possession of co­
caine. The offender is also assessed a fee 
equal to the costs of the treatment program; • 
the fee mnges from $135 for the 90-day 
possession of marijuana progmm to more 
than $1,600 for 12-tno' th programs for 
possession of either cocaine or illegal pre­
scription drugs. A sliding schedule of fees 
is used for lower income offenders, and a 
total waiver of all fees is available for incli-
gent cases. The payment of fees may be 
spread over 24 months. 

Exhibit 2 presents the schedule of tines and 
fees paid by persons diverted to treatment 
during the study period. 

Further, all program participants, including 
those charged with possession of mari­
juana, must provide a written statement of 
facts admitting the instant offense and 
agreeing that this statement would be ad­
missible in court if they fail to complete 
the treatment program.1 Ineligible offend­
ers and those eligible offenders who fail to 
complete the treutment program are 
prosecuted. Z 

Evaluation findings 

The findings reported in this Evaluation 
Bulletin focus primarily on the implemen­
tation of the progrum und on the program's • 



e ffP.cts on such issues as net widening and 
recidivism. 

Program implementation and SlIpPl1rt. 
The survey of 1,200 patrol officers found 
the mujority aware of the program, and 
many indicated they had increased their 
own enforcement efforts. An even larger 
number felt that the department was mak­
ing a greater effort in enforcing drug use 
laws. The survey findings indicated that 
many officers knew little ubout the pro­
gram. It appears that uniformed officers 
would benefit from periodic information 
and training sessions regarding the pro­
gram and from systematic updates on its 
operations and on the outcomes of cases. 

Taskforce operations. The task force 
played a small but highly visible role in the 
progranl. It conducted 38 operations, 
nearly evenly divided between reverse 
stings and sweeps, producing a totaluf730 
arrests during the tirst 2 years. "Attempt to 
possess u narcotic drug" was the most fre­
quently cited charge, accounting for 41 

•
ercent of the task force cases. Possession 
f marijuana was also common, represent­

ing 32 percent of the cases. 

If the value of task force operations were 
based simply on the number of persons ar­
rested and either prosecuted or diverted to 
treatment, the 730 arrests could not justify 
the task force's very high costs in time, re­
sources, und personnel. But the vulue of 

....... 

the tusk force resides in its ability, espe­
ciully when aided by local electronic and 
print media, to provide the requisite high­
profile activities designed to alert the pub­
lic that drug users are being arrested. 
Occurring at a rate of more than one a 
month, these operations are sufficiently 
frequent and dispersed around the county 
to achieve their intended purpose. In 
sum, task force operations are the visible 
presence of the "Do drugs. Do time," 
campaign. 

Net wide1ling. The program served to 
IIwiden the net" of the criminal justice sys­
tem. Although there was u decrease in the 
percentage of cases filed for prosecution at 
submission, there was also a decrense in 
the percentage of cases dismissed at sub­
mission, suggesting that mnny diverted 
cases would not have been retained in the 
system were it not for the commitment to 
zero tolerance. That is, had there been no 
program, some cases that were diverted to 
treatment seemingly would have been dis­
missed entirely. The inclusion of these 
cases widens the net in terms of both the 
number and types of offenders. 

Prosecutors basicully make two decisions: 
one, the initinl decision thnt the case is 
prosecutable; thnt is, that the strength of 
the case wurrants it to be accepted for pros­
ecution rather than be rejected and returned 
to the submitting agency, The second deci. 
sian is whether the cuse is or is not eligible 
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for deferred prosecution pending success· 
ful completion of the treatment program. 
Persons referred to the community-based 
drug treatment program have tended to be 
young, white, male first offenders charged 
with a single count of possession of mari· 
juana or cocaine. 

Exhibit 3 (page 6) summarizes the out· 
comes of these decisions. Prosecutors de· 
clined to prosecute fewer than one-fifth of 
the cases. 

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

Relatively few people actually refused the 
treutment option. Rather, they simply 
failed to respond to the letters of informa­
tion about the diversion program sent by 
the County Attomey, either because they 
did not receive the letters 01' because they 
ignored or refused to take delivery of them, 
Nonresponse meant that the case was filed 
and a warrant issued. 

A small percentage (10 percent) of this 
group were later diverted to treatment after 
being arrested under the warrants that were 
isslied. 

== 
Exhibit 2. Schedule of Fees and Fines Paid by Persons Diverted to Treatment1 

Offender Pays: 

Jail House Fee 

Possession of 
Marijuana 

Arizona Drug Enforcement Fund 

Treatment Program Fee 

$50 

$500 

$135 

$685 Total Cost 

Type of Drug Charge 

Possession of 
Cocaine 

$50 

$1,200 

$1,595/yr 

$2,485-$4,080 

Obtaining of Dangerous Drugs 
by Fraud 

$50 

$750 

$1,685 

$2,485 

Program Length 3-6 months 12 months 12 months 

eArlzona Drug Enforcement rund and treatment program fees are waived for persons who meet State Indlgency standards. 
2Actual amount of fund fee varies by type pI drug. 
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Other Drug 
Offenses 

$50 

$750-$1,2002 

$805 

$1,605/$2,055 

12 months 
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----------------------------------------~. Exhibit 3. Initial Reviewing Decision Outcomes,· All Cases, March 1989-February 1991 

COUNTY ATIORNEY 
REVIEW 

7,012 100% 

I 
I I 

PROSECUTABLE NOT PROSECUTABLE 

5,737 81.8% 1,275 18.2% 

I I 
I I I I 

ELIGIBLE FOR INELIGIBLE FOR TURNED REFERRED FOR 
DIVERSION TO DIVERSION TO DOWN FURTHER 
TREATMENT TREATMENT INFORMATION 

4,167 72.6% 1,570 27.4% 1,122 88.0% 153 12.0% 

'Outcomes effective May 1, 1991. 

--------------------~~-~~~-----------------------------------------------------------------

Despite this indication that more offenders 
could huve entered the treatment program 
than actually did, the Demand Reduction 
Program has succeeded in diverting a large 
number of drug-use offenders into treat­
ment, the vast majority at the prefiling 
stage. 

Of those who entered the treatment pl'o~ 
gram at this initial stage, three out of four 
successfully completed the program. This 
ratio is related to the type of drug used. 
Marijuana users were significantly more 
likely to be diverted to treatment, to enter 
treatment when eligible, and to tomplete 
the program they entered than othel' dnlg 
users, especially users of cocaine. This re­
sult may be influenced by two factors. One 
has to do with the different effects of mari­
juana and cocaine on users' ability to stay 
dl'Ug-free and to adhere to the rules and 
regimen of treatment. The second factor re­
lates to differences ill the marijuana and 
cocaine treatment programs themselves. 
The marijuana program is less expensive 
and of shorter durutioll than programs for 
other drugs, making it a more attractive aI­
terllative to prosecution and an easier pro­
gram to complete successfully. 

Recidivism. Recidivism is defined as any 
new charge submitted to the County 
Attorney's oftice after the initial offense 
that first brought the offender to the atten­
tion of the Demand Reduction Program. Of 
the 7,012 offenders referred to the County 
Attomey's review, approximately one out 
of nve were re-tlITested during the period 
of observation; of these, 44 pel'cent were 
charged with a dntg offense, 29 percent 
with a property offense, and 12 percent 
with a crime against a person. The mean 
length of time between entry into the De­
mand Reduction Program und recidivism 
was 177 days, or nearly 6 months. 

Recidivism rutes were different for persons 
who accepted and persons who refused the 
treatment option. Of the offenders deemed 
eligible by the County Attorney's Office 
for diversion to treatment between March 
1989 and March 1990, the following com­
mitted another crime before May I, 1991: 

• 26 percent of those who did not respond 
to the offer of treatment. 

• 18 percent of those who refused 
treatment. 

6 

• 11 percent of those who entered • 
treatment. 

Further, the evaluation results indicate that 
defendants who choose to enter treatment, 
especially those who then complete the 
treatment program, have a significantly 
slower retum to recidivism than those 
eligible defendants who do not enter 
treatment. 

These tindings may be due to the success 
of the treatment program, or they may re­
sult from the offenders' self-selection into 
the program. That is, the sr.me reasons that 
motivated persons to enter and succeed in 
treatment may have been the reasons that 
motivated them to cease future criminal ac­
tivities. It is clear, however, that entering 
the program and c01npleting treatment 
were significunt indiciltors of differential 
lengths of time to recidivism. 

Generation of fulU/s for treatmellt. The 
Demand Reduction Progrmn hilS resulted 
in the flow of substantial funds to the 
Maricopa County General Fund, ill addi-
tion to the fees paid fot the treatment pro- • 
grnm itself. While the personnel and 
resource costs of the program are not 

L, ____ _ 



= 

_nown, it is known that $39,342 was col­
lected in jailhouse processing fees and 
$850.411 in the Arizona Drug Enforce­
ment Fund during the first 2 years of the 
program. These revenues were indepen­
dent of the fees assessed to cover the costs 
of the users' participation in treatment. 

Conclusion 

Tn its first 2 years of operation, the 
Maricopa County Demand Reduction Pro­
gram resulted in increased use of treatment 
as an option to either a case turndown or 
filing of charges. Cases that would have 
been nctively prosecuted previously con­
tinlte to be actively prosecuted within the 
program. Due to the net widening of the 
"zero tolerance" policy, those cnses that 
would have been rejected for prosecution 
previously are now accepted into the pro­
gram and diverted to treatment. 

Comparisons of those who are eligible for 
treatment illustrate that exposure to the 

• 
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T ASC treatment signiticantly prolongs the 
time to recidivism. 

The authors a~ with Arizona Stnle Uni­
versity. John R. Hepburn. Ph.D •• is a 
professor in the School of J lIstice Studies: 
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The evaluation is based on data obtained by 
the Arizona Institute for Criminal Justice under 
NIJ grant 89-DD-CX-005S. Findings and 
conclusions reported here arc those of the re­
searchers and do not necessarily reflect the orn­
cial position or policies of !.he U.S. Department 
of Justice. 

For more infonnation on the Maricopa 
County Demand Rr.duction Program, or 
for a copy of the implementation manunl, 
contact the Maricopa County Attorney's 
Office,602-506-7799. 
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The full report of this evaluMion. The 
Maricopa Cormt\! Demalld Redllction Pro­
gram: An Evaiuation Report, can be ob­
tained for a fee from the National Criminal 
Justice Reference Service, Box 6000. 
Rockville, MD 2085Q (telephone 800-
851-3420). Ask for NCJ 138225. 

The data sets are available from the Na­
tional Archive of Criminal Justice Data, 
Inter-university Consortium for Political 
and Social Research (ICPSR), University 
of Michigan. Call Christopher Dutlil at 
800-999-0960 or 313-763-50 I O. 
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