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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

A summary of findings from four neighborhood crime reduction projects and 
recommendations for addressing open-air drug markets in Cincinnati are provided in the current 
report. The information presented stems from analyses of police statistics; interviews with 
residents, community leaders, and police; and a comprehensive literature search.  
 
 
Two findings from the neighborhood crime reduction projects are highlighted in detail.  
 
• Over 3,000 calls for service were received from the locations of the seven identified open-air 

drug markets in 2004. 

• There are notable similarities across open-air drug markets in Cincinnati, which include: 
 

 types of drugs sold, 
 dates/times of market operation, 
 territorial behavior among dealers, 
 methods of communication between market players, 
 demographics of dealers, lookouts, and buyers, 
 access to arterial routes, and 
 the presence of nearby convenience stores. 

 

A detailed overview of recommendations for developing an effective crime reduction strategy is 
also provided. In particular, the discussion emphasizes the need to: 
 
1. develop a detailed understanding of current drug market activities; 
 
2. identify and address weaknesses of current responses; 
 
3. recognize the basic elements of successful approaches used in other cities, which are 
 

 long-term commitment, 
 measurable objectives, 
 comprehensive approaches, 
 accountability, 
 publicity, 
 on-going evaluations, and 
 strategy maintenance; and 

 
4. design a comprehensive strategy tailored to the specific characteristics of Cincinnati drug 

markets. 
 
 
To conclude, a framework for choosing among potential interventions to develop a 
comprehensive strategy is presented.  
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COLLABORATION TO REDUCE CRIME AND DISORDER IN CINCINNATI 

 The Ohio Service for Crime Opportunity Reduction (OSCOR) began a series of hot spot 

analyses throughout the city of Cincinnati in September, 2004.1 The project focused on five high-

crime police reporting areas, with one selected from each of Cincinnati’s five policing districts. 

Detailed analyses revealed that open-air drug markets were responsible for generating a 

significant number of calls for service in four of the five reporting areas. An overview of the 

identified drug markets and analysis-based crime reduction strategy recommendations are 

provided in this report.2  

 

OPEN-AIR DRUG MARKETS: 
LOCATIONS AND CRIME STATISTICS 

  The open-air drug markets examined are located in four Cincinnati neighborhoods: 

Avondale, Evanston, Pendleton, and West Price Hill. The distribution of these markets across the 

city is depicted in Figure 1. The identified locations should not, however, be considered an 

exhaustive list of open-air markets in these neighborhoods. The seven markets represented on the 

map were included in the current study because they fell within or bordered the police reporting 

areas initially selected for analysis. Individual market selections were also based on perceptions 

of harm to the community as gathered from interviews with local residents and police. Larger 

markets that generated the greatest community concern and the highest numbers of calls for 

service were given priority in this investigation.  

 
 

                                                 
1 This project is the result of a partnership formed between Cincinnati City Council Member David Pepper, the 
Cincinnati Police Department, and the Ohio Service for Crime Opportunity Reduction (OSCOR).  
2 The individual hot spot reports (i.e., Avondale Crime Reduction Project, Evanston Crime Reduction Project, 
Pendleton Crime Reduction Project, and West Price Hill Crime Reduction Project) can be downloaded from 
www.uc.edu/OSCOR.  
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FIGURE 1. OPEN-AIR DRUG MARKET LOCATIONS 

West Price Hill

Avondale

Pendleton

Evanston

 
 
 

Table 1 identifies the specific location of each market and the corresponding number of 

calls for service received for each location in 2004. Together, these seven drug market locations 

generated 481 drug-related calls for service and 3,123 total calls for service in 2004. The wide 

range of drug-related calls for service numbers shown in Table 1 is likely the result of variation 

in community involvement and active place management across the sites rather than true 

indicators of differences in market activity.  

Caution should be exercised when using calls for service data as a measure of criminal 

activity;3 however, the statistics clearly show that crime and disorder are heavily concentrated at 

these locations. Qualitative data suggest that much of this crime stems either directly or 

indirectly from the presence of open-air drug markets. For example, activities associated with 
                                                 
3 Not all crimes are reported to the police. This is especially true of drug-related and other consensual crimes. Also, 
many crimes reported to police are never substantiated.  
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dealing in these areas resulted in a significant number of calls concerning disorderly groups, 

juveniles, and persons (n = 397), shots fired (n = 87), and reports of a person with a weapon (n = 

96) in 2004.  

 
TABLE 1. DRUG MARKET LOCATIONS & CALLS FOR SERVICE 
MARKET  
LOCATIONS 

DRUG 
CFS 

TOTAL 
CFS 

Avondale   
3500 block of Burnet Avenue 52 707 

Evanston   
Gilbert/Woodburn/Montgomery/Hewitt intersection 13 357 
Hewitt Avenue and Fairfield Avenue intersection 28 146 
Blair Avenue and Woodburn Avenue intersection 68 232 
3552 Montgomery Road 271 329 

Pendleton   
500 blocks of 13th Street and 12th Street 36 780 

West Price Hill   
Dewey Avenue and Glenway Avenue intersection4 13 572 

 
 

DRUG MARKET CHARACTERISTICS 

 There are site-specific differences between the seven markets. For example, the 

willingness of dealers to engage in transactions with unknown buyers (i.e., strangers, and 

particularly white strangers) appears to be site-specific. Vehicles are approached by dealers at the 

Avondale market, and dealers in Pendleton flag down passing motorists in an effort to attract 

potential buyers. On the other hand, dealers in West Price Hill quickly leave the area if lookouts 

report the presence of suspicious vehicles. At the Blair Avenue and Woodburn Avenue 

intersection in Evanston, lookouts follow unknown persons until they leave the area and report 

suspicious activities to dealers.  

                                                 
4 This includes storefronts along Glenway Avenue connected to 1206 Dewey Avenue. 
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A second distinction that can be made between the markets concerns the origin of buyers. 

Each of the seven markets examined serves buyers who live in each of the markets’ respective 

neighborhoods, as well as residents from surrounding neighborhoods and Kentucky. However, 

certain markets have heavier concentrations of buyers from particular outside areas. For 

example, a substantial proportion of buyers who frequent the drug market located in Pendleton 

come from Kentucky. The Interstate 471 on-ramp and off-ramp adjacent to the Pendleton 

neighborhood facilitate access for this population. The drug markets in Evanston sell to a heavy 

concentration of Norwood residents due to the close proximity of the markets to Montgomery 

Road, a major thoroughfare connecting Norwood with Cincinnati.  

 Based on the differences noted above and other site-specific differences described in the 

individual crime reduction reports, it would be misleading to claim that the seven markets 

included in this study are representative of all open-air drug markets in Cincinnati. There are, 

however, more notable similarities than differences across markets. These similarities are 

striking, particularly given the wide geographic distribution of the markets across the city. The 

similarities, coupled with the scattering of these locations throughout the city, lend greater 

confidence to the generalizability of the current findings to other open-air drug markets in 

Cincinnati.  

While site-specific analyses are necessary to effectively address the problem of open-air 

drug dealing, familiarity with shared characteristics can inform city-wide policies and help to 

develop a comprehensive strategy for reducing drug-related activity overall. In the current 

investigation, it has been determined that these markets are similar with respect to the types of 

drugs sold; dates/times of market operation; territorial behavior among dealers; methods of 

communication between market players; demographics of dealers, lookouts, and buyers; access 
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to arterial routes; and the presence of nearby convenience stores. These market similarities are 

described in detail below.  

 

SIMILARITIES ACROSS MARKETS 

Data obtained from interviews with local residents and police officers, along with site 

observations, confirm that open-air drug markets in Cincinnati are primarily responsible for the 

street distribution of crack cocaine. However, marijuana and heroin can also be purchased at 

these sites. Qualitative evidence suggests that the price of the drugs depends on the race of the 

buyer; specifically, whites tend to pay more than blacks.  

While drugs are almost always available for purchase at open-air markets, heavy outdoor 

market activity tends to begin in the early afternoon and continually increase throughout the 

evening. In addition, outdoor drug sales increase around the first and fifteenth days of each 

month, a fact that police attribute to work pay schedules. Finally, open-air drug dealing in 

Cincinnati varies across seasons. Although street deals still occur during the winter, there is less 

outdoor activity in cold months relative to warm months. 

  There is a high level of territoriality associated with drug dealing in Cincinnati. Within 

particular neighborhoods, a dealer or a small group of dealers will “run” a block, meaning that 

they operate the market in the area and decide who can and cannot purchase or sell drugs in the 

area. Despite arrests, there is a stable group of dealers who are able to maintain the market. 

Those who leave appear to be easily replaced. Typically, dealers adhere to the social norms of 

dealing on one’s own block in order to avoid confrontations that would likely result in police 

attention and disrupt drug sales. However, it is not uncommon for territorial conflicts to result in 

street violence. 



6 

 Active drug markets in Cincinnati use intricate lookout and communication networks to 

maximize profits and minimize the risk of police detection and apprehension. Dealers and their 

lookouts rotate positions around the block, monitoring the presence of outsiders and keeping one 

another informed of activities on the block. Some lookouts also monitor police scanners. To 

communicate, dealers and lookouts use two-way radios and cell phones.  

Most dealers sell drugs in their own neighborhoods, selling out of their apartment 

building or on a nearby street corner. This allows them to use their own homes to monitor police 

presence, store larger quantities of drugs, make larger transactions, and escape from the police. 

Street-level dealers selling in open-air markets tend to be African-American males in their late 

teens and early twenties. Given the risk associated with street dealing, older dealers usually avoid 

selling in the open market. Instead, they act as distributors to street-dealers and make larger 

transactions indoors to established clientele. The lookouts also tend to be African-American 

males, ranging from preteens to middle-aged. Older lookouts are usually addicts who receive 

small quantities of drugs from dealers in exchange for their help in monitoring police presence 

and recruiting buyers. Younger lookouts tend to be relatives of the dealers or neighborhood 

children who look up to the dealers. Unlike dealers and lookouts, drug buyers in Cincinnati vary 

greatly in terms of demographic characteristics. Police and citizen interviews reveal that both 

males and females of all ages and races purchase drugs in the open-air markets. Drug buyers also 

vary greatly with respect to their socioeconomic status.  

Each drug market examined in the current study is located on, or nearby, a major street or 

interstate ramp. These arterial routes permit buyers easy access to the market locations. The 

street configurations surrounding the markets not directly on major streets allow drivers to enter 

the neighborhoods, loop around the market, and exit back onto the arterial route with little 
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difficulty. The positioning of the markets close to major thoroughfares also makes these markets 

visible to passing traffic, which attracts potential buyers who may be unfamiliar with these 

locations.   

One of the most important similarities is the presence of a convenience store at every 

identified open-air drug market. There are several features of these stores that attract dealers and 

facilitate drug dealing at these locations. The association between open-air drug markets and 

convenience stores in Cincinnati is discussed further below.  

 

LOCAL CONVENIENCE STORES AS FACILITATORS 

 Each of the seven drug markets included in the current study were located at, or very 

close to, a neighborhood convenience store. These stores are small, ‘mom and pop’ shops; they 

are not part of larger convenience store chains. A list of the drug markets and the names and 

addresses of the stores located near these markets are provided in Table 2.  

Convenience stores appear to facilitate open-air drug dealing in at least four ways:  

• dealers can solicit legitimate store customers; 

• stores provide both dealers and buyers with a “cover” or justification they can use 

to explain why they are loitering near a drug market location;  

• stores provide food and shelter for dealers and lookouts who sell drugs outdoors for 

extended periods of time; and 

• the majority of these stores sell paraphernalia used to smoke crack. 

The first three behaviors are side-effects of legitimate store activity. The owner does not 

need to be complicit in order for these activities to occur. Only the fourth activity, the sale of 

paraphernalia, suggests that store owners may play a direct role in facilitating drug market 
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activity. The majority of stores carry small glass vials and scouring pads that are modified and 

used to smoke crack. Some stores put these items on display while others keep them hidden 

behind the sales counter. Still, these items, as sold, are legal. The fact that many of the activities 

occurring around these convenience stores are outwardly legitimate makes these behaviors 

difficult to regulate through traditional enforcement efforts, suggesting that situational 

approaches may be more effective.  

 

TABLE 2. CONVENIENCE STORES 
STORE LOCATIONS DRUG MARKET LOCATIONS 
Avondale  
Mike’s J&W Super Market 

3515 Burnet Avenue 
3500 block of Burnet Avenue 

Evanston  
BB Carry Out 

3245 Woodburn Avenue 
Gilbert/Woodburn/Montgomery/Hewitt intersection

Fairfield Market 
3244 Fairfield Avenue 

Hewitt Avenue and Fairfield Avenue intersection 

Blair Food Market 
3400 Woodburn Avenue 

Blair Avenue and Woodburn Avenue intersection 

Sam’s Quick Stop 
3552 Montgomery Road 

3552 Montgomery Road 

Pendleton  
Deli on 12th  

500 E. 12th Street 
500 blocks of 13th Street and 12th Street 

West Price Hill  
Ex-Maximus (formerly Candyland) 

1206 Dewey Avenue 
Dewey Avenue and Glenway Avenue intersection 

 

 

 The level of cooperation between store owners and police appears to vary across 

locations and time. Some owners who were resistant in the past have become more compliant. 

Others are reportedly still resistant to police intervention. However, multiple reasons for this 

resistance should be considered, including fear of retaliation from dealers. Site observations 
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confirm that store owners, managers, and clerks are more willing to provide police with 

information when their stores are empty than when customers can see or hear their interactions 

with authorities.  

  

LIMITATIONS OF CURRENT ANALYSES 

 The information presented above is meant to provide a general overview of drug market 

operations throughout Cincinnati. This summary is based on a collection of findings taken from 

several individual case studies. Consequently, the methodological limitations of these descriptive 

accounts must be addressed.  

 First, the sites chosen for analysis do not represent a random sample of existing drug 

markets in Cincinnati. In addition, a relatively small number of markets were examined as part of 

this crime reduction project. As previously noted, these are methodological weaknesses that may 

limit the generalizability of the findings. However, the consistency in accounts across locations 

encourages greater confidence in the reported findings.  

Second, interviews and site observations represent the most common methods of data 

collection used throughout the course of this study. While there is no reason to believe that false 

accounts were given in interviews, it is possible that some of the information collected was 

outdated or unintentionally exaggerated. Also, the individuals interviewed may have had 

incomplete information and may have passed on hypotheses and expert opinions that could be 

misleading if better information were available. The possibility of obtaining inaccurate or 

incomplete information was to some extent controlled for by conducting interviews with multiple 

individuals familiar with the areas and by performing site visits to confirm the information 

gathered. 
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 Third, and related to the previous issue, the observations made during the site visits were 

not conducted in a systematic manner. The visits could not be timed or planned to document all 

relevant activities. This is because it was often unsafe for researchers to loiter in these areas for 

extended periods of time, particularly during periods of heavy market activity. However, 

numerous visits were made to each location at different times, on different days, and over the 

course of several months. 

 Fourth, the number of interviews conducted was limited. Time and resource restrictions 

prevented the research staff from speaking with every person who might have been able to 

provide insight into local drug market activities. One major limitation is that interviews with 

store owners could not be conducted. Therefore, the list of prior, current, and planned 

interventions in each individual case study is unlikely to be exhaustive. To help compensate for 

this limitation, researchers attempted to speak with a variety of individuals including 

neighborhood officers, beat officers, community leaders, local residents, CPOP members, and 

neighborhood council members. 

 Finally, a major limitation to the current study was the inability to obtain information 

concerning the specific activities of the Street Corner Unit and Violent Crime Task Force. This 

obstacle made it difficult to determine what strategies are currently used to address open-air drug 

markets and what, if anything, can be done to improve current tactics. Future research must 

include interviews with officers assigned to these units and information concerning task force 

operations. 

 
STRATEGY RECOMMENDATIONS 

 At least four major tasks must be completed before an effective strategy to reduce open-

air drug dealing in Cincinnati can be put into practice: (1) develop an understanding of current 
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drug market activities, (2) identify the weaknesses of current responses, (3) recognize the basic 

elements of successful approaches used in other cities, and (4) design a comprehensive strategy 

tailored to the specific characteristics of Cincinnati drug markets. These steps will provide the 

information necessary to execute an effective city-wide strategy to eliminate open-air drug sales. 

Each task is discussed in greater detail below. 

 

UNDERSTANDING CINCINNATI DRUG MARKETS 

 Although not initially intended to do so, the summary of crime reduction projects 

presented in this report provides an introductory look at the street-level activity associated with 

open-air drug dealing in Cincinnati. There is substantial evidence to suggest that, across the city, 

there is considerable uniformity in the methods used to conduct street-level drug dealing. While 

further insight into the seven markets examined might be gained through interviews with the 

Street Corner Unit and Violent Crime Task Force, more information is needed concerning all 

open-air drug markets in the city. In particular, the following questions need to be answered: 

• How many open-air drug markets are currently operating in Cincinnati? 

• What is the precise location of each market? 

Multiple sources of data should be used to identify discrete markets. Potential sources of 

information are calls for service, narcotic arrest information, and resident surveys. After the 

markets are located, the following site-specific questions should be asked to help develop 

responses:5 

• Who are the dealers/buyers and where do they live? 

• What environmental features make this location attractive to dealers/buyers? 

                                                 
5 These questions are meant to serve as examples and should not restrict further inquiry into the details of the 
specific markets. 
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• What interventions have been or are currently being used to disrupt this drug market? 

o Once identified, is there evidence to suggest that these interventions have or have 

not been successful? 

• What other crimes that occur in this location are related to drug market activities (e.g., 

loitering, theft from vehicles, homicide)? 

 

WEAKNESSES OF CURRENT RESPONSES 

 Some of the interventions used to disrupt the seven drug markets examined are listed in 

the individual project reports. These lists are not likely to represent every intervention ever used 

to reduce drug dealing at these locations. However, based on the level of drug activity observed 

at these locations, it is clear that both past and current responses have not produced the intended 

effect.  

There are at least five possible reasons why current interventions have failed to produce a 

substantial or sustained impact on street-level drug activity. The first deals with the 

overwhelming use of discrete interventions. Since a well-coordinated, city-wide strategy is not 

currently in place to deal with daily street-level drug market activity, beat and neighborhood 

officers continue to try a host of single interventions to discourage dealing at specific locations. 

Directed police patrol is an example of this type of intervention.6 Unfortunately, discrete 

interventions, when not part of a larger comprehensive strategy, often lead to unattended 

displacement or only temporary disruption of drug market activity. Dealers and buyers easily 

adapt to responses that are non-changing, predictable, and site-specific (e.g., curfew sweeps 

every Friday at a particular intersection).  

                                                 
6 Even discrete tactics can have measurable short-term positive impacts, but these wear off, thus requiring something 
more to be done. 
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 A second problem with current responses to drug activity in Cincinnati is the lack of 

evaluations. Without proper evaluation, it is difficult to determine whether an intervention was 

successful, implemented properly, how long the effects lasted, or if displacement or a diffusion 

of benefits occurred. Similarly, it is difficult to determine why a particular intervention 

succeeded or failed without an evaluation. As a result, an ineffective intervention might be used 

repeatedly throughout the city and result in wasted resources. Alternatively, a successful strategy 

might be used once and never replicated at other locations. 

 Lack of evaluations compounds the third problem, which is lack of communication and 

coordination concerning drug reduction efforts. Officers who are interested in reducing drug 

activity in their neighborhood may be unaware of tactics other neighborhood officers have used. 

Even if they are aware of the interventions used by others, they are unlikely to be able to speak to 

the effectiveness of these measures. Additionally, there are many other organizations currently 

operating in Cincinnati that are working to reduce drug-related crime (e.g., neighborhood 

councils, Community Problem Oriented Policing Teams, the Coalition for a Drug-Free Greater 

Cincinnati). Lack of communication/coordination among these agencies, and between these 

agencies and police, dilutes the potential effect of their efforts.  

 The fourth problem identified is the inability to sustain successful crime reduction 

strategies. Several examples of sustainability issues can be found in the individual project 

reports. For instance, an officer detail was used at Mike’s J&W Super Market in Avondale to 

reduce drug dealing around the store. When the problem began to decline, the detail was 

terminated, and the dealers returned to the store. In Evanston, use of zero-tolerance policing shut 

down the drug market at the Blair Avenue and Woodburn Avenue intersection. Once the 
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heightened enforcement activities ceased, dealers returned to the location. The issue of crime 

reduction sustainability is discussed further in the next section. 

 Crime displacement is the fifth and final problem associated with current interventions. 

In general, officers and residents have been frustrated with the level of displacement observed 

after attempts to shut down particular drug markets. Documented efforts to reduce drug dealing 

in other cities reveal that displacement is not inevitable, is rarely 100 percent, and is not 

necessarily a sign of failure. Open-air drug dealing can be displaced; but the amount of 

displacement depends on the site and the type of intervention; when there is displacement, it is 

usually over very small distances; and, displacement almost always reduces dealing, at least 

temporarily, since buyers and dealers can no longer connect at established locations.7 

Furthermore, not all displacement is bad displacement. For example, dealers who are 

more committed to selling will eventually be forced to move their markets indoors. This will 

make drug purchases more difficult and less attractive to casual users and make finding drugs 

difficult for new users. As a result, rates of drug use overall should decline in Cincinnati. 

Additionally, loitering and street violence associated with territorial behavior of dealers on street 

corners would be expected to decline. The problem with current efforts is that they fail to 

anticipate displacement and efforts are not quickly refocused on newly established drug market 

locations.   

 

ELEMENTS OF A SUCCESSFUL STRATEGY 

 There are countless studies and accounts of successful strategies used to reduce open-air 

drug dealing all over the world. The myriad of interventions and recommendations that these 

                                                 
7 Some people use displacement as an excuse to do nothing.  But doing nothing is not an option, and displacement is 
far from inevitable, and almost never complete. Finally, long distance displacement from one neighborhood to 
another is highly unlikely, particularly with street corner drug dealing. 
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descriptions provide can easily discourage anyone looking for the answer to a local drug 

problem, especially since many descriptions seem to be at odds with one another. For example, 

some cities have found success with zero-tolerance policing and arrests while others report that 

these activities have only a minimal impact. There are, however, particular characteristics or 

elements that almost all successful strategies share. These elements should frame strategy 

development efforts in Cincinnati. 

 

Long-Term Commitment 

 Even the most promising strategy is likely to become an uncoordinated and superficial 

attempt at addressing the problem of open-air drug markets without long-term commitment from 

city leaders. This commitment must translate into a willingness to motivate, hold accountable, 

and support those who will be implementing the individual interventions over an extended period 

of time. Additionally, those who lead the strategy must commit to securing and allocating the 

resources necessary to put each aspect of the strategy into practice. This includes facilitating the 

formation of partnerships with those who can assist the effort and ensuring that all participants 

are assigned well-defined goals.    

 

Measurable Objectives 

 The desired objectives should be identified prior to strategy development and 

implementation. This will help guide the intervention selection process and determine which 

measures should be used in subsequent evaluations. Identifying specific goals also helps those 

involved to maintain focus throughout the crime reduction effort. The objectives selected might 

include one or any combination of the following:  
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• Reduced visibility of open-air drug dealing 

• Reduced drug-related calls for service 

• Overall reduction in calls for service 

• Decrease in Cincinnati residents’ fear of crime 

• Reduced loitering  

• Decrease in vehicle traffic around markets8 

 

Comprehensive Approaches 

As discussed previously, discrete interventions rarely produce the desired effect. The 

most successful strategies consist of multiple interventions that simultaneously target the various 

dimensions of open-air drug markets (i.e., dealers, lookouts, buyers, and environmental 

facilitators). These strategies also impact the various dimensions of opportunity structures (i.e., 

effort, risk, reward, provocation, and excuses).9 In addition, successful strategies depend on well-

timed intervention implementation that does not permit significant lulls in crime reduction 

activity. To do this, leaders need to recruit allies outside of the police force. While police are 

expected to do more to eliminate drug dealing than any other organization, police-only 

enforcement efforts are less effective because they are harder to sustain. Partnerships with 

multiple organizations can be created to distribute the workload and gain access to valuable 

resources. The list of potential discrete interventions shown in the table in Appendix A illustrates 

the benefit of looking beyond police enforcement activities. More on developing a 

comprehensive strategy is presented later in this report.     

                                                 
8 Other goals such as reductions in reported drug overdoses or increases in the number of people seeking drug 
treatment may also be considered.  
9 The dimensions of open-air drug markets and opportunity structures are discussed further under “DEVELOPING 
A COMPREHENSIVE STRATEGY FOR CINCINNATI.”  
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 Accountability 

Accountability must be demanded from those responsible for the implementation and 

continuation of particular interventions. These individuals, sometimes called performance 

champions, are essential to a successful crime reduction strategy. Performance champions should 

not be held accountable for the failure of any particular intervention. Instead, they need to be 

held responsible for proper implementation of the selected interventions, monitoring and 

reporting the impact of these interventions, and modifying or replacing interventions that are not 

achieving the anticipated results. Regular meetings with leaders need to be conducted throughout 

the course of the strategy to share information with others implementing the same interventions, 

monitor the progress of the effort overall, and replace individuals who fail to sustain their 

commitment to the strategy.  

 

Publicity  

Many cities report that one of the most important, yet often overlooked, components of 

efforts to reduce drug-related activity is a successful media campaign. Actively promoting a 

strategy devised to eliminate open-air drug dealing can serve several purposes. First, publicizing 

community intolerance for drug activity lets dealers and buyers know that heavy enforcement is 

pending. This makes dealers less willing to sell to people they do not know and discourages 

recreational buyers. It can also make dealers more hesitant to move their business to a new, 

unfamiliar location (i.e., restricts displacement). Second, there may be a diffusion of benefits to 

drug markets not yet targeted by the strategy. This is especially true if successes are publicized 

without revealing the exact scope of the enforcement effort. Third, it lets residents know that 

something is being done to address the issue. Other cities give their strategies a particular name 
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(e.g., Operation Drug Stop) and design a logo that is used on press releases and other strategy-

related materials in order to attract media and public attention. Fourth, well-publicized successes 

can give community members a sense of empowerment and encourage public cooperation and 

involvement. Finally, it can also attract donations or volunteers from local businesses and 

organizations that want to be a part of an effective plan to make Cincinnati safer.  

In addition to the functions of publicity described above, the public will expect 

information concerning progress made during and throughout strategy implementation. Media 

provide a natural outlet through which this task can be accomplished. In order to provide reports 

on progress, however, evaluations must be conducted. 

 

On-Going Evaluations 

As mentioned previously, formal evaluations are not part of current efforts to reduce drug 

dealing in Cincinnati. However, impact evaluations are necessary to determine which 

interventions should be sustained and replicated in other locations. Process evaluations can 

reveal whether the failure of a particular intervention was the result of improper implementation.  

The degree of displacement and/or diffusion of benefits cannot be measured without properly 

designed evaluations. In addition, it is difficult to determine the overall impact of a crime 

reduction strategy in hindsight. Therefore, these evaluations should be part of the overall strategy 

long before the first intervention is implemented. Evaluations are also an important component 

of the aforementioned “accountability” function. More detailed information concerning 

evaluation methods is provided in the individual crime reduction project reports.  
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Strategy Maintenance  

There are three major components of strategy maintenance: (1) modifying or terminating 

interventions deemed ineffective, (2) immediately responding to evidence of displacement, and 

(3) sustaining interventions beyond the “tipping” point. Modifying or terminating ineffective 

interventions was previously discussed under element #4. However the last two components 

warrant further attention.  

If an open-air drug market is displaced to another outdoor location, action must be taken 

immediately to keep the market from becoming entrenched at this new location. Fortunately, the 

literature suggests that it is easier to shut down a newly displaced market than to break up a well 

established one. However, a quick response requires immediate detection of newly formed 

markets. To do this, police and analysts should try to anticipate where displacement is likely to 

occur and warn residents and businesses in the area of this possibility. By warning people before 

the interventions are implemented, they will be more aware of increased loitering and other 

activities associated with displaced drug dealing, thereby increasing the likelihood that this 

activity will be detected and reported. 

 The third component of strategy maintenance is sustaining interventions beyond what is 

called the “tipping” point. This means that the city-wide strategy should continue long enough to 

cause most, if not all of the open-air markets to lose their clientele and force dealers to find 

alternative sources of income. Terminating the strategy prematurely will likely result in the 

reemergence of markets. Although it may be difficult to determine exactly when the “tipping” 

point occurs, police should no longer receive reports of newly formed or displaced markets and 

there should be few to no reports of drug-related activity at existing open-air markets for at least 
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several months. Acceptable indicators of this “tipping” point should be determined during the 

strategy planning stage.  

 

An Example of a Successful Strategy: QUAD 

 An example of a strategy used to address open-air drug markets in Tampa, Florida is 

summarized in Appendix B. The strategy was referred to as QUAD, which stands for Quick 

Uniformed Attack on Drugs. The QUAD strategy virtually eliminated every open-air drug 

market in Tampa. Not surprisingly, the effort incorporated many of the successful strategy 

elements described above. Given the similarities between Cincinnati and Tampa (see Table 4 in 

Appendix B), there is reason to suspect that this type of approach is feasible and would likely be 

effective in Cincinnati.10 

 

DESIGNING A COMPREHENSIVE STRATEGY FOR CINCINNATI 

 A brief summary of the above recommendations for developing a successful strategy, 

with further consideration of issues and characteristics specific to Cincinnati, is presented below. 

This report concludes with a discussion on how to develop a comprehensive strategy. A 

framework designed to help determine which interventions to implement as part of an overall 

strategy is presented.  

As previously noted, data on open-air drug market activities and locations must be 

gathered to inform strategy development. Additionally, the weaknesses of current responses must 

be addressed if these interventions are to be used in the future. In particular, issues pertaining to 

                                                 
10 For a full description of the QUAD program, see: Kennedy, David M. (1993). Controlling the drug trade in 
Tampa, Florida. Washington, D.C.: National Institute of Justice. 
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over-reliance on single interventions, lack of proper evaluations, lack of communication and 

coordination, intervention sustainability, and crime displacement must be addressed.   

 After data have been collected and previously ineffective interventions modified, efforts 

should be focused on formulating a comprehensive strategy. This strategy should incorporate and 

heavily emphasize the elements found in strategies shown to be successful in other cities. These 

elements include a long-term commitment, measurable objectives, a comprehensive approach, 

accountability, publicity, on-going evaluations, and strategy maintenance.  

Attempting to conduct an exact replication of a strategy used in another city, such as 

QUAD in Tampa, is not recommended. While ideas can be gathered from reading descriptions of 

these programs, Cincinnati is likely to have a unique combination of characteristics not shared by 

Tampa, or any other city for that matter. Failure to acknowledge these differences can result in 

less effective responses. This is why data collection and analysis must occur prior to strategy 

development.  

To help develop a list of all possible potential interventions beyond those listed in 

Appendix A, a list of all available resources, potential partnerships, and existing laws and 

ordinances related to drug activity should be compiled and considered for inclusion. However, 

the particular set of interventions chosen as part of a comprehensive strategy should stem directly 

from the analysis. For example, the finding that buyers come from Norwood and Northern 

Kentucky suggests that drug reduction efforts need to be coordinated, at least to some degree, 

with police in these jurisdictions. Therefore, data sharing with the Norwood Police Department 

and Kentucky police agencies should be incorporated into the overall strategy.  

Strategists should also take advantage of the strong association between open-air drug 

markets and convenience stores. Multiple interventions could stem from this finding. The city 
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may want to put pressure on owners of stores that continue to facilitate dealing by threatening 

nuisance abatement charges. Or in contrast, the city might provide training to store owners to 

help them eliminate drug dealing on their premises. As noted previously, the store owners were 

not interviewed as part of this investigation. The views and insights of store owners should be 

sought prior to forming a comprehensive strategy.  

 The term “comprehensive strategy” describes a collection of discrete and diverse 

interventions used together to achieve a specific goal. As mentioned previously, case studies of 

successful strategies report that a comprehensive approach is essential. However, rarely is 

information provided that explains exactly what constitutes a comprehensive strategy. To 

formulate an effective response to open-air drug dealing in Cincinnati, the dimensions of the 

drug markets, as well as the dimensions of crime opportunity structures, should be considered 

when selecting potential interventions to include as part of a comprehensive strategy. 

The individual project reports provide descriptions of the three dimensions of open-air 

drug markets: dealers/lookouts, buyers, and environmental facilitators. The situational crime 

prevention perspective maintains that there are five dimensions of crime opportunity: effort, risk, 

reward, provocation, and excuses. Research has shown that various techniques can be used to 

alter each dimension and reduce crime (see Appendix C). To reduce open-air drug dealing, 

strategists will want to use these techniques to (1) increase the effort needed to buy or sell drugs, 

(2) increase the risk of detection, (3) reduce the rewards associated with dealing/buying, (4) 

reduce provocations that may encourage individuals to sell/buy, and (5) remove the excuses 

offenders can use to justify their involvement in drug-related activities. 

Appendix D provides a framework for selecting and organizing individual interventions 

based on the dimensions of both crime opportunities and open-air drug markets. A 
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comprehensive strategy will consist of interventions that target each aspect of the drug market, as 

well as the crime opportunity structure. Two or more dimensions of the opportunity structure 

should be altered for each of the three drug market features.  

An illustration of how this framework can be used to select potential strategies is depicted 

in Table 3.11 When using this framework, the goal should not be to adopt an intervention from 

every cell, but rather to carefully and systematically consider each dimension and ensure that the 

final strategy represents a multifaceted approach. Multiple interventions that correspond with a 

single cell can be used, but overemphasis on a single drug market/opportunity structure 

dimension is not likely to be as successful as a varied approach. This framework should also be 

used to develop new and innovative strategies by drawing attention to previously overlooked 

dimensions of the crime.  

 

TABLE 3. EXAMPLE OF A COMPREHENSIVE STRATEGY 
 EFFORT RISK REWARD PROVOCATION EXCUSES 

DEALERS/  
LOOKOUTS  High visibility 

patrol 
Buy/Bust 
operations  

Provide job 
placement 
services 

BUYERS 
Remove 

paraphernalia 
from stores 

  Publicize drug 
overdoses 

Free drug 
treatment 

ENVIRONMENTAL 
FACILITATORS 

Limit access 
routes 

Nuisance 
abatement 

against owners 
  

NO 
LOITERING 

signs 
      

 

 The problem of open-air drug markets can be addressed. While there is no simple answer 

or single approach, strategies used in other cities demonstrate that it is possible to significantly 

                                                 
11 The selection of interventions presented in Table 3 is only meant to serve as an example and should not be 
interpreted as a final strategy recommendation. 
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reduce open-air dealing and the problems associated with this activity. This report outlines the 

steps necessary to develop an effective approach: conducting detailed analyses of existing 

markets, addressing weaknesses of current responses, embracing the basic elements of successful 

strategies used elsewhere, and designing a comprehensive strategy by focusing on characteristics 

specific to Cincinnati drug markets and the multiple dimensions of the crime opportunity 

structures. Documents containing additional information on successful strategies used in other 

cities are referenced in the attached bibliography.  
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APPENDIX A 
POTENTIAL INTERVENTIONS12 

 
 
Law enforcement activities 
1. High visibility patrol 
surveillance or saturation 
2. Zero-tolerance enforcement 
3. Create a public hotline to 
report drug activity 
4. Juvenile curfew sweeps 
5. Driver license checkpoints 
6. Establish police command 
posts near existing markets 
7. Consistently fill out field 
interrogation cards 
8. Buy/Bust – Drug sweeps 
9. Target high-level 
dealers/distributors 
10. Apply asset forfeiture laws 
against dealers/buyers 
11. Mail postcard warnings 
12. Build a comprehensive city-
wide database 
  
Environmental modifications 
13. Install CCTV cameras 
14. Increase lighting 
15. Post “No Loitering”/ “No 
Trespassing” signs 
16. Put up “Scarecrows” 
17. Address vacant/dilapidated 
buildings 
18. Limit access routes 
 
Court/prosecution 
partnerships 
19. Restrict prosecution to 
habitual offenders 
20. Request particular sentences 
for dealers/buyers 
21. Vertical prosecution 

22. Enforce eviction law 
associated with drug dealing 
23. Apply nuisance abatement 
laws 
24. Property owners sign 
trespassing waiver 
 
Probation/Parole partnerships 
25. Work closely with 
probation/parole 
 
Other city agency partnerships 
26. Conduct street clean-ups 
27. Request Certified Emergency 
Response Team (CERT) 
intervention 
28. Remove indicators of drug 
distribution 
29. Remove environmental 
features that facilitate dealing 
 
Property owners/landlord 
partnerships 
30. Inform property owners/ 
landlords of crimes committed on 
their properties 
31. Ask nearby apartment owners 
to share tenant information 
32. Notify landlords of broken 
locks on exterior gates/doors 
33. Remove visual obstructions 
from store windows 
34. Stop stores from selling drug 
paraphernalia 
 
Victim resource center 
partnerships 
35. Advertise victim resources 

Beautification organization 
partnerships 
36. Sponsor neighborhood 
beautification efforts 
 
Community partnerships 
37. Establish citizen patrols 
38. Offer an “Adopt-A-Block” 
program 
39. Conduct neighborhood 
“Smoke Outs” 
40. Organize block watches 
 
Local church partnerships 
41. Sponsor outdoor church 
activities 
 
Cincinnati Recreation 
Commission partnership 
42. Sponsor Cincinnati 
Recreation Commission activities 
 
Media partnerships 
43. Create a media campaign 
44. Publish dealers/buyers names 
and photographs in local papers 
45. Advertise drug treatment 
resources 
46. Monitor hospitals and 
publicize overdoses 
47. Advertise local job fairs 
 
University of Cincinnati 
partnership 
48. Conduct an on-going 
evaluation of the operation 
 

                                                 
12 Descriptions of these interventions can be found in the individual crime reduction reports, (i.e., Avondale Crime 
Reduction Project, Evanston Crime Reduction Project, Pendleton Crime Reduction Project, and West Price Hill 
Crime Reduction Project) which can be downloaded from www.uc.edu/OSCOR. 
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APPENDIX B 
SUMMARY OF QUAD PROGRAM IN TAMPA, FLORIDA13 

 During the late 1980s, open-air drug dealing was prevalent across many communities in 

Tampa, Florida, despite thousands of drug arrests made each year. In response to rising crime 

and citizen complaints, Tampa police developed QUAD – Quick Uniform Attack on Drugs. The 

goal of QUAD was to restore public order and community safety by suppressing street drug 

dealing using traditional, problem-solving, and community policing techniques. This focused 

strategy disrupted the crack markets in Tampa, Florida, substantially reducing the number of 

open-air crack markets in the city. 

 Prior to 1985, Tampa had relatively manageable crime problems; most drug trafficking 

was limited to indoor locations. When crack arrived in Tampa in 1985, many street markets 

quickly appeared in low income neighborhoods and eventually spread to the more affluent areas. 

Drug buyers, who varied in terms of race and age, traveled from all parts of town to purchase 

crack. Conversely, dealers were primarily young African-Americans. The presence of the street 

markets facilitated other crimes: disputes over prime dealing locations led to violence, sex was 

exchanged for drugs, and robberies and burglaries were committed to purchase crack. Reported 

crimes increased from 11,736 index crimes per 100,000 residents in 1984 to 16,481 index crimes 

per 100,000 residents in 1986.   

 Existing law enforcement agencies were not equipped to deal with the developing street 

markets and their high activity. Tampa’s narcotics division targeted upper-level drug traffickers 

through long-term investigations; it was not organized to pursue hundreds of low-level street 

dealers. Although patrol officers were given the responsibility of policing the street markets, they 

did not have the authorization or the resources to conduct plainclothes undercover operations. 
                                                 
13 This summary was taken from the following publication: Kennedy, David M. (1993). Controlling the drug trade in 
Tampa, Florida. Washington, D.C.: National Institute of Justice. 
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Therefore, street dealers were able to make transactions with little interference from police. The 

Tampa police initially responded to the drug markets with an enforcement-only approach, 

making thousands of arrests that only resulted in dispersing the dealers to nearby locations.  

 In late 1988, a Tampa Police Department planning group met to design a new approach 

that would suppress street markets and improve public satisfaction. This new approach was 

formed around two main concepts: 1) imitating successful police crackdowns that disrupt the 

markets to a point which the drug trade can no longer be sustained, and 2) using problem-solving 

and community policing techniques to develop nontraditional preventive tactics and establish 

working relationships with other governmental agencies and area residents. The goal was to 

crack down on all markets simultaneously in an effort to make it very difficult for dealers and 

buyers to make transactions.  

 Recognizing that the program would need focused attention, a special unit was assigned 

responsibility for cracking down on the street markets in Tampa. In addition, volunteers from the 

police force were used to create four 10-person teams, comprised of a sergeant, a corporal, seven 

officers, and a K-9 officer. The QUAD teams were instructed to do anything legal to disrupt the 

efforts of the buyers and dealers, as well as improve the public’s perception of the police. Their 

strategies included making arrests for dealing, public drinking, and minor infractions. 

Information was collected by conducting short-term undercover work, conducting buy-busts, and 

developing relationships with confidential informants. They also performed reverse stings to 

arrest buyers and seized buyers’ vehicles under Florida State Law. In addition, a city code 

enforcement officer was assigned to organize the physical cleanup of the drug markets, which 

sometimes included the demolition of abandoned buildings.  
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 Although displacement is always a concern when executing a police crackdown in a 

particular area, the QUAD teams hoped that displacement would be an effective prevention 

measure. Drug dealers may not feel as safe in new, unfamiliar locations, thus decreasing their 

willingness to actively solicit buyers. Displacement of dealers may also deter buyers by making 

it more difficult to locate dealers as they are displaced to unknown locations.  

 The police department strongly encouraged frequent media attention in order to highlight 

its active enforcement against buyers. The department hoped to rely on citizens to identify 

dealers and new street markets. Therefore, citizens were told to call their QUAD officer 

immediately, even if they only suspected drug dealing. Every complaint from the public related 

to street dealing would be directed to QUAD, and every complaint would be responded to with 

visible action. In addition, each QUAD officer was given a beeper so that citizens could report 

drug activity while maintaining their anonymity.  

 When QUAD was first created, arrests of both buyers and dealers were massive due to 

the density of street dealing. Once dealers altered their behavior in response to a strategy, new 

approaches were used. In particular, QUAD officers used a variety of strategies to make drug 

dealing unappealing, such as parking patrol cars along the block or spending the day at the street 

market in a lawn chair. The officers drove by the markets frequently, sometimes several times 

within a few minutes. The city simplified its civil abatement and code enforcement procedures, 

making it easier to close businesses such as bars and convenience stores that facilitated drug 

dealing. Using leads from QUAD, the city condemned and razed abandoned buildings used by 

drug dealers and users.  

 In addition, QUAD officers used signs to deter potential drug dealers and buyers, as well 

as alert area residents that QUAD was working in the area. They printed orange and black signs 
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that read “WARNING: HIGH DRUG ACTIVITY AREA. Persons observed loitering for the 

purposes of engaging in illegal drug activity are subject to Tampa Police Department Officers 

questioning and arrest. City of Tampa Code section 24-43.” In addition, business and property 

owners could sign a form that would empower police officers to prevent trespass on their 

property without having to locate the owner to ask them to register official complaint. They 

posted fluorescent green posters at these locations, announcing the power of the police to take 

action against trespassers.  

 As expected, drug dealers were displaced to other times and locations and the police 

responded to these changes in offender behavior by anticipating displacement and developing 

new strategies to disrupt the markets.  Within the first year, there were 80 new markets in 

addition to the original 61 markets.  However, by March of 1990, only 9 of the 141 dealing 

locations were active.  Using the amount of street activity to gauge progress, the QUAD 

operations were judged successful.  In addition, Tampa’s reported index crimes per 100,000 

decreased from 17,264 in 1987 to 15,660 in 1989.   

 The example of QUAD represents how targeting the “market” aspect of drug markets can 

be a useful strategy for addressing the crime and disorder in areas plagued by street dealing. The 

QUAD operations were methodical in that the officers were prepared to implement any of a 

number of strategies should offenders adapt to the present strategy. While officers did rely on 

some traditional law enforcement tactics such as arrest, the majority of strategies were focused 

on disrupting the market itself and restricting the ability of dealers and buyers to make 

transactions.  In addition, the experiences in Tampa demonstrate how close working partnerships 

with other governmental agencies and the public are necessary for reducing open-air drug 

dealing.   
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TABLE 4. 2000 COMPARISON OF TAMPA, FLORIDA AND CINCINNATI, OHIO14 
 TAMPA CINCINNATI 
Population 303,447 331,285 
Per capita income in dollars   21,953  19,962 
Total housing units 135,776 166,012 
Total land area in square miles        112          78 
Officers     1,000     1,057 
Officers per square mile            9         14 
Total index offenses   33,666  22,212 
 

Table 4 provides a comparison of census and crime data for both Tampa, Florida and 

Cincinnati, Ohio. The similarities between the cities suggest that Cincinnati may be able to 

implement a program similar to QUAD.15 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                 
14 The statistics have been rounded to the nearest whole number. 
15 It is recognized that the numbers presented represent the characteristics of these cities over a decade after QUAD 
was implemented. This comparison is only mean to illustrate that Cincinnati and Tampa are comparable in terms of 
size and demographics.  
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APPENDIX C 
TWENTY-FIVE TECHNIQUES OF SITUATIONAL PREVENTION 

(GENERIC EXAMPLES BULLETED) 
 

INCREASE THE EFFORT INCREASE THE RISKS REDUCE THE REWARDS REDUCE PROVOCATIONS REMOVE EXCUSES 
1. Target harden 
• Steering column locks 
• Anti-robbery screens 
• Tamper-proof packaging 

6. Extend guardianship 
• Take routine precautions: 

go out in group at night, 
leave signs of occupancy, 
carry phone 

• “Cocoon” neighborhood 
watch 

11. Conceal targets 
• Off-street parking 
• Gender-neutral phone 

directories 
• Unmarked bullion trucks 

16. Reduce frustrations 
and stress 
• Efficient queues and 

polite service 
• Expanded seating 
• Soothing music/muted 

lights 

21. Set rules 
• Rental agreements 
• Harassment codes 
• Hotel registration 
 

2. Control access to 
facilities  
• Entry phones 
• Electronic card access 
• Baggage screening 

7. Assist natural 
surveillance 
• Improved street lighting 
• Defensible space design 
• Support whistleblowers 

12. Remove targets 
• Removable car radio 
• Women’s refuges 
• Pre-paid cards for pay 

phones 

17. Avoid disputes 
• Separate enclosures for 

rival soccer fans 
• Reduce crowding in pubs 
• Fixed cab fares 

22. Post instructions 
• “No Parking” 
• “Private Property” 
• “Extinguish camp fires” 
 

3. Screen exits  
• Ticket needed for exit 
• Export documents 
• Electronic merchandise 

tags 
 

8. Reduce anonymity 
• Taxi driver IDs 
• “How’s my driving?” 

decals 
• School uniforms 
 

13. Identify property 
• Property marking 
• Vehicle licensing and 

parts marking 
• Cattle branding 
 

18. Reduce emotional 
arousal 
• Controls on violent 

pornography 
• Enforce good behavior on 

soccer field 
• Prohibit racial slurs 

23. Alert conscience 
• Roadside speed display 

boards 
• Signature for customs 

declarations 
• “Shoplifting is stealing” 
 

4. Deflect offenders  
• Street closures 
• Separate bathrooms for 

women 
• Disperse pubs 
 

9. Utilize place 
managers 
• CCTV for double-deck 

buses 
• Two clerks for 

convenience stores 
• Reward vigilance 

14. Disrupt markets 
• Monitor pawn shops 
• Controls on classified ads 
• License street vendors 
 
 

19. Neutralize peer 
pressure 
• “Idiots drink and drive” 
• “It’s OK to say NO” 
• Disperse troublemakers at 

school 
 

24. Assist compliance 
• Easy library checkout 
• Public lavatories 
• Litter bins 
 
 

5. Control tools/ 
weapons  
• “Smart” guns 
• Disable stolen cell phones 
• Restrict spray paint sales 

to juveniles 

10. Strengthen formal 
surveillance 
• Red light cameras 
• Burglar alarms 
• Security guards 

15. Deny benefits 
• Ink merchandise tags 
• Graffiti cleaning 
• Speed humps 

20. Discourage 
imitation 
• Rapid repair of vandalism 
• V-chips in TVs 
• Censor details of modus 

operandi 

25. Control drugs and 
alcohol 
• Breathalyzers in pubs 
• Server intervention 
• Alcohol-free events 

Cornish & Clarke (2003) 
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APPENDIX D 
FRAMEWORK FOR SELECTING INTERVENTIONS AND  

DEVELOPING A COMPREHENSIVE STRATEGY 
 

 

 EFFORT RISK REWARD PROVOCATION EXCUSES 

DEALERS/  
LOOKOUTS 

• __________
• __________
• __________

• __________ 
• __________ 
• __________ 

• __________ 
• __________ 
• __________ 

• __________ 
• __________ 
• __________ 

• __________ 
• __________ 
• __________ 

BUYERS 

• __________
• __________
• __________

• __________ 
• __________ 
• __________ 

• __________ 
• __________ 
• __________ 

• __________ 
• __________ 
• __________ 

• __________ 
• __________ 
• __________ 

ENVIRONMENTAL 
FACILITATORS 

• __________
• __________
• __________

• __________ 
• __________ 
• __________ 

• __________ 
• __________ 
• __________ 

• __________ 
• __________ 
• __________ 

• __________ 
• __________ 
• __________ 

      
 




