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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION 

This introduction describes the origins and design of the project, the 

methodology of its associated evaluation, and characteristics of the 

participating sites. The Project Origins section traces evolution of the 

project from its genesis in a series of recommendations by prestigious 

nationa 1 panel s, through the collaborative process that resulted in the 

Departments of Justice and Education agreeing to co-sponsor the project, 

and on to formulation of objectives and strategies. The Project Design 

section outlines the major methodologies chosen for implementation. More 

extensive discussion of each project element is left to Chapter 3. The 

Evaluation Methodology section describes all a,spects of the evaluation, 

including rationale, structure, and implementation. That section also 

describes the interactive linkages between evaluation and project 
activities. The final section on site characteristics and selection 

recounts how the sites were selected and provides information about 

pertinent characteristics of the three participating communities. 

PROJECT OVERVIEW 

This section discusses the background for the School Crime and Student 

Misbehavior Project. It begins by describing the factors that motivated 

personnel in the federal Departments of Justice and Education to sponsor 

an init'iative addressing the problem of school disorder. It then 
describes the goals that evolved and the approaches taken to achieve those 
goals. 

Project Origins 

The School Crime and Student Misbehavior Project originated in response to 

the perceived national need to improve school safety. A 1976 National 
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Institute of Education survey of 6,700 schoa~ reported a serious crim'! 

problem. The "Safe Schools Study" report from that research reported the 

following statistics for- a one-month period. 

• One-fourth of all schools were vandalized and 10 percent were bur­

glarized. 

• Approximately 2.4 milliori secondary school students had something 

stolen and about 282,000 students reported being attacked. 

• 120,000 s~::~t::Idary teachers ha.d something stolen at school and 6,000 

had something' taken by force, weapons, or threat. 

• 5;~200 secondary teachers were physically attacked, 1,000 of whom were 

injured seriously enoijgh to require medical attehtion. 

• 525,000 attacks, shakedowns and robberies occurred in public secon­

dary schools, a figure 22 times larger than that recorded by the 

schools. 

The report also concluded that the risk of violence to teenage,T"s was 

greater in schools than elsewhere, and that an average of 21 percent of 

all secondary students stated they avoided restrooms and feared being 

bothered or hurt at school. Teachers shared students concerns for s~fety, 

with 12 percent of them hesitating to confront misbehaving students 

because of fear. 

Following upon the Safe Schools Study, findings issued by several national 

panels in the early 1980s heightened public concern about school safety 

and focused the federal government's attention on the issue. Three of 

these major reports were especially influential in giving rise to a 

concerted federal effort leading to this project. In 1983, shortly before 
',' 

the project began, the much heralded COllll1issfon on Excellence in Education 

2 

;:) __ '_Ke<'P",,",:W~' ___ -

report deplored the negative impact of school crime on the qual ity of 

education. A year prior to release of that report, the President's Task 

Force on Victims of Crime found the problem of campus disorder serious 

enough to warrant issuing a set of four recommendations specifically for 

schools. The explicit call for action in both of those reports also was 

manifest in the 1981 fina9l report of the United States Attorney General's 

Task Force on Violent Crime. In words that would be reprinted in various 

materials for this project, the Task Force report strongly recommended: 

• •• the Attorney General should seek to build a national consen­

sus that drug abuse, crime, and violence have no rightful place 

in the sc.hoo 1 sand, when these condi t ions a re found to ex is t, 

vigorous criminal law enforcement shourld ensue. 

These various recommendations took on added significance when President 

Reagan, in a keynote speech to the National Education Association and 

several radio broadcasts, pledged his commitment to safer schools. With 

this background, National Institute of Justice {NIJ} personnel began 

exploring the prospects of exercising greater federal leadership to reduce 

school crime. Discussions with' staff members in other divisions of 

Justice and Education resulted in the signingo.f a "Memorandum of 

Understanding" that pledged interdepartmental cooperation to combat school 

crime. To put that agreement into action, three divisions pledged funds 

for a pilot project. Two of those sponsors--NIJ and the Office of 

Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention {OJJDP}--represented the 

Justice Department; the third--the Office of Educational Research and 

Instructional Improvement--represented Education~ By the summer of 1983, 

3 
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the various agencies were committed to undertaking an initiative 

commencing in the 1983-84 school year, with NIJ atting as the lead agency. 

In deciding how to proceed on a short timeline,NIJ personnel drew heavily 

upon documents prepared previously for the agency by the National Alliance 

for Safe School s (NASS), based in Austin, Texas. The NASS "Source Book" 

and "Policy Brief," synthesizing research from the 1978 Safe Schools Study 

and a wide range of other sources, described the status of crime in 

American schools, explained how schools had become havens for crime, and 

recommended strategi.es for giving school administrators more control over 

thei r campuses. The empirical propositions about schools and school 

administrators set forth in those NASS documents are very significant 

because they provided the factual basis for selecting the methodology that 

was eventually implemented. Findings that are most clearly reflected in 

the project methodology are summarized here. 

• Most crimes in schools are not reported to the police. For several 

reasons, educators are reluctant to involve law enforcement officers 

in all but the most serious offenses. Calling the police might bring 

the school adverse publicity. It might also result in the school 

forfeiting its opportunlty to improve the behavior of the offending 

student whom~d'~cators genera 11 y are (';,~lI1IDi tted to he 1 pi ng. 

• School administrators do not have a comprehensive awareness of anti­

social incidents occurring on their campuses. Although they may know 

a great deal about their schools, they typically do not organize 

their information systematically enough to detect patterns amidst the 

detail. This inability to detect patterns is largely attributable to 

the structure of discipline files. Since discipl ine records are 
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filed by name of offender rather than type of offense, administrators 

cannot easily determine whether incidents are occurring in recogniz­

able patterns.' They could quickly find out how many times John Jones 

has been brought to the office for fighting, but not how many times 

fights have occurred in the east stairwell. 

• School administrators do not distinguish very carefully between some 

types of crimes and violations of school rules. Physical alterca-

tions between two students may be categorized routinely as fights 

even if one student is clearly an aggressor and the other a victim. 

Since criminality is not noted, the response probably will be 
inappropriate. 

• SChool administrators lack specific information they need to maintain 

safe campuses. They need more information about laws that affect how 

they respond to offenders and about l"ntervent" th 10ns ey could use to 
reduce particular types of crimes. 

• Crime and victimization are greater in J"unl"or high school s than in 
senior high schools. 

• Drug dealing on campus is associated "th Wl robbery, extortion, and 
other forms of serious victimization. 

After presenting these factual assertions, as well as others that did not 
become embodi ed in the " proJect, the background 'materials recommended a 
course of action with multiple elements. The points most clearly 
reflected in the project design are listed below. 
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• Formulating school district guidelines specifying the principal's 

responsibility to ensure safe and effective centers of learning. 

• Developing a school safety plan for each school in the district. 

• Preparing codified rules specifying activities permitted and pro­

hibited on school grounds. 

• Coordinating with local pol ice to improve understanding about when 

and how the police will respond to calls from school personnel. 

• Developing an incident analysis system that enables school building 

and district administrators to profile the critical characteristics 

of each type of offense. 

• Improving neighborhood police patrols before and after school hours 

for schools located in areas students report to be fear-inducing. 

Although the background materials also contained specific recommendations 

for changing school environments to be less alienating and potentially 

de 1; nquency promoting, the project des; gn m; n;m; zed those approach~s ; n 

favor of more security-oriented measures. The focus was to be squarely on 

interdicting crime by identifying problem area~ and implementing short­

term response strategies. This approach was thought appropriate ,because 

it woul d provide school administrators with al ternatives they pr'obably had 

not been offered through school climate improvement programs, 

Goals 

Project goals were tailored to the characteristics of schools and school 
/' 

administrators enumerated in the background materials. In recogni t'~on of 
,:, 

the inevitable limitations on changing school eJ'lviroments in a two-year 

period, goal statements were oriented more toward improvement rather than 

complete solution of school crime problems. The following goal statement 
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]1 appears in the seminal program design document and 1.n 
materials distrib-

uted to the sites. 

The goal of this demonstration 1.S 
to provide a safer school 

learning environment by: 

• Identifying school crime d 
an student misbehavior--who, what, 

when, where; 

• Preventing and/or intervening, when feasible; and 
Provid· . 

1ng v1gorous criminal law enforcement against school crime, 
and firm and fai 1· 

r app 1cation of school discipl-:,Iary rules, when 

• 

appropriate. 

In addition to the local-level b· 
o Jectives captured in this goal statement 

the project was d t k 
un er a en with one major overarching objective in mind. 

In this regard, the d· d 
eS1gn ocument echoed the Attorney General's Ta,sk 

Force recomm., endation for the Justice Department t d 
, 0 evelop a national 

consensus that school crime is unacceptable and 1 aw enforcement 

The example of coordination at 
intervention is an appropriate response. 

the federal level between J t· 
us lee and Education was to be mirrored at the 

state and local levels. M 
oreaver, interactions between state and local 

personnel were to increase In th 
• e precess, conmunity sentiment !f;(:'uld 

develop in favor of intervening t 1 
s rong y to Suppress school crime. 

Implementation Strategy 

Inventiveness in devising a strategy to achieve the stated b. . 
o JectlVes was 

necessary because the project broke new ground in several ares. First, it 

was to be an unconmon, if not unprecedented, 
venture by NIJ into the 

pub He schoo 1 s. S d '. . ~ 
econ :,VH:was innovative in drawing upon the resources 

of three federa 1 d· <l i 
1Vrs ons within two departments. Third, it was to be 

7 
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initiated very shortly after it was approved. Fourth, no federal funds 

were to be supplied to the participating sites. 

For these reasons, among others, NIJ chose not to constrain the project by 

requiring it to conform to the rigid procedures for an established imple-

mentation model such as the NIJ fiel d test program. Rathei"'~ it was 

denominated a "program experiment" that would involve piloting certain 

ideas in several localities to assess their worth. Flexibility was to be 

maintained throughout the project's duration so that unsatisfactory 

elements coul d be modified or el iminated and additional ideas could be 

incorporated. Local sites would be permitted to adapt the basic methodol­

ogy as needed to suit their circumstances. The process was then to be 

assessed to determi ne how much va 1 ue the 1 oca 1 i ti es had deri ved and 

whether pa,rtic:lJlar elements warranted replication. 

With implementation scheduled for the 1983-84 school year, selecting three 

sites had to begin imediately after the project was authorized in the 

late sumer of 1983. Training was to begin as soon as possible in the 

fall, with implementation to -continue through the end of the 1984-85 

academic year. Af~er completion of the pilot period, the funding agencies 

could decide on the appropriate next step. 

To implement the project, NIJ awarded a grant to the National Alliance for 

Safe School s (NASS). Under its grant, NASS was to provide training and 

technical assistance, but not t9"acninister the project directly at the 

site level; local personnel were to have control over that aspect of the 

project. The overall project design also included an evaluation component 

that was to be integrated with the project so the federal monitors and 

NASS staff could draw upon evaluation. findings in fine tuning the project. 
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The Amer· lcan JUstice Institute, 

and later URSA Institute, 
third parties, both independent 

were selected to conduct th 1 . 
e eva uatlon. 

D . t .:..:!:..oJec Design 
'\ 

The methodo logy chosen for th· .. 
lS JOlnt Justice and Educat. 

designed by the Nt· 10n effort was 
a 10nal Alliance for Safe Schools 

features are described h . (NASS). Its major 
ere, Wlth detailed d· 

nutshell th . lscussion in Chapter 3. 
, e proJect was designed to In a 

tt focus school 
a ention on crime and disCipline administrators' 

problems and offer them 
devising their own tools to use in 

responses. Administrators 
become more aware first would be encOuraged to 

of specific crime and 
schools. This grat disCipline problems at their 

er awareness . 
. , ln turn, would lead 
lnterest in tak· to heightened 

lng corrective action Th 
assist them 1· h . • ereafter, the proJ·ect could n c OOslng ap . proprlate measures t 

o address the problems they identified. 

To drive that entire process NASS 
, would tra· d 

system th t ln a ministrators to use a 
a would require them to 

and noncriminal acts. routinely differentiate between criminal 
That feature, as well 

project design, was i t d. as the remainder of the 
n en ed to lmprove circumsta 

materials cited as fost . nces the NASS background 
erlng unacceptable level .. 

fol~owing list of maO s of crlme ln schools. The 
Jor demonstration elements tie d· 1 

sions of the background materials. lrect y to the conclu-

• Clearly differentiatin b .. 
9 etween dlSClplinary . f . 

acts within schools 1. 1 . ln ractlons and criminal 
, nc udlng conse 

• Clarify. quences of criminal violations; 
lng the legal rights and responsibil .. 

when handling criminal . . 1tles of school officia'ls 
lncldents (such as th 1 

e egal procedures which 
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must be followed when conducting investigations that may lead to 

prosecution); 

• Applying the incident profiling system techniques of collecting and 

analyzing information on school-related incidents and then using that 

infonnation both to investigate and to intervene in similar situa-

tions; 

• Promoting a "team approach" to solving problems of crime and student 

misbehavior; and 

• Developing coordinated policies and procedures between education and 

criminal justice personnel. 

As shown in Figure 1, these elements formed two major program components, 

one based at the school level and the other primarily at the district 

level. The district-level component, scheduled primarily for the second 

year, concerned interagency coordination. The school-based component, 

which was to begin inmediately, consisted of two functionally distinct 

parts: incident profiling and action planning for offense-specific 

interventions. Incident profil ing was to be the key element, fuel ing 

action planning by identifying problems and fostering interagency coordi­

nation by familiarizing school administrators with criminal justice 

concepts and procedures. 

Incident profiling, also called "incident monitoring" and "incident 

reporting," is a structu.red system for collecting and analyzing informa­

tion about school crime and student misbehavior. It is based technology 

upon the crime analysis process cteveloped for law enforcement in the. last 
~ I\. . 

\"\ . 

decade. As modified for schools, the system provides principals with 
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aggregate data for the following characteristics of incidents (i .e. any 

crime or discipline infraction a principal has chosen to monitor): 

• incident type, e.g., theft, arson, smoking; 

• incident subtype, e.g, theft from student, theft from teacher'; 

• zone (area) of the school; 

• class period (time) of day; 

• day of week; and 

• victim and offender characteristics, e.g., race, sex, and grade. 

With this information, principals would be able to more easily detect 

recurring patterns of crime and misbehavior. For example, analysis of 

theft report data might reveal a substantial number of incidents involving 

tenth grade girls' lockers located in the hallways outside the gymnasium 

and broken into twelfth grade boys. 

To complement this ability to pinpoint both "hot spots" on campus and 

potential intergroup friction, schOol administrators would be introduced 

to an action planning process for developing and implementing effective 

interventions (Figure 2). This process optionally included forming school 

teams composed of admi ni strators, custodians, students, teachers, 

counselors, security officers, and parents. The teams were to brainstorm 

ideas for resolving whatever problem the incident profiling system 

identified as being significant. For the locker theft example, the team 

might suggest patrolling the gymnasium corridor more frequently or 

encouraging senior boys to have more respect for the sophomore girls. 

The distrjjct level component was to involve reviewing- and reviSing poli­

cies pertaining to interactions among members of education, law enforce-

,~'::'j 
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STAGES OF ACwrlVJTY 
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DATA COLLECTION 
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-TEAM BUILDING 
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ment, social services, and the judiciary. Meetings with other agency 

administrators were to result in formal agreements that would enable each 

agency to make a greater contribution to maintaining safe schools. Coop­

eration between the federal justice and education departments was to set 

an example for cooperation at the state and local levels. 

All parts of the project would be interconnected to promote school safety. 

With firm but fair policies to enforce, and assistance from other agen­

cies, school principals would have an optimal support structure for 

implementing school-specific interventions. The district office in turn 

would have the aggregate information from the incident profiling system to 

monitor the effectiveness of measures taken in the schools. 

EVALUATlCi METHODOLOGY 

The purpose of the evaluation was to determine how well the project 

methodologies, which were drawn mainly from law enforcement and community 

development models, would function in a school sett/i~9. The evaluation 

design developed for this purpose was structured 'around several operating 

principles. First, assessing process was to take precedent over measuring 

final results. Second, the evaluation was to be integrated with the 

project to f~~ilitate in-course modifications. Third, in keeping with the 

fe.deral objective of promoting cooperation among project participants, 

evaluation activities were to be coordinated whenever possible with 

district research office assessments. Fourth, though the local level was 

to be the primary focus, federal and state activities were also to be 

noted, with spedal attention given to interactions among the levels of 

goverrvnent. 
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These principles significantly affected the structure and integrity of the 

. evaluation. I'Most notably, intertwining the evaluation with the project 

sacrificed a certain degree of objectivity in exchange for facilitating 

rapid feedback. This tradeoff was acceptable because the project was a 

pilot study rather than a final ized program demonstration. Using the 

evaluation as an ancillary source of ideas for testing was more important 

at this stage than maintaining absolute impartiality. 

In keeping with the formative posture of the evaluation, the design called 

for a series of monthly evaluation reports. The reports were to provide 

the project director and federal monitors with preliminary findings, 

critiques, and recommendations. 

Above all, the evaluation was to flow with the project, recording what 

occurred and, to the extent pOSSible, determining why. Accordingly, the 

evaluation methodology was extremely flexible. Of primary importance was 

collecti'ng information to address the following five major questions. 
./ ... -

• How effective was the. training NASS provided? 

• How did the schools, districts, and communities adapt the project 

methodologies to suit their Circumstances? 

• What characteristics distinguished schools, districts, and cOlTUlluni­

ties that differentially implemented project methodologies? 
~,,: 

• What elements of the project became institutionalized? 

• How much value did administrators derive frain various aspects of the 
project? 

To gather the necessary information, the evaluation design called for a 

diverse mix of measures. Some were to be developed in advance to assess 
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characteristics relevant to project ,implementation. Others, were to be 
I , 

devi sed i nteracti ve 1 y duri ng the project in response to speci ftc 

developments. The confluence of measures was expected to support interim 

determinations of project efficacy and provide a partial indication of ,:lts 

value. The evaluation design called for the following seven data co'l1ec­

tion methods: 

• obtaining existing materials; 

• gathering materials generated for the project; 

• directly observing project activities; 

• interviewing project participants; 

• administering respondent-identified questionnaires 

• anonymously surveying students' perceptions of school climate; and 

• anonymously surveying participants' opinions of the project, their 

schools,~'d related matters. 

The various measures developed for each of these data collection methods 

are discussed below. An annotated list of the evaluation instruments, 

arranged chronologically according to date of administration, is provided 

in Table 1. Copies of all instruments are included in Appendix A. 

Obtaining Existing Materials 

Existing documentary material sprovided an important source of basel ine 

information about the three districts and the participating schools. Due 

to their value in establishing a b~seline, th~y were requested during 
of/' 

initial contacts with distri.ct p~rsonnel and obtained either by mail ,or 

during the first evaluation site visit. Materials available from each 
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Instrument Date 

School Basel inf: Information Fall 1983 

1 .. 

Table 1 
Evaluation Instruments 

b 

. ] 

Content Subjects 

general and security-related aspects of school principals 
and administration, including problems, 
policies, and procedures 

School Safety Checklist 
(anon.) 

Fall & Spring feelings of safety at v~rious campus locations 10% student sample 
1983-1985 arid particular types of 'victimization 

Incident Profiling Workshop Fall 1983 
Questionnaire (anon.) 

Incident Profi 1 i ng Workshop fall 1983 
- Evaluation Form (anon.) ....., 

Safe Schools Milestones Fall 1983 

Incident Profiltng Workshop Fall 1983 
Follow-Up Telephone Interview 

Anaheim Schools live-on 
Questionl1aire 

Winter 1984 

Program Implmentation Su"rvey Winter 1984 
(anon. ) 

Intervention Strategies Work- Winter 1984 
shop Evaluat~on rorm (anon.) \, 

"(/ 

" , 

perceptions and attitudes about school crime 
problems, policies, and procedures 

assessment of workshop quality and appro­
priateness 

attendance at training workshops and 
initiation of project activities 

initial experiences with incident monitoring, 
satisfaction with project, and involvement of 
nonadministrators 

security activities and observations of crime 

u$e of incident monitoring and actions taken 
in accord with project objectives 

assessment of workshop quality and appro­
priateness 

, 
~ ", 
1,). ' ., 

principals and assis­
tant principals 

principals and assis­
tant principals 

principals and assis­
tant principals 

principals 

Anaheim live-on 
security residents 

principals and assis­
tant principals 

workshop attendees 

• 
... 

, 
• 

" ' 
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Intervenion Strategies Work- Winter 1984 
shop Follow-up Interview 

..... 

Action Plan Interview 
Protocol 

Anaheim Cluster Conference 
Evaluation Fonn 

Implementation Interview 

00 Interfaces with Other 
Agencies Telephone Survey 

Status Check Telephone 
Interview Protocol 

Final Interview Protocol 

Final Evaluation Survey 
(anon.) 

~ . 

Spring 1984 

SUlTll1er 1984 

Fall 1984 

Fall 1984 

Winter 1984 

Spring 1985 

Spring 1985 

. ::.' 

Table 1 (con't) 
Evaluation Instruments 

b 

progress toward developing and implementing 
plan, status of incidient monitoring, and 
nonadministrators' awareness of project 

development--especially team involvement, 
implementation, and monitoring of response 
strategies 

utility of cluster conference components and 
value of participation 

experiences with project reorientation, 
incident monitoring, and intervention 

infonnation exchange with law enforcement, 
probation, custodial corrections, and social 
services 

second year experiences with all aspects of 
project 

second year experiences with all aspects of 
project, recommendations for continuing and 
replicating project, and satisfaction with 
results 

value of particular project elements, results 
of participation, changes in attitudes and 
procedures 

,..'-i [ ..... 1 

-. 

, 

principals 

selected team members 

cluster conference 
attendees 

principals and assis­
tant principals 

principals or their 
designees 

principals or their 
designees 

principals and assis­
tant principals 

principals and assis­
tant principals 

, 
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site included descriptive information about the communities and schools; 

enrollment figures; community, student body, and staff compositions; 

budget information; and estimates of crime rates and associated crime­

related costs. In addition, written discipline and crime pol icies and 

forms used in recording infractions were available from each dintrict and 

all the schools. Items unique to ~ne site included a press clipping file 

in Rockford; security office statistics in Jacksonville; and student, 

teacher, and parent survey results in Anaheim. These materials served to 

describe important features of each district and provided a basis for 

developing profiles of the three sites prior to undertaking the project. 

Other descriptive materials were gathered from the schools and their 

district offices over the course of the project. Updates of:,:\ the Anaheim 

surveys and Jacksonville security statistics 'were obtained each year. 

Articles about the project appearing in the Jacksonville newsletter and 

local newspapers also were obtair.ed. 

Gathering Materials Generated for the Project 

Requests were made for virtually ey,ery documentary product participants 

created for the project. One category of such items encompassed written 

project communications such as: memoranda from the district offices to 

schools; notices schools distributed to teachers and parents; narratives 

the schools prepared for HASS; materials developed by the districts; 

district interagency memoranda, and letters of agreement. 

Another major category of documentary items consisted of artifacts from 

using ~n)ject methodologies. These included incident profil ing items-­

completed incident report forms prior to inclusion of student identifica­

tion on those forms, and printouts of the summary charts--and the written 
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action plans. These materials were valuable in establishing how schools 

were implementing incidentprofiling,and action planning. They also were 

to be used in combination with other, evaluation data to develop a sens'e of 

problem areas of interest in particular schools. 

Directly Observing Project Activities 

The technique of direct observation, rooted in ethnographic research 

traditions, was used to supplement second hand information sources. The 

evaluators task in direct observation was to to act as a participant in 

the events being studied while maintaining a critical distance necessary 

to allow for their interpretation and assessment. In the evaluation of 

this project, a strategy of informal observations was employed. 

formal observational protocols or checklists were not used; 

That is, 

rather, 

evaluation team members recorded their impressions of events as they 

unfolded. Consonant with the overall strategy of eliminating unnecessary 

structure, guiding principles were established rather than predetermining 

observation categories. 

Evaluation team members had the opportunity to observe directly the 

activities and interactions of school administrators, school teams, 

1 and representat,·ves of other 'local agencies during district personne, 

five visits to each site. Among the activities observed directly were: 

IllinQis and California site selection meetings, all training workshops, 

team meetings, all cluster conferences, all first year wrap-up sessions, 

and interagency group meetings. 

These observational data served several p~rposes. First, they 

complemented the information generated by interviews and anonymous surveys 

by providing a context within which to interpret the numeric results. 
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Second, they enriched the evaluators' understanding of nuances that 

objective measures detected only poorly. Third, the direct-observations 

of workshops and c 1 us.ter conferences a 11 owed for immedi ate feedback to the 

project director so that he could make changes before the next scheduled 
event. 

Interviews 

In-person and tel~phone interviews were the primary source of evaluation 

information on project activities and accomplishments. Depending on the 

subjects and the extensiveness of the inquiry structured and informal for­

mats were used. Interviews with district-level and interagency personnel 

were invariably informal. They ranged from frequent telephone questions 

of the district liaison to lengthier in-person discussions with superin­

tendents, pol ice chiefs, and agency directors. Interviews with school 

personnel were conducted in cycles that originally included all partici-

pating schools and later targeted specific schools. 
Ei ght forma 1 

i ntervi ew protocols were developed for school-based i ntervi ews. The 

administration and purpose of each is described below. 

School Baseline Information Collection Form 

h baseline assessment was conducted for two reasons. It was needed ini­

tially to learn about site characteristics so that both the project and 

the evaluation could be tailored appropriately.~' Beyond that, it was 

needed .to establish a baseline against which changes occurring throughout 

the project could be measured. With the evaluation commencing at the same 

time as the project, it was possible ta gather timely information about 
the status quo. 
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Baseline assessment interviews were conducted in-person with 47 principals 

from the participating schools. Lasting one to two hours and using a'90 

item protocol, these interviews were extremely comprehensive. The primary 

topics of inquiry were administrative organization (e.g., administrators' 

areas of functional responsibility, number of years at school and in 

district); school characteristics (e.g., use of academic tracts, special 

classes or services, open/closed campuses); crime and discipline policies 

(e.g., formal policies for responding to crime or discipline problems, use 

of corporal punishment, procedures for interacting with other relevant 

district or community agencies); perceptions of and attitudes about school 

crime and discipline problems; security measures used and impressions of 

their effectiveness; relations with law enforcement; community relations-­

particularly the involvement of parents in school affairs; and prior 

involve~~nt in other special programs. 

Incident Profiling Workshop Follow-Up Telephone Interview 

In fall 1983, approximately one month after the incident profil ing 

workshops, principals or their designated representatives were interviewed 

by telephone. The interview protocol consisted of 16 items and took about 

15 minutes to complete. A total of 46 follow-up telephone interviews were 

conducted. 

The purpose of the follow-up telephone interviews was to gauge 

administrators' impressions of the first workshop and project start-up 

activities. Questions were designed to ascertain the school's progress in 

implementing the incident profiling system, whether there were any 

problems in using the system, the amount of administrative time spent .on 

incident profiling, and whether administrators could detect any patterns 
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from the incident profiling system data. PrinCipals were also asked if 

they either had already or intended to notify.teachers, students, and the 

community abou~ the project. 

Intervention Strategies Workshop Follow-Up Interview 

Shortly after the intervention strategies workshops, 42 prinCipals, or at 

their option, assistant prinCipals, were interviewed by telephone. 

lasting about 15 minutes, the 13 question interview guide was designed to 

elicit impressions about the workshop, student and community awareness of 

the project, team activ"ities and progress in formulating action plans, and 

ongOing use of the incident profiling system. 

School Team/Action Plan Interviews 

About one month after the spring 1984 intervention strategies workshops, 

school team members were interviewed during evaluation site visits. 

Unique interview protocols were developed for principals, assistant 

prinCipals, teachers, custodians or other school staff, parents, and 

students. The interviews requirp.d an average of 20 minutes to c~plete 

and consisted of 20 to 34 items, depending on the category of respondent. 

Eighty-one in-person interviews were conducted, representing 21 

principals, 44 assistant prinCipals, 8 teachers, 6 other school, staff, 8 

student~, and 4 parents. 

Although the interview protocols were tailored to the particular roles of 

the different respondents, several general themes were explored in all the 

interviews. These themes included: problems seler;t'ed for action 

planning; action team activities; ,usefulness of and satisfaction with 

technical assistance NASS provided to teams; indivi(~ual responsibilities 

vis-a-vis the project; expectations held for other 'team members; 
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expectations 
d effects of project for the remainder of the year; an 

participation on 
"" Items tapping these individual attitudes and activltles. 

general themes were supplemented by questions specific to particular 

principals were asked about the 

the d'ifferent project elements. 
categories of respondents. _~ For example, 

costs and benefits to thefr schools of 
interviewed previously were asked about their 

Respondents who had not been 
i~terview protocols for teachers, other 

perceptions of the workshops. The 
asked these respondents about 

school staff, parents, and students also 
how they were recruited and " f the project and their understandlng 0 

selected for the teams. 

Implementation Interviews 
were held with " "t l"Sl"tS meetings 1984 evaluatlon Sl.e v , 

During fall h 1 s Based 
principals and assistant principals at the participating sc 00 • 

and lasting approximately one hour, 
on a 14 question interview protocol, 

29 joint principal/assistant principal 

questions pertained primarily 

project methodologies. 

to their 

interviews were conducted. The 

first year experiences with the 

The interview 
es· sUlll11i ng 

f six major types of respons • protocol called or 

up the previous year's experience in using the project elements; 

f t second year implementa-
identifying any local changes that might af ec " 

tion; expectations and objectives for "the comlng school year; assess~ng 
" f NASC:" usefulness of informatlon the efficacy of technical asslstance rom ",t, 

system; and composition and plans of generated by the incident profiling 

the school team. 

I) 
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Interfaces with Other AgenCies Interview 

In October 1984, evaluation staff conducted a telephone interview with the 

prinCipals, or their deSignated representatives. The survey contain~d 48 

questions and took 10 to 15 minutes to administer. Information was 

obtained from 42 respondents. Need for these interviews arose because of 

the emphasis in Jacksonville on interagency information sharing. 

Although the baseline interview had included general questions about 

relations with other agencies, the resulting data was insufficient. Items 

eliCiting more specific information about interactions with local law 

enforcement, juvenile probation, juvenile corrections, and social services 

were included in this protocol. The protocol s included questions about 

information schools provided to and received from other agencies. 

Parallel to these items was a set of questions regarding their preferences 

in supp1yihg\\and receiving information. 

Status Check Telephone Interview 

Mid-way through the second project year, telephone interviews were 

conducted with principals or, as appropriate, assistant prinCipals, to 

determine activUies and progress along each of the three major project 

elements.: incident profiling. action planning, and interagency 

coordination. The protocol contained 15 questions, which were grouped 

according to issue area. Each telephone interview lasted about 15 

minutes. In total, 42 status check interviews were completed. 

The interview data provided process information regarding second year 

status of project elements across schools. Some items were designed to 

determine whether sc~ools had modified or abandoned any of the activities 

they had begun in the first year and planned to continue through the 
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second. Prior to asking the questions of each school, the interviewer 

referred to notes from previous occasions so that respondents' answers 

could be compared instantly and discrepancies could be explored. 

Final Interview 

The evaluation director made IIclose-out ll site visits to each of the three 

conununities during late spring, 1985. At that time, final in-per'son . 
interviews were conducted with the participating school principals and, to 

the extent possible, assistant principals. Covering all major aspects of 

the project, the final interview consisted of 42 questions. The focus of 

the interview was on identifying the value participants had obtained from 

various aspects of the project. Each interview lasted approximately one 

hour. A total of 64 interviews were completed (12 in Rockford, 21 in 

Anaheim, and 31 in Jacksonville). 

The major portion of the protocol was devoted to questions about various 

aspects of the project. That part was divided into four sections for 

incident profiling; school teams and intervention development; 

intervention implementation and monitoring; and interagency coordination. 

Within each of these sections respondents were asked to summarize their 

experiences, especially during the second year; describe costs and 

benefits for them personally and for the school generally; and discuss 

their plans and preferences for future involvement. 

The other part of the protocol was designed to explore attitudes and 

perceptions about crime and discipline issues too broa~ to fit within any 

of the preceding categories. For example, administrators were asked to 

compare current crime and student misbehavior problems with those 

experienced two years ago. Other items asked for administrators' 
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percept ions about the safety of thei r campuses, factors that i nfl uence 

their ability to maintain safe campuses, and community attitudes, 

especially of parents, toward ~choo1 safety. 

The infonnation gathered from this interview fulfilled both process and 

outcome functions. It provided a IIfinal installment ll for developing an 

assessment of how the project was implemented at each site. The data also 

provided narrative outcome indicators of project effects at every school 

within each school. 

Administering Respondent-Identified Questionnaires 

Two respondent-identified questionnaires were administered as part of the 

evaluation. Because the infonnation requested could have been obtained 

from other sources, there was no need for anon.Ylllity. Sol iciting the 

infonnation from the respondents was merely a quick way to obtain it. 

Anaheim Schools Live-On Questionnaire 

The development of the Anaheim Schools Live-On questionnaire exemplifies 

evaluation responsiveness to local conditions. Prior to conducting the 

baseline interviews in Anaheim, evaluation staff had no reason to believe 

any of the districts used a IItrai1er watch ll program for school security. 

Upon learning that each Anaheim campus has a trailer with a resident 

responsible for monitoring the grounds nights and weekends, staff 

developed a simple la-item questionnaire and administered it during the 

next site visit. The questionnaire asked whether the residents had ever 

directly observed or had discovered evidence of six different illegal 

acts. The questionnaire also included items concerning who was to be 

notified of an incident and the approximate number of incidents since the 

project began. 
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Safe School Milestones 

A series of check1 ists documenting attainment of project milestones was 

developed for principals, assistant principals, and district 1 iaisons. 

These one page forms were distributed at the fall 1983 incident profiling 

workshops. Respondents were asked to return the completed forms via the 

district liaison upon reaching the last milestone on the list, which was 

expected to occur within a month. Sixty-three safe school milestone forms 

were returned. 

Each questionnaire listed role-specific milestones. Respondents were 

simply to record the date they attained each milestone. For example, 

principals were to indicate the dates when they attended the workshop, 

marked zones on their school maps, recorded the first incident on the 

incident profiling forms, set up incident profiling report files, "spread" 

incident data on the summary charts, and analyzed the summary data. 

The safe schools milestones forms provided valuable process documentation 

of the start-up implementation activities at each school. The information 

acqui red through this questionnaire also fu1 fi lled formative evaluation 

purposes. The reporting format highlighted any delays or difficulties a 

particular school experienced in reaching the specified milestones. 

Techn:jcal assistance and support, therefore, could be targeted quickly and 

appropriately. 

Anon)1llous1y Surveying Students' Perceptions of Scha,?l C1ima_~e 

The most massive evaluation undertaking was anon)1llous1y surveyi"~/ stur1e{t;l: 

victimization .and fear of crime. The School Safety Chec~l i st.)/(jeve'l oped 

for this purpose, was administered to a sample of stuo(irl'ts'; lr'!lra:11 
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four times during the project period: fall 1983, spring 1984, fall 1984, 

and spring 1985. 

The survey instrument was developed co11aborative1y with Dr. Ralph Earle, 

a former Department of Education expert in conducting studies of school 

climate and student victimization. The Checklist was adapted from 

instruments he had used previously in what were thought at the time to be 

similar schools. Dr. Earle was also consulted in devising a samp1 ing 

strategy. Also taken into account, however, were the preferences of the 

district liaisons to minimize schedule disruption and of the Anaheim and 

Jacksonville research offices to coordinate with their activities. 

Compromising among the various conSiderations, 

classes in grades 8, 10, and 12 were drawn in 

Jacksonvil1 e, a 30 percent sample of grades 

a 20 percent samp 1 e of 

Rockford and Anaheim. In 

9 and 11 classrooms was 

chosen. In Anaheim and Jacksonville, classrooms were randomly selected by 

the districts. In Rockford, the principals randomly chose classes. 

Responsibility for administering the surveys restr.-~d with the sites. In 

Anaheim and Jacksonville, the districts' research offices performed this 

task. The Rockford site liaison directed survey administration in that 

district. Administering the surveys was on several occasions coordinated 

with other district testing. The fall 1983 administration in Anaheim, for 

example, was conducted simultaneously ~/ith a district-wide drug use 
survey. While such accOO'IIIodf.ttion$ may have compromised the integrity of 

the resu1t~;i they were essential to maintaini'~g a working relationship 

with the districts. 

A total of 22,626 sur'leY$ ~/ere received: 6,059 in fall 1983; 6,267 in 

spr1ng 1984; 5,244 in fall 19,84; and 5,056 in spring 1985. The fall 1983 
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survey provided an additional source of baseline data. Spring 1984 data 

served as both a baseline for comparison with future spring results and a 

source for comparison with incident profiling statistics. The secord year 

surveys could be compared with the first year statistics and the incident 

profiling results. The full dataset would contribute to national school 

safety assessments. 

Since the School Safety Checklist was designed to be self-arministered by 

the students, a simple, straigh,t-forward format developed.; Students were 

asked to circle their grade and sex, then answer 23 questions in two 

formats. The first 13 items asked students to describe how safe they felt 

from personal threats and attacks in various locations in and neav' their 

schools. These items directed students to mark their response on a five 

poi nt rating sca 1 e rangi ng from livery safe" to "very unsafe." The second 

part of the survey asked students to indicate whether they had been the 

victim of or witnessed any of 10 specified crimes during the preceding 

four weeks. 

Anonymously Surveying Participants' Opinions 

To establ ish a sufficiently rich C~. :'\qtmation base for the evaluation, 
'- ~ .. - ..... ) 

questions needed to be asked about participants' impressions, attitudes, 

beliefs, and experiences. Because collecting this type of personal 

information may be sensitive or threatening for some individuals, the 

evaluation adopted a survey approach to preserve respondents' anonymity. 

By using forms with no identifying information. or codes, respondents would 

be freer' to answer the questions accurately and honestly. Analyzing these 

data by subgroups was not hampered by this approach since respondents were 
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asked to indicate their roles and school levels (e.g., principal, junior 

high school) • 

Incident Profiling Workshop Questionnaire, 

The Incident Proffling Workshop Questionnaire was the first to be 

d'istr'ibuted. Attendees at the first workshop were asked to complete it at 

the very beginning of the session so that their answers would be 

unaffected by the training. A total of 103 questionnaires were completed. 

The primary purpose of the instrument was to obtain basel ine data on 

school crime and discipline problems. Consisting of 65 closed-ended and 

open·-ended items, the questionnaire tapped several dimensions of interest. 

It gave a measure of administrators perceptions of incidentf,~quency for 

compa ri son wi th objective measures. The form also contained several 

attitudinal and opinion questions. For example, administrators were asked 

to rate how much support they r'.eceived in handling crime and discipline 

problems from parents, polii~, probation and the school board. Similarly, 

to develop a sense of how administrators differentiated crime and 

discipline problems, t11ey were asked to indicate for each of eight 

hypothetical situations whether the circumstances warranted contacting the 

pol ice. These measures served descriptive purposes and also provided a 

baseline for comparing attitudes expressed at the projects' completion. 

Incident Profiling Workshop Eva.1uation Form 

A 35 item workshop evaluation form was distributed near the conclusion of 

incident profil ing workshops. Ninety respondents completed the forms. 

The instrument consisted of formative evaluation measures and assessed 

various aspe~ts of the workshop. Participants were asked to rate the 

general style of presentation as well as the following elements: specific 
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presentational methods, the explanations and instructions offered for 

incident profil ing processes, and the suffici'ency of the workshop in 

preparing them to implement the incident profiling system. Comments and 

suggestions for improving the workshop were elicited and administrators 

were asked to project how different members of their schools would react 

to the incident profiling system. The results of the workshop evaluation 

forms were disseminated to the NASS project director, who used them to 

modify subsequent workshop presentations. This feedback exemplifies the 

rapid processing and cOlTlllunication of evaluation measures to facilitate 

project refinement. 

Program Implementation Survey 

Like the first project workshops, the winter 1984 intervention strategies 

workshops provided an excellent opportunity to gather evaluation informa­

tion quickly from many participants. Mostly as preparation for subsequent 

interviews, a brief, five item open-ended survey was distributed to 

administrators to complete during their lunch break. The Program 

Implementation Survey was designed to capture process data on respondents' 

satisfaction with using incident profiling and noticeable consequences to 

date. Administrators' responses were used both by NASS during the work­

shop in addressing matters survey responses suggested called for attention 

and by the evaluation staff to get a sense of implementation status. A 

total of 48 surveys were returned by workshop attendees. 

Intervention Strategies Workshops Evaluation Form 

The second anonymous survey distributed at the intervention strategies 

workshops was d forma·tive evaluation instrument. Similar to the Incident 

Profi 1 i ng Workshop Evaluation form, the Intervention Strategies Workshop 

32 

I""') 

t} 

n 
if 
n 
r' " 
' , 
; -

q u 
n 
u 
r ~J 

U 
n 
U 
B 
I} 
\, 

[} 

u 
n 
0 
0 

I 

r 
I 

l 

I 

\ 

\ .. 
! 

~" 

~ I 
tJ 

(J 

U 

0 
f1 
n 
n 
{J 

il 
U 
tl 
U 
[1 

D 
0 
D 
fl 
D 
I 

L=> ~"".",* 

Evaluation form was designed to measure participants' impressions of the 

workshop' s effectiveness, util ity, and suitabil ity. Consi sting of 22 

closed-ended items, the form asked participants to rate various aspects of 

the training process and workshop content. 

Since school teams (teachers, administrators, staff, parents, students) 

were to attend the training, participants' roles were recorded on the 

forms and were subsequently used as a control in data aggregation. Role 

identification permitted analysis of aggregate results as well as 
providing the only source of anonymous answers to identical questions for 

team members. Inte •. ~ntion Strategies Workshop Evaluation forms were 

received from 265 participants: 34 principals, 42 assistant prinCipals, 60 

teachers, 48 other school staff, 43 students, and 38 parents. Repeating 

the feedbac k proces s of the prev i ous works hop eva 1 ua t ion, resu 1 ts were 

provided to the project director, who used them to modify subsequent 

workshop designs. 

Anaheim Cluster tonference Evaluation 

An eight item evaluation questionnaire was distributed at the first 

Cluster Conference, held in Anaheim. As with the evaluation forms 

developed for the two workshops, this instrument was designed to obtain 

formative information on participants' assessments of the conference' s 

effectiveness, utility. and suitability. Because attendees represented a 

variety of agencies that work with youth, the form requested respondents 

to indicate their affiliatiorn (education, law enforcement, community 

services, courts). Twenty-ni Jaluation forms were returned. 
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Final Survey 

A '34-question, one-page, double-sided anonymous survey instrument was 

distributed during th~ final evaluation' site visits in spring 1985. The 

form was given to all principals and assistant principals in Rockford and 

Anaheim and those Jacksonville principals, vice principals, and assistant 

principals who were identified by the project director and evaluator as 

active participants in the project. These individuals were asked to mail 

the completed survey to the evaluator in a stamped, pre-addressed 

enveloped provided for this purpose. In total, 123 surveys were 

distributed and 107 were returned, representing an 87 percent response 

rate over all: 90 for Anaheim, 96 percent for Jacksonvi 11 e, and 72 

percent for Rockford. 

The instrument was divided into four sections. The first asked 

administrators to rate various aspects of the project as having "great 

value", "some value," or "min"imal value!' for them. The next series 'of 

items explored the effects of project participation on prevalence of and 

responses to school crime and student misbehavior. The third section 

pr~bed opinions of such overarching issues as cost/benefit ratios for 

participating in the project. The form concluded with three items about 

project continuation. 

The data captured by this survey offer measures of the project's outcomes 

and future directions at each of the three sites •. They complement the 

evaluation's process indicators collected during the two year project 

period and provide additional documentation on participants' experiences 

with using the project elements. 
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SITES 

,Drawing upon the National Institute of Justice field test model, the 

federal sponsors for this project sought a nationwide distribution of 

sites. Three sites were considered sufficient to test the project 

methodologies in diverse settings while still allowing NASS to provide 

adequate assistance to each site. Geographic dispersion would be achieved 

by locating, project sites in Florida, Illinois, and California. 

The following characteristics were used for identifying suitable sites: 

• ten or more secondary schools in a community with a population of at 

least 125,000 people; 

• strong desire among key administrators to control school crime; 

• especially capable district administrators; 

• existence of or willingness of school personnel to develop close 

working relations with criminal justice agencies; 

• keen interest in the project; and 

• no severe school crime problems or interracial tensions. 

The first five criteria reflect consensus about necessary or desirable 

conditions for a school crime project. The rationale for the last item, 

however, is less readily apparent and warrants explanation. The project 

director, in accord with the federal monitors, felt that piloting the 

project in schools without serious cr'ime problems was sensible for two 

major reasons. First, the novel aspects of the project could be more 

easily examined in a district with strong administration and few serious 

problems. Creating an appropriate natural laboratory was an important 

aspect of the project since no, one knew at the outset how well school 

administrators would be able to use the methodologies to be tested. 
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Implementing them under favorable circumstances would reveal more about 

the methodologies and afford more flexibility in modifying them than would 

starting out amid the confusion of a school district in crisis. 

Second, the project methodology is essentially preventive. One of the 

assumptions underlying incident profiling is that with accurate and timely 

information, school administrators will be better able. to develop appro­

priate policies and procedures to deter future problems. An analogy the 

project director offered captured this notion: "Selecting a high crime 

district would be 1 ike putting a fire alarm in a burning building." The 

methodology would be tried first almost exclusively as a preventive 

measure. Its utility for "putting out a fire" would be assessed later in 

other sites only if it passed the initial test. 

Site Selection 

Selecting appropriate school districts was somewhat difficult, not because 

such districts are uncommon, but because administrators of potential host 

districts were understandably apprehensive about how their participation 

would be perceived. The media might portray involvement in a federal 

school crime as a sign of serious crime problems in the local schools. To 

counter such an interpretation, federal spokesmen addressed the media at 

press conferences to announce site selection and commend the local dis­

trict superintendents for their commitment to school safety and the fine 

job they were already doing. 

Site selection spanned. the period from mid-summer until early November, 

1983. The selection process itself reflected the partnership approach 

which the project sought to foster. The assigned representative from the 

Department of Education worked with NIJ and NASS staffs to identify poten-
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tia1 host school districts. These individuals, in turn, coordinated with 

state-level education and justice personnel. The information sharing and 

ongOing discussions between these partners allowed for the expertise of 

each to be incorporated into the site selection process, thereby enhancing 

and strengthening the selection methods employed and increasing the 

likelihood that suitable sites would be chosen. 

Because the project needed to start quickly, sites were added' one at a 

time until three had been chosen. First to be selected was the site for 

Cal ifornia. Upon receiving an invitation from project personnel, State 

Superintendent of Public Instruction William Honig sent letters to 

prospect;ve districts inviting them to volunteer for participation. A 

team conSisting of Honig's project representative, the project director, 

and a federal monitor, then visited half a dozen of the most qualified 

sites. Anaheim emerged as the top choice from those visits because of the 

district's excellent leadership, the interest of other agency administra­

tors, and the superi ntendent' s wi 11 i ngness to make th i s project a high 
priority. 

Discussions between NIJ and the governors' offices in Illinois and Florida 

quickly narrowed the search for appropriate sites in those states. 

Because Chicago was too big, Rockford, the second largest city in the 

state, was considered for the Illinois site. Based on its urban charac­

teristics similar to many communities in the northeast and midwest, 

Rockford was chosen for the project. In Florida, one school district and 

the community it serves gained immediate favor. The Duval County 

(Jacksonville) Unified School District's reputation as the' nation's "Mode1 

Urban School District," and the developing 1 inkages between the district 
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and the Duval County Sheriff's Office propelled Jacksonville .past other 

cities that might have been chosen in Florida. 

Site Characteristics 
Though each of the sites selected is unique in certain aspects. they share 

some general characteristiCs. As parti11y indicated by Tables 2 and 3. 

all sites meet the criteria established for project participation. What 

the tables do not show is that in none of the school districts do admini-
Each of the school 

strators report facing serious crime problems. 
districts has explicit policies and procedures for documenting and 

handling cr:'me and misbehavior incidents. Moreover, these policies are 

far more detailed and sophisticated than the norm throughout the country. 

Developing relationships with other agencies. particularly law 

enforcement, also were evidenced at all three sites. 

M1Iinistrators in the three host districts also shared a c_itme
nt 

to 

maintaining school safety. and believed efforts to control school crime 

and misbehavior were essential to insuring an effective learning 

env.ironment. However at the beginning of this project. school personnel 

from these sites did not uniformly use precise definitions to differen­

tiate crime and discipline incidents. For example, certain behaviors, 

including some fOnDS of theft and vandalism. might be labelled as either 

criminal or disciplinary depending upon the context of the act and the 

value of the property. In addition. the majority of administrators at the 

three sites said their primary crime and discipline concern involVed 

attendance, including class cutting and truancy, ironically, a matter 

beyond the scope of the original project design. 
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Table 2 
C~unity Characteristics 

location 

Population 
% Change 1970-80 
% White 
% Black 
% Other 

Ed~cation: % Age 25 or Older 
wlth 12 or More Years Schooling 

Standard of living 
Median Household Income 
% Households below $10,000 
% Households above $40,000 
% Children Below Poverty level 
% UnemploJrnent (1982) 

EmploJrnent Sector 
% Manufacturing 
% Wholesale/Retail 
% Prof. & Related Services 
% Govermtent 
% Finance, Insurance. Real Estate 
% Self Employed 

Serious Crime Rate per 
100,000 Population* 

Anaheim 
(City) 

25 miles S of 
los Angeles 

219,311 
+32 
86 
1 

12 

75.6 

$20,026 
21 
13 
10 
8 

29 
23 
14 
11 

7 

6 

7,760 

Rockford 
(City) 

80 miles NW of 
Chicago 

139,712 
-5 
84 
13 
1 

66.8 

$18,419 
26 
8 

14 
31 

38 
20 
18 
11 

5 

5 

9,150 

Jacksonville 
{Duval Countl:l 

NE Coast of 
Florida 

571,003 
+8 

74 
25 
1 

66.8 

$14,938 
33 

7 

22 
7 

11 

24 
19 
18 
11 

5 

7,865 

Source: g~less otherwise indicated * FBI, .1ty and County Data Book' 1980 statistics are from U.S. Un,form Crime Reports. 1982: Census Bureau. 1982 
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•• Table 3 

School District Characteristics 

Anaheim Rockford Jacksonville 

Number of Schools 19 52 140 

Secondary Schools 19 11 37 

Schools in Project 19 11 16 

Enrollment 23,711 28,564 98,595 
White 16,647 21,067 63,275 
Black 389 6,003 35,320 
Hispanic 4,569 
Other 2,106 1,494 

Enrollment of Schools 
in Project 23,711 13,283 22,766 

Operating Budget $85,000,000 $96,000,000 $242,000,000 

Expenditures per Pupil* $2,300 $2,900 $2,300 

Annual Property Loss* $8,000 $96,000 $295,000 

Source: District statistics. 
* May not be computed identically by each district. 
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Rockford 

Rockford, Illinois, located 85 miles northwest of Chicago near the 

Wisconsin. border, is in the heart of the industrial Midwest. With a 

population of 140,000, it is the smallest site in the project, although it 

is the state's second largest city. Demographically, the Rockford 

population is about 84 percent white and 13 percent black, with the 

remainder scattered among other racial groups. 

The Rockford economy is based primarily on heavy industry, with agricul­

ture predominant in surrounding areas of the county. With both manufac­

turing and farming experiencing hard times in the early 1980's, the 

Rockford economy suffered and has yet to fully recover. Shortly before 

this project began, Rockford had the highest unemployment rate of any 

metropolitan area in the country. The official Labor Department measure­

ment of that rate tripled from 7 percent in 1980 to 21 percent in 1982. 

Accompanying these bleak economic statistics for Rockford are other 

indicators of urban deterioration. Between 1970 and 1980, Rockford's 

population decreased and the number of year-round housing units increased 

only slightly. The serious crime rate, which represents all Uniform Crime 

Reports (UCR) index offenses except arson, reached 9,150 per 100,000 

population in 1981, a rate substantially higher than that reported for 

either of the other two project sites. 

The economic misfo~tunes of Rockford also have affected its school 

district. In fall of 1983, just as this project began, the district had a 

/fiajor bond hsue on the ballot,. The voters, repeating their previous 

rejections of funding requests, chose not to provide more money for the 

schools. 
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During the November balloting, Rockford voters also elected five new 

members to the seven member board of education. Colleen Holmbach, one of 

d ·d t This change i; /Ieader-the two remaining members, became boar pres, en • f 

ship came at a particularly critical time for Rockford be~ause Art 

73 t ·ring In the spring, the Johnson, the superintendent since 19 ,was rf! , • 

S,·oux City superintendent Millard Grell as new board pickl~d former 

Johnson's successor. 

The Rockford school district had a total enrol:lment of 28,564 at the 

Almost 15,000 of those students beginni n9 of the 1983-84 school year. 

th ·onal vocational were in its eleven secondary schools (including e reg' 

center), and therefore involved directly in this project. Rockford high 

schools house grades nine through twelve; middle schools have grades seven 

and eight. School sizes range from middle schools with fewer than 1,000 

students to 2,200-student Je erson ff H,·gh School occupying 310,000 square 

feet of the Rockford countryside. The older schools are located in the 

urban cor~ of the city. Severa 1 of the newer school, 1 i ke Jefferson, 

serve suburban pupulations and are located in rural settings. 

'
·nterv,·ews ,·n the fall of 1983, none of the school adminis­During initial 

trators reported particularly serious crime problems. In general, they 

felt their security problems were less severe than they had been during 

the successful but turbulent integration process a decade earlier. Though 

students were free to leave and return to high school campuses throughout 

campus policy had not been associated with any the school day, this open 

Moreover, most acininistrators did not bel ieve unacceptable disruption. 

that this open campus policy was exploited by non-students who wished to 

gain access to school. 
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When asked why they have quieter campuses now than they once did, adminis­

trators tended to cite two factors. First, the training they received 

during desegregation heightened their awareness of potential trouble, 

enabled them to avoid creating dangers by taking ill-considered actions, 

and provided them with effective techniques for responding to incidents 

when they do occur. The administrators, all of. whom have at least ten 

years of experience, continue to apply the lessons learned from their 

experiences with desegregation and approach their responsibilities with a 

sense of confidence gained from those prior events. 

The second factor administrators cited is the existence of their police 

liaison program. Established during the desegregation period, the police 

liaison program offers administrators a valuable resource for Ji1aintaining 

campus security. Under this program, subsidized equally by the city and 

the district, five officers of the Rockford Police Department work consis-
. tently with the schools. Each officer serves one senior high school and. 

its feeder junior high school, along with several elementary schools. 

Dressed in civilian clothes, the officers spend most of their day at one 

or the other of the secondary school s counsel ing students, conducting 

investigations, discussing campus safety with administrators, and 

arresting offenders when other measures fail. An indication of the value 

the ,district assigns to this program is summed up by the observation of 

the assistant superintendent: "Most prinCipals would give up teachers 

b,efore they would give up their liaison officer." 

Although Rockford administrators do not cite serious crime as a problem 

for their campuses, the majority do report disciplinary problems such as 

insubordination, tardiness, and truancy. These situations routinely are 
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handled by the school's administrators, most often the assistant princi­

pals. Administrators report that they try to involve a youth's parents 

whenever there is an ongoing problem or when disciplinary action is to be 

taken. By involving the family, a consistent message can be offered to 

the youth. These family contacts are viewed as an important source of 

support for the school's actions. Parental involvement is usually sought, 

for example, before administering corporal punishment. The majority of 

administrators indicate,however, {hat they do not use corporal punishment 

in their schools. Those who do employ it report that it is infrequently 

invoked. 

In the spring of 1984, faced with eliminating extracurricular programs as 

had been done in 1980-1981, the board of education again put the issue to 

a vote. This time the bond issue passed, giving the district enough 

revenue not merely to continue existing programs, but also to add one 

class period to the school day. 

Anaheim 

The City of Anaheim is a geopolitical entity typical of " California. It is 

one of dozens of independent governmental units in Orange County, the 

metropolitan area contiguous to the southern border of Los Angeles. Each 

Orange County municipal ity blends into the others with 1 ittle apparent 

demarcation. Despite its large population of 219,311, the city is 

cOlllllonly considered a suburb of its enormous northern neighbor. It 

distinguishe$ itself in the public mind principally as the home of 

Disneyland. 

:1, 

Over the past decade, the city's demographics changed for the fi rst time 
-;;. 

since the World War II boom brought millions of white middle-class 
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Americans to the region. Between 1970 and 1980, Anaheim experienced 

substantial population growth. Yet, despite the almost 32 percent 

population increase in that decade, school enrollment decreased slightly. 

The city is not only growing rapidly, in the process, it is becoming a 

true melting pot. Its already sizable Hispanic population is increasing, 

black families are relocating to the area from Los Angeles, and thousands 

of Asian immigrants are making the region' their new American home. 

According to the 1980 census, the population of Anaheim is 86 percent 

white and 4 percent Asian/Pacific Islander. Only approximately 1 percent 

of the population is black. Almost a fifth (17 percent) of the population 

is of Spanish origin. 

The city is also maturing, with a subsequent aging of its housing stock 

and deterioration of its infrastructure put in place thirty or more years 

ago. Renovation, from sewers to shopping malls, has begun. Corresponding 

to the population increase of the past decade is an almost 48 percent rise 

in the number of year-round housing units. However even with this large 

percentage change, the vacancy rate remains fairly low, at 3.5 percent. 

The Anaheim area has a diversified economy. The two major emplo,)ment 

sectors are manufacturing, primarily light industry, and wholesale/retail 

sales, serving in large measure the tourist trade. Several amusement 

attractions have grown up around Disneyland to make the city a powerful 

lure for the millions of visitors to California each year. Emplo,)ment 

opportunities also exist in the surrounding communities and many Anaheim 

residents routinely commute to work in Los Angeles. Employment statistics 

provide an indication of Anaheim's economic stability. Between 1980 and 

1982 unemplo,)ment remained below the national average, although it did 
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increase from almost 5 percent to 8 percent. Moreover, only 6 percent of 

all families were reported to be below the poverty level in 1979. 

The public organizations serving the Anaheim area, although common in 

Cal ifornia, are unusually configured for the rest of the country. The 

entire city of Anaheim is served by the Anaheim Union High School 

District. The district boundary is not coterminous, however, with the 
I 

city. The district also enrolls students from six other nearby communi­

ties that are smaller than Anaheim. School buildings are located in four 

cities. 

Not only does the school district enroll students from cities other than 

Anaheim, it also receives services from each of the governments of the 

cities where the schools are sited. One school has a city boundary 

running through its campus. Another is located in Anaheim, but borders 

two other cities. The principal jokes that he must know which way a 

suspect is running before he can contact the proper police department. 

Because so many communities interact within the Anaheim site, there is a 

great need for interagency cooperation and some forms of coordination have 

become s tanda rd practice. Loca 1 governnents belong to formal umbre 11 a 

organizations and participate in ad hoc working groups to solve problems 

requiring coordinated efforts. Moreover, some government functions, such 

as social services, corrections and administration of justice, are 

administered prinCipally at the county level rather than by each city. 

Together with the community, the school district has been changing in the 

past decade. Since reaching its maximum enrollment in 1974, it has become 

smaller. The school board closed several campuses in the 1980's and a few 
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others were lost to redistricting. I 19 
n 83-84 it enrolled approximately 

24,000 stUdents in its 20 secondary schools. 
The percent~ge of whi te 

students in the district has d 
ecreased .from the high nineties at one time 

to 70 percent in 1983-84. 
A recent district survey found over 60 

1 anguages spoken in students' homes R " 
• espond,ng to this new diversity, 

the district administration has committed 
to serve its students with 

multilingual and multicultural instruction, 
ethnic diversification of its 

teaching staff, and expanded educational options. Th e district publ ic 
information brochure proudly proclaims: 

liThe strength of the Anaheim 
Union High School District program is based 

uniqueness of each individual student." 
upon our recognition of the 

The district is composed of eight senior 
high schools, eight junior high 

schools, a continuation high school and 
a special education school. The 

high schools serve grades 9-12 and 
the junior high schools have grades 7 

and 8. These school s exhibit a relative uniform,"t 
" y in terms of their 

Slzes, ethnic compOSitions, and campus attractiveness. 

The Anaheim district administration endorses the official California state 

government goal of providing quality education 

mente Cal ifornia 's Departments of Education 
in a safe learning environ­

and Justice have formed a 
task force specifically to work on 

the topic of school crime. The 
governor, too, supports school safety 

efforts and has a representative 

Justice Planning on the state task force. 
from his Office of Criminal 

Administrators at the state 
and 1 oca 1 1 e/.'ve 1 ag th ree at they have an 

obligation to provl"de f sa e schools as '"" 1 a ""mma requisite for public 
education. 
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Anaheim school administrators express the opinion that their schools have 

fewer crime problems. or at least no more, than they did five years ago. 

Gangs and drugs may exist in the community. they concede. but students 

rarely conduct their illegal activities on campus. Administrators 

attribute this relative calm to students being a little more obedient than 

. 1 str,·ct adherence to the district's ~ssertive they were prevl0us y. 

discipl ine pol icy, and clear. communication to parents and students that 

misbehavior will not be tolerated. 

Assertive discipline is most often credited with reducing disruptive 

behavior. As described in district materials, assertive discipline: "(is) 

a behavioral management system that is used on the site and classroom 

level. The following are the basic attributes of assertive discipline: 

there is a limited number of rules; the rules are clearly communicated 

strictly enforced; misbehavior is punished without exception; good 

behavior brings rewards." Administrators are very pleased with the 

management control which the escalating schedule of sanctions of assertive 

discipl ine gives them. For example, detention might be mandated for a 

first, minor offense, suspension for a second, Saturday work detail for a 

third, and transfer to a continuation school for a fourth. 

Vandalism has been minimized by the 1982-83 painting of all the schools 

and by the district's "live-on" program. At all but one school, adults 

live in mobile homes located on campus. The "live-on" residents monitor 

school buildings on nights and weekends. If an incident occurs, the 

"live-on" residents can call for pol ice assistance and, by their own 

admissions, often do. In addition to reducing vandal ism, the l', ive-on" 

program is credited witL discouraging burglaries. 
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With minor exceptions, the Anaheim schools typically do not maintain open­

campuses. The majority of school administrators indicate that students 

may leave at lunch if they 1 ive close-by and their parents notHy the 

school. A greater problem exists with non-students coming on campus than 

with students coming and going. Although incidents a.re infrequent, 

principals complain that they have almost no authority under the 

California trespassing law to protect their campuses from intruders. 

A few years ago, the district abolished corporal punishment. The loss of 

this disciplinary method appears to be felt most strongly by junior high 

school administrators. While a few administrators would like to see 

corporal punishment reinstated, the majority agree that the district's 

policy of assertive discipline provides them with a sufficient range of 

sanctions for behavioral control. 

Jacksonville 

Jacksonville boasts the distinction of being selected by the United States 

Department of Education as the· "Nation's Model Urban School District." In 

addition to being well regarded, it is also big, ranking among the twenty 

largest school districts in the United States. The city of Jacksonville. 

consolidated since 1968 with surrounding Duval County. has the largest 

land mass of any American city. Its 776 square miles in northern Florida 

extend along the banks of the St. Johns River from the Atlantic Ocean, 

through tropical terrain~ to the metropolitan inner city. 

The population of Jacksonville is rapidly growing from its 1980 total of 

almost 60D,000. The city at that time was about three quarters white and 

one quarter black. Census reports classify less than three percent of the 
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>elonging to other racial groups. 

is of Spanish origin. 

Less than two percent of 

'. 1,'v,'ngs mostly in trade and service Jacksonville make the,r 

. d transportation company headquarters nsurance, bank,ng, an 

I the downtown skyline. Jacksonville/Duval County has 

irly low, stable unemployment rate, rising only about one 

1 1980 and 1982 to 7 percent. 

of Jacksonville includes substantial poverty, both in its 

j in the inner city. The county had the lowest 1979 median 

ne of the three project sites. At that time, almost 13 

families in the county were living below the poverty level 

~rcent of a 1'1 fema 1 e-headed fam; 1 i es were below the poverty 

one child in four below the age of 18 lived in a family 

below the poverty level. 

rida consolidated government provisions, virtually every 

vice for the entire city and county has been unified. 

Ival County has a single school district, sheriff's office, 

rnnent, and human resources department. All of these 

lrge. 

strict had a 1983-84 enrollment of just under 100,000 

; 140 school s. About 42,000 of those students attended the 

choo1s. The secondary schools include junior and 

lith grade levels differing somewhat from one school 

5choo1s include all tenth, eleventh, and twelfth 

senior 

to the 

grade 

junior highs have the eighth graders and most of the ninth 
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graders. Some also include seventh grade. The largest school building is 

Sandalwood, a mammoth structure covering six and a half acres for 3200 

junior and senior high school students. 

District administrators point with pride both to the high standards of 

their regular curriculum and to the excellence of their alternative 

programs. The academic rigors of the district led its students to four 

straight "Academic Super Bowl" championships since 1981 and a host of 

individual honors. Passing rates on standardized state test scores attest 

to the improvement in curriculum and instruction since Herb Sang became 

superintendent in 1976. Duval County math test results jumped from a 55 

percent passing rate in 1977 to 83 percent in 1983. The passing rate for 

communications increased from 86 to 97 percent during that time. 

Among the Jack~onville alternatives of particular importance to this 

project are ,the programs of two special secondary school s for students 

whose misbehavior requires their temporary or permanent removal from their 

home schools. Students who commit certain proscribed acts can be 

transferred to Darnell Coo~an School until they are ready to reenter the 

regular classroom. Students conmitting more egregious offenses may be 

enrolled at the John E. Ford campus as an alternative to expulsion. 

Placement of students in these two schools is so effective that the 

district expels only a handful of students from the system each year. 

Rules governing student behavior are contained in the "Code of Student 

Conduct,1I a document administrators a1most universally regard as the key 

to school safety. Many administrators translate the "Code of Student 

Conduct" to mean strict discipline and swift enforcement, such as the 

frequent use of corporal punishment. At the beginning of each school 
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year, all students and parents receive a 23 page booklet explaining the 

code. The booklet is e,asy to read and unequivocal about the consequences 

of mi sbehavi or. A Jacksonville brochure credits applicatjon of the 

discipl ine code with reducing major offenses by 53 percent between 1981 

and 1983. 

The orderliness of most'campuses is epitomized at junior high schools with 

regimented lunchtime procedures. When the lunch bell rings, students 

quietly form 1 ines at the classroom door. They then proceed to the 

cafeteria, through the serving line to assigned seats at a table monitored 

by a teacher. The students remain there until the end of the lunch period 

unless the teacher grants them permission to leave early. When the bell 

rings to return to class, they form another line and file back to their 

classroom. 

To assist in handling serious incidents at the schools, the district 

maintains a security staff. The director, a retired law en.'f9J~r--/_ 

officer, conmands an eighteen-person force. Five of these ,;~:n(fr~id~al s are 

from the Duval County Sheriff ' s office. They work together with five 

district employees with law enforcement credentials to perform the 

following major functions: conduct investigations and compile information 

about incidents occurring in the schools; investigate the background of 

district job applicants; and collect restitution from the families of 

students who damage school property. The other eight staff members of the 

security office are assigned to the burglar alarm system. Some of them 

monitor alarm reports from the schools and dispatch the others to respond. 

Total budget for the office is approximately $700,000, or one fourth of 

one percent of the district's total budget. 
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In addition to the d" 
1strict ' s security 

available to respond t h 1 
o sc 00 incidents. 

.. Sheriff's officers are to be co t t " 

office, Sheriff's officers are 

District policies specify that 

n ac ed 1n the event of Class III (mostl 
crimi na 1) offenses Sch 1 dm"" Y 

• 00 a 1n1strators generally are satisfied with 
the level of cooperation which exists 

between their schools and law 
enforcement. Sh "ff' 

er1 s officers are viewed as 
responsive to the needs of 

the schools and only periodic difficulties 
caused by the officers changing 

shifts at about the same time the 
school day ends. 

As with the other two project 
sites, Jacksonville administrators note a 

decl ine in serious school crimes over the past d d 
" eca e. They typically 

c1te strict enforcement of the district's IICode of C d 

reason for this decrease, with the emphasis 
on uct ll as the major 

mentioned as an important secondary factor. 

be initiated by either teachers 

on involving parents often 

Conferences with parents may 

or admi ni strators, dependi ng upon the 
SCriolf'-~Jypically, parents are contacted for 

serious incidents, repeated 

Some admi ni strators report that they 
misbehavior or frequent truancy. 

contact parents frequently, 1 
on y to discover the parents cannot or will 

not control their children. 

Resources for the Jacksonvi 11 e 
school district to sustain its school 

safety efforts w h 
ere en anced in 1984 by an appropriat1"ons 

h bill passed by t e Florida state legislature. 
That act earmarked several 

for school districts to use on school safety programs. 
mi 11 ion dollars 

legislation reflected agreement Passage of the 

in the state capital that 
the time had 

come. to address the problems of school crime and violence. 
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CHAPTER 2: HISTORY 

This chapter presents the project history. Although much of the material 

is repeated in the analysis of Chapter 3, the chronological orientation 

serves the formative purpose of the evaluation by recounted what happened 

at each step. The chapter is organized in two large sections. The first 

deal s wi th project-wide impl ementation, focusing primari lyon what NASS 

did to launch the project and assist the sites. It also describes 

activities common to all three sites. The second major section describes 

site-specific aspects of implementation. Since the project design 

provided for local options, differences across sites were substantial 

enough to require separate presentation. The first section is organized 

chronologically; the second, presents chronologically for each site. The 

major project activities are listed in Table 4, with attention given to 

timing variations across sites. 

PROJECT-WIDE IMPLEMENTATION 

Initiation 

The project started officially in Fall 1983 with a letter from the 

National Institute of Justice notifying the Anaheim, Rockford, and 

Jacksonville superintendents of selection. Very shortly thereafter, NIJ 

representatives visited the sites to participate in "kick-off" ceremonies. 

These included meetings with heads of community agencies to encourage 

cooperation, and sessions with the local media to foster clear communica­

tion about the project's purpose. The initiation day in each district set 

a positive tone for the project and underscored federal government 

commitment to forming partnerships with local communities to address the 

problem of school crime. 
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Table 4 
Project Chronology 

Events Anaheim Rockford Jacksonville Project 

Site Selection 
Meetings 8/19/83 9/21--23/83 8/23--25/83 

Official Notice of 
Site Acceptance 9/15/83 10/4/83 11/1/83 

Kick Off Meetings 9/15--16/83 10/4/83 11/14--18/83 

Incident Profiling 
Workshop 10/17/83 10/24/83 11/17/83 

Project Director 
Site Visit 10/18--19/83 10/24--25/83 11/15--17/83 

Project Director 
Site Visit 12/11--16/83 12/5--9/83 1/9--12/84 

Interventions Strate-
gies Workshop 2/7--8/84 2/19--22/84 3/5--6/84 

Project Director 
Site Visit 4/8--12/84 3/12--14/84 4/30--5/3/84 

Wrap Up Meeting 6/25/84 6/14/84 6/15/84 

Anaheim Cluster 
Conference 7/8--10/84 

Year 2 Kick Off 
Meeting and Project 
Director Site Visit 10/7--12/84 10/14--19/84 9/23--28/84 

Jacksonville Cluster 
Conference 12/9--11/8~ 

Project Director 
Final Site Visit 4/25--5/3/85 5/14--22/85 3/25--29/8 

Rockford Cluster 
Conference 5/19--22/85 
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To get the project started, each superintendent assigned one district 

administrator to serve as the district liaison. Through the remainder of 

the project, these liaisons served as contact people at each site for the 

project director Robert Rubel of the National Alliance for Safe Schools 

(NASS). The liaisons, in turn, communicated with their school principals, 

and the principals carried messages back to the schools. The district 

liaisons also had responsibility for monitoring implementation of the 

incident profiling system, assisting principals to develop interventions, 

and revising district policies and procedures. 

In each district, the superintendent chose an assistant superintendent to 

serve as liaison. According to project plans, these individuals were 

expected to devote one-third to one-half their time to project-related 
activities. 

Because the designated administrators had many responsi-

bil ities other than those associated with. this project, and because the 

work required for incident profiling was reduced when the system was 

computerized in each district, their time spent on this project turned out 

to be much less than had been anticipated. 

Incident Profilin9 

School administrators received their first training for the project during 

the fall incident profiling workshops. These half-day workshops intro­

duced principals and assistant principals to the project goals, trained 

them to use incident profiling, and informed them of the tentative agenda 

for the remainder of the year. The workshops were held in each district 
shortly after site selection. 

During the orientation portion of the workshop, the project was described 

as a school crime management effort, designed to improve responses to 
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crime and reduce the threat of crime on campus. Discipline was a 

subsidiary concern and attendance was expl icitly omitted since truants 

generally do not threaten the school, nor could incident profiling be used 

to analyze truancy data. 

Though the workshops did not convince all administrators that incide~t 

profiling would benefit their schools, they did teach most administrators 

how to use incident profiling procedures. In Rockford and Anaheim, using 

the system meant recording each disruptive incident on a special form NASS 

provided; indexing those forms according to type of incident; and then 

aggregating categories of information by hand at the end of each month to 

determine whether characteristics of the incidents, victims, or offenders 

formed patterns. The process in Jacksonville was identical except for 

computer processing of the data. 

Most administrators quickly grasped the objectives and methodology of 

incident profiling. Those experiencing difficulties received extra 

assistance so that in short order everyone was skilled in the procedures. 

Despite their ability, some were reluctant to proceed because the informa­

tion gathering process proved time consuming. Many assistant principals 

estimated they originally spent more than an hour each day filling out the 

fonns. A few .reported staying late in the evenings and coming to school 

on weekends to finish their work. By the end of the first project year, 

however, almost no assistant principals estimated spending more than half 

an hour per day doi ng the paperwork. Not c!11y. had they become more 

proficient at the process, most had reduced their workload by~no longer 

recording minor discipline infractions. 
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Once assistant principals 
had done th " elr work recordin " pals were provided with g lncidents, princi-

aggregate results. At f" 
principals received stacks lrst, Anaheim and Rockford 

of reports at the end of th 
job of tabulating them on charts NASS" e month and had the 
b provlded. In J k eginning, and " ac sonVille from the 

ln the other districts since 
principals received com t " 

pu erlzed facsimiles 
at least February 1984, 

of the charts with the 
They coul d use the charts 

tabulations already completed. 

whether charaGterist" "" 
lCS of lncldents f "" 

example, 1 k ormed dlstlnguishable patt 
oc er thefts might erns. For 

be OCcurring predomi " 
corridor, or twelfth grade whit nately ln the east 

e males might b 
hispanic males F e assaulting tenth grade 

on riday afternoons. Until p" " 
instruction at" rlnclpals received fUrther 

the Wl nter i ntervent i on 
only to note the patterns 

to determine 

strategies workshops th , ey were 
and not necessarily to do anyth" 

lng about them. 
Throughout this incident 

profiling period th 
worked wi th 1 oca 1 ' e NASS project di rector 

personnel to adapt th ' 
stances. A e methodology to their circum-

s part of this technical 
one month t " assistance, Rubel Visited h o SlX W k eac site 

ee s after the first wor'kshop 
met with all the prinCipals at th " . • During the Visits, he 

elr own campuses to d" 
He also conferred " 1 scuss the project. 

Wlth district staffs working 
computer programs F to create the necessary 

a 
" • rom these interactions, 

dV1C h Rubel not only d" e, e a 1 so " 1 spensed recelVed suggestions 
1 iaisons enCOuraged ~i . • Most significantly, the district 

m to focus more 
almost exclusively on student diSCipline rather th 

on schoo 1 crime Th an 
substantial resour • ey were reluctant to devote 

ces to a project f 
they did not consid h "" oCused almost exclusively on a problem 

er c ronlC ln their districts. 
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On the basis of these meetings, as well as other interactions, several 

measures were devised to re uce a mln d d "l"strators' obJ"ections to the 

workload. First, the project began to place greater emphasis on 

noncriminal student misbehavior. Second, some revisions of the reporting 

form made it somewhat easier to use. Third, as previously mentioned, 

Rockford and Anaheim computerized their systems. Finally, the Rockford 

district office el iminated some of the reporting dupl ication by 

discontinuing its requirement of a separate monthly report on certain 

incidents. 

Though what has been called here the "incident profil ing phase" ended 

early in 1984, incident profiling did not end. Instead it became less 

prominent as emphasis shifted to action planning based on incident 

profiling data. As discussed below, the action planning process led to 

further refinement of incident profiling. 

Action Planning 

During the second project phase, beginning in winter, 1984, action 

planning became the primary focus. This' was the last major school-level 

implementation phase. Both action planning and incident profiling would 

continue thereafter, but the major training activities were over. 

Like the incident profiling phase, the action planning phase began with a 

workshop in each district. This time, entire school teams of principals, 

assistant principals, teachers, staff, students, and parents attended. 

They received instructicn in responding to particular types of crime and 

in working together to develop action plans to address school-specific 

problems by devising interventions suited ~~ their circumstances. By the 
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end of the workshop, most schools had selected an action plan target and 

begun to devise interventions. 

Following the action planning/interventions strategies workshops, school 

personnel began to implement their action plans. With the incident 

profiling system established as a tool to identify and monitor problems, 
, 

schools concentrated on completing and then implementing the action plans 

they had begun drafting at the winter workshops. If they succeeded in 

reaching their objectives, they were to select a second problem to 

address. 

During the action planning and intervention phase, prinCipals had to 

decide what role their teams would play. A diversity of team-use patterns 

emerged in response to local needs and conditions. The following three 

general categories of teams evolved: participatory teams, which had some 

decisi'on-making authority and were active in their schools' security 

efforts; advisory teams, which met a few times during the year to discuss 

probl ems and offer suggestions on possible remedi es; and dormant teams, 

which did not function at all except for ceremonial purposes. 

As schools concentrated on problems of interest to them, the project 

shifted increasingly from crime to discipline concerns. Since the 

intervention strategies workshops had dealt almost exclusively with crime, 

however, school administrators and teams were initially on their own to 

develop disciplinary interventions. They were assisted somewhat by 

special materials from NASS, including a booklet of suggestions for 

redUCing class cuts. School administrators and teams al so recei\Je~ 

technical assistance in developing and implementing their action plans 

during spring site visits by the project director and Ed Dews, the 
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Washington, D.C. school security chief. Moreover, the action planning 

process--identifying problems, fonnulating solutions, and taking action-­

could be used for either discipline or Cr--;;-;'le problems. In short order, 

the schools had generated some highly original ideas. For example, action 

plans for fighting included student seminars on why fights happen and how 

they can be avoided, better surveillance of areas where fights frequently 

occur, a classroom management workshop to help teachers intervene before 

fights begin, and a student "fight team'! to counsel fighters and potential 

fighters. 

At the end of the first year, each district held a wrap-up session to put 

the project in perspective and prepare for the July cluster conference. 

Pri ncipal s and some assi stant pri ncipal s gathered to hear the di strict 

liaisons' impressions and offer their observations. Those sessions 

revealed that opinion had become more favorable toward the project 

throughout the year. Administrators offered suggestions for modifying 

project methodologies in the second year and expressed their expectations 

of definite benefits from continued participation. 

First Cluster Conference 

Plans for a cluster conference bringing togethel" representatives from each 

of the sites were under consideration since the beginning of the project. 

The schedule called for three cluster ~onferences, one at each site. Upon 

request from NIJ, the Anaheim superintendent graciously agreed to host the 

first conference on July 9 and 10. The cluster conferences were a cross-

fertilization in two senses. Fi rst, rep,!"esentatives from e~ch site 

exchanged ideas and insights about similar experiences in different 

settings. Se:ond, each site brought together representatives from various 
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community agencies involved with youth crime. These community groups 
became task forces to coordinate services and improve interagency communi-
cation. 

each district liaison invited a Acting upon NIJ and NASS recommendations, 

variety of district and local agency 

confl i cts 1 imi ted pa rt i ci pati on, 

was the only 

representatives. Summer scheduling 

though, and Cynthi a Grennan of Anaheim 
superintendent to attend. 0 ther attendees included all of 

the district l' , 1 a 1 sons, selected school principals, directors of social 
service agencies, police chiefs, judges, and human se rv ices personne 1 . 
The conference ran very smoothly and furthered the cross-fertilization 
objective. 

Participants' responses to a written evaluation administered at the end of 
the conference and informal comments reflected their satisfaction with the 
event. Representatives of th ' e communlty agencies agreed the cl 
conference provided them with 1 uster 

a va uable opportunity they otherwise would 
not have had. S everal site representatives commented they made more 
progress than anticipated Th • ey a 1 so expressed th . elr satisfaction in 
accelerating an int eragency dialog they had begun or revita 1 i zed in the 

The groups from each . t past year. 
Sl e took steps toward establishing an 

agenda for the coming year. 

Since the cluster conference was held in Anaheim, the local community was 
to have twice as many participants able 
d attend as the other sHes. They 

took a vantage of this planning opportunity to forge several tentative 
interagency agreements and to . schedule additional meetings. 
dlScussed for implementation in 

Among ideas 

the second year were cross tr . , f - alnlng of law 
en orcement officers and educators { perhaps creating video tapes for this 
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purpose); improving information exchange about policies, procedures, and 

personnel; holding meetings for school principals with area police 

commanders; and increasing community visibility of these efforts. While 

Anaheim community representatives' discussed several forms of collabora­

tion, Rockford attendees chose to target attendance and Jacksonville 

participants decided to explore processes for sharing information about 

serious offenders. These different foci for interagency activities offer 

another example of how the districts tailored the project element to meet 

the needs they defined as priorities. 

Interagency Coordination 

The first cluster conference boosted sites' progress toward improving 

interagency re 1 at ions. Efforts in th· d b d· 1 S regar, egun url ng the fi rst 

year, became the major project focus in the second. With the groundwork 

laid at the first cluster conference, district personnel at each site 

explore':! ways of, improving interagency 1 inkages with members of their own 

communities. For each site, a primary task involved cementing relation­

ships with local law enforcement personnel. These actions represented an 

attempt to replicate at the site level the model of interagency partner­

ship for promoting effective interventions in school crime and misbehavior 

problems the federal project sponsors demonstrated. District personnel 

sought to foster communications and information sharing between their 

agencies and other conmunity agencies, most notably law enforcement, that 

interact with "problem" youth. 

The numbers and types of local agencies that became involved varied from 

di strict to di strict. In addition to law enforcement agencies, juvenil e 

courts, juvenile probation, community substance abuse treatment programs, 
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child abuse/neglect treatment programs, and community mental health 

providers participated. 

During the second project year, members of these multiagency groups 

established much better informal relations and sought to coordinate their 

agencies to improve services that might reduce school crime. To a great 

extent, the process became the outcome; i.e., coming together to discuss 

lack of communication increased communication. Agreements to achieve that 

objective would have been superfluous. 

Second Year School Activities 

While interagency cooperation occupied district personnel during the 

project's second year, school administrators continued with what they had 

begun the year before. All who previously used incident profiling 

continued it in the second year. School administrators also continued 

with action planning, devising and implementing new interventions or 

continuing with old ones as appropriate. To a great extent, administra­

tors viewed the first year as a training period in using project 

methodologies, while seeing the second year as a true test of the 

project's worth. Since the administrators were familiar with the methods 

to be used, the second year involved fewer on-site visits, trainings, and 

meetings. 

The project's second year formally began in Fall 1984 with week-long NASS 

site visits. At each site, Rubel and trainer Holl ins met with school 

administrators, district personnel, and convnunity agency directors. These 

visits fulfilled multiple purposes. First, they regenerated a measure of 

enthusiasm for continuing to use incident profiling and action planning. 

Second, they strengthened team unity and encouraged principals to involve 
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their teams in action planning. Third, they demonstrated to cOlll11unity 

agency personnel that the federal government was committed to the project 

and interested in their plans. 

During the site visits, school principals attended a brief second year 

orientation meeting at the district office. School teams met with Rubel, 

Hollins, and the district liaison in separate meetings at the campuses. 

As had been done during previous site visits, Anaheim and Rockford "teams 

met in feeder school pairs. In Jacksonville, an individual meeting was 

hel d with school team. The objectives of these sessions were to review 

any difficulties from the previous year and, if possible, suggest ways to 

mitigate such problems; to discuss the "high points" of the first year's 

activities; to determine if there had been any changes in interactions 

with criminal justice system personnel; and to assist participants in 

getting their teams functioning and active as quickly as possible. 

About the time of these site visits sessions, district liaisons conducted 

in-service training for newly appointed principals and assistant princi-

pals on the project's methodology. These trainings used materials 

developed by NASS to quickly familiarize new personnel with the project's 

goals, objectives, and techniques. 

For the remainder of the year, school activities differed little from what 

they had been during the last few months of the previous year. Using 

incident profiling data or other sources, administrators had to decide 

whether to continue with the action plans developed during the previous 

school year, modify them, or adopt new targets or interventions. As in 

the first year, the level of team participation in fonnulating action 

plans varied between districts and between schools within each district. 
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Although a few principals added new members to their teams, many allowed 
the teams to d" " t 1S1n egrate after one or two meet1"ngs at the beginning of 
the year. 

School-based activities culminated in spring 
1985 with a series of "wrap 

Up" site "" V1S1tS by the project director. Beginning with Jacksonville in 
the last week of March, the project director spent a week at each site. 
During t~e site ViSits, he met individually w1"th school administrators to 
ascertain their imprlssions of project benefits and 

to obtain their 
suggestions for transferring the project to other schools. These sessions 
were held to give the project director first hand feedbac~ 

" about satisfac-
tion with project methodologies. As part of these on-site ViSits, Rubel 
also met with district personnel to d" 1 scuss progress they had made in 
developing interagency agreements and to gain their their perspectives on 
the school-based activities. 

Second Cluster Conference 

Midway through the year the d secon cluster conference was held, this time 
in Jacksonville. Th f e con erence focused on ways to promote and enhance 
interagency coordination and provided participants with a forum to review 
their accompl ishments to date. Many of the participants in the first 

Those who di d not attend cluster conference returned for the second. 

generally sent a r epresentative. In addition, observers from the 
Louisiana State D t epar ment of Edw;~tion and the Milwaukee Publ ic School 
System attended. These jurisdictions were sufficiently interested in the 

project to have representatives observe the conference first hand. 

The notion of cross-fertilization, expressed at the first cluster 
conference, continued to be prominent. Participants not only shared their 
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local experiences with the entire group, representatives of comparable 

agencies also shared their ideas with their counterparts as well as with 

school personnel from other sites. Small group sessions were used to 

promote such information exchange. These sessions were complemented by 

formal presentations and full group discussions. Key agency actors from 

the Jacksonville site profiled their unique procedures for the other 

conference attendees. 

The importance of this conference was underscored by NIJ·s video taping 

portions of it for use in dissemination. By creating a video tape of 

conference activities, school personnel from other districts interested in 

replicating the project could watch their peers describe what the project 

meant to them and, thus, readily acquire a sense of its worth. 

Final Cluster Conference 

Rockford hosted the third, final cluster conference. The conference 

offered those who had participated in the two year project an opportunity 

to summari ze and share their observations and experiences. It was not, 

however, solely an occasion for reminiscence; participants also discussed 

their plans for continuation beyond official project termination. 

The structur~ of the final cluster conference was similar to that of the 

previous conferences, with small group sessions, formal presentations, and 

full group reporting and discussions. Presentations were delivered on 

effective interagency coordination strategies and the Rockford experience 

in combatting youth gangs in the public schools. A full group discussion 

of future directions focused on the plans of each district and potential 

dissemination strategies, including the possibility of holding state-wide 
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conferences. The conference concluded with h 1 eac iaison summarizing their 
sites· major accomplishments. 

Closure and Continuity 

At the final cluster conference, as well as dur,"ng h 
ot er discussions with 

project personnel, representatives from all three 
sites expressed their 

interest in retaining particular project elements. 
As the project ended, 

key district administrators were " 
, n the process of assessing what they 

gained from project participation and whether school 
administrators found 

it worthwhile. This analYSis, in turn, will form 
the basis for their 

A 1 ready the Anaheim and Jacksonvi 11 e 
liaisons have indicated their intent,"ons to 

decisions about what to do next. 

retain some form of 
district 

incident 
profil ing, action planning, and interagency cooperation. How 

Rockford will proceed is 1 
ess clear, in part because the assistant 

superintendent who served as district liaison has bee " n reass,gned. 

SITE-SPECIFIC IMPLEMENTATION 

All three host sites implemented each of the maJ"or 
project elements, but 

the availability of local options enabled them to 
do so with considerable 

variability. At each "t s, e, project implementat,"on was directly or 
indirectly affected by characteristics f h 

o t e community, the school 
district, and the individual schools. The 

sites operationalized prOJ"ect elements" 
rich variations in how the three 

's reviewed in this section. 

Anaheim 

The project began in Anaheim with the strong support 

tendent, Cynthia Grennan, and liaison, Lee Kellogg, 

cated their endorsement to schoo l,),:r.:mi ni strators. 

of district superin­

who clearly communi­

Grennan·s initial 
enthusi~sm and capable administration contributed substantially to 
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choosing Anaheim from the several Cal ifornia districts that wanted to 

participate. The superintendent demonstrated her continued commitment to 

the project by attending each of the workshops and the "wrap-up" session. 

The decision to choose Anaheim was made in conjunction with the California 

Department of Education, which has taken a more active role than agencies 

in other states. Because the Department's School Climate Division places 

a major emphasis on school security, the Division's Director assigned a 

liaison to work wit t 1S proJec • h h· . t The state liaison was present at an 

Anaheim news conference which announced the project and subsequently 

visited the district several times. 

Anaheim became the first site officially accepted for the project on 

September 16, 1983. One month later, Anaheim administrators attended the 

incident profiling workshop. To avoid removing all administrators from 

the schools at the same time, NASS conducted two workshops on October 17. 

Principals attended the morning session and assistant principals attended 

in the afternoon. Because programs to computerize incident profiling had 

not yet been developed, principals were taught how to tabulate the reports 

manually on NASS aggregating charts. Everyone at both workshops received 

instruction about how to define and categorize incidents, as well as an 

overview of school crime and project objectives. 

Initially, few school administrators were receptive to the project. They 

believed they had few problems warranting a crime project and thought they 

were handling the problems that did occur quite well. Most expressed more 

interest in addressing bothersome discipline problems, especially class 

cutting and truancy, than in keeping additional records about campus 

crimes. Administrators already were required to keep records and recom-
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mend more cases for expulsion because of a law passed by the California 

legislature's previous session. 

Throughout the fall, assistant principals filed reports and prinCipals 

tallied them as each month ended. The district liaison received copies of 

all incident reports as well as the month-end chart. By February, though, 

the system was computerized. Assistant prinCipals were then able to give 

completed reports to clerical staff for entry on computer terminals at 

each school. PrinCipals thereafter could generate reports on the schools' 

own computer printer at any time. They did not receive regular printouts. 

Though the computer system sti 11 had a few "bugs, II its pri ntouts became 

more useful to administrators following the winter intervention strategies 

workshop. At that workshop. most schools were represented by the princi­

pal and at least one assistant principal, teacher, parent, secretary, and 

custodian. The high school teams had students, although all but one 

junior high team did not. Notably absent from the teams were many assis­

tant prinCipals, the administrators performing the bulk of the work for 

the project. Because the workshop could be held only once, and its two­

day format precluded having it on a Saturday, some assistant prinCipals 

had to remain on campus so the prinCipals could attend. 

Absence of assistant prinCipals at the workshop mny have adversely 

affected subsequent use of teams. Repeatedly during interviews, princi­

pals and assistant principals noted that not having the assistant 

principals at the workshop reduced the value of the team that was formed. 

For whatever reason, few school teams were very active after the workshop. 
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About half of the schools emerged f~om the intervention strategies 

workshop with action plans for some aspect of attendance. The district 

office decided to make this a focus for all schools by instructing every 

principal to cvii..:entrate. on class cuts for the remainder of the year, 

although they were free to address other problems as well. 

Since the project had not been conceptualized specifically with Anaheim's 

class cut goal in mind, the project director made some adjustments. 

Together with the superintendent and liaison, he modified the incident 

profiling system for Anaheim so· that it would yield. information useful to 

documenting class cuts. He also created a pamphlet containing suggested 

strategies for reducing class cuts. He then worked with -the district 

administrators to reduce the paperwork problem which recording every class 

cut would create. They decided to include only the most essential 

information categories from the original form and to require intensive 

monitoring for only a two-week period. After the two weeks, school admin­

isti"ators were to implement interventions, then monitor again and study 

the results. That cycle would be repeated three times before the school 

year ended. 

In the second year, documenting and monitoring class cutting again was 

made a district-wide priority. As in the first year, a two-week-on/two­

week-off reporting cycle was used. Interve,ltions designed to reduce class 

cuts were introduced during the two-week-off portion of the cycle and 

their effects were monitored over the next two weeks' reporting. 

On the district-level, periodic interagency meetings took place during the 

second project year. Representatives of the school district, the four 

police departments which interact with district schools, juvenile proba-
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tion, juvenile court, the county Department 
of Human Services, the city 

private, youth-serv1·ng organi zati ons 
Community Services Department,and 

such as the Gi rl Scouts, and 
the YMCA attended. Given the ra nge of 

municipal and county agencies 
that interact with the Anaheim site, a 

primary purpose of th ese meetings was to acqua1·nt key actors with their 
counterparts in oth er agenci es. The interagency , group a 1 so developed a 
'Letter of Agreement" specifying purposes and obligations in 1 d· 

clarification of p . c u 1ng 
erceptlons and expectations regarding services to youth; 

quarterly meetings, at .. mln1mumi key staff to serve as the interagency 
contact; data sharing where pe rm iss i b 1 e i and priority setting for 
interagency projects. 

Rockford 

The project had a particularly difficult start l·n R k oc ford because 
administrators suffered from the cumulative eff t f cut d ec 0 repeated funding 

s an the economic adversity that had beset th . . . e1r communlty. Though 
super1ntendent Art Johnson and district 

liaison George Aschenbrenner were 
enthusi~stic about prospects for the project to make 

good schools better, 
site administrators did not initially share that enthusiasm. Their 
initial alienation may have been exacerbated because scheduling conflicts 

liaison from introducing the project at 

workshop. For the first few months 
school administrators saw the project as ' many 

prevented the superintendent and 

the fa 11 i nci dent prof; 1 i ng 

a lot of extra work producing few 
tangible rewards. w· h lt the hardships they feared would follow if voters 
continued to defeat bond issues 

, administrators had difficulty envisioning 
benefits of a new undertaking. 

. Only after Rockford voters passed the 
Spr1ng bond issue assuring adequate 

trators begin to tap the potential 
funding for the next year did adminis­

the project offered. 
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The Rockford version of the incident profiling system was identical to the 

version implemented in Anaheim: assis,tant principals filled out report 

forms and principals tabulated them each month. From the beginning, 

though, the superintendent intended to use the district's computer for 

tabulation and have it generate reports for each school. The district 

data processing department put the computer system into operation in 

January 1984. Since that time, assistant p.rincipals complete reports for 

clerical assistants to enter into the computer system. Principals receive 

monthly printouts very similar to the format NASS provided. 

The project began to gain acceptance in many schools only after the spring 

workshop and the subsequent visit to each school by Rubel and Dews. Once 

the purpose of collecting information for incident profiling became clear 

and administrators could see some results for their efforts, assistant 

principals became less mechanistic in filing report fonns. A few of the 

project's most diligent assistant principals, completing the most incident 

profiling reports of any project participant, came from Rockford. Perhaps 

because district support for incident profiling was equivocal, Rockford 

schools implemented incident profiling with more variation than in the 

other districts. 

Team use also varied across schools, but overall receiving more support 

from principals than in the other districts. Several administrators also 

tended to respond favorably to having teams assist them with the project. 

Some teams formed at the intervention strategies workshop generated ideas 

for improving their schools and undertook a great deal of work to 

implement them. 
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One school principal, who had good informal relations with his student 

body, originally doubted the value of a structured team approach but 

decided to try H. To conduct a fair test of the team, he gave it 

substantial autonomy and authority. The team used that grant of power to 

select vandalism for their action plan even though the the ~\~incipal 

preferred a different target. During a brainstonning session to think of 

ways to reduce vanda li sm, one of the team members observed that the 

hallway beautifully painted with the school colors and murals of student 

activities had never been defaced. From that real ization came a plan to 

replace the battered main entrance doors to the school with art work 

created by students. To implement this plan, art classes were commissioned 

to propose designs and a student body vote selected the winners. 

Following selection of the winning designs, art classes did the painting 

just before the school year ended. The principal commented that the team 

came up wi th an idea he had not imagi ned, and he was eager to see the 

results during the following year. 

Another school had inmediate results from a simple plan. Based on the 

incident profiling system printouts, the team selected locker theft as its 

target. The charts showed that a high proportion of locker thefts 

occurred toward the end of the school day. This observation led to the 

idea that having more adult supervision at that time might be an effective 

strategy. The chief custodian then devised a plan to have half his staff 

start their shifts in the afternoon rather than the evening and to 

reassign their work areas to provide custodial presence, in the locker 

areas at the end of the school day. Custodians were not to intervene if 

they witnessed a crime; they were to deter crime by their presence. After 

adopting the plan and monitoring results for sev'eral months with the 
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incident profiling system, the team determined it worked very well. 

Locker thefts dropped almost to zero. As an added bonus, the shift change 

reduced overtime pay. 

Although there were no changes in Rockford's school administrators, the 

project's second year brought with it a new district superintendent and a 

28-day teachers strike. These events, however, did not affect the project 

in any significaht way. In addition, the district experienced several 

other changes. Wi th the money secured by passage of the bond issue in 

spring 1984, the school board decided to expand the school day by adding 

one class period. It also decided to close the Rockford school campuses 

so that students could not leave and return during the day. It was 

expected that closed campuses would allow more careful attendance 

monitoring since students had to be enrolled in some class every period. 

Consequently, school administrators now had the option of effectively 

employing the project's methodology to monitor tardiness or class cutting. 

None of these items, however, noticeably affected the project. 

Interagency coordination activities in Rockford were the least expansive 

of the three sites. In part, this may be attributable to the fact that a 

formal relationship between the school district and the police department 

has existed for almost a decade. As described earlier in the site 

characteristics descriptions, police liaison program assigns officers 

permanently to specific schools where they spend most of their on-duty 

time. Rockford school administrators place a high value on this relation­

ship and, because of their ongoing interactions with these law enforcement 

officers, are capable of facil itating interagency communications at the 

individual school-level. 
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Jacksonville 

Jacksonville officially adopted the project in late October 1983 to 

complement its other efforts to maintain one of the nation's finest school 

districts. At the project's inception, 'Superi"ntendent Herb Sang informed 

district personnel that he was giving the project his full support. 

Together with district liaison Don Roberson, he coordinated local media 

exposure to reassure the community that participation reflected the 

district's commitment to maintaining safe schools and should not be 

interpreted as signifying serious existing crime problems. 

District security office reports indicate the district had drastically 

reduced crime over the past few years. The major continuing crime problem, 

burglary, was being addressed through another measure--a modernized alarm 

system. Although some Jacksonville campuses had trailers with residents 

who monitored the buildings nights and weekends, most campuses were 

vulnerable to break-ins. 

Because of ~acksonville' s size, only a portion of the secondary school s 

could partttipate in the project. After consulting with NIJ and NASS, the 

liaison agreed to pick about 15 schools. For the selection process, he 

relied upon three indicators of schools' crime problems: security office 

reports, suspensions from school, and incidents for which the Sheriff's 

Office had arrested students from the schools. The schools appearing on 

at least two of the three lists were selected, numbering 16 in all. 

Since the school year was underway before Jacksonville was approved as a 

project site, there was little time to notify school administrators before 

the first workshop. Consequently, the November incident profiling work­

shop had to double as an introduction to the project. This dual purpose 
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placed an extra strain on the workshop that already was compressed from 

three hours to less than an hour and a half to accommodate district 

schedul ing. In pl anni ng for the workshop, Rubel attempted to abbreviate 

some of his 'presentations because Jacksonville would be using the district 

computer from the very beginning to tabulate incident reports. Princi­

pals, therefore, would not need to know how to do the tabulating by hand. 

Once the workshop started, however, the anticipated time savings did not 

materialize. For adr-;l1istrators to develop an understanding of how the 

system worked, the mechanics of the process required about as lengthy an 

explanation as had been given in Anaheim and Rockford. Minor delays and 

unexpected developments conspired to reduce the effectiveness of the 

presentations. On the evaluation forms attendees completed at the end of 

the workshop, 55 percent of the school administrators agreed the workshop 

might not have been sufficient to enable them to implement the project at 

their schools. 

Responding to such concerns, the district liaison instructed personnel 

from his office to hold individual training sessions at each school in 

subsequent weeks. Those sessions not only answered questions regarding 

project methodology, but also demonstrated the high level of support the 

district office was prepared to render. Following the meetings with 

district staff, school administrators began using the incident profiling 

system. Aside from minor problems with properly entering the reports on 

the computer terminals, the process w~nt smoothly. 

Just after the school year resumed in January 1984, the project received a 

boost from a site visit by the project director and federal representa­

tives. National Institute of Justice Assistant Director Paul Cascarano, 
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project monitor Tom Albrecht, Department of Education liaison Sandra 

Garcia, and NASS's Bob Rubel spent two days in the district. The site 

visit helped convince administrators of the project'~\ importance to the 

federal government as well as to the district. Such high project visib,l­

ity may have helped motivate busy administrators to devote more attention 

to it. 

The intervention stlQategies workshop, convened March 5 and 6, wa'.iJ a 

shortened version of the format used in Anaheim and Rockford. Two days 

were reduced to one-and-a-half to minimize the amount of time administra-

tors would be away from their schools and students would be out of class. 

Most school principals were able to attend at least a portion of the work­

shop. In addition to the principals, school teams included assistant 

principals, teachers, support staff, students, and parents. 

In anothe'r departure from arrangements for any previous workshop, the 

sess;on~ were held at the Sheriff's Office. The Jacksonville 1 iaison felt 

that holding the meeting "across the river" would be a s,Ylllbolic step 

toward achieving the project goal of improving relations between schools 

and law enforcement. 

For this workshop, Rubel and Hollins, the team building specialist, drew 

upon the critiques of all five previous workshops, together with the 

knowledge gained about Jacksonville from five months of involvement in the 

district, to tailor the presentations specifically to the audience. The 

resulting workshop was lively, on-target, and well received. 

About the time of the workshop, the district liaison was able to secure 

state funding to hire a special assistant on a trial basis for the 
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project. The assistant initially W2S requested to learn about the project 

and then assist the liaison in monitoring principals' responses to it. 

Upon conclusion of the trial period, the liaison decided he and his 

permanent staff could do the necessary work without additional assistance. 

In the remainder of the first year, a few administrators began working 

with their teams and implementi\'1g their action plans, but most of the 

teams dissolved. The late project start in Jacksonville, combined with 

academic testing during most of May, limited the time available for new 

activities. 

Some administrators, however, did act within the limited time available 

and made substantial progress. At one school, the principal modified the 

reporting process slightly to target areas of interest and instructed his 

assistants to plot the data on line graphs so he could see clearly whether 

offense totals were increasing or decreasing from month to month. Another 

principal learned from the computer printouts that most of his locker 

thefts were occurring at lunch. He then worked with his team to devise 

new 1 unch-time procedures. Now students cannot reach the locker areas 

during the' lunch periods and teat-hers arepresen~ during the times when 

students may go to their lockers. 

Jacksonville made perhaps the greatest progress of the three sites in 

developing formal ized interagency arrangements. Initiated in the first 

project year, meetings were scheduled regularly throughout the second 

project year with representatives of the district, He,alth and Rehabili­

tative Services (HRS), the juvenile probation agency, and the Sheriff's 

office. A juvenile court judge also participated in these sessions. 

Convened monthly, the meetings fulfilled two primary functions: infof"-
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serVlce coordination. An indication of the 

these sessions was the decision 
Success of 

to facilitate "get acquainted" meetiflgs 
between school administrators and 

their law enforcement counterparts. 
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CHAPTER 3: PROJECT ANALYSIS 

As designed and implemented, the project was comprised of three major 

components: incident profiling, action planning, and interagency 

coordination. Because each of these is entirely separable and could be 

undertaken independently of the other two, each is analyzed seQarately in 

this chapter. Observations that pertain to more than one of the major 

components are discussed in the final chapter. 

INCIDENT PROFILING SYSTEM 

The incident profil ing system anchored the project. It was the first 

element designed and the one the project director expected to contribute 

most to improving the way school a(binistrators respond to school crime 

and student misbehavior. 

Purpose 

Incident profiling was intended to acco~plish one direct objective and, in 

the process, produce several valuable byproducts. Its clear direct 

objective was to provide school administrators with precise infonnation 

about patterns of crime and misbehavior incidents on their campuses. In 

addiction, having administrators use the system might produce instrumental 

eff'ects. Using the system might heighten administrators' sensitivity to 
,----" 

schl!lol crime problem' land improve their ability to coordinate with juve­

nile' justice system personnel. 

Better l"nfonnation 

The proSect design posited that school administrators need reliable, 

systematic' j'IIYonnation about disruptive incidents. The more they know 
, \ 

about what typ,~;: ,of incidents occur at various locations during particular 
)'.\ 

81 

r 

, j 

1 
] 

J 
J 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I, j 

I 
I 
I 

. . 



-------------------­~ - ~, -- ------ - -- --.-- ----- ---------------

times of the day and days of the week, the better they will be able to 

allocate their resources to "hot" locations, times, and days. In so 

doing, they can both reduce the likelihood that an incident will occur and 

increase the likelihood that if an incident does occur, the offender will 

be apprehended. 

Incident profiling was developed to provide school administrators with a 

superior method of synthesizing infonnation about crime and misbehavior 

patterns. The advantages of the system must be examined relative to the 

11 d th " J"obs If a school has three way school administrators nonna y 0 elr • 

assistant principals and each of them responds independently to particular 

i nci dents, none of t em may ave i h h a complete Picture of victimization 

patterns. Incident profiling was designed to fill that need by 

centralizing storage of key data about each incident in one repository and 

analyzing the complete data set to identify conmon characteristics. For 

example, the three assistant principals each may have investigated two 

bicycle thefts from the south parking lot that probably occurred during 

fifth period. To the individual assistant principals, each aware of only 

two thefts, no pattern would be apparent. The incident profiling system, 

however, mi~ht show that six bicycle thefts had occurred from the same 

place at the same tlme 0 aye " f d Attending to that synthesized infonnation 

would both heighten the assistant principals awareness of a problem and 

suggest how they should address it. 

Motivation for Action To Improve School Climate 

In addition to producing direct infonnation management benefits, actively 

participating in the incident profil ing process was thought 1 ikely to 

increase administrators' motivation to respond to unsatisfactory condi-
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tions and to give them a better understanding of the specific problems 
they should address. This motivational purpose would be served if 

principals came to understand the significance of the data. 
Being 

presented with a chart that might show a total of five assaults on campus 

during the previous might to spur action. The ready availability of such 

statistics confronts principals in a way that is more difficult to ignore 

or downplay than if their only source of infonnation is verbal accounts 
from teachers and staff. 

Once a principal does decide to take action, the incident profiling 

emphasis on separating criminal from noncriminal acts and categorizing the 

speci fi c types of each cou 1 d reduce feel i ngs of inadequacy to dea 1 with 
the problem. The charts mig/!t show that the nugget of a school's 

heretofore amorphous "crime problem" might be limited to a single offense 

type. Devising interventions for that particular problem, vandalism, for 

example, would be a much less intimidating proposition than trying to 
reduce crime generally. 

Improved Coordination with Juvenile Justice Agencies 

Additionally, incident profiling could facilitate interagency cooperation. 

By becoming more familiar with juvenile justice system concepts and 

tenninology, school administrators might break down the psychological 

barrier between education and law enforcement. To record incidents in the 

system, assistant principals use tenns such as "burglary" in their legal 

rather than their ordinary sense. In so dOing, could become more 

sensitive to the characteristics of campus incidents that meet the 

definition of some type of crime.. Not only could this famil iarity with 

the justice system lexicon enable school administrators to conmunicate 
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more easily and accurately with police and probation officers, it might 

also lead to increased prosecution of students who commit crimes at 

school. Recognizing an incident as a crime, and not only a violation of 

school rules, is a necessary first step to summoning the police. 

Features 

Incident profiling is an information management system designed to 

identify patterns of crime and misbehavior 00 a school campus. It may 

function as an integral part of the school planning process in that it can 

be lised both to conduct a needs assessment of sorts and to monitor the 

effectiveness of intervention strategies that are implemented to address 

those needs. 

Development of the Incident Profiling System 

Incident profiling is described in the chief design document NASS 

submitted to NIJ as "simply another term for 'Crime Specific Planning' 

that was developed by the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration in the 

early 1970s and promoted nationally to law enforcement agencies." Crime 

Specific Planning, or crime analysis has been a boon to metropolitan 

police departments because it provides decision makers with useful infor­

mation they previously lacked. Because the parallels to the inc:dent pro­

fil ing system developed for school s are very strong, its major features 

are reviewed here. 

Crime analysis is usua,lly conducted by a special unit of a pol-ice 

department. Staff members extract several crucial data items from the 

narrative reports officers file. For each report. the analysis unit 

enters the following items into a computer: type of crime. time of day, 

day of week. date, and location within general areas of the city. They 
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may also include physical characteristics of offenders and other items 

that might help identify patterns in a series of offense~.. .!-. familiar 

variation of this process is the "pin map" of the city in which different 

color pins are placed to represent categories of offenses. The purpose of 

these procedures is to generate a composite picture of crime patterns so 

that supervisors can allocate resources, such as patrol units, when and 

where they are most needed • 

Based on a review of school crime and school climate research, the 

director of NASS found sufficient similarities between the information 

needs of school prinCipals and police chiefs to warrant adapting crime 

analYSis to the SChools. Knowing about incident patterns could be as 

useful to the one as the other. Moreover, both are at least one step 

removed from the personnel who have first hand knowledge of most 

incidents, i.e., the patrol officer and the school disciplinarian, usually 

the assistant prinCipal. Police chiefs and prinCipals need some method of 

knowing about what transpires within their jurisdiction. 

Adapting crime analysis to the schools required very few modifications in 

terms of the information processing aspects of the system. A map of the 

school, marked with zones for identifiable areas, e.g., gymnasium~ main 

hallway, and student parking lot, was substituted for the map of the city. 

The list of offense catego'~·:,-s was supplemented to add certain disciplinf~ 
incidents to the FBI crime categories. 

Like patrol officers, school administrators already collect much of the 

necessary information needed for recognizing incident patterns. The 

contribution of incident profiling is in providing a different way to 

organize that information and, in some important ways, to think about it. 

85 

'.. ~. 



)-~_-)LLIIII!I; ________ """4------------------------------"'------------------------------

Assistant principals typically maintain a discipline file on each student 

that contains the date of every referral, nature of the incident, and 

disposition. For any student, an assistant principals can quickly refer 

to their files and count the number of referrals for various types of 

incidents. They cannot, however, turn to those files, or generally to any 

other source, to find out how many incidents of a given type occurred at 

the school in the previous month or year. For that purpose they need a 

filing system organized by offense rather than offender. 

profiling gives them such a system. 

Recording Incidents 

Incident 

The major operational difference between crime analysis and incident pro­

fil ing is that the law enforcement version requires virtually no extra 

effort from front line officers whereas the school version places 

sUbstantial extra requirements on assistant principals. First, they must 

develop the habit of distinguishing among types of incidents. Busy or 

lazy assistant principals may tend to label almost every incident 

"insubordination" and mete out some penalty. To properly record an 

incident in the new system, assistant principals must stop and think about 

the proper category. Was the incident a crime or only a violation of 

schoo,l rules; an assault or a fight? While that extra cogitation is a 

fully intended consequence of having assistant principals do incident pro­

fil ing, it does constitute an extra burden. Having chosen the proper 

classification, assistant principals must then do the paperwork. 

The incident report form 

The recording form designed for incident profil ing resulted from the 

compromise necessitated by the desire for brevity conflicting with the 
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Police No. INCIDENT REPORT FORM 

U Security No. 023355 
Incident 

fJ Date 
---------- Sub-l ---_______ Sub-2 
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What happened? 
-------- Day --______ Period 

-------_ Zone ______ -'--_ 

--------------------
OffenderNictim Sex Grade 

School No. 
Race Group Affiliation 

Offender's parents' reaction: 

Victim's parents' reaction: -""'---------------------------__ 

Administrative action: _________________________________ _ 

PoliCe/security action: 

cNATIONAl ALLIANCE FOR SAFE SCHOOLS, AUSTIN, TEXAS 1983. 
Initials _____ _ 
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need for complete information (see Figure 3). The standard form in use 

during most of the project has three data fields types: identification, 

. The ,·dent,·fication fields facilitate referencing coding, and narrat,on. 

to the incident report from other sources. The coding fields supply the 

basis for aggregating information. The narration items supply detail. 

Included in the identification fields is one that comes preprinted on the 

form. Each slip of paper bears a unique sequence number printed in red. 

These numbers make cross-referencing of the report form into other systems 

possible. Conversely, the spaces provided for police and security report 

numbers enable the fi 1 er of the form to note the i nvo 1 vement of another 

·d t Those numbers give school admini­entity in disposition of the inc, en • 

strators the reference point they need in subsequent communications about 

the incident with police or security officers. 

The coding items are the heart of the system. Use of standard codes 

permits rapid aggregation of all incidents bearing the same code. Primary 

among the coding items are three fields regarding the nature of the 

incident. Codes are entered for the offense category and each of two 

subcategories. For example, theft of a teacher's pocket calculator would 

be coded as 11-2-3: 11 for theft, 2 for prhate property, and 3 for 

value less than $50.00. Other fields are provided for the school number, 

date, day, period of the school day, zone of the school, and six items 

about each offender and victim: student 10 number, race, sex, grade, 

group affiliation, and home school number, if different. Lists of group 

affiliation codes, either gangs or informal social groups such as "punks" 

and "preppies," are dependent upon the social milieu of the school 

district. They are included in the system to facilitate identification of 
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intergroup friction that might underl ie attacks and retal iation among 

groups. 

The form also includes several lines for narrative about the incident and 

the responses of the administration, parents, and other agencies that have 

become involved. Although these details are not aggregated, they are 

available for subsequent review. If a principal decides to target one 

type of offense, a logical first step would be to review all of the report 

forms filed for that category. They may reveal commonalities that the 

aggregate figures masked or indicate that the responses in individual 

cases have been unsatisfactory. 

Filling out the reports 

Filling out the incident profiling form is the job of the school 

discipl inarian, cOlllllonly the assistant principal. NASS provi des each 

assistant principal with pads of report forms, manuals for their use, and 

a filing box with special dividers in which to place the completed forms •. 

For each incident to be recorded, the assistant principal should complete 

two steps. The first, and most laborious, is to fill out the form. 

Because that task requires discretion and expertise, it cannot be 

delegated. The assistant principal must decide what category and 

subcategory codes to assign the incident, and record those as well as the 

remaining items. Most of these items are readily available and would be 

recorded in the assistant principal's own discipline incident records. A 

few data items, however, would not be noted in the normal course of 

affairs. Where and when the incident occurred, the grade level, sex, and 

race of the offender and victim, ordinarily would not be recorded. The 

location must then be pinpointed on the school map to determine the proper 
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zone. If the student is from another campus, the district's code number 

for that school should be obtained. Depending on the particulars of the" 

system and the incident, the assistant principal may also need to retrieve 

an identification number for the student and a teacher. 

The second step in the process requires the assistant principal to route 

the form for aggregating and filing. Those tasks fall to either a clerk 

for entry into the computer system if the district is using one, or to the 

principal. Filing is done in a box according to offense category. This 

is the major distinction between the disposition of the incident report 

and the standard discipline report. With the incident reports grouped by 

offense rather than offender, the assistant principal can easily review 

the details of all report forms for any offense category. 

Almost all of this work is additional to whatever the assistant principal 

had done previously to maintain incident records. The offender-based 

discipl ine file must still be updated; discipl ine referral forms might 

still need to be completed so that complaining teachers will know the 

disposition of incidents they refer; and, if the student is s~spended or 

recOlll1lended ~or expulsion, the assistant principal might also need to 

write an account of the incident on a standardized form for the district. 

Some of the extra workload could be shifted from assistant principals to 

clerical staff. For example, if the assistant principal noted the 

students' and teacher's names, a clerk could look up the associated iden­

tification numb~rs. They might also be able to fill out much of the form 

based on the assista~t principal's separate discipline report. 
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Synthesized Data from Incident Profiling 

Once assi stant pri ncipal s record incidents on the standardi zed forms, 

common characteristics of the incidents must be aggregated. How many 
thefts occurred? Where were they most prevalent? During what period in 

Three incident summary charts display the 

Each chart is formatted to present a 

the school day did they occur? 

aggregates in a useful form. 

different aspect of the information. 

Incident profiling summary charts 

The first level summary chart tallies type of offense by day of week and 

total for the reporting period encompassed by the chart (see Figure 4). 

Reviewing the chart quickly reveals the volume of incidents by offense 

type and the prevalence of individual categories of offenses as well as 

all offenses on the several days of the week. Although the chart 

separates criminal and noncriminal incidents, the daily totals are for all 

incidents. That feature is somewhat anomalous since the training stresses 

the difference in significance of incidents recorded "above the 1 ine" 

[separating criminal and noncriminal incident categories] and those "below 

the line." 

For any offense category with a substantial number of incidents, a 

principal might wish to refer to the second level chart to check for 

patterns according to time or place of incident (see Figure 5). If the 

principal is interested in five offense categories, five separate versions 

of the chart must be generated and examined. Structurally, the chart is a 

two dimensional representation of a three dimensional data matrix. To 

represent that construct on one sheet of paper, the class period axis is 

collapsed to allow all of its points to be displayed within a cell at the 
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Figure 4 

CHART I ; SECURITY INCIDENT SUMMARIES 
Frequency of Incidents According to Day of Week 
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NOTE: Fear-lndueing crimes are printed in BOLD. 
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Figure 5 

CHART II: INCIDENT PROFILE WORKSHEET 
PrequeneJ Of lneidenb BJ OaJ, Period, and Zone 

Primary ottense:· _______ --...Reporting Period, ________ _ 

Directions: 

1. Separate charts must be tilled out with data tor separate types ot 
crimes. That Is, one chart tor your assaults, another tor your thetts. 

2. Write the number ot the period each incident occurred In the box that 
corresponds to the day ot the week and the zone Where It happened. 

DAYOFWE1:K 
Zones Mon TuM _W..ed _Thurs Frj W d ~"otal 

1 

2. 

3 

,,~ 

5 

8 

'I 

8 

9 

10 

11 i 
12 

13 
-

I". 
15. 

.l.8 

..ll 

18 

19 

20. 
Total 

• 1lO_~ 
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CHART III: VICTIM AND OFFENDER DATA SHEET • 
(Race/Subgroup, Sex, Grade, Victim and Offender Variables) 

Incident : _____________ _ SUooategory-l: ___________ _ 

FIRST I 'ART: VI~ l"RIY 
<B:IJP AW'( LlA ~~ -Rri* 

Whi t .. RllCk Brown As (an Ot I@I' 
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<B:IJP APE l LIM ~~ RAl"F.* 
Whie in l(!-k D_ .•.• _ ASian Other 
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*Nbtes: A) "Group Affiliation" categories are listed in your Process ~ sugplement. You will have to 
fill these in as necessary; they are bound to change with time. 

B) "RaceR groupings, like group affiliation titles, change somewhat fram one community to another. 
These tenns have been provided by your own school district, but may change with time. 

C) "Grade" has been left blank to avoid creating six lines (grades 7-12); please fill in, as 
appropriate. 

IfOIX>L NlMBER: ____ _ 
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intersection of a day of week column and zone of school row. A principal 

can use the chart in making supervision assignments or taking other 

preventive steps that require targeting particular times and places. 

The third level chart is actually a set of multidimensional charts for 

combinations of offender/victim ch~racteristics (see Figure 6). Like the 

second level analysis, this one must be conducted separately for each 

offense of interest, and if desired, further limited to one subcategory 

of the offense. Despite this complexity, the chart does not reliably 

serve the function for which it was designed because information for the 

offender is entered independently of information for the victim. A chart 

for assaults may show five white tenth grade boys and five black eleventh 

grade boys as offenders and equal numbers of white tenth grade boys and 

black ninth grade boys as victims. Who was picking on whom? Tenth grade 

white boys on their classmates or on ninth grade blacks? Eleventh grade 

black boys exclusively on either of the two groups or on a few of each? 

At a minimum, the chart shows which groups within the school tend to be 

involved in various types of incidents. 

Tallying the incident reports 

One way or another, the information collected on individual incident 

report forms needs to be aggregated onto the several charts. Two methods 

are available for that task. One uses a computer to tabulate the data and 

the other relies upon human effort. 

The hand-rnanaged system was designed to be handled exclusively by the 

school principal. At the end of a week or month, the principal gathers 

the incident reports from the assistant principals and sits down with them 

and blank copies of the charts. For Chart 1, all that is required is to 
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make a hash mark in the cell corresponding to a particular category and 

subcategory of incident on the proper day of the week. Once the principal 

has marked the chart for each report, he or she would tally the rows and 

columns to produce aggregate figures for numbers of incidents of each type 

and frequency according to day of the week. 

The process for the other two charts is similar. Completing these second 

and third level charts, however, is discretionary, They are to be filled 

in only if the volume of:. incidents for a single offense category suggests 

the need for closer scrutiny. For Chart 2, the principal would enter the 

class period of the incident in the cell where the zone of school and day 

of week for the incident intersect. For Chart 3, the principal might make 

up to four hash marks, each representing three bits of infonmation. 

If a computer is going to do the aggregation, the reports must be 

converted from written to electronic fonm. That may be accomplished, as 

it was by all three project sites, through entry from computer tenmina1s 

located on all campuses and linked to the school district's central 

computer. Alternatively, the paper reports could be sent to the district 

office fo~' entry, or the aggregating program could be written for 

microcomputers at the school site, e1 iminating the need to route data 

through the district office. 

The major advantages of the computer, are the reduced workload on the 

school principal and the reduced likelihood of error. Other advantages 

not realized to date, but possible, include refonmatting the data output 

to produce sunmary reports for the entire district and integrating the 

incident profiling system. with other school records systems. Once the 

infonmation is put into a computer, it can be extracted in many different 
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ways. This multiple indexing. capability could eliminate the need to 

operate the incident profiling system in parallel with assistant princi­

Since much of the information for one is used for 

it could be entered once and output in formats appropriate for 

pals' diSCipline files. 

the other, 

both. 

Training and Technical Assistance 

The training for incident profiling had to do more than just teach school 
administrators how to use a . f new 1n ormation management system. It also 
had to persuade them that . h h 

t ey s ould distinguish between crime and 

violations of school rules, acquaint them with the conceptual underpinning 
of crime analysis, teach them the legal definitions of key terms such as 

"assau1 t, II and motivate them to undertake the project. Although a 
graduated training cycle ld h wou ave offered substantial advantages in 

trying to achieve these objectives, time constraints and other considera-

tions necessitated a Single h t " 
t S or , tra1n1ng session for accomplishing all 

of the above. To resolve technical issues after the training, administra-

tors could refer to written materials or call upon NASS for consultation. 

Incident Profiling Workshop 

NASS provided the primary training f . or 1ncident profiling during a work-
shop conducted at each district h t1 s or y after the project began. Since 
there was little time between site selection and the first training 
session, NASS had little opportunity to develop a training design 
specifically for these workshops. Consequently, the training was 
essentially unchanged from what had been used prior to this project for 
somewhat different purposes. On e consequence of beginning the training 
before learning much about the h 1 sc 00 or conmunities was that the presen-
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tations did not address the concerns of the participants. The workshops 

had a tone appropriate for waging war against serious campus crime; a 

fight in which few admini strators bel ieved they were engaged. Moreover, 

the lack of time for site specific preparation foreclosed the possibility 

of tailoring the presentations to the specific characteristics of the 

audience. General ities about "1 aws in most states" and "the way some 

districts handle that" had to suffice in place of specific if1~tructions 

that would have given the participants clear guidance about what·they were I 

to do. 

The sessions in Anaheim and Rockford each lasted half a day. Because 

Jacksonville administrators could not be released from their· buildings to 

attend a workshop during the school day and a Saturday date was not 

feasible, their training was held during a two and a half hour workshop 

after school. In all three districts, at least one administrator fi'om 

every participating school attended. Most schools sent their principal 

and all of their assistant principals with responsibility for discipline. 

Upon arriving, participants received all the materials (forms, file boxes 

for indexing completed fo"-"s, and manuals) they would need for incident 

profiling. 

NASS director Rubel conducted the sessions himsel f. He began each work­

shop with an introduction to the project, followed by a presentation of 

national research findings about school crime .and, for the bulk of the 

session,' instruction in the inCident profiling techniqll~s of,; systematic-i\/ 

" 
ally collecting and analyzing information about disruptive/incidents. He 

rel ied almost exclusively on a lecture format, supplemented by typed or 

block lettered lists of key poi ntsp laced on an overhead projector. The 
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only otber instructional method was d con ucting exercises to simulate 

, recording and analyzing incident data. 

The training itself was fairly wen received. , On an evaluation quest~on-

'naire administered at the end of the workshop, a majority of respondents 

in each district rated most of the training elements either lIexcellent" or 

IIgood ll (T bl 5) I a e ,. n response to a question asking for an overall rating 

of the workshop, 20-30 percent of the attendees in each district gave a 

rating of "excellent,1I 50-65 t " percen good, II and 10-20 percent "fa i rll or 

IIpoor." ura 10n of the session in Perhaps because of the compressed d t· 

Table 5 
Incident Profiling Workshop Overall 

(Percentages of Respondents) 
Rating 

Excellent Good Fair Poor 

Anaheim 30 60 10 0 
Rockford 24 64 4 8 

Jacksonville 25 55 20 0 

N = Anaheim--40j Rockf:o~d--18j Jacksonvi11e~'---3-2----------­

Source: Incident Profiling Workshop Evaluation 

ran somew at lower. Jacksonville, responses for th.at d,·str,·ct h The 

potential adverse implications of th t a difference were apparent from 

responses to one item in particular on the evaluation fonn. Fewer than 

ha 1 f of the Jacksonvi 11 e respondents agreed that the tra i ni ng had been 

sufficient for them to implement incident profl"1 ,·ng. Th e correspondi ng 

figures for'Anaheim and Rockford were 95 percent and 78 percent 

respectively. 

99 



J 

·~- -~,--
-------- -.,- ----- ---------

l .. ,, __ _ 

Training Conducted by District Personnel 

In Anaheim and Rockford, the single workshop was all the training admini­

strators received during the first few months of the project. In 

Jacksonvi 11 e, however, because of the workshop's brevi ty and the uncer­

tainty many administrators expressed about its adequacy, the district 

liaison had his staff conducted additional training at each school. That 

extra training was completed in the weeks immediately after the workshop, 

using materials supplied by NASS. 

In each district, for the remainder of the project, the liaisons assumed 

the role of on-site trainers, acting essentially as agents of NASS for 

several purposes. First, they had to instruct their staff~ regarding 

modifications NASS made to the incident profiling process during the 

course of the project. While these were minor, they did r.equire some 

instruction. To convey word of the changes, Rockford and Anaheim liaisons 

talked with principals during regular meetings. Communication between the 

Jacksonville liaison and the schools was more often written. 

Liaisons also needed to train administrators who joined the project after 

the workshop. With one exception, that training consi~ted of referring 

the new staff to the NASS Process GU.ide and related materials and 

extending an offer of assistance to answer unresolved questions. The one 

exception occurred in Anaheim at the beginning of the second school year .. 

Because several new principals and assistant princ~~,pals joined the project 

at the same time, the district 1 iaison conducted a special training 

seminar for them, using materials NASS developed for that purpose. 
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Written Materials from NASS 

Aside from calling upon the district 1 iaison, who, if necessary, could 

turn to NASS, school administrators with incident profiling questi'ons or 

problems' could refer to written materials from NASS. At the workshop, 

they received a "Process Guide," Hs supplement, and a reminder sheet of 

offense category definitions and codes attached to each incident report 

pad. 

Undoubtedly, the reminder sheet was used most often. Until assistant 

principals became fainiliar with the system, they needed to refer to the 

reminder for almost every incident they recorded. Even after they 

memorized the code numbers for common incidents, they still referred to 

the defi ni ti ons when uncerta i n of the proper code for an unusua 1 or 

equivocal incident. 

The "Process Guide Supplement" al so gave practitioners a ready reference 

to information they might need for incident profiling. Each page contains 

concise instructions or other material pertaining to a single point. NASS 

created a separate supplement for each district so that it could be 

specifi~//to local circumstances. For example, group affil iation 

categories were unique in each supplement. 

The main manual, titled "Process Guide for Collecting and Analyzing 

Information About Disruptive Acts in Schools" is a 45 page document 

containing a great deal more than instructions on how to do incident pro­

fil ing. The manual truly is a "Process Guiden for someone interested in 

learning the process fo.nnA to Z. That is, its organization is well 

suited for a reader who begins with the general concepts of school crime 

and data management discussed in Section I and proceeds sequentially 
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through the entire manual. Such a reader would learn about the theory and 

rationale of each part of the system as well as how to actually use it. 

The infusion of material extraneous to incident profiling mechanics, 

however, makes the manual very di ffi cu 1 t to uSE~ __ as a reference volume, a 

problem compounded by its lack of a table of cont~nts or index. 
/ 

To help administrators with any problems, and discover if they were 

conducting incident profiling correctly, Rubel visited each school several 

times during the course of the project. The first visit after the inci­

dent profil ing workshop, approximately three months later, gave him an 

opportunity to resolve most issues that had arisen during the start-up 

period. 

needed. 

During each subsequent visit he also offered assistance as 

Implementation 

In all but one of the project schools, incident profiling was implemented 

very similarly to the way it was designed. Although there was some 

initial resistance, in the lar~e majority of schools the process got 

underway without substantial difficulty. The process began with assistant 

p~incipals filling out the report forms. Later, came the sUlllllary charts, 

generated either manually by the principal, or automatically by inputting 

the data to the district's computer. Principals then reviewed the charts 

to glean insights into incident patterns. Based on their experiences with 

these procedures, they made recOlllllendations to NASS for refining the 

systems and made some modifications on their own. 

Getting Started 

As the project centerpie.ce, incident profiling was '~mplemented first. 

Training workshops were held as soon as possible after notUication of 
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site acceptance. The only activity occurring before the workshop was 

identification of names of gangs and social groups found in the schools. 

For that purpose, the district liaisons polled the site administrators, 

either during a meeting or by exchanging memoranda. 

Following the workshop, school adninistrators began the project at each 

school. In terms of implementing the mechanics of incident profiling, 

nearly everyone proceeded quite well. Perhaps because data collection and 

analysis are integral to modern education, the system struck administra­

tors as neither unusual nor complicated. 

In contrast to their rapid development of proficiency in the rudiments of 

incident profiling, administrators did not form positive opinions of the 

project very quickly. While few openly opposed participation, neither did 

they heartily endorse it. The predominant approach was marked by a "wait 

and see" attitude. 

Equivocal support at the outset was apparent from workshop attendees' 

responses to a question on the evaluation form about the probable utility 

of incident profiling for their schools. Agreement with the statement, 

liThe incident profiling system probably.will be a useful management tool 

for monitoring school crime," was 62% in Anaheim, 65% in Jacksonville, and 

33% in Rockford. Particularly in Rockford, the training had not convinced 

administrators of incident profiling's value. Administrators who could 

not see substantial adv~ntages in using incident profiling were not likely 

to devote. the time and effort needed to make it work properly. 

Subsequent tel~phone and on-site interviews identified several sources of 

dissatisfaction with intr.oduction of the project. The following reasons 
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were cited most frequently for lack of enthusiasm toward the project 

generally. and incident profil ing in particular. 

• The workshop dealt almost exclusively with crime, while administra­

tors did not regard that as a major problem on their campuses. 

• The project was introduced after the beginning of the school year, 

confounding their expectations and preparations. 

• Filling out incident reports would require a lot of extra work. 

• Parties outside the project might get a negative impression from the 

statistics 

• School administrators were apprehensive about the district office, 

federal government, or local media drawing incorrect __ conclusions from 

or taking ill-advised actions based on the data. 

Recording Incidents 

Recording incidents on the report forms was a fairly straight-forward 

process. Assistant principals, the disciplinarians in all of the project 

schools, began filling out the forms as early as the next school day 

following- the training. While the tas,k was not difficult, it was quite 

time consuming at first. Since the assistant principals were unfamiliar 

with the forms, definitions, codes, and associated procedures, they had to 

stop frequently to refer to their reference materials. That presented a 

problem if they were to fill 'out the fOrms during the course of their 

normal day's work. Circumstances often required that the report wait 

until other matters were fjnished. When assistant pri~ci-pals were able to 

finish the report, later in the day, week, or ,month, th~Y sometimes lacked 

one or more pieces of information •. 
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In the first few months, over half the assistant principals reported 

working extra hours to complete the work for the project. Several went to 

their offices on Saturday when they would not be disrupted so they could 

concentrate on finishing the reports properly. Considering the disparity 

in the volume of incidents recorded from school to school, some admini­

strators were undoubtedly working harder than others (see Appendix B). In 

January, 1985, the first month of complete data for all three districts, 

the number of incidents ranged from 934 in Anaheim to 575 in Rockford and 

380 in Jacksonville. Table 6 shows the total number of crime and 

discipline incidents per year by district. As will be explained below, 

these figures indicate level of effort more than actual incident volume. 

The adjustment for "Miscellaneous" crimes was made because of inconsistent 

use of that category. 

Misuse of the "Miscellaneous" category was one of the few pervasive and 

ongoing implementation errors. Although "Miscellaneous" was designated as 

a crime category, assistant principals persisted into the second year 

using it for noncriminal incidents that did not fit other definitions. 

One school in Anaheim, for example, reported 76 "Miscellaneous" incidents 

among its 108 second year crime total. As the Table 6 figures show, 

removing the "Miscellaneous" codes markedly changes crime incident totals. 

The major decision school administrators had to make about incident pro­

filing was which incidents to report. Although the training sessions had 

made clear that the system could be used to track all crime and discipline 

incidents, instructions about which ones were supposed to be recorded had 

been equivocal. As a practical m~tter, almost no assistant principal was 
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Table 6 
Incident Profiling Totals 

District Total 
Anaheim 1983-84 1984-85 

Crime Incidents 674 946 
without Misc. Category 489 413 

Discipline Incidents 13,338 8,454 
without Attendance* 3,528 5,037 

Rockford 
Crime Incidents 923 836 

without Misc. Category 848 760 
Discipline Incidents 2,783 2,500 

Jacksonville 
Crime Incidents 423 290 

without Misc. Category 369 244 
Discipline Incidents 841 623 

School Average 
1983-84 1984-85 

42 
31 

59 
26 

834 528 
220 

103 
94 

309 

26 
23 
53 

315 

93 
84 

278 

18 
15 
39 

* Attendance omitted because computerized attendance s~stems in two 
schools accounting for 7,881 incidents distort the flgures. 

willing to file a report on every incident. They did not want to bother 

with the paperwork for minor infractions of school rules. 

Lack of clarHy about which incidents to record produced tension among 

administrators who were unsure whether they were meeting the needs and 

expectations of the project director and their own superintendent. In 

that sense, the recording issue was a manifestation of a deeper tension 

associated with the nature of the project. Some administrators developed 

a misimpression of their role in conducting an experiment fo,- NASS and the 

fede~dl government. Particularly in Rockford, they saw the. p'~rpose of 

data gathering primarily as contributing to a national study of school 

crime rather than as a tool for their own schools. That impression was 
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strongly reinforced by "outsiders" having access to the incident reports. 

For every fonn fi 11 ed out in Rockford and Anaheim, one copy went to the 

district office and another went to NASS. Computer printouts were like­

wise available to the district and NASS. Both systems gave the impression 

that someone else was going to use the data, and quite possibly to the 

detriment of the person who recorded it. 

The way in which assistant principals went about deciding which incidents 

to record had implications for the integrity of the incident profiling 

system. If they did not record any incidents of certain categories, such 

as smoking, data for other categories remained valid. On busy days, how­

ever, assistant principals might simply skip the reports on all incidents, 

regardless of category. They also tended to skip any incident for which 

they had not identified an offender,. As nonrecording occurred, admini­

strators tended to lose faith in the system's validity because they knew 

its figures were incomplete. 

The magnitude of underreporting is extremely difficult to detennine. 

Indeed, one of the rationales for' the project was based on the premise 

that schools do not have a comprehensive source of infonnation about all 

incidents that should be recorded in the incident profiling system. All 

available indicators, however, including interview responses, suggest that 

assistant principals omitted many incidents. 

One indicator of nonrecording is provided by comparing numbers of inci­

dents reported at different schools (Appendix B). Excluding the huge 

incident volume produced by attendance reporting in Anaheim, some schools 

sti 11 generated nearly 1000 reports per year. At the other extreme, five 

schools reported no more than 10 incidents during the second year. Though 
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most of this variation is due to different levels of discipline reports, 

figures for crimes, which all schools were to report consistently, also 

varied much more widely than can be accounted for by differing numbers of 

incidents. A rough indication of variation is available from the figures 

in Table 7. Columns 1 and 3 present annual incident profiling crime 

totals, excluding incidents coded "Miscellaneous," which may have included 

noncriminal incidents. The fi gu rE!S show the fo 11 owi ng. ranges among 

schools using incident profiling: Anaheim, 0-119; Rockford, 22-224; and 

Jacksonville, 5-70. The high and low for Jacksonville further suggest 

that factors other than incident volume account for variation: the same 

school reported 70 incidents the first year and 5 the next. 

To account for differences in student body size, the second and fourth 

columns of Table 7 present annual crime incident rates per 1000 students. 

This statistical adjustment does reduce the magnitude of disparity some­

what, producing the following ranges: Anaheim, 0-78; Rockford, 14-147; 

and Jacksonville, 3-57. These figures are also more suitable for compari­

son with the School Safety Checklist, a victimization measure independent 

of administrator intervention (see Appendix D). The last two columns of 

T~b1e 7 display the average number of students who reported being victi­

n:~zed in one of the ways captured by the survey (see form in Appendix A). 

The reported figures represent an unweighted average of the percentages 

for the fall and spring acninistrations for each school year. Although 

methodological limitations would undermine more sophisticated statistical 

analyses, simply comparing the self-report data with the incident pro­

fi1 ing totals suggests substantial reporting variation among otherwise 

simi 1 a r schools (see a 1 so Appendi x 'C for school cha racteris tics) .' The 
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" . Table 7: Part 1 

Incldent Profiling and Self-Report Victimization Comparisons 

Anaheim 

Anaheim HS 
Cypress HS 
Katella HS 
Kennedy HS 
Loara HS 
Magnolia HS 
Savanna HS 
Western HS 
Ball JH 
Brookhurst JH 
Dale JH 
Lexington JH 
Orangeview JH 
South JH 
Sycamore JH 
Walker JH 

Rockford 

Auburn HS 
East HS 
Guilford HS 
Jefferson HS 
West HS 
Eisenhower MS 
Flinn MS 
Kennedy MS 
Lincoln MS 
Wilson MS 

Incident Profil ing Crime Repo'rts 
1983-84 1984-85 

Number per 1000 Number per 1000 

74 
67 

21 
81 
31 
13 
22 
19 
60 

39 
7 

13 
13 
12 
14 
39 

97 
43 

112 

243 
55 
75 
30 

158 
o 

56 

37 
31 
11 

37 
16 
9 

13 
11 

67 

39 
8 

17 
13 
12 
18 
39 

64 
21 
63 

111 
38 
70 
25 

157 
o 

57 

41 
32 
o 

17 
6 

23 
17 

20 
119 

33 
71 

o 
20 
9 

4 
26 

33 
29 

180 
224 
121 
49 
29 

83 
o 

22 

27 
21 
o 

11 

4 

15 
11 

13 
78 
22 
47 
o 

13 
6 

3 

17 

22 
19 

118 

147 
80 
32 
19 
55 
o 

14 

School Safety Checklist 
Avg. % Victimized 

1983-84 1984-85 

44 
31 
35 
29 
36 
42* 
33 
28* 
48 
60* 

53 
41 
43 
60 

37* 
42* 

39 
36 
36 
27 
40* 
51 
40 
57 
0* 

52 

47 
29 
22 
30 
40 
37 
37 
34* 
;52 

37* 
50 
30 
34 
52 
29 
48 

33 
34* 
43* 
40* 
37* 
38* 
33 
48* 

\.0* 

37 

Incident profiling "Crime" figures exclude "Miscellaneous" ~ategory. 
* Data unreliable: fewer than 50 surveys returned per grade level. See Appendix D. 
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Table 7· Part 2 . 
Incident Profiling and Self-R~port Victimization Comparlsons 

Incident Profiling Crime Reports School Safety Checklist 
Avg. % Victimized 1984-85 

1983-84 1984-85 1983-84 1000 Number per 1000 Anaheim Number per 

Englewood HS 13 11 5 3 37* 31* 
Forrest HS 43 27 30 20 38 31* 
Jackson HS 42 24 28 18 47 40* 
Lee HS 7 6 14 9 32 33 
Parker HS 18 10 18 12 42 30* 
Paxon HS 20 19 15 10 46 25* 
Ribault HS 28 19 15 10 42 43 
Raines HS 12 9 8 5 46* 28* 
Sandalwood JS** 69 42 55 36 
Arlington JH 10 13 9 6 44 50 
Davis JH 34 30 32 21 53 50* 
Highlands JH 32 18 24 16 42 42 
Kirby-Smith JH 5 5 6 4 48 56 
Northwestern 14 16 8 5 53 65* 
Paxon JH 70 57 5 3 56 55* 
Ribault JH 21 20 27 18 41 43 

., .. • II fi ures exclude "Miscellaneous" category. 
Incident proflllng Crlme g returned per grade.level. See Appendix D. 
* Data unreliable: fewer than 50 surveys . combined incident profiling 
** Junior and senior high school ca~pusj~~~~t!~~ senior high students would be reports. Averaging survey data or 

misleading. 

Confluence of indicators supports an inference that number of incident 

t 1 incident volume. reports was not strongly associated with ac ua profil ing 

Aggregating the Incident Report Ddta tnto Summary Charts 

During the first few months of the 

principals tallied the reports at the 
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project in Rockford and Anaheim, 

end of the month. Later in thos~ 
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districts, and from the beginning in Jacksonville, they received printouts 

from the computer. The difference among the districts in manual versus 

computer aggregation developed because use of a computer was one of the 

projectls local options. The unanimous choice to computerized reflects 

the clear superiority of that approach. Whichever way the data were 

tallied, principals were to carefully review the summary charts. 

The one advantage of having the principals aggregate the incidents by hand 

temporarily--an advantage that no one had anticipated--was that the 

principals became immersed in the project. 
They gained a thorough 

understanding of what each chart signified and what types of details were 

inevitably lost in the aggregating process. After they had begun using 

the computer system, several principals noted they were less involved in 

the project as a whole because they no longer had responsibility for a 

concrete task that forced them to scrutinize the data. 

Deciding to use the school district computer meant that special programs 

had to be written. Although NASS did not offer technical assistance for 

this task, the project direct did describe what the computer"system should 

do. Based on those guidelines, staff for each district developed theii" 

own versions of an incident profiling computer program. 
Since the 

programmers all had essentially the same task, the resulting systems are 

quite similar. Each is written in COBOL to run on a mainframe computer. 

Clerks at the individual sC'lools enter reports into the system via 

terminals in each school that were already in place for other purposes. 

For the data entry process, the programmers designed a special input 

screen that resembles the layout of the paper incident profiling form. 
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Despite similarities across sites, the systems are not identical. The 

major difference is format and availability of the printouts. The 

objective in this regard was' to repl icate the three charts NASS had 

developed for manual tallying (see Appendix D). While the Rockford and 

Jacksonvi 11 e programs produce close approximati ons of those charts, the 

Anaheim system splits the second level chart into two parts. According to 

the NASS director, that conversion reduces the utility of the chart since 

patterns among combinations of days, times, and places are harder to 

detect. 

Another difference among the districts is in the availability of the 

printouts to school principals. In Rockford and Jacksonville, the 

printouts are generated at the central facility and sent to the schools. 

Rockford principals receive printouts once a month and their counterparts 

in Jacksonvi 11 e receive them biweekly. Anaheim principal s can retrieve 

the charts or a facsimile of any incident report anytime they want by 

requesting a printout on the printer each school has next to its terminal. 

Since the other districts lack that interactive feature, their computers 

automatically print a standard batch of materials for the preceding time 

period. In addition to Chart 1, the stack of material includes Charts 2 

and 3 for each offense category with at least one incident recorded. The 

Jacksonvi 11 e system also pri nts a copy of every inci dent report. The 

resulting paper can become voluminous, sometimes exceeding 50 pages. 

As is common for complex computer programs, implementation was accompanied 

by a few "glitches." The most commonly noted problem was the one clerks 

encountered trying to enter reports into the district computer from the 

schools' terminals. Sometimes, the computer screen needed for input was 
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unavailable Oth t" 
• er 1mes, the computer would 

not accept the data that the 

had not attended the training 
operator entered Al so" .,' • , Slnce the clerks 

workshop, they did not all 
understand the process well e h " 

and correct mistakes the noug to not1ce 
on forms they received f 

1 rom the assistant princ1"-
'pa s or that they made th 1 emse ves. 

A more serious problem was caused 

Both the A h " 
by "bugs" in the computer programs. 

na elm and Jacksonville 
programs had "bugs'~ th 

corrected for some time. at were not 
For example, the Jacksonville 

some of the figures system printed 
one line too low on Chart 1, 

showing 1 resulting in the charts 
severa "kidnappings" and oth "" 

er 1nc1dents that nev 
Until participants at the " t " er Occurred. 

" 1n erventl0ns workshop were 
their pr1 t n outs, no one had reported th " 
" e m1stake. 
1 ntroduced when NASS h 

instructed to review 

Problems were also 
c anged some of the codes and 

continued to use references assistant principals 
to an earlier version of the codes. Wh1"le 

such errors are " 
"" common dur1 ng project start-ups, 

damag1ng 1n this context because they were peculiarly 
many school admi " t n1S rators suspected that 

someone wi th access to the " 
pr1 ntouts wou1 d g t th 

th" h e e wrong impresSion of 
e1r sc 001. To avoid the "k " 

r1S of be1ng misperceived, some principals 
made a point of having the incident 

" reports checked against the computer 
pr1ntouts to insure they were not d" 1 " 

1SP aY1ng excess 1" "d m nC1 ents or incidents 
ore serious than had Occurred. 

Analyzing the Results 

Having seen to it that " 
1ncidents were reported int 

generally were intere t d"' 0 the system, principals 
s e 1n examining th 

system generated. " e aggregate charts that the 
Especially 1n the first 

months of the project, they 

113 , 



.. 

·-~--- -r-, -- ~--- ---- - - ......--

were regularly encouraged to review the results. What they learned from 

reviewing the data varied widely from school to school. 

The primary reason principals cited. for looking at the charts was to see 

how many incidents of various types had occurred on ca~pus, which they 

cou 1 d determi ne from Chart 1 alone. Wi th very few exceptions, they 

described the data as being "pretty much as expected. II The results did, 

however, serve to draw attention to problems· the principals may have known 

about already. An Anaheim principal decided to start a tardiness 

reduction program once the figures focused his attention on the magnitude 

of tardy incidents his assistant principals were dealing with each day. 

Occasionally, too, the charts sparked inquiries that led to action. One 

Anaheim principal expressed his concern about the theft totals during a 

staff meeting. When one of his assistant principals mentioned several 

bicycle thefts contributed to that total, the other assistant principals 

chorused that they had also received several stolen bicycle reports. 

Thus, prompted by the most general leve.1 results from the incident 

. h t reference to deta i 1 ed records, the admi ni­profiling system, but Wlt au 

strators had identified a specific problem they could address. 

Also from looking at Chart 1, principals tended to note the days of the 

week with the highest volume of incidents. Among principals who mentioned 

paying attention to the day of week information, about half felt it 

confirmed what they had expected, generally that more incidents occur on 

Friday than on other days. Another third expressed surprise that most 

incidents had not occur'red when they thought they did, and the few 

remaining principals claimed they had not formed any opinion on the matter 

prior to seeing the data. 
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The number of principals who examined Chart 2 for time of day and zone of 

school in which incidents occurred was much smaller than the number who 

reviewed the totals on Chart 1, particularly during the second year. At 

the beginning of the project, though, almost all principals examined this 

chart at least once. Two predominant opinions characterized principals 

who did not continue using the chart. One was that the patterns on the 

chart "confirmed what we already knew. II Having a printout showing that 

thefts occurred in the locker rooms and fights occurred in the cafeteria 

added nothing to principals' knowledge about their schools. The other 

predominant opinion, especially prevalent at schools with few recorded 

incidents, was that the chart simply did not show any patterns at all. 

For a school with 10 zones and six class periods, Chart 2 would have 60 

cells. Adding the five days of the week increases the number of combina-
tions to 300. 

Although an interested principal certainly could sift 

through this minutiae to discern patterns, many may have been discouraged 

by the apparent complexity of the task. 

Some principals who did look carefully at Chart 2 gleaned very useful 

information from it. In two of the most notable examples, the principals' 

focus was on locker thefts. At Jacksonville's Forrest High School, 

reviewing the printouts drew the principal's attention to the prevalence 

of locker thefts during lunch time. Further analysis revealed that other 

types of incidents also occurred disproportionately during lunch and 

tended to be clustered in the hallways where the lockers are located. The 

chart for Guilford High School in Rockford revealed that thefts from 

lockers, other than those in theg.}fllnasium locker room, tended to occur 

during the last two periods of the day. In both schools, corrective 
actions ensued. 
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Reference to Chart 3, designed to show intergroup tensions, was much less 

frequent than to either of the other charts. None of the principal s 

reported using it regularly to check for conflict between races, sexes, 

gangs, or social groups. Almost universally, participants objected to the 

requirement of formally identifying students as group members. To the 

extent any of them acknowledged intergroup tension in their schools, they 

also expressed the belief that they were as aware of that tension as they 

could possibly become from studying a chart. 

Refining the System 

Although implementation of incident profiling in schools during t~is 

project was one of the first times it had been used in education, the 

experience of police departments in using its precursor, crime analysis, 

enabled NASS to design a system that required very few modifications. The 

changes NASS made during the project responded to opportunities for 

improvement that largely could not have been forseen prior to the project. 

The most substantial change NASS initiated involved modification of the 

basic report form. Originally, the form was printed on four part Raper so 

a)l interested parties could receive a copy. With conversion to computer 

systems, the four duplicates were replaced by a single five by eight inch 

form. 

Printing new forms allowed NASS to modify the format sl ightly to incor-
\\ ~ 

po rate ideas generated during the first months of theprdject. Most 

significant of those was inclusion of a space for recording victims' and 

offenders' student identification numbers. With those numbers, the forms 

could be used to keep track of infra~tions by individual students. That 

prospect caused suspicion among some administrators who were concerne,d 
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about who would have . . . 
. access to dlsclpllne records that previously had been 

aval1able only in the assistant prl·ncl·pals' offices. 

Aside from changes NASS initiated, users 
of the system al so suggested 

modification. Th 
e most significant of these was augmenting the zone iden-

tification concept to identify individual teachers. 
As originally 

designed, incident profiling perml·tted an administrator to note the zone 
of the school where an incident 

occurred., While that was useful for some 
purposes, for others it was unsuitable because it masked important 

For problems due to 
variations among teachers' 1 c assrooms within a zone. 
poor classroom management rather than . d 

1na equate hall monitoring, the zone 
system was of 1 ittle use. B 

y recording teachers' identification numbers 
for each incident occurring in or near ,a 

pri nc i pa 1 s cou 1 d determi ne 

handling students. 

classroom, though, assistant 

which teachers needed the most assistance in 

Another modification· 1 1nvo vedadapting the system for a use the project 
director originally c ·d d onS1 ere unsuitable. Anahe1·m's S uperintendent 
Grennan was especially concerned about reducing class cuts. 

Believing 
that all types of misbehavior would be minim1.zed 

if students attend class 
as required, she wanted 

a way to focus school principal s' attention on 
class cutting. One way t d th 

o 0 at was to use incident profiling to record 
the class cuts S· th • ,nce e volume of cuts would make th1·S a very time 
consuming process, the superintendent decided 

to have intensive monitoring 
for two week cycles. 

With assistance from NASS, Anaheim modif,.ed 
incident profiling for that 

purpose and coordinated it with the 
computerized class period attendance 

systems available at some of the schools. The two-week intensive 
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monitoring periods did lead to much- higher reports of class cutting and 

contributed to the district's overa.lleffort to reduce the number of 

students out of class. 

Like the Anaheim district, several schools adapted the incident profiling 

methooology for their particular purposes. The assistant principals 

Anaheim's Cypress and Loara High School s substituted their own designa­

tions for the group affiliation categories so they could learn more about 

. aggregate characteristics of the offenders. The extra items allowed them 

to determine the number of offenders and the types of incidents according 

to students' academic levels and special programs. The detailed data 

gatheri ng faci 1 itated coordination with counselors and other special ists 

dealing with "high risk" students' behavioral problems. 

Ribault High School in Jacksonville pioneered longitudinal charting of 

incident totals to produce a better picture of the ever-changing school 

environment. The computer printouts themselves do not provide any 

indication of whether incidents are increasing or decreasing. For ,~~at 
)"',.\ 

purpose, one of the Ribault assistant principals draws line charts of the 

number of incidents each month in key categories: such as fighting. 

Seeing the value of having longitudinal data for all principals, the 

project director suggested the each district's computer program be 

modified to produce a t~me series chart. Though there was general 

agreement among district 1 iaisons that the extra chart might be useful, 

none of the systems were modified to produce it. 
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Benefits 

While some incident profiling benefits were similar across Sites, others 

differed substantially among the three d,·str,·cts 
and their individual 

schools. At least some school pri"cij)ais in eadl district realized the 

primary direct benefit of the process, i.e., availability of better infor­

mation about campus incidents. This section goes beyond discussion of 

those benefits to examine characteristics distinguishing between schools 

and administrators deriving substantial benefits from incident profiling 

and those that did not. The major attribute associated with success was 

clearly the predisposition of the principal. Conscientious principals who 

favor using data and are willing to experiment reported much greater 
satisfaction than did others. 

As indicated by the survey results presented in Table 8, most administra­

tors reported benefiting from incident profiling. Forty to fifty percent 

of the participants indicated the printouts were of "some value. II The 

percentages of respondents indicating Ilgreat value" were 
more varied, 

ranging from nine percent in Rockford to 26 percent in Jacksonville. 

Direct Benefits From Incident Profiling 

In several schools, incident profiling produced exactly the sort of 

results originally envisionl!d as the primary direct benefits of incident 
if :\ 

profiling. That is, it revealed a previously unnoticed incident pattern 

and prompted ameliorative action by the principals. Those principals 

report they were unlikely to have taken the interventions if the incident 

profiling printouts had not made them aware of the pattern. 
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Table 8 
·Incident Profiling Value 

(Percentages of Respondents) 

". 

How much' value' has recording incidents in the computer system had for you? 

Great Some Minimal 
Value Value Value NA 

Anaheim 14 42 42 2 
Rockford 14 33 48 5 

Jacksonville 26 40 26 7 

How much value has reviewins incident re~ortins ~rintouts had for you? 

Great Some Minimal 
Value Value Value NA 

Anaheim 23 44 38 5 

Rockford 9 43 43 5 

Jacksonville 26 48 24 2 

Source: Final Survey 
N = Anaheim--43; Rockford--21; Jacksonville--43 

In Jacksonville's Forrest High School, for example, reviewing the print-

h 1 nce of locker thefts outs drew the prinCipal's attention to t e preva e 

Wh,'le not entirely unexpected, the finding increased during lunch time. 

the principal's awareness of the problem's magnitude. Based on this 

t th locker areas except for a knowledge, he restricted student access 0 e 

few minutes at the beginning and end of each lunch period. Subsequent 

.,' nd,' cated locker thefts and other i nci dents incident report printouts 

during lunch decreased. 

Similarly, the printouts for Guilford High School in Rockford were 

. 1 Locker thefts in that school tended to enl ightening to the princ,pa • 

occur dvring the last two perio s 0 e • d f t h day Again, while that finding 

120 

'll 
1 ~ 

11 

l] 

n •. or 

U ! 
lJ 
n 
U 
IJ 

D 
f1 
lJ 
[j \ 

\, 

U 

U 
II .... ' 

f , 
.j 

~'t 

1 d 

.' 

~ i( 
~~ ... 

n .' 

n 
fl 

I U 

n 
U 

(f U 
t IJ (1 

n 
n 
" 

IT 
n 
n 
n 
n 

I 

could have been antiCipated, since some students who were dismissed prior 

to the end of the day remained on campus, nonetheless, the administrators 

had not been aware of the pattern. Once the incident profi ling system 

indicated when thefts were occurring, preventive actions were taken. 

These two schools that did benefit directly frcJITI incident profiling's 

capacity to pinpoint campus trouble spots are among a handful of excep­

tions in this respect. A majority of prinCipals and almost all assistant 

prinCipals reported they received little benefit for one of two reasons: 

either they found no patterns in the data, or they al ready knew when and 

where incidents occurred most frequently. Those observations are capsul­

ized by survey results showing administrators' limited agreement with the 

statement that i nci dent profi 1 i ng made them more aware of "hot spots. II 

Table 9 shows 57 percent agreement in Jacksonville, 37 percent in Anaheim, 

and 33 percent in Rockford. Much lower percentages for an item about the 

system's ability to detect potential intergroup conflicts indicate it was 

less useful for that purpose. 

Whatever their opinion incident profiling's value for themselves, almost 

all administrators agreed the system could be very valuable at other 

schools. Larger schools and schools with a greater volume of serious 

incidents were thought most likely to benefit from using the system. 

Instrumental, Ancillary, and Unanticipated Benefits 

Perhaps the most important benefit from using incident profiling was not 

derived from it~ results but from the process itself. To record incidents .-;,~-

and interpret the charts p school administrators had to understand clearly 

distinctions between crime and discipline and among different criminal 
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Table 9 , . 
Incident Profiling Ytil'~Y) 

(Percentages of Responden s 

The incident profiling printouts 
campus. 

have made· me more aware of 

Anaheim 
Rockford 
Jacksonville 

Totally 
Agree 

9 

14 
33 

28 
19 
24 

Neutral 

23· 28 
19 9 

19 12 

"hot spots II on 

Totally 
Disagree 

12 
38 
12 

aware of potential The incident profiling printoupt~ have made me more '. 
conflicts between student grou • 

Totally 
Agree 

Anaheim 0 12 
Rockford 9 9 

Neutral 

35 
19 

19 
24 

Totally 
Disagree 

Jacksonville 14 14 29 17 

35 
38 
26 

Source: Final Survey Jacksonville--43 
N = Anaheim--43; Rockford--21; 

had been consulting with ,. n Rockford, where a~i ni strators d 
offenses. Even h was an increase 

1 fifteen years, t ere olice liaisons for near y . 

on-campus p .. d f their implications for approprlate awareness of these distlnctlons an 0 t' e I 

One administrator observed, , lI·t used to be that any ,m 
responses. , d them both for fighting. Now 

caught two Of had an assau • 
kids in a scrape, I would suspen .. lt II 

out whether this was a fight or, we . 
I try to figure . d many of hlS 

. f this admilllstrator an 
the system opened the eyes 0 • This increased 

nature of some misbetiav,or. 

Using 

colleagues to the criminal 

" Anaheim administrators for its sens,·t,·v,·ty is especially valued by 

preventive potential. them to prevent seri ous They see it as enab 1 i ng 
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problems that might be coming to their previously tranquil suburban 

campuses from surrounding metropolitan areas. 

A substantial ancillary benefit of incident profiling for prinCipals was 

the availability of the printouts for c .... unication with other groups. 

Rather than telling teachers they needed to be In the halls between 

classes to fights, a principal could inform the teachers nineteen fights 

OCcurred' last month and exactly how many were within twenty-five feet of 

their classroom doors. Principals who used the data in this way felt the 

extra s pee I fi c fty enhanced the I r c red I b fl ity with teachers a nd he 1 ped 
convey their message. 

Variations on this type of benefit were common. Some principals Cited the 

statistics In letters sent to parents and Community groups. A few used 

them in requests for action from the district office. Iii Jacksonvi 11 e' s 

Sandalwood Junior/Senior High School, for example, the staff had been 

trYing for years to persuade district personnel to replace the school's 

locker bays with lockers mounted along hallway walls. The obstructed 

vision caUsed by the bays' design provided havens 'for theft, drug deaHng, 

and other misbehavior. Upon. presenting the district office with one year 

of incident profiling data, the ch,ige was author;;zed. 

Accounting for Differential 8enefits 

Accounting for differing levels of benefits amninistrators derived from 

incident prOfiling cannot be done uneqUivocally, but interviews and 

analysis of school characteristics supports some inferences. Interes­

tingly, factors amninistrators. cited as likely to affect incident 

Proffl fng , s uti 11 ty were not a ssoc i a ted wi tI) va ryi ng 1 eve 1/ of sa t i s-

faction among prinCipals in the prOject schools. 
(I 
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conjectured that size of the school building, its surrounding campus, and 

its student enrollment would account for differences, those factors had no 

influence on the value principals ascribed to incident profiling (see 

Appendix C). 

Whether the number of incidents occurring on campus was related to 

appraisals of the systemls value is harder to determine because no 

accurate measure of the actual number of incidents is available. In 

schools with few recorded incidents, administrators tended to see little 

value in the system. Since number of incidents recorded does not 

correlate strongly with other measures of incident volume, however, the 

low volume of recorded incidents may be better understood as a result of 

low regard for the system rather than a cause of it. 

How useful the system would be in large schools with high incident volume 

cannot be determined from the'data collected during this project because 

the participating districts had no schools with acknowledged chronic crime 

problems. In Jacksonville, the largest, most urban district, where police 

report frequent violent and property crime in the neighborhoods 

surrounding some schools, the greatest number of incidents reported to the 

district security office during the first project year was XX. 

Consequently, the "laboratories" for testing the value of incident pro­

filing in seriously troubled schools were not available. 

Costs, Limitations, and Trade-Offs 

Time Requirements 

The major objection to incident profiling was that it required too much of 

assistant principals l time. Filling out an incident report formotakes two 

minutes at the very minimum. It can take a good deal longer if the admin-
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istrator must look up stUdent 
, , and teacher identification numbers, as well 

a~ ldentlfy the code numbers for the type of inCident and zone of 
S school. lnce an assistant principal . 

, may handle 30 or more stUdents a day 
two mlnutes per fo . , even 

rm represents a substantial investment of t' lme. 

Staff time must a 1 so be allocated to 
have clerks enter the incidents at 

the computer terminal for each school. S' 
lnce those terminals used h '1 were already 

eaVl y for other purposes, availability for enterl'ng 
report fonns 

sometimes became a problem. Since 
timel iness of the data is ' 

delays in entry hurt the system. lmportant, 

On a one- b 1e as is, labor was expended to put 
Administrators the sys tem into place. 

had to be instructed in h t 
d ow 0 record and interpret the 
ata and computer programmers had to deSign and test the system. 

addition to the In 
, ,personnel cost, resource allocation of computer access and 

proCesslng tlme added not only 
to the s ta rt-up cos ts , bu tal so to the 

costs of operating the system. 

Insensitivity of Incident Profiling To School 
Climate Nuances 

Many administrators doubted the 
utility of incident profiling because the 

system is not sensitive to th 
e nuances they regard as critical indicators 

of emerging problems. 0 
ne aSSistant principal elaborated thl'S 

f 11 POint as 
o ows, "If I first rea'lized I had a drug problem b 

ecause the prl'nt t showed five incidents ' ou 
ln the boys I restroom, I would 

for not doing my job. probably get fired 
, I canlt wait for an inCident to Occur 
ln the system d ' get recorded 

an show up on a printout. 
I have to respond to tips, 

suspiCions, and anv? 1 
J - . e, se I have to go on. II 

pal gave the fOllowing e;(ample. 
Another assistant princi­

He had recently observed cigarette butts 
the industrial arts room. 

outs i de the door of 
Upon investigation, he 
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learned the room was in use all but one period each day. He then 

arranged for survei 11 ance of the area duri ng that time and caught the 

smokers. His detective work is the daily routine of an assistant princi­

pal, yet, the incident profiling system contains none of the information 

he used. Several administrators related similar stories, particularly 

regarding use or sale of drugs on campus. Incident profil ing lacks 

sufficient sensitivity to aid school administrators .in pinpointing many 

crime and disciplin~ problems. 

Insensitivity of the system to nuance could be expected because of the 

differences between the school e"vi.ronment and the community environs for 

which the incident profiling methodology was originally developed. For 

the system to provide a police captain with the datum that ten car thefts 

occurred in one neighborhood would be about as much detail as needed to 

allocate departmental resources. School administrators' information needs 

more closely resemble those of police officers on patrol than of chiefs. 

They are much more likely to have dealt with the incidents initially, or 

at least to have received first hand accounts of them, and to be involved 

directly in implementing whatever interventions they choose. 

Sufficiency of the Status Quo 

Perhaps the greatest single reason for the lackluster response to incident 

profiling is that administrators in most project schools already had as 

much information as they wanted of the type incident profiling could 

provide. Particularly in junior high schools, most of which had only one 

assistant principal responsible for handling all on-campus student 

violations of school rules and state laws, the requisite information was 

already consolidated in a single source. Although incident profiling 
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might organize that information in a more systematic fashion and produce 

charts that could be used in communication wl"th anyone 
who 1 acked the 

assistant prinCipal's knowledge base, . it could not contribute much to 
identifying incident patterns. 

Institutionaliztion 

Steps taken to make incident profiling 
a permanent system range from 

minimal in Rockford to all but completed in Anaheim. 
The Anaheim super­

intendent has expressed unwavering commitment to the 
system and has 

authori zed her staff 
to take the necessary steps for its continuity. 

Since all schools are 1 d 
a rea y using the methodology, little needs to be 

done except to train d " " 
new a mlnlstrators in the fall. At least one 

modification of the systenl will be made, though, and the status of another 
is pending. 

The planned modification in Anaheim addresses the most frequently voiced 

complaint about incident profiling--that it takes too long. To substan­

tially reduce the time needed, the district ll"al"son 
has worked with NASS 

director Rubel to deSign a form sim'ilar to a 
standardized test form that 

could be fed directly into an optical sensor for computer input. 
t ". Adopting 
hlS system would reduce the assistant prinCipals' workload by eliminating 

the need to write out the reports and would Virtually eliminate the work a 

clerk must do to enter the incidents into the computer. It will also 
enable the comput t 

er 0 generate new varieties of analyses, such as 

checking the consistency of administrative responses to various types of 
inCidents. 

Personnel in Jacksonville have indicated a desire to extend 
incident pro-

filing to all district secondary schoo,ls. 
The necessary precursor to 
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doing that is consolidating the three, report forms assistant principals 

would be required to file for a single incident: one for the student 

records system, another for the security office, and the third·for inci­

dent profiling. Since all three forms require much of the same informa­

tion, they logically could be combined into one. At the time of this 

writing, the decision had not yet been made as to whether the reports 

would be combined and the incident profiling process continued. 

A determination in Rockford was also pending at the time this report'was 

submitted. Replacement of the district administrator who had served as 

project 1 i a i son removed the strongest proponent of the system at the 

district level. Other district administrators have talked of making inci­

dent profiling optional for each school. 

Conclusion 

Operationally, incident profiling worked essentially as it had been 

designed. Its value to many school administrators, however, differed from 

what had been envisioned. Rather than providing principals with new 

insights into incident patterns on th~(ir campuses, the major function of 

incident profil ing was as a catalyst to take action addressing problems 

that had been recognized previously. 

Perhaps because the training had touted the value of the system as lying 

in its capacity to reveal undetected patterns, or because the recording 

process was time consuming for already busy assistant principals, most 

administrators did not feel that they derived sufficient benefits from the 

process to compensate for the time they spent on it. As indicated in 

Table 10, the greatest satisfaction was reported in Jacksonville, where 48 

percent of the administrators responding to the anonymous final evaluation 
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survey agreed that benefits exceeded cost. The corresponding figure in 

Anaheim wa.s 30 percent and in Rockford, 29 percent. 

Regar'dless of their satisfaction with incident profil ing benefits, school 

administrators almost universally wanted the system modified if they are 

to continue using it. Fewer than one in ten respondents to the final 

anonymous survey of administrators wanted the system continued next year 

unless it is modified. Between one fifth and one half of the respondents 

Table 10 
Incident Profiling Assessments 
(Percentages of Respondents) 

Incident profiling benefits (for R's school) were worth the time expended. 

Totally Totally 
All Res~ondents Agree Neutra 1 Oisa~ree 

Anaheim 7 23 14 28 28 
Rockford 5 24 9 19 43 
Jacksonville 24 24 20 14 26 

Princi~al/Assistant Princi~al 

Anaheim 13/4 33/18 20/11 20/32 13/36 
Rockford 11/0 33/17 0/17 22/17 33/50 
Jacksonville 29/24 43/16 7/16 14/12 7/32 

Incident profiling should be: 

Continued Continued Oiscon-
As Is with Modifications tinued 

Anaheim 7 56 37 
Rockford 5 48 48 
Jacksonville 9 69 21 

Source: Final Survey 
N = Anaheim--43; Rockford--21; Jacksonville--43 
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in each district preferred to have the system discontinued. The modifica­

tion they mentioned mos.t frequently during interviews was reducing the 

paperwork incident profiling requires. The lower figures in Table 10 for 

assistant principals than for principals judging the utility of the system 

may owe in part to the greater paperwork required of the former. 

h su,"tab,"l,"ty of ,"ncident profiling for schools Two observations about t e 

surfaced repeatedly during interviews with project participants. First, 

satisfaction with the system increases the further away the administrator 

is from handling disruptive incidents. District administrators spoke much 

more favorably about incident profiling than did school principals, and 

principals were somewhat more pleased with it than were assistant princi-

pals. The final survey results substantiate that finding, at least for 

principals and assistants. 

potential it suggests for using 

O~e implication of this finding is the 

the incident profiling results more 

extensivefly to work with personnel located away from the school sites. 

Indeed, early versions of the system in New York City and Prince George's 

County, Marylan were d 
'
"nst,"tuted primarily to provide district security 

offices with better information. 

The second major observation presents a paradox. Poorly administered, 

disorderly schools stand to benefit most from using the system. Admini­

strators who are not sensitive to the "what, when, and where" of disorder 

on their campuses certainly could learn a lot from reviewing printouts. 

Such administrators, however, are not likely to exert the necessary 

additional effort to use incident profiling properly. If they are already 

failing to keep up with their workload or lack the desire to learn about 

their campuses through other means, nothing suggests they would respond 
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differently to incident profiling data. Perhaps the most suitable use of 

the system is for a dynamic new administrator to become familiar with 

campus problems. Veronica Valentine and Frank Castellano, who both joined 

the project in -Jacksonville at the beginning of the second school year, 

found the reports from the past years very helpful. 

While the project schools demonstrated incident profiling can be operated 

in its current form, a few modifications will substantially enhance its 

value. First is integration of the incident profiling system with other 

reporting systems. Ideally, the same report form used by a teacher to 

make what is cORlJlonly called a "discipline referral" could pass through 

each phase of the system, with more pieces of information being added at 

each step. The data on that form could then be entered once into a 

centralized computer data bank that would maintain all misbehavior records 

and could generate sURlJlary reports for each student, category of incident, 

or other variable. Speaking ideally again, assistant principals would 

have computer terminals in their offices so they could refer to the 

records they need with minimal delay. 

While similar systems are currently the norm for stock brokerages, travel 

agencies, and catalog showrooms, the necessary technology has not yet 

spread to all school districts. Until it does, the extra work required 

for incident profiling and the selective reporting that results will 
detract from the system's value. 
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ACTION PLANNING AND INTERVENTIONS 

Purpose 

Action planning was to empower participants to target their unique 

problems and devise strategies suited to their own goals and resources. 

Each school was to select its own crime or other misbehavior problem and 

use techni ques the project offered or other measures to address that 

problem. This localized targeting was to invest participants with a sense 

of "owning" the project. 

Features 

Action planning complements incident profiling by devising interventions 

to reduce the problems incident profiling identifies. The statistical 

information from incident profiling reveals what type of incidents occur 

frequently, as well as where and when they occur. Action planning, 

however, is not tied inextricably to incident profiling. Schools can use 

action planning process for problems they selec:t without reference to 

incident profiling data. 

For action planning, participants were introduced to the concept of school 

"action teams." Administrators were informed these teams could be useful 

in choosing an action plan target, devising intervention strategies, and 

perhaps even implementing those strategies. Action teams were to draw 

upon school and community resources beyond the school administrative 

staff. Teachers, students, parents, custodians, and other members of the 

school community were to join administrators on the team. They would 

provide information and ·offer perspectives otherwise unavailable t 
/ 

principals and assistant principals trying to maintain campus safety. 
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While maintaining sch 1 0 0 00 adm1 n1 strators I ul tOt 0 

1ma e author1 ty, the teams 
could generate new ideas and Supply additional 

resources. 

The action planning and 

recurs ive. loop. Comp 1 et i ng 
interventions component was designed as a 
the last step was 

providing a basis for making changes before 
linked back to the first by 

The following steps comprised 
starting the process over. 

the process as generally implemented. 

1. Assemble action 1 
p an team (either school-wide or administrators only) 

2. Select target ( f re er to incident profiling data) 
Develop formal, written action plan 3. 

4. Implement interventions 

5. Monitor results (ref 0 

o er aga1n to incident profiling data) 
6. Determ1ne whether intervention is working 

If so, select another target (return to step 2) 
-- If not, revise action plan ( return to step 3) 

As this pro cess outline suggests the to 
o 0 ' ac 10n team was to use the inciden 

prOflllng data in selecting a target problem. t 

an action plan that ld 
The team then would develop 

wou specify interventions, 
During this planning process, the 

goals, and timelines. 

f team would consider drawing upon the 
ull range of resources available to the school d 

interventions an not be 1 imited to 
administrators could implement al 

one.. The chosen strategy would then be i 1 
mp emented and its effects monitored ideally b 0 

l°nc °d too 'y US1ng the 1 en prOflhng system If th 0 

Positive results, 
• e 1ntervention appeared to be achieving 

was to be selected and the 
a new target problem 

planning, implementation and moni tori ng steps repeated. If the 
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intervention strategy was not working, the action plan was to be revised 

and a new strategy implemented and monitored. 

The action planning and interventions phase originally was expected to 

deal with crime problems. Accordingly, the design features for this part 

of the project were heavily oriented toward crimes and crime prevention. 

Since schools were free to use the action planning process for almost any 

purpose, reflecting the project1s emphasis on local options, adjustments 

were made in-course to assist schools that chose noncrime targets. 

Training and Technical Assistance 

The cycle of intervention strategies workshops, one per site, occurred in 

winter 1984. For these workshops, project director Rubel enlisted the 

assistance of Peter Blauvelt, security chief for the Prince George1s 

County, Maryland school system, and Walter Hollins, a group dynamics and 

t Together, they developed a training design with four motivation exper • 

presentat,·ons on the nature and extent of school crime, major elements: 

instruction in using crime-specific intervention methods that had been 

tested elsewhere, team-building exercises, and audience participation 

activities to stimulate thinking about crime solutions. 

Action Planning/lntervention Strategies Workshop 

In contrast to the 1 im,te ,me e or . d t· b f e the f,·rst incident profil ing 

workshops, the months prior to the intervention strategies workshop 

afforded the project director sufficient time to prepare a detailed 

training design and draw upon the expertise of a professional trainer. 

Moreover, the scheduling of the workshops allowed modifying the training 

curriculum from one site to the next. This greater attention to 

preparation meant the workshops could be more appropriatelo tailored to 
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the site-specific conditions of each district. As discussed below, this 

extra preparation resulted in better participant appraisals of the 
workshops. 

Prior to the workshops, the project director asked each district liaison 

to have school principals select a team to attend with them. Suggested 

team members included principal s, assistant principal s, teachers, 

counselors, custodians, parents, students, and security personnel. Team 

member attendance varied among districts and among schools within each 

district, although some nonadministrative personnel attended from every 
school. Because the workshops were scheduled during the school day, 

district requirements of having one administrator on campus at all times 

prevented some assistant principals from attended. That created a small 

problem because assistant prinCipals were most heavily involved in the 
project. 

Uncertainty evident at the first workshop, held in Rockford, about whether 

the teams were to have a continuing function after the workshop led the 

program director to emphasize tile team concept in his pre-workshop 

communications with Anaheim and Jacksonville. Those districts received a 

clear message that the workshop would lay a foundation for ongOing team 

involvement in school crime management. School prinCipals, however, would 

sole authority for deciding how active their teams would be. 

Upon arriving at the workshop, each team received copies of Blauvelt1s 

book Effective Strategies for School Security, workbooks outlining major 

points covered in the workshop, and several other handouts on crime 

intervention. The day and a half to two day sessions were divided into 

roughly three parts. The largest portion of time was devoted to presen-
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tations emphasizing distinctions between types of crimes and describing 

crime prevention measures. Another block of the time was spent in group 

exercises that encouraged interaction and bonding. These team building 

exercises were intended to ,increase the likelihood that school administra­

tors would include the other team members in the action planning process. 

Most of the remaining time was spent with the participants clustering by 

school to work collectively on exercises or on plans for implementing what 

they were learning. 

The presentations gave the audience very practical pointers for main­

taining safe schools. For example, the importance of proper search and 

seizure was communicated by a demonstration using a plainclothes sheriff's 

deputy loaded wi th contraba'nd as a II suspect. II The audi ence enjoyed 

watching one of their own assistant principals discover a gun, knife, and 
When Blauvelt followed up by 

drugs as he searched the "suspect." 

uncovering a razor blade taped to the "suspect's" back, he dramatically 

illustrated the effectiveness of his techniques. 

During the concluding workshop session, school teams met to begin working 

on their action plans. Their first task in these meetings was to select a 

target for their planning. For this purpose, they were encouraged to use 

incident profiling printouts, but were free to base their choice on other 

indicators of problems. After choosing a target, they were to either 

outline their plan or, since time was short, schedule their next meeting. 

Responses to the formal evaluation administered at the end of the work-

shops attested to their quality. 
In contrast to the fall workshop (see 

Table 5), their overall ratings, displayed in Table 11, were almost 

uniformly positive. 
Furthermore, almost ntnety percent of the respon-
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At. Pl . Tab 1 e 11 c 10n· annlng/In(tervention Strategies Workshop Overall 
Percentages of Respondents) Rating 

Excellent Good 

Anaheim 60 40 
Rockford 25 65 
Jacksonville 79 21 

Source: Intervention Strategies WOI"kshop Evaluation 
N = Anaheim--110; Rockford--66; Jacksonville--89 

Fair 

0 
9 

0 

Poor 

o 
1 

o 

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

dents agreed the workshop prov·ided useful ideas for solving problems at 

their schools and that the team building exercises created a cooperative 

spirit among team memb A . ers. bout three quarters of the respondents agreed 

that the workshop sufficiently prepared them to conduct the next phase of 

the project. 

While the intervention t s rategies workshop achieved its major objective of 

motivating school personnel to take actl·on to make their schools safer, it 

had two unsatisfactory features for the audien.ces ,attending. First, the 

workshop dealt almost exclusively with crime. S i l'lce the proj ect 's schoo 1 

di s tri cts had few seri ous crime problems, attendees were interested in 

less serious forms of student misbehavl·or as well as crime. 

The second deficiency n t d o e was lack of uniquely educatl·onal responses to 

crime. The reconmended conslsted almost exclu-intervention strategies . 

· arget hardening, and apprehension. School sively of surveillance~ t 

personne 1 attendi ng the- workshops expressed at least equal interest in 

. elms and offeri ng potential offenders teaching youths to ,.,a, void becoming 111· t· 

alternatives to cr;lme. 
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NASS Site Visits 

Although the workshops were the primary source of training for action 

planning, they did not stand alone. Subsequently, NASS provided technical 

assistance through site visits and the dissemination of special materials. 

Rubel and Washington, D.C. school, security chief Ed Dews visited each 

district in spring 1984. Together with the district liaisons, Rubel and 

Dews met representatives of all schools. In Rockford and Anaheim, they 

met with school teams paired in feeder patterns. Both of those districts 

match one high school with one junior high for attendance. Pairing them 

for the spri ng meetings created interactions among the school teams as 

well as with the technical assistance providers. In Jacksonville, pairing 

was impractical because the feeder patterns overlap among schools and only 

some of the schools are participating in the project. Rubel, Dews, and 

the Jacksonville district liaison, therefore, met with administrators at 

each campus. 

After it became apparent that many schools were using action planning for 

discipline problems, NASS provided infonnation about intervention strate­

gies suitable for class cutting and other noncriminal matters. Since the 

general approach to designing and implementing interventions is no 

different for mi sbehavi or problems than for crime problems, no furtrler 

advic~ on the problem-solving process was necessary. More focused 

technical assistance NASS provided to ~choo1s that selected misbehavior 
".< 

problems included a booklet on class cutting developed at the request of 

the Anaheim superintendent. 

NASS also delivered technical assistance during fall 1984 "kick off" site 

visits. During those visits, the project director met with school 

138 

I I i . , , 

I \ 

d 

11 i I 

II 
I . 

"~ 1 

{ 1 

U 
II 
n 
n 
lJ 
n 
n 
n 
n 
u 
n 
n 
{] 

r 
! 
I 

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

~ 1 ~ u 
'. 

fl I 
! 

U 
I J 

q 
l. 

U 
n 
i J 

fl 
U 
n 
{ J 

f} 

u 
n 
u 
u 

personnel and discussed ways to re-energize their teams upon their return 

from summer vacation. He also reviewed their progress with interventions 

during the first year and suggested action plan modifications for the 

coming school year. 

Implementation 

Action planning implementation followed immediately after the training 

workshops. Administrators were to reassemble their teams, complete their 

actions plans, and begin implementing their interventions as soon as 

possible. The process would continue through the remainder of the 

project, with modification of plans and interventions as needed. 

School Teams 

A major issue during implementation regarded the role of teams. The 

winter workshop had promoted teams representing all portions of the school 

population as an effective way to approach crime problems. Though 

participating principa1s were not told explicitly they could disband their 

teams if they preferred not to ,Jse them, they impl ici tly had that 

authority. 

developed. 
As the project progressed, three major team-use patterns 

• Participatory teams. Teams were very active in a few school:;. Non .. 

administrative members not only contributed their observations and 

ideas, they also shared decision-making authority and sometimes 

assisted with implementing interventions. 

• Advi sory teams. In most schools, the teams functioned at a low 

level. They assembled a few times during the year to discuss 

problems, but had no authority. The principal, assistant principals, 

and, less commonly, counselors were the functional team. This core 
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group drew upon the other members. occasionally for information or 

suggestions. 

• Inactive teams. In the remaining schools, the teams did not operate 

at all except for ceremonial purposes such as attending meetings 

during NASS site visits. 

The major impediment principals cited to involving .teams effectively was 

scheduling. Finding a single time when all members could meet proved very 

difficult. Principals who surmounted that impediment, however, agreed 

that holding the group together required a lot of creativity and good will 

among the members. 

Action Plans 

In selecting action plan targets, some school teams referred to the inci­

dent profiling data, but most placed the highest priority on a topic of 

interest to team members. This informal selection process may partially 

explain why so many teams picked noncriminal topics. As Table 12 shows, 

only three schools in Anaheim and four in Jacksonville chose a criminal 

problem. Theft, alcohol, and drugs were the major criminal categories 

drawing attention. Discipline problems selected for school action plans 

ran the gamut from attendance to insubordination. Additionally, the 

Anaheim superintendent designated class cutting as a district-wide target. 

Provided teams devoted attention to that problem, they could also select 

other targets. 

After returning to their schools, some teams decided to select different 

problems from what they had chosen at the workshop. These decisions 

reflect better understanding of \'Jhat they were to do and additional 

consideration of what they would like to accomplish. 
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Table 12 
Initial Action Plan Topics 

Crime Topics Anaheim Rockford Jacksonville Total --
Theft 1 4 2 7 

Drugs/Alcohol 2 2 1 5 

Vandalism 1 1 

Trespassing 1 1 

Crime Total 3 7 4 14 

Student Misbehavior Topics 

Class Cutting* 8* 1 9 

Insubordination 1 1 3 5 

Tardiness 1 3 4 

Fighting 1 3 4 
Truancy 3 3 

Disruption 2 2 
Loitering 2 2 

Intimidation 1 1 

Misbehavior Total 15 3 12 30 

* Schools selecting classs cutting at the workshop. Later, 
schools were instructed to target at least class cutting. 

all Anaheim 
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L 
Depending upon the progress they made during the first year, teams were to 

retain the same target for the second project year or select a different 

one. Schools that changed targets did so for a variety of reasons. Some 

had reached their goals and were ready to work on something new. In 

others, the teams realized the problem selected was not amenable to 

amelioration within the project time-span or was too difficult for them to 

undertake. Several teams abandoned substance abuse plans for these 

reasons; although, curiously, a few others changed their topic in the 

second year to substance abuse. Other schools changed their targets 

simply because a different problem had become more pressing. 

Four schools in Anaheim, seven in Jacksonville, and three in Rockford 

reported working on the same target problem during both project years. 

Most teams, however, selected a different target in the second ye~r 

(Anaheim, 10; Rockford, 5; and Jacksonville, 7). A few schools s~lected 

three or more different issues to work on during the project period 

(Anaheim, 4; Rockford, 2; and Jacksonville, 1). 

Although individual schools changed action plan targe·~, the overall 

distribution of targets remained about the same from the first year to the 

second (see Table 13). As in the first year, discipline problems remained 

most prevalent. The "other" category of student misbeh~yior_ problems 

listed in Table 13 includes primarily process issues, such as team 

building, improving cOlmlunications, and identifying high-risk students. 

Within the "insubordination" category are such issues as failure to attend 

detention. This problem especially concerned principals, who felt a need 

for sanctions other than corporal punishment to deal with petty misbeha-

vior. 
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Table 13 
Second Year Action Plan Topics 

Crime Topics 

Theft 

Drugs/Alcohol 

Vandalism 

TrespaSSing 

Assault 

Crime Total 

Student Misbehavior Topics 

Class Cutting 

Insubordination 

Tardiness 

Fighting 

Truancy 

Disruption 

LOitering 

Other 

Misbehavior Total 

Anaheim 

3 

1 

1 

2 

7 

5* 

2 

2 

4 

2 

1 

16 

Rockford 

1 

1 

4 

6 

2 

1 

2 

5 

Jacksonville 

1 

2 

1 

1 

5 

1 

2 

3 

2 

1 

2 

1 

12 

Total -
6 

4 

2 

2 

2 

17 

6 

4 

3 

5 

5 

2 

3 

6 

34 

* S~hoo~s th~t did not select a second year plan . dlstrlct d 1 1n addition t~ A h . I -W1 e c ass cutting target. v na elm s 
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Interventions 

Interventions chosen for action plan targets differed widely among the 

schools. This variation followed logically from each principal proceeding 

autonomously. Truly, no two school s implemented the same interventions; 

few were even similar, as suggested by the sampling of interventions 

1 is ted in Table 14. The major source of conmona 1 i ty was the Anaheim 

directive for all schools to target class cutting. Even then, teams 

developed different methods for achieving that goal and about half of them 

decided no additional measures were required. Those teams chose alterna­

tive topics, and, accordingly, other interventions. 

The eight schools targeting locker thefts produced eight different inter­

vention strategies. On the basis of the incident profiling information, 

one Rockford high school team determined that a disproportionate number 

of locker thefts were occurring late in the school day and immediately 

after school. To increase adult presence in the halls during those times, 

the chief custodian suggested modifying the work shifts of his staff. 

Custodial work schedules were changed from night to afternoon hours to 

provide coverage of the hall and locker areas. The resulting benefits of 

this intervention included a sharp decrease in locker thefts, a ten 

percent salary reduction by eliminating the night differential custodians 

had received under the former schedule, less debris in the halls at the 

end of the day, and improved custodial staff morale. 

A Jacksonville high school employed a quite different strategy for dealing 

with locker thefts. In this school, the incident profiling data indicated 

a surge ()f theft at lunch time from lockers in areas where students 

congregate after eating. In response, the school team devised a plan 

144 

\ I 
[ I 

I \ 
! 1 

L 
0 
q p 

p 
. I r 

J ~ 
) \ 
, -

U 

u 
n 
u 
[l 

n 
II 
I I 

U 
LJ 

n 
0 It 

--- -------------

. J 

U 
~.·l d 

u 

, J 

f I 
! J 

[1 

I ] 
U 

fJ 
[J 

n 
u 
o 

Topic 

Theft 

Drugs 

Theft 

Vandalism 

Drugs 

Theft 

Fighting 

Tardies 

Fighting 

General 

General 

. "t 

Table 14 
Selected Action Plan Topics and Interventions 

Intervention Strategy 

Required students to park bicycles in a single lot visible 
throughout the day from several classrooms 

Worked with pO~ice department to disperse suspected drug 
dealers operatlng on campus periphery 

Limited student access to locker areas during lunch 

Placed student artwork on previously defaced main entrance doors " 

Started drug counseling p70gram 

Res~heduled custodians from evenings to afternoons and 
asslgned them to locker areas, where their presence would 
deter theft 

Created student team to counsel fighters and potential 
fighters 

Locke~ all classroom doors when the tardy bell rang and 
penallzed students who remained outside 

Cond~cted seminar for students on ways to avoid fighting 

Reduced time allowed for changing classes 

Offered cash rewards to students providing information 
about the "Crime of the Week" 
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whereby students were fed sequentially rather than all at once. Locker 

access was reduced and supervision.increased. Again, thefts declined. 

Action planning ina Rockford junior high school produced an elaborate 

fight reduction strategy. Using data from the incident profiling system, 

the school team found that 62 fights had occurred in a 54 day period, more 

than one fight per day. The action plan called for a two-pronged 

intervention approach. First, staff were to become more visible whenever 

students were out of class. Second, this increased adult presence was 

complemented by fight reduction seminars for all students. Seminar topics 

included why people fight, and how to avoid fights, deal with anger, 

exercise self-control, and handle emotions in a positive way. School 

administrators felt so positive about the results of this intervention 

that they approached elementary school principals to discuss holding the 

seminars for younger students. 

Fighting was also the topic of a Jacksonville plan that took a more direct 

approach. A student fight team was assembled to intervene with fighters 

and potential fighters. Team members, working under a counselor's 

supervision, encouraged their peers to settle their differences without 

throwing punches. SInce this strategy was not devised until the second 

year and training the fight team took time, results were not clea.r by 

year-end. 

One other plan illustrates the potential for using the action planning 

process to involve off-campus resource people. A Sheriff's officer helped 

a Jacksonville team reduce drug sales in campus parking lots. School 

personnel agreed to report suspicious activity and to put parking lot 

gates in working order to keep cars in or out as needed. The officer 
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alerted his colleagues of the problem and arranged for patrols to be ready 

when the principal reported trouble. Their concerted effort quickly drove 

the suspected drug sellers from the area. 

Experiences with implementing and monitoring interventions varied as much 

as the interventions themselves. Participants in schools with specific 

and concrete problems tended to have more positive experiences with their 

interventions. Locker theft, for example, could be monitored reasonably 

well. Thus, administrators could discern whether their actions were 

having the desired effect and, if not, could modify their plans accor­

dingly. 

The importance of monitoring was especially evident in the Anaheim schools 

that targeted class cutting. Schools using computerized attendance 

systems developed more sophisticated strategies and used them longer than 

did other schools. Anaheim High School, one of two using the computer 

attendance system, had extremely positive results. After monitoring class 

cuts, the principal instituted a IIlock-out" policy. Once class periods 

began, teachers closed their classroom doors so that tardy students could 

not enter. Staff then "swept" the campus to find students out of class. 

Offenders were taken to a detention area where they spent the remainder of 

the class period writing essays about punctuality. 

When the new tardiness policy first took effect, the three assistant prin­

cipals alone conducted the "sweeps" at the beginning of each class period 

and monitored the d~tention ~rea. They could not continue that practice 

for long, however, because it required teo much time. A few weeks into 

the project, though, enough classroom teachers volunteered for those 

duties so that the "l ock out ll could continue. The teachers decided they 
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1 to conduct their classes were recei vi ng enough benefi tin bei ng ab e 

that they.could spend some of without interruption from tardy students 

their free time making the program work. 

Benefits 

The value administrators assigned to involving 

;.'mong schools within each district. districts ;and w 

teams varied among 

Not surprisingly, 

administrators with active teams were most positive about the benefits 

they recei vedio teams all owed them to share some of thei r Involving the 

administrat'ive burdens, while simul taneously famil iarizing participating 

scope and magnitude of a principal's job. teachers and students with the 

The teams also offered 

and disciple problems. 

., t fresh perspectives on school crime admlnlstra ors 

The variety of relevant school stakeholders who 

comprised the school teams brought new ideas and approaches about school 

safety to the group discussions. One administrator, who had an active 

possible participants, remarked II ••• team that included the full range of 

t he most valuable part of the project. 1I 

team brainstorming was 

An additional benefit of team participation involves teams' contribution 

not only in developing action plans but also in implementing the plans' 

t d d to involve team members Schools with active teams en e interventions. 

in the intervention process. This was particularly true in schools that 

in their intervention strategies. Referring 

role models under auspices of the project, 

incorporated a peer component 

to students acting as positive 

one assistant principal observed, lIinvolvement 

stoppers' intervention very effective. 1I 
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Regardless of team participation, administrators generally regarded the 

action planning process as a valuable contribution to school administra­

tion. In discussing action planning process, one administrator remarked 

that "(it) forces us to acknowledge a range of problems and select among 
them. II 

Another said "(we) refer to the plan to keep us on track and it 

provides us with a basis for modifying what we are doing. II Many simply, 

though succinctly, described the action plans as "worthwhile." 

Developing formal, written plans forced administrators to examine their 

current practices and think about what they might do differently. By its 

very design, the process encouraged administrators to explore a range of 

options, set priorities, and develop intervention plans uniquely suited to 
thei r needs. By devising their own plans rather than choosing an 

intervention "off the shelf" administrators were able to claim ownership 

of the action plans, the attendant intervention strategies, and any 

successes they achieved. In this regard, action planning stimulated 

administrators to implement measures that were needed but had been 

neglected due to lack of time or motivation. Action planning removed them 

from the day-to-day events of thei r schools long enough for them to do 

some strategic planning. Instead of constantly "putting out fires," they 

took the necessary time to explore, design, and test proactive interven­
tions. 

Administrators' responses to the final, anonymous evaluation survey tended 

to confirm, although in somewhat less positive terms, statements they made 

during interviews. Respondents' ratings of the value they derived from 

ea~h of the following items are displayed in Table 15: "invo.lving admini­

strative teams in the project," "involving full school teams in the 
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Table 15 I 

Action Planning Assessments 
(Percentages of Respondents) 

Great Some Minimal 
Value Value Value NA -

Developing a written action plan. 
Anaheim 26 37 35 2 
Rockford 19 48 38 0 
Jacksonvi1l e 38 33 21 5 

Involving full school teams. 

Anaheim 16 30 49 5 
Rockford 14 48 33 5 
Jacksonville 38 33 19 9 

Involving administrative teams. 

Anaheim 30 42 26 2 
Rockford 14 43 38 5 
Jacksonville 40 43 17 0 

Implementing new strategies to 
reduce target offenses. 

Anaheim 33 47 19 2 
Rockford 14 48 38 0 
Jacksonville 45 29 37 5 

~! Source: Fi na 1 Survey 
" 

,1 N = Anaheim--43; Rockford--21; Jacksonville--43 
i1 
~ 
, 
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project,1I IIdeveloping written 'action plans,1I and lIimplementing new 

stra,tegies to reduce target offenses. II 

According to the survey, most administrators derived some value, but not a 

lot, from involving teams in the project. Half the respondents in 

Anaheim, a third in Rockford, and a fifth in Jacksonville, though, 

indicated only minimal value from involving full school teams. In 

Anaheim, administrators clearly preferred administrative teams to the full 

school variety. Whereas 72 percent regarded full teams as having at least 

II some value,1I only 48 percent had the same opinion for school-wide teams. 

The Anaheim administrators simply may have been more action oriented than 

their counterparts in the other sites. Over 80 percent of them reported 

deriving IIsome
ll 

or IIgreat value ll from implementing interventions, more 

than the the 74 percent in Jacksonville and 62 percent in Rockford • 

Costs, limitations, and Trade-offs 

Administrators indicated three major factors limited team involvement: 

scheduling, lack of motivation for involvement, and some principals' 

reluctance to share or appear to share their authority. Of these, 
scheduling seemed the most genuinely troubling. With team members 
generally having myriad other responsibilities, they could not always 

select a mutually agreeable meeting time. Parents and custodians usually 

could not attend daytime meetings and the other members generally could 

not attend at night. Principals and assistant principals often did not 

know in advance when they could be free at the same time for a meeting. 

If the assistant principal did not attend, the team would lack the 

school's chief disciplinarian. Having assistant principals attend in 

place of the principal was less than ideal, though,,· because assistant 
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principals did not all attend the winter workshop when the team was formed 

and did not have authority to take action without the principals' 

approval. 

Other limitations on team use stemmed mainly from principals' lack of 

Teams d,"d not remain active for long without interest in having a team. 

endorsement and expressed wi 11 i ngness to cons i der the the principal's 

team's ideas. Teams that disbanded despite their principal's support 

tended to do so because their schools did not have serious enough problems 

f e As one administrator summed up to give team members a sense 0 purpos. 

the school's experience lI(the) team was good while it lasted. Without a 

pressing need, however, interest waned. 1I 

Even without a full team, action planning was a time consuming process. 

Although the brainstorming aspects were viewed positively, some admini­

strators regarded developing a written plan as lIoverkil1.11 Producing a 

written document was perceived as an unnecessary burden by administrators 

who felt their limited time and resources could have been put to better 

use. Others indicated the process of developing written plans was too 

rigid for fluid crime and discipline problems. 

In contrast, several admi ni strators reported that the project's action 

planning process did not differ from what their normal procedures. These 

administrators tended to view the requirements of action planning as 

unneeded overlays to their satisfactory problem-solving methods. Simi­

larly, some administrators indicated the planning and interventions 

process created an artificial emphasis on a problem that may not have 

warranted such a substantial infusion of time and effort. The benefits 

likely to flow from action planning were regarded as insufficient to 
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justify fUll-scale planning. Additionally, some felt they had already 

implemented all interventions within their means. A version of this 

observation was expressed by one administrator who concluded II ••. [there 

is] not much point in developing a plan that can't be implemented because 
of lack of resources.1I 

Institutionalization 

In general, partiCipants at all three sites expressed some satisfaction 

with developing action plans and implementing interventions. That satis­

faction suggests the action planning process will continue in some form at 
many of the schools. 

For example, in the final evaluation interviews, principals at several 

schools indicated their intentions to continue using some sort of team 

approach in the future. In these cases, administrators indicated the 

teams might be combined with other, ongoing school groups. One Anaheim 

admir/'istrator intended to combine the action planning team with the 

school's assertive disCipline committee. While the action planning teams 

may not continue in a IIpure li form, their value and potential contribution 

to the schools was sufficient to ensure a continued role for them. 

Moreover by blending them with other school groups having slightly 

different purposes, their possible contributions may be enlarged. 

At the district level, the Anaheim superintendent has proposed formal 

continuation of the full action planning component. The district office 

has indicated it intends to require action plans as part of principals' 

regular planning for the coming year. There will be no reqUirement, 

however, of involving teams. 
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Conclusion 
, can be e,;·"(,Jwn from Severa' concluSl0ns 

the Year and a half experience with 

acti on p 1 anni ng and i nterventi ons. 
teams to take an active role and 

First, despite initial, reticence, 

administrators who permitted their 'th 
, re most pleased Wl the 

some authority in the plannlng process we J 

exercise h d supporters of th~ team approac an 
results. These administrators became 

using teams in their schools 
h l ' to conti nue 

almost' uniformly said t ey P an 

afte~ the project officially ends. 

J
'udged as especially good tended to have an 

Second, plans administrators For 
ld be monitored for progress. 

lIattackablell target problem that cou 
bl Progress toward 

thefts offer a clearly defined pro em. 
accurately measured by examp' e, locker 

solving that problem can be easily and reasonably 
h k or month. Alternatively, 

number of locker thefts eac wee 
tallying the 

to be less amenable to intervention and more 
problems like drug abuse tend 

and implementing school-based 
Designing 

difficult to monitor. 
for intractable problems can prove very 

intervention strategies d 
is often difficult to obtain an , 

frustrating since evidence of results 
because so few of the contributing 

when acquired, may not be as positive 

the control of school personnel. 
factors are within 

Fi na 11 y, acti on p 1 ann.i fl~ 
f 1 ' schoo 1 s that have a is judged most use u 1 n 

In other schools, the level of inter-

be too low to warrant expendi ng the 
fairly serious problem to address. 

est and potential benefits tend to 
, Wh the effort is warranted, school 

energy action planning requlres. ere 
ff t ' ly to either devise planning process e ec lve 

personnel can use the action 
adapt techniques pioneered elsewhere. 

novel interventions or 
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INTERAGENCY COORDINATION 

Purpose 

One of the essential precepts underlying the project design is that orga­

nizations other than the schools should be involved in responding to 

campus crime. Law enforcement, corrections, and community services all 

provide functions beyond those appropriate for the schools, but no less 

vital for dealing effectively with crime. To achieve a suitable level of 

interaction between schools and other youth-involved organizations, 

developing interagency linkages was one of the main project goals. 

Fostering interagency cooperation was envisioned as essential to bringing 

school crime under control. According to the research analysis NASS 

conducted prior to this project, schools are havens for criminally 

inclined youths because students risk less punishment for crimes committed 

at school than for the same crimes committed off-campus. That insularity 

was thought to have re~ulted from many factors, such as school administra­

tors' concern about adverse publicity from having students arrested, 

mutual mistrust between educators and law enforcement officers, and 

organizational obstacles that invariably impede interagency cooperation. 

If members of the various organizations could increase their interactions, 

schools might be made safer. 

The project design materials characterized the project's role in 

facilitating interagency cooperation as essentially assisting local actors 

to accomplish whatever they deem worthwhile. The key statement in the 

project design and other overview materials is that cooperation ought to 

result in IIvigorous criminal law enforcement against school crime. II 

Presumably, then, the policies and procedures to be developed would 
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pertain to the circumstances in which law enforcement officers would be 

summoned to school and in which cases the district attorney would file 

charges. 

More generally, the process of bringing agency representatives together to 

work on policies and procedures might foster greater understanding of and 

respect for each others' roles. Coordinated activities, especially with 

human services agencies, could lead to prevention programs to reduce crime 

not only in the schools, but in the community as well. School principals 

also might find ways to do more for their students without extra funding 

for the schools themselves. 

Features 
The design for the interagency cooperation component was very loosely 

structured. What might be accompl ished in each community and the steps 

needed to reach that goal would be almost wholly dependent on local 

circumstances. Therefore, project design materials contain minimal 

mention of either process or outcomes. 

The major objective of bringing agency representatives together was to be 

development of formal, written pol icies and procedures regardi ng school 

crime. These arrangements were to provide for the fair but firm handling 

of on-campus incidents and address any other matters of interest to the 

local participants. Recognizing that pol icy-making requires assent of 

agency heads, the intention was to have directors themselves, rather than 

their representatives, participate in the intergroup sessions. School 

superintendents, police chiefs, and probation department directors were to 

be the chief actors. 
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Traihing and Technical Assistance 

In keeping with the intended reliance upon local initiative for the 

interagency element of the project, NASS did not provide formal training. 

Instead, participants were given an opportunity to learn from each other 

at three cluster conferences. 

The cluster conferences, a feature borrowed from multi-site NIJ Field 

Tests, brought representativ~s from Anaheim, Jacksonvill e, and Rockford 

together serially at conference facilities in each of the three cities. 

The first conference, held at Anaheim in July 1984, gave personnel from 

the various agencies a chance to get acquainted and to plan for what they 

would like to accomplish. The next conference took participants to 

Jacksonvi 11 e in December to refl ect upon the progress they had made, 

exchange ideas with their counterparts in the other communities, and 

recommit to achieving the objectives they established at the summer 

meeting. Finally, the Rockford cluster conference in May 1985, provided a 

chance to discuss outcomes. The agenda for each conference consisted of 

several plenary sessions with presentations by special speakers and repre­

sentatives of each community. A 1 arge portion of the time was reserved 

for small group meetings. During some of those, attendees from the three 

sites met together according to their role, e.g., education or law 

enforcement. The remainder of the small group sessions had representa­

tives meeting with the other attendees from their own communities. 

The NASS role at the cluster conferences was minimal to avoid interfering 

with the courses the localities wished to take. For the first conference, 

the director developed a set of materials titled "Guidelines for Discus­

sions of Pol icies and Procedures t" which were used in the small group 
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sessions. Except for that input 'from NASS, participants were left to 

interact however they chose. 

Aside from the cluster conferences, NASS consulted with district admini­

strators about their existing discipline codes and offered suggestions for 

interagency agreements. During the first year, the NASS director 

d lated materials for all districts. His collected discipline codes an re 

comments were especially timely in Jacksonville and Anaheim where some of 

belOng revised irrespective of this project. Because those materials were 

f t that NASS would the codes already contained most of the ea ures 

recommend, little technical assistance was necessary. 

Implementation 

elOther of the other two major project elements, interagency More than with 

Local circumstances, from the cooperation varied among the districts. 

11 be involved to the interest of number of agencies that might potentia y 

the key actors in undertaking the process, were extremely different. The 

d t rs could collaborate most common outcome was the realization that e uca 0 

with other agency personnel to the benefit of all. 

The Status Quo 

government differed among the sites in ways bearing The structure of local 

Jacksonville has one of the nation's directly on interagency workings. 

most unitary county government arrangements. In sharp contrast, the 

Ana heim school di stri ct perimeter conta ins an terri tory bounded by the 

l Os In Rockford, 11 mostly autonomous governmenta agenCle. amalgam of sma , 

as in Jacksonville, boundarles o of the city and school district are 

are duplicated at the city and county cotermi nous , but some serv ices 

levels. 
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As the project began, Rockford's police liaison program gave that site a 

head start in the interagency cooperation area. For the previous thirteen 

years, the school district and police department had split the salaries of 

five patrol officers. These men have the schools as their primary beat, 

spending most of their shifts on secondary school campuses. Since four of 

the officers have hel d their positions for a decade, they hav.e establ ished 

very good rapport with school administrators. 

The Jacksonvi 11 e di strict also had an arrangement with thei r Sheriff I s 

Office whereby deputies were aSSigned to the district. 
Unlike the 

Rockford program, however, the deputies do not spend much time at the 

schools and the only nexus to the police department is through the 

district security office where the officers work. 

In addition to these cooperative arrangements, each district had at least 

one mul tiagency board that met regularly for some purpose. The Anaheim 

School Attendance Review Board, mandated by state law, brought together 

executives of agencies that could act to keep students in school. The 

districts also had more or less formal multiagency groups assembled to 

deal with students having disabilities or other special needs. 

At the school level, relations with agencies were remarkably Similar 

across the districts. Almost all school principals and a~sistant princi­

pals reported good relations with police and only fair or poor relations 

with other agencies. The results of an anonymous survey administered at 

the beginning of the project show that pattern very distinctly. As shown 

in Table 16, ratings for "much" Support from the police ranged between 88 

percent in Rockford to 59 percent in Jacksonville. For no other agency 
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Table 16 
School Administrators I Baseline Opinions of 
Support in Handling Campus Crime Problems 

(Percentages of Respondents) 

Anaheim 
Police 
Courts 
Community Agencies 
Probation 

Rockford 
Police 
Courts 
Community Agencies 
Probation 

Jacksonville 
Police 
Courts 
Community Agencies 
Probation 

Little 
or None 

7 
54 
51 
67 

o 
53 
58 
62 

4 

32 
21 
44 

Some 
20 
37 
39 
26 

12 
44 
38 
27 

37 
52 
75 
52 

Source: Incident Profiling Workshop Questionnaire 
N = Anaheim--51; Rockford--27; Jacksonville--28i 

Much 
73 
10 
10 
7 

88 
4 
4 

12 

59 
16 
4 

4 

did more than 16 percent of the administrators in any of the sites give 

that highest rating. 

Interview responses SUbstantiated the impression that school administra­

tors enjoyed fairly good relations with police, especially as compared to 

relations with other agencies. Far from being averse to interacting with 

the police, as had been imagined, administrators saw police as their 

closest allies in maintaining campus safety. 
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The major dissatisfactions with other agencies were their unwillingness to 

release information about students and a general perception that they were 

ineffectual. The data in Table 17 show the tremendous disparity between 

information administrators would like to receive from other agencies and 

what they get. They are particul arly di sgruntl ed because other agency 

personnel request information about students but refuse to share their own 

records. The following account one assistant principal gave of a recent 

visit from a probation officer was typical. IIHe comes to my office and 

wants to know if Billy has been in any trouble recently. Before 

answering, I ask why he wants to know, and he tells me he1s not allowed to 

say. Then he tells me he has authority to get Billy1s school records and 

would appreciate my cooperation. I could have a thief or rapist in my 

school and this guy won1t tell me." This assistant principal, and a great 

many of his colleagues, could see little reason for probation officers to 

know more about their students than they know themselves. 

Where good relationships do exist, they are usually based on personal 

characteristics of the people involved. One principal whose son is a 

police officer in the city and another whose father had recently retired 

from the force enjoy good service from law enforcement because they 

understand how the department operates and are acquainted with the 

officers. Agency personnel who are graduates of local schools provide a 

solid link in some instances. 

Less commonly, strong relationships have been established between 

positions independ0ntly of personalities, and all of those are with law 

enforcement. The' police liaison program has done that in Rockford. In 

Anaheim, Cypress High School has developed strong ties with the Cypress 
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Table 17 
Infonna1;ion Exchange between Schools 'and Agencies 

(Percentage~ of Responses) 

Court/Probation Infonnation 

Which students have delinquency records 

Which students are on probation 

The tenns of individual students' probation orders 

What services individual students are receiving from 
the probation department 

Law Enforcement Infonnation 

Which students have been arrested 

Offenses for which students have been arrested 

Which students are suspects in ongoing investigations 

Custodial Corrections Infonnation 

Do Want To 
Receive Receive 

Regularly Regularly 

2 

20 

5 

2 

14 

7 

5 

51 

83 

61 

44 

63 

56 

22 

Which students have just been released from incarceration 32 88 

61 Which students have been incarcerated previously 

Social Services Infonnation 

Which students have been runaways 

Which students have suffered child abuse at home 

Which students are in foster placements 

What assistance Social Services is providing students 

Source: Interfaces With Other Agencies Survey 
N = 41 
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Police Department which have multiple manifestations on campus. In 

addicion to regular meetings between the police chief and principal, the 

department has an officer teaching several classes on a regular basis. 

Bringing Agency Representatives Together 

Although each community had some sort of interagency group, none of them 

had the requisite membership for this project. Accordingly, the first 

step toward involvement was inviting various agencies to participate. At 

each site, that initial communication took the fonn of a letter from the 

superintendent describing the project and requesting participation. 

Jacksonville began earliest by inviting agency heads or their representa­

tives to a meeting at which they could begin planning their collaborative 

endeavor. In Anaheim and Rockford, the first communication requesting 

action was an invitation to the first cluster conference. That occasion 

brought together many of the key actors for Anaheim, which was the host 

site, and a lesser number from Rockford and Jacksonville. 

The composition of the working group in Anaheim came to be the largest. 

Because of the multiple jurisdictions within the school district boun­

daries, simply involving all the relevant governmental agencies produced a 

large group. To these members, Anaheim added private youth serving 

agencies such as the YMCA, and the Scouts. In contrast, the Jacksonville 

group had few institutional members. The tremendous authority of those 

members--the Duval County School District, Sheriff's Office, juvenile 

court, State's Attorney, and Department of Health and Rehabilitative 

Services-- however, make the group more comprehensive and influential than 

its size might suggest. 
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The Jacksonville effort was fueled by strong interest within the Sheri~f's 

Office,' which had received an unrelated federal grant' to target serious 

S1·nce the officer in charge of that project intended juvenile offenders. 

to involve the schools, courts, and probation department, he was extremely 

. t' . . t t1· on Wi th impetus comi ng from two receptive to the distr1c s 1nV1 a • 

sources, collaboration in Jacksonville proceeded rapidly. 

The Networking Process 

Once the various agency representatives had been brought into the project, 

they had to decide what they should do as a multi agency group. Each 

community proceeded differently in this respect. The Rockford contingent 

pledged to work on school attendance. Anaheim and Jacksonville adopted 

very broad statements of their objectives, choosing specific goals within 

t " 11 Materials developed by the that spectrum to focus on sequen 1a y. 

Anaheim group list eleven areas for potential coordination, adding such 

topics as child abuse, latch key children, and drug use to Rockford's 

focus on attendance. Jacksonvill e' s goal statements for the interagency 

group are all-encompassing. Reflecting the influence of the Sheriff's 

Office on the process, their crime reduction objective extends beyond the 

campus to "reducing school and community criminal activity." 

The process by which the interagency groups undertook to define and 

achieve their objectives also differed across sites. In Jacksonville, the 

working group provided an official mechanism for bringing together agency 

members who were already meeting in pairs because of the Sheriff's Office 

project. The group started meeting regularly in fall 1984 and continued 

throughout the first half of 1985. The meetings took the form of 

roundtable discussions with one member of the group moderating. 
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One of the keys to Anaheim's approach lay in participation by agency 

representatives with strong interests in the schools independent of their 

assignment to attend an interagency meeting. The enthusiasm of those 

members, who were the first to become involved, supplied some cohesiveness 

as the group expanded to include other agencies that had not sought 

contact with the school s. Another method Anaheim used to focus the 

group's divergent interests was to employ a group facilitator during its 

March 1985 meeting. The facil itator helped extract ideas from group 

members and encouraged them to set priorities so they would not become 

mired in the enormity of their task. 

Participants from all three sites credit the cluster conferences with 

accelerating the interaction process. The school district members of the 

interagency groups, who had attended the team building sessions of the 

intervention strategies workshops, stressed how valuable the cluster con­

ferences were for drawing the representatives together as a single unit. 

Traveling together and functioning as a team in quasi-competition with the 

other sites bonded the members in a way that might not have occurred had 

they remained in their own communities. 

Once the various agency representatives were working together, they 

undertook a variety of projects. To date, the Jacksonville contingent has 

been the most active. Their first priority has been developing a system 

whereby they can share information about students the Sheriff's Office 

places on its list of serious offenders. The process works by the project 

leader in the Sheriff's Office circulating the offender list to designated 

high-level recipients in the school district office, State's Attorney's 

Office, and Department of Health and Rehabilitative Services. Each agency 
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in turn provi des the Sheri ff wi th excerpts from its fi 1 es on the named 

individuals. All parties involved in this sharing process agree it poses 

risks to the privacy rights of Jacksonville youths, but believe their 

procedures to be within the bounds of the law. 

In addition to its information sharing function, the Jacksonville group 

took on at least two other ventures. The first extended the networking 

concept to the schools. In winter 1985, the group of upper level mu1ti­

agency participants selected eight project schools for coordination with 

other agencies. Meetings were held on school campuses with agency heads, 

or chief deputies, and the personnel assigned to the neighborhood 

surrounding the schools represented at the meeting. In this way, the 

agency supervisors set an example of cooperation and encouraged their 

subordinates to emulate them. Having the individuals become acquainted, 

exchange telephone numbers, and familiarize each other with some of their 

basic procedures was seen as a worthwhile first s~ep in fostering 

cooperation. At these meetings, discussions turned to how the individuals 

present might team up to combat specific problems, such as suspected drug 

dealing just beyond the campus perimeter. 

On another score, the Jacksonville group decided to seek funding to 

support its coordinated activities. In the summer of 1985, members of the 

group were in the process of submitting a proposal to the state of Florida 

for a Multi Agency Coordinating Council grant. They regarded their 

prospects in the funding competition as quite good since they had the 

nucleus of a council in place. 

Anaheim too decided to seek funding from its state government. As in 

Jacksonville, having a group functioning prior to submitting the 
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appl ication was seen as a major advantage. Th 
e Anaheim group intends to 

Use the grant to hire a coordinator for the group and reduce service 
overlap. 

Agreements and Other Results 

The interagency groups have all chosen objectives other than w"iting 

detailed formal agreements. In fact, each time the idea has been raised, 

oPposition to drafting specific agreements regarding procedures has been 

SUfficiently virulent to squelch any further consideration. Many reasons 

have been cited for avoiding formal agreements. 
The pessimistic view 

holds that they will not reduce disparities from one 
situation to the next 

becau se the personne 1 who imp 1 ement them w,'ll 
interpret them to a 11 ow whatever they want to do. 

Another commonly cited drawback is that 
outsiders may use the agreements to hold the agencies 

accountable unfairly if practice ever differs from the 

agencies have put into writing. 
outsiders' interpretation of what the 

Despite the general suspicion of f 
ormal agreements, the Jacksonville and 

Anaheim groups issued broadly worded memoranda of understanding to loosely 
govern their activities. M th b 

ore an eing specific agreements, the state­
ments proclaim the intent to 

cooperate for the good of the community. The 
Anaheim memorandum 1 i t 

s s among the groups purposes: "Improve communica-
tion, coordination, and cooperation . 

••• , Provide a forum for clarifying 
perceptions and expectations among agencies 
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tion, investigating data integration potential, and developing a school­

based network model for dissemination purposes." 

At least thr~~ policies regarding interactions among agencies have changed 

in Jacksonville, all of which differ somewhat from the type of pol icy 

revision posited by the model for this project. In one instance, the 

Department of Health and Rehabilitative Services Director issued a 

memorandum to intake screen:ing officers instructing them to detain any 

juvenile identified by the arresting officer as being on the Sheriff's 

serious offender 1 ist. Although that agreement does not relate directly 

to school crime, it was reached as part of the interagency process this 

project fostered. The other two changes were effectuated solely within 

the district, but, again, resulted from the interagency meetings. One of 

those changes involved quicker notification to the home school of a 

student placed in temporary custody. The district's court liaison officer 

had not been providing notice until the court acted on the case. Discus­

sions during interagency meetings indicated principals would appreciate 

immediate notice with a subsequent update. The other Jacksonville 

district policy change regards streamlined processing of attendance cases. 

In Anaheim, collaboration between the district and the several police 

departments serving it has led to development of training materials, 

i ncl udi ng a vi deotape, to educate officers about proper procedures for 

respondi ng to calls from a school. Arrangements are in progress to add 

the training segment to the curriculum of the Criminal Justice Training 

Center in Orange County and to distribute the videotape. 

Aside from these easily identifiable results, the interagency groups have 

made a great deal of less tangible progress. Participants note they are 
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now much more likely to telephone the individuals 

through the meetings to resolve a problem quickly. 
they have come to know 

They also point to the 
benefits of becoming more sensitive to the 

. operating constraints of other 
agenC1es and to learning from one another. On the latter p01'nt f 

. , a con er-
ence 1n Jacksonville resulted in the Sheriff's 

from a school principal 

the trespassing law. 

representative finding out 

that the Florida legislature had recently changed 
Officers could 

having first escorted th 
now arrest a trespasser without 

e person off campus and issued a warning 
return. Notice of that change in the law was 

not to 

then relayed to all officers 
on the force at their roll call the next day. 

Benefits 

When interagency pa t' . 
. r 1clpants speak of benefits, they most 

often mention 
1mproved informal relations among the individuals 

who have taken an active 
Trust and admiration have begun to replace inappro­

nonetheless common, low regard and SUSP1'c1'on. 

part in the process. 

priate, .but 

district or Whether at the 
school level, better informal relations among 

admini strators are regarded as Vital. 

Since the interagency t'" 
. . ac 1v1t1es are still in their early 

phases, the 
part1c1pants see the importance of what 

they have done so far primarily as 

for what they may choose to do in the future. 
laying a firm foundation 

Lucy Hadi, director of the 
Jacksonville social serv1'ces d epartment, 

captured this sentiment well with h b . 
er 0 servatlOn at the winter cluster 

conference, "We may not h 

the same side. 1I 

ave won the war, but we have dec1'ded to fight on 

In Jacksonville, the major weapon ,the group 
has fashioned for fighting the 

war is coordinated information about 
serious juvenile lawbreakers. By 
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sharing their information, the agencies will be able to respond in concert 

to high risk youths. All agencies stand to benefit from targeting these 

youths since a disproportionate share of their individual resources are 

allocated to them. Coordinating responses may improve efficiency at the 

same time it reduces the threat these youths pose to the school and 

conununity. 

The Anaheim focus on improving a broad range of youth services in hopes of 

reducing delinquency could produce substantial benefits over the next few 

years. The steps taken so far to forge a working whole out of disparate 

parts evince a will ingness to proceed toward reaching the objectives the 

group has established. 

As yet, the benefits of interagency cooperation have not been very 

substantial at the school level. On the final survey, few principals or 

assistant principals indicated improvement in relations with other 

agencies (Table 18). The desire for improvement, however, is very strong. 

Seventy-one percent of the respondents in Jacksonville and 60 percent in 

Anaheim designated coordinating more clos~ly with other agencies as a high 

priority. Only in Rockford did a majority of administrators not share 

this view. In all districts, the school administrators are generally 

receptive to better coordination with other agencies. In Jacksonville, 

where the greatest efforts have been made to involve the schools in the 

interagency process, satisfaction with progress made during the project is 

much higher than elsewhere. 

Costs, Limitations, and Trade-offs 

Assessment of the interagency coordination process has identified few 

costs. The primary cost is investment of time by high level officials to 
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Table 18 
Coordination with Other Agencies Assessments 

(Percentages of Respondents) 

Value of the project 
(for R) in coordinating with other agencies. 

Anaheim 
Rockford 
Jacksonville 

Relations with 

Great Some Minimal 
~ ~ ~ 

27 21 44 
14 
43 

24 
43 

57 
21 

NA 
10 
5 

5 

law enforcement are better than when project began. 
Totally 

Totally Agree Neutral 
Anaheim 5 

Dis!1ree 
12 42 17 24 Rockford 5 14 24 5 52 Jacksonville 33 24 17 12 19 

Relations with probation are better than when project began. 
Totally 

Totally Agree Neutra 1 
Anaheim A!1ree 

5 9 19 17 50 Rockford 0 24 24 14 38 Jacksonville 29 24 17 12 19 

Importance of better coordination with other agencies. 

High Prioritx 
Needed, But Not Necessary 

Anaheim 
Not Critical At This Time 

60 35 
Jacksonville 5 

71 29 
Rockford 0 

33 48 19 
Source: Final Survey 

N = Anaheim--43; Rockford--21; Jacksonville--43 
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attend meetings. Actions each agency takes as a result of those meetings 

are within their individual pu~views and not properly counted as costs of 

participation. 

Limitations interagency groups encounter depend on what they set out to do 

and how they go about doing it. The most substantial impediment appears 

to be the one that stands in the way of getting started. Since this 

project did very little except supply the undertaking with the prestige of 

being a nationally showcased federal project, the means to interagency 

networking are surely within the grasp of all localities. Past the 

initial hurdle, the working groups have found some limits in terms of 

their own resources and legal constraints, but even in these regards, they 

are more greatly empowered than they would be if they did not pool their 

efforts. 

As with the limitations on networking, the trade-offs attendant to it 

depend upon the group's focus. The premium Jacksonville places on sharing 

information conflicts with juveniles' interests in confidentiality. The 

importance of this trade-off triggered a vigorous debate at the Rockford 

cluster conference. Proponents of sharing stressed th~ increase in public 

safety they could achieve by pooling their information. Opponents voiced 

their concern that students would have little chance to reform if their 

misdeeds became widely known. 

Institutionalization 

Based on their declarations at the final cluster conference, Jacksonville 

and Anaheim interagency members are committed to working together indefin­

itely. Conference participants spent much more time planning for the 

future than they did reflecting upon what they have accomplished so far. 

172 

g I 
H . 

II 
U 

Ii 
UI 

\ 

n 

r 

.7J H 

d 
, I 

\ 

i I 

f ' Li 

f1 
IJ 

o 
D 
D 
fj 

I 

J 

They voiced their expectation that regular ' t 
would continue and ln eragency group meetings 

that they would adapt to whatever 
in the coming years. circumstances arise 

The likely continuity of the An h ' 
, a elm and Jacksonville ' 
1 s strengthened by the' " 1 nteragency groups 

lr submlss10n f o grants for state funding. 
extra money, if awarded, will allow th The 

e groups to im 
have begun It ' prove upon what they 

• w111 also serve to bind 
continued existence of a multO lagency group 

them closer together since 

is a condition of both grants. 

For Rockford 't , ln eragency cooperation 
appears likely to remain limited to 

Some progress has b the police liaison program. 
Cooperatively with oth' een made toward working 

er agencles in th e areas of attendance and 
but no definite plans have been drawn up. gangs, 
be h Coordination in Rockford has 

en ampered by the very limited 
involvement of the probatl' d 

The next step in that ' on epartment. 
CORlllUnl ty may b t e 0 expand the excellent 

relationship between the school sand 
working 

the police to include courts and 
probation. 

Conclusion 

interagency groups are providing those 
The Jacksonville and Anaheim 

COOlllun it i es wi th veh i c 1 es they 
can use in pursuing objectives they deem 

In the process, th ey are producing a T myriad of incidental 
he members learn f rom each other about 

the general orientations of matters ranging from 

'
the agencies to specific identl'tl'es 

risk youths. Th of high 
e lncrease in knowledge and the 

personnel who greater fami 1 iarity with 
previously thought to b II e on the oth ' 

range of options er slde
ll 

expands the 
available for maintai. ' n1ng campus safety. 

important. 

benefits. 
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While the groups have declined to draft formal agreements about how they 

will respond in-specific circumstances, they may have reduced the need for 

such agreements in two ways. Fi'rst, they have developed trust across 

d · that members of one are no longer as 1 ikely to feel agency boun arles so 

that members of the other do not care enough or know enough to respond 

appropriately. Second, they have opened the lines of communication so 

. b lved sWl'ftly In this way, they that problems that do. arlse can e reso • 

can minimize the damage that might occur if any staff member acts 

improperly. What will actually happen in a particular situation remains 

for resolution by the individuals involved, but each of them comes to 

understand that the complaints of others can reach their own supervisors. 

The increased accountability reduces the likelihood of poor response. 

Maximal benefits are likely to await greater involvement of agency 

personnel who interact with the education system at the school-level. 

Jacksonvi 11 e' 5 pil ot effort to extend its interagency process to the 

schools has begun pay dividends that may multiply as interaction 

increases. 
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CHAPTER 4: CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

The School Crime and Student Misbehavior Management Project yielded many 

useful insights into how school administrators can maintain safe campuses • 

The primary process question posed at the beginning of the project has 

been answered unequivocally. School administrators ~ use incident pro­

fil ing to monitor the level of crime and discipl ine incidents on their 

campuses. With regard to outcomes, answers are less clear. The two-year 

time span and the evaluation emphasis on process precluded obtaining more 

definitive answers at this point. What is clear is that many of the 

participants regard the project as valuable and foresee substantial 

benefits flowing from it over the next few years. 

The three participating communities and their individual schools each 

achieved somewhat different results. Since the problems and resources 

available to address them differed across sites and schools within sites, 

standardized results were not expected. Common across all sites, though, 

was agreement among school administrators that school safety i~ an essen­

tial goal they now have the means to reach. Not only do they share the 

belief that school safety is attainable, they have largely translated 

their beliefs into action. None of the schools ended the project with 

serious or chronic crime problems. 

The project elements with which school administrators had the most 

experience, incident profil ing and action planning, worked well on some 

campuses and were Virtually ignored on others. Where they were effective, 

their prirn;ry value derived from their catalytic power. Participating in 

the projec\~ focused administrators' attention on specific problems and 

provided them with incentive to attempt solutions. Borrowi ng from the 
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project director1s fire a1ann analogy, one administrator credited the 

project for "letting us stop putting out fires long enough to think about 

what we should be doing. Maybe we could prevent some of the fires and do 

a better job of fighting the others." 

CONCLUSIONS 

This section discusses issues that overarch the separate project elements 

analyzed individually in the previous chapter. In contrast to the process 

orientation of that chapter, this section deals mainly with results. The 

major portion of the section is devoted to analyzing project impact. 

Separate discussions of overall impact, impact on school administration, 

and impact on the school environment are included. The other portion of 

this section compares the project1s design to its actual implementation. 

Implications for replicating the project in other sites are suggested. 

Project Impact 

When the project began, project staff and the federal sponsors expected it 

to change how administrators think about and respond to crime on their 

campuses. That change might eventually reduce the number of school 

crimes, but that 10ng-tenn result was not anticipated within the project 

period. Moreover, the difficulty of both measuring crime rates and 

associating changes in those rates with specific causes mitigated against 

trying to detect a decrease that might have been attributable to the 

project. 

Several items on the final anonymous survey of administrators pertain to 

project outcomes. Since these survey outcomes mirror administrators I 

lengthier interview answers, they are used as the primary reference 

sources in the following discussion. Interview responses are mentioned as 
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needed to flesh out the discussion and add appropriate qualifications to 

interpretations of the survey results. 

Overall Impact 

The aspect of the project participants agreed had greatest potential for 

improving school safety--interagency cooperation--was the most difficult 

to assess. As the project concluded, cooperation was well underway in 

each cOl1lllunity and had begun to produce results the local participants 

desired. Almost all of the activity to date, though, occurred at the 

district level. The process had not yet affected relationships between 

campus administrators and police officers, probation officers, and social 

workers. If improved coordination eventually produces better handling of 

the small number of problem youths who consume a disproportionate share of 

school and the agency resources, the project will have had a substantial 

impact. 

Impact of other project elements varied widely. Some participating school 

administrators regarded their participation as extremely valuable. As the 

results presented in Table 19 show, however, not all administrators 

considered the value they derived from participation was worth the time 

and effort they expended. Variability among higher and lower ratings is 

apparent along at least three important dimensions. The overall appraisal 

of project worth, as well as almost all other survey responses, varied 

according to the following characteristics: site, administrative posi-

tion, and attendance at the training workshops. 

discussed below are all independent of the others. 

The three factors 

• Site. School a'ininistrators l were most satisfied with the project in 

Jacksonville and least satisfied in Rockford. Sixty-two percent of 
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Table 19 
Overall Project Impact 

(Percentages of Respondents) 

and effort. 
the project has been worth the time 

Overall, participation in 
Totally 

Totally Neutral Disagree 
Agree All Respondents 21 21 23 

14 21 
Anaheim 9 19 38 
Rockford 14 19 

19 17 2 
Jack-sonvill e 31 31 

Principals 33 13 7 
27 20 

Anaheim 33 11 11 
Rockford 22 22 

0 21 a 
Jacksonville 36 43 

Assistant Princi~!l! 14 29 29 
Anaheim 7 21 

42 8 25 
Rockford 8 17 

24 12 4 
Jacksonville ~2 28 

Source: Final Survey 
N = Anaheim--43; Rockford--21; Jacksonville--43 

. project benefits exceeded 
Jacksonville respondents agreed thelr 

for Anaheim and Rockford are 35 percent 
costs. Corresponding figures 

and 33 percent. 
va 1 ue from the project than di d 

Principals derived more • Position. 
Between 44 and 79 percent of the principals 

assistant principals. 

agreed that benefits exceeded 
across the sites 

costs; only 25 to 60 

cent of assistant principals concurred. 
per d d the workshops 

Administrators who' atten e 
• Workshop Attendance. 

d to 
be more satisfied with the project than did nonattendees. 

appeare . h a 
he data for Anahelm, were 

That relationship is suggested by t 
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number of administrators joined the project during the second year 

and. several others did not attended the action planning workshop. 

Only one of the nine Anaheim survey respondents who marked II NAil for 

the question abollt workshops agreed that project benefits exceeded 

costs. The smaller number of nonattendees in the other two districts 

limits the inferenc:as that can be drawn from this finding. It does 

accord, however~ with sentiments expressed during interviews. The 

interviews al so reveal that many of the nonattendees joined the 

project in the second year. 

One other factor, junior versus senior high school level of administrator, 

appears to differentiate responses, but that apparent difference actually 

is attributable to the greater number of assistant principals in the high 

schools. Contrary to initial expectations, results did not differ 

noticeably for junior and senior high schools 

Aside from the objective characteristics discussed above, less easily 

identifiable factors are also associated with administrators' opinions of 

the p.,'oject. Administrators who indicated most strongly during interviews 

that the project benefits exceeded costs fall into two groups based on the 

reasons they gave for thei r opinions. Members of the fi rst group cited 

substantial benefits from major undertakings they initiated because of the 

project. They mi ght have reduced a naggi n9 locker theft problem ot' gotten 

more students into drug prevention and treatment programs. Administrators 

in the second group noted fewer Lenefits, but a 1 so had not expended much 

effort. Participating in the project tended to make them feel better 

about what they were already doing and prompted them to make minor 

modifications. 
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The primary complaint of administrators who expressed dissatisfaction with 

the project was that it offered very little they could use, while 

requiring them to spend a lot of time on its essential tasks. Many of 

them also said it simply did not address their needs. Whereas they were 

particularly interested in improved discipline techniques, especially for 

classroom management., the project offered them methodologies better suited 

for crime .and other sedous incidents. Such administrators felt their 

schools either did not have enough serious incidents to justify spending a 

lot of time on them, or thei r current responses were adequate and the 

project offered nothing new. 

Impact on School Administration 

Multiple measures of school administrators' perceptions and orientations 

indicate some changes did occur and others can be anticipated beyond the 

official end of the project. Many principals and assistant principals 

expect they wi 11 further revi se thei r approaches to campus securi ty ~s 

they continue to use the project techniques. They see the greatest 

benefits resulting if they can improve relations with courts and probation 

departments. 

The project was to affect administrator's practices primarily by having 

them differentiate clearly and regularly between criminal and noncriminal 

incidents. Prior to beginning the project~\however, most Jacksonville and 

Anaheim administrators already placed a high value on making that distinc­

tion. How much the project swayed those who did not originally hold that 

view is difficult to assess, but the available measures suggest the effect 

was not very powerful. 
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Over half of the survey 
. respondents in Anaheim and Rockford 

proJect emphasis on diff '. indicated the 
erent1at1ng crime from . 

"Minimal Value" ~ h other m1sbehavior had only 
lor t em (Table 20) gi' . , v1ng that item higher 

percentages than for almost any th negative 
o er aspect of th 0) Th e project (see A 

• e low regard for 'prOJ'ect ppendix 
impact on th' 

because no more than 23 1S item espeCially pecul iar 
. percent of the 

d1sagreed with the statement 
respondents in any di stri ct 

"Separating crime and d~scipline is critical 
These survey results t k 

for school safety." 

responses suggest the' ' a en together with interview 
proJect may have had only l' . 

the way school admi . t 1m1 ted success changi ng 
n1S rators think b a out crime and discipline. 

Oiff '. Table 20 
erent1at1ng betweeen Cr' '. 

(Percentages of Res1me dand 01 sC1pl ine pan ents) 

Separating crime and dis' l' 
C1P 1ne is critical for school safety • 

Totally 
Agree Neutral 

Anaheim 33 
Rockford 

27 
5 38 

Jacksonville 50 17 

19 21 
38 5 
17 12 

Totally 
Oisa~ree 

2 
14 
5 

V~lue of. the project for R 1'n 
m1sbehav1or. routinely sep t' . a ra 1 ng cr1me from other 

Anaheim 
Rockford 
Jacksonville 

Source: Final Survey 

N = Anaheim--43; Rockford--21,. 

Great 
Value -

24 
10 
29 

Some 
Value 

19 
29 
27 

Jacksonville--43 

181 

Minimal 
Value 

55 
62 
37 

NA 

2 

o 
7 

, 
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Similarly, with regard to specific school administration practices, admin­

istrators felt they had benefited some, but not a lot, from participating 

in the project. As shown in Table 21, no more than one in seven 

respondents selected "A Lot" as best describing the contribution their 

participation in the project made to apprehending offenders or prosecuting 

law breakers. Only in Jacksonville did more than one in six respondents 

select "A Lot" for the remaining items: disciplining school rule 

violators, adopting better crime and discipline policies, and improving 

how staff responds to crime and misbehavior. Responses of ilL ittle or 

None," on the other hand, ran as high as 70 percent in Anaheim, 65 percent 

in Rockford, and 55 percent in Jacksonville. Those lowest marks were 

given to the item about prosecuting law breakers, one of the expl icit 

project goals. 

The major reason administrators did not benefit more from project 

participation probably is that they had already done much of what NASS 

recommended. Jacksonville already had a "Student Code of Conduct" with 

c'lear distinctions between serious and petty violations. The Anaheim 

assertive discipline program, with its explicit rules and graduated system 

of penalties, had improved conduct in that district. Also, both Anaheim 

and Jacksonville were operating alternative schools for students who broke 

the rules at their home campuses. Finally, all three districts, and 

especially Rockford with its police liaison program, enjoyed good 

relations with law enforcelTlp.nt. With a few exceptions, crimes cORlTlitted 

on campus were 1 ikely to receive the same or harsher response than they 

would if committed in the community. 
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Table 21 
Impact on School Administration 

(Percentages of Respondents) 

How much h~s your personal participation in th,·s 
the follow1ng at your school? project contributed to 

Apprehending Offenders A Lot Some 
Anaheim 9 28 
Rockford 14 24 
Jacksonville 14 48 

Disciplinins School Rule Violators 

Anaheim 
Rockford 
Jacksonville 

Prosecutins Law Breakers 

Anaheim 
Rockford 
Jacksonville 

14 
14 
21 

5 

10 
12 

33 
24 
52 

26 
25 
33 

AdoptinS Better Crime and Discipline Policies 

Anaheim 16 46 
Rockford 5 57 
Jacksonville 21 45 

Improvins How Staff Responds to Crime and Misbehavior 
Anaheim 5 46 
Rockford 9 24 
Jacksonville 29 38 

Source: Final Survey 
N = Anaheim--43; Rockford--21; Jacksonville--43 

__ ~. 'I 

Little 
or None 

63 
62 
39 

53 
62 
26 

70 
65 
55 

37 
38 
33 

49 
67 
33 
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Because pol icies and procedures were very good when the project began, 

little was left to improve. The mediocre ratings administrators assigned 

to the project's value may attest more to the high quality of the status 

quo than the limited value of the project. 

Impact on School Climate 

The project's full impact on school climate will not be measurable until 

sometime in the future when all the measures have had time to work. Since 

this ultimate test of project worth is of such interest, however, the 

evaluation included several assessments of school climate that might 

suggest whether progress had occurred. 

The observers most familiar with school climate, principals and assistant 

principals, generally noted slight school climate improvement during the 

project's two year run, though generally not as much as had occurred in 

the previous three to five years. On the final survey, many administra­

tors credited their participation in the project with having some, but not 

a lot, of impact on reducing crime and student misbehavior and creating a 

suitab1 e learning environment (Tab1 e 22). Substantial numbers of them 

indicated the effect of their participation was best described as "Litt1e 

or None." As high as 36 percent in Jacksonville, 40 percent in Anaheim, 

and 62 percent in Rockford assigned that ranking to at least one of the 

items. Again, it should be kept in mind that if a school experienced only 

a handful of incidents in the year before the project started, the project 

would not be 1iktly to reduce that number. During interviews, a great 

many administrators referred to their satisfaction with the status quo in 

qual ifying their statements that participating in the project had not 

helped them reduce crime or misbehavior. 
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Table 22 
Impact on Schools 

(Percentages of Respondents) 

How much has your personal participation 
the following at your school? 

in this project contributed to 

Little Reducing Crime A Lot Some or None 
Anaheim 12 49 40 
Rockford 9 43 48 
Jacksonville 31 33 36 

Reducing Student Misbehavior 

Anaheim 16 47 37 
Rockford 9 29 62 
Jacksonville 29 38 33 

Creating a Suitable Learning Environment 

Anaheim 21 42 37 
Rockford 14 29 57 
Jacksunvil1e 19 52 29 

Source: Final Survey 

N = Anaheim--43i Rockford--21i Jacksonville--43 

Results from the School Safety Checkl ist, administered anon)1llously to 

students each fall and spring during the project indicate minimal changes 

in student perceptions of crime and safety (Table 23, see also Appendix 

D). For example, the percentage of Anaheim high school students reporting 

being victimized at least once in the previous month was extraordinarily 

consistent: 33, 35, 33, 34. While other comparisons show more varia­

bil ity, no pattern emerges. This measure too suggests the number of 

incidents remained fairly constant throughout the project. 
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Table 23 
School Safety Checklist: All Districts 

Key and Composite Variables (Percentages of Respondents) 

Total Property Personal Multiple Fought Some Area Some Area N'borhood 
Victimi- Victimi- Victimi- Yictimi- Saw Drug in Self of Campus of Campus Near School 

Fall 1983 N* zation zation zation zation Deal Defense Unsafe Very Unsafe Unsafe 
-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
Anaheim HS 587/ 713 33 30 10 13 37 10 40 16 13 
Jacksonvi 11 e HS 1272 41 38 11 16 23 10 44 22 19 
Rockford HS 451/ 542 33 29 12 12 35 7 42 18 11 

Anaheim JH 742 48 41 24 23 25 17 44 17 20 
Jacksonvi 11 e JH 979 44 41 12 18 17 15 44 16 18 
Rockford MS 425 45 37 23 19 16 19 45 18 11 

a;Spring 1984 m _____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

Anaheim HS 484/ 590 35 32 10 14 32 9 44 20 14 
Jacksonville HS 751 41 39 11 17 26 11 47 23 21 
Rockford HS 347/ 449 36 34 11 15 34 8 41 16 10 

Anaheim JH 432 50 44 21 24 20 21 48 23 17 
Jacksonville JH 815 53 50 14 24 18 17 49 24 20 
Rockford MS 363 55 47 28 25 29 23 52 27 17 

* Anaheim and Rockford high schools: grades 11/9 and junior highs: grade 7. Jacksonville high schools: grade 10 and 
junior highs: grade 8. 
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Table 23 (con't) 
School Safety Checklist: All Districts 

Key and Composite Variables (Percentages of Respondents) 

Total Property Personal Multiple Fought Some Area Some Area N'borhood 
Victimi- Victimi- Victimi- Victimi- Saw Drug in Self of Campus of Campus Near School 

Fall 1984 N* zation zation zation zation Deal Defense Unsafe Very Unsafe Unsafe 
-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
Anaheim HS 583/ 721 33 30 9. 13 26 9 42 19 13 
Jacksonville HS 967 33 29 9 11 19 8 40 18 17 
Rockford HS 466/ 453 30 25 12 11 29 9 58 18 12 

Anaheim JH 537 41 34 17 16 8 12 32 13 13 
Jacksonville JH 763 47 43 15 21 13 15 50 24 25 
Rockford MS 310 34 27 17 14 8 12 54 17 14 

Spring 1985 
-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------Anaheim HS 541/ 609 34 32 8 12 31 11 40 20 11 
Jacksonville HS 704 34 32 10 16 21 11 43 19 18 
Roc;kford HS 204/ 202 38 35 13 18 26 11 42 16 14 

Anaheim JH 754 41 36 16 17 13 15 36 16 14 
Jacksonvi1l e JH 864 52 47 17 23 15 16 47 26 20 
Rockford MS 440 42 36 19 19 14 13 43 20 15 
-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
* Anaheim and Rockford high schools: grades 11/9 and junior highs: grade 7. Jacksonville high schools: grade 10 and 

junior highs: grade 8. 
(I 

\ 

,- .-
... 

.f 
-1 

;1 
(J 
~ 

.\ 

. , 

,. , .(, .. " 

, 



, 
t 

! 
11 
!t Relationship of Project Design to Implementation 

The project's strengths and weaknesses upon implementation are evident, at 

least in hindsight, from the project design. The following analysis is 

provided to assist with modifying the design prior to implementing any 

aspects of the project in additional sites. 

As discussed in the Project Design section of Chapter 1, few features were 

mandatory for implementation by the sites. This flexibility was undoubt­

edly the project's greatest asset, since it allowed the diverse sites to 

adapt the offered methodologies to their unique circumstances. In this 

way, they were able to derive value from participating, even though they 

may have been dissatisfied with some features of the initial design. 

The major shortcoming participants found in the design as it was presented 

to them was its almost exclusive concentration on serious crime and 

security-oriented strategies for responding to it. Little in the design 

appeared to make it suitable for schools rather than police departments. 

The clear orientation of the "School Crime Project," as it was originally 

titled, toward interdicting criminal acts did not fit the school 

environment. Although certainly willing to employ tough sanctions as 

needed to curb lawlessness, educators in the project sites repeatedly 

expressed their desire to exhaust rehabilitative alternatives first. 

The evident oversight of educators' unique potential for shaping youths' 

behavior is especially surprising since the background materlals for the 

project contain lengthy discussions of research on the role schools play 

in contributing to delinquency, e.g. by creating envirorrnents of frustra­

tion and failure that encourage aggression, and what schools can do to 
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reduce misbehavior. The NASS "Source Book" presents the following list of 

school delinquency prevention strategies. 

• Increasing attachment to teachers 

• Increasing academic success experiences 

• Increasing attachment to school 

• Increasing commitment to education 

• Increasing belief in the moral order 

The project design did not expressly address any of these matters. Also, 

because the incident profiling technology is unsuited for truancy, the 

design omitted attendance entirely. Its importance to law enforcement 

officers an educators, who all want potential children in school and off 

the streets, made it too important for exclusion once the project began. 

Its initial absence, however, led some participants to wonder how sensi­

tive the project would be to school concerns. 

Because the design was flexible, NASS was able to work together with site 

personnel to adjust project methods to better suit their circumstances. 

Inappropriate portions of the design were eliminated or downplayed during 

implementation. Adaptations of remaining elements, such as as altering 

the incident profiling system in Anaheim to track class cuts, generally 

overcame design deficiencies. 

RECOMf1ENDAT IONS 

Since the project was designed to evolve during its implementation, 

provisions were made for input from everyone involved. As anticipated, 

NASS received suggestions from all quarters and modified the project to 

incorporate many of them. Evaluation staff offered 71 specific, written 
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recommendations in monthly reports and many more verbally. Participants, 

federal agency representatives, and NASS consultants added other ideas. 

Recommendations distilled from those sources and-potentially valuable for 

project replication are reported here. For easy reference, the recommen­

dations are categorized by thE: aspect of the project to which they 

pertain: orientation and approach, training, incident profiling, action 

planning, and interagency coordination. 

I PROJECT ORIENTATION AND APPROACH 

1-1 The project should place a greater emphasis on interagency coordina­

tion. Participants in the project at both the district and school level 

regarded good relations with criminal justice system agencies as essential 

to campus safety. School principals may be able to identify precisely 

where crime occurs on their campuses and who is committing the offenses, 

but without cooperation from other agencies they will not be able to do 

much about their problems. Response by police to on-campus incidents, 

procedures for transferring students to and from correctional schools, and 

enforcement of probation orders head the list of matters school adminis­

trators cite as critical starting points for improved coordination. 

1-2 The school district superintendent should be encouraged to convey 

clearly the priority assigned to the vari.ous project activities school 

administrators will be asked to undertake. The superintendent's level of 

expressed commitment to school safety strongly affects other administra-

tors' involvement in the project. Support at the district level is 

critical regardless of whether individual principals favor the project. 

Principals who do not want to devote much effort are more 1 i"ely to 

increase their commitment if motivated by their desire to satisfy the dis-
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trict office. Principals who favor involvement w1'll be 
reluctant to shift 

resources from other priorities un.less th 
ey be 1 i eve the superi ntendent . 

will regard their actions favorably. 

1-3 Project staff shoul d assess the 
status quo at a site prior to the 

first training session. Conducting a site assessment pr1'or 
to initiating 

the training would produce several benefi,ts. 
First, it WD~ld indicate to 

the participants that project staff are 
interested in their local circum­

Second, it would allow the proJ'ect d' stances. 

training 
lrector to adjust both the 

a nd the methodo logy for the site. 
For examp 1 e , depend i ng on 

whether weap ons possessi on on campus i 1 
s preva ent, measures concE'rning 

weapons coul d be emphasized or minimized Third l't 1 d ' 
• ,wou prov1de the 

project director with concrete information 

problems and procedures. 
about the district's security 

Since collecting accurate, detailed information 
and making decisions based upon data is a hallmark 

of the project, the 
director should t se an example by collecting d an using his own informa-
tion. 

The assessment sh ld ' 1 
ou lnc ude the following areas of l'nqU1'ry .. prevalence 

of crime and misbehavior ' , 
on campus, spec1flC concerns of administrators 

district policies and procedures for dealing , 
with crime and misbehavior, 

administrators' satisfaction with criminal 
justice agencies, types of 

training administrators received previously , 
1" the area of campus safety, 

experiences during early years f d 
o esegregation, and prevalence of gangs 

on campus and in the community. 

I -4 The roj ect methodo 10 
should be better inte rated with 

d' t ' 
lS rlct and school security measures. Substantial advantages are lost by 

introducing the project as a separate 
undertaking only tangentially 
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related to what administrators ate doing already. Educators have abundant 

experi ence wi th novel programs and know that most of them whi ther away 

within a few years. Innovations have a much better prospect of being 

accepted initially and enduring indefinitely if integrated into existing 

procedures. 

1-5 The project should seek to increase school administrators' awareness 

of services available· for misbehaving students and, where possible, 

increase the range of alternatives. Principals' and assistant principals' 

impressions that they have insufficient options in dealing with misbe­

having students could be altered by informing them about available 

community services and encouraging them to use those services. If the 

perceived lack of alternatives is accurate, attempting to increase 

services, perhaps through district programs, will be necessary. Though 

the project design touched on service coordination, the topic was 

neglected during implementation. 

1-6 The district administrator responsible for security or student 

services should have authority for the project. If possible, the project 

should be "housed" in the district administrative division with other 

crime and misbehavior responsibilities. One advantage of placement in the 

proper division is that personnel in that division are most likely to be 

aware of and able to integrate the project with appropriate ongoing 

measures, such as activities of an existing interagency council. Proper 

location will also send a message to school principals that the project 

clearly is intended to deal with crime and serious discipline problems, 

not to provide the district office with a new tool for monitoring admini-

strators. 
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1-7 
An evaluation of project outcomes should be conducted. 

While the 
process-oriented evaluation of the project's first two' ye~rs supplied a 

great deal of information a~out its ultimate utility, conducting a tight 

summative evaluation will provide more complete answers. That evaluation 

should be undertaken simultaneously with introduction of the project to a 
new community so the evaluators bt ' . 

can 0 aln adequate baseline measures. 

II TRAINING 

11-1 Trainin should be tailored to the cl'rcumstances 
of the schools and 

communitl· Conducting a preliminary assessment (see Recommendation 1-3) 

would supply a baSis for developing a training deSign that speCifically 
addresses 1 oca 1 needs. 

Sa sed on the asses sment, the des i gn cou 1 d ta ke 

into account more of what administrators already know and whatever sub­

jects they feel warrant the most attention. 
Moreover, the trainers would 

be able to refer to actual policies and practices 
rather than relying upon 

conjecture. In this way, the administrators attendl'ng 
the workshops will 

get a stronger impression they are receiving assistance rather than 
serving as subjects in an experiment. 

II-2 A school 

training team. Adding a p' . 1 
rlnclpa or assistant principal to the training 

team would help reduce criticism that the trainers have little experience 

in schools and appear somewhat insensitive to the. daily demands of school 
administration. 

Ideally, the new person will have been a participant 
during the pilot period. 

In addition, by discussing project methodologies 
from the perspective of a practitl'oner, h 

suc a person cou 1 d offer a 
testimonial about benefits h 1 

sc 00 s can derive from implementing the 

training. This new team member would also be a valuable addition during 
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the training design phase by critiquing the plans and offering suggestions 

about what might appeal to fellow school administrators. 

11-3 The list of benefits should be more fully articulated and clearly 

communicated to ~he participants. The significance of project benefits 

needs to be stressed vigorously during the project introduction and 

training sessions. Several principals who became more positive during the 

second year noted that,' at the beginning, they could see no value in the 

project. They later came to recognize benefits they had not imagined. 

Some of them cited the unanticipated advantage of using incident profiling 

printouts as documentation in discussions with teachers, district staff, 

parents, and cOll1llunity representatives as a benefit they had not fc~es:~en. 

Others were grateful for better informal relations with police and proba­

tion officers. These benefits, and others, should be enumerated and 

presented in several forms to make a strong impression. Having a princi­

pal or assistant principal attest to them (see Recoll1llendation 11-2) would 

be one excellent way of giving them credibility. 

11-4 The project elements should be presented as modifications of what 

administrators are already doing rather than new measures requiring 

additional effort. The training could be reoriented to present its 

material as incremental changes in ongoing procedures rather than entirely 

new ways of doing things (see Recoll1llehdation 1-4). Incident profiling, 

for example, can be presented as a modification of how assistant princi­

pals currently record incidents. Implementation is likely to be more 

satisfactory for procedureS presented as modifications than as additions 

or substitutions. 
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11-5 Participants should be informed in advance about expectations 

regarding their involvement with the project. During the pilot period, 

plans wer~ often indefinite until very shortly before their implementa­

tion. Consequently, they could not have been communicated much earl ier 

than they were to the participants. The resulting unprofessional 

impression that was sometimes conveyed, and the accompanying suspicion 

among admi ni strators that no one knew where they were headed, coul d be 

eliminated by presenting a general timeline at the first session and 

referring to it thereafter. 

11-6 Assistant principals, as well as principals, should be trained. 

Assistant principals perform most of the school-based project tasks. If 

arrangements are not made for their participation in all training 

sess ions, they may deve lop resentment and a tendency to s 1 i ght project 

requirements. Therefore, if at all possible, training should be scheduled 

so assistant principals can attend. 

11-7 Workshops should be conducted at least once a year to gain the 

allegiance of new school administrators and to maintain support among 

those who were trained previously. The substantially lower ratings 

assigned to the project by participants who had not attended the training 

sessions suggests some form of training should be provided to give new­

comers a sense of involvement. At the same time, ongoing participants 

could receive reinforcement. 

III INCIDENT PROFILING 

111-1 Incident profiling should be integrated with existing systems for 

crime and discipl ine reporting to el iminate dupl ication and increase 

195 

"-1/::;:-. ----, ...... ""'----~--­
'/ 

, I, 

. , 
" 



p 

~ , -. 

""$Ii"Wl""",""'---

4 

reliability. If incident profi 1 ing is to be an effective management 

information system, it must achieve a high ratio of value from its output 

to time spent on its inp'ut. This ratio can be increased by using 

available technology to integrate incident profiling with other record 

keeping systems. Although NASS designed a version of incident profiling 

for schools to use without a computer, that alternative is unrealistic on 

any campus with more ,than a handful of reportable incidents. 

computer is to be used, it should be used to its full advantage'. 

If a 

Output can be maximized and input minimized by using the same reporting 

form for the new monitoring system as for the crime and discipline 

recording systems the district already has in place. Utility of output 

will be increased because administrators will have greater confidence that 

the printouts reflect accurate and complete information. They will no 

longer wonder whether an incident recorded in one system had been re­

entered in the other. Principals and assistant principals would be able 

to retrieve student-specific informaticn and incident-specific data from 

the same source. Such a system could also generate reports required by 

the district and state. On the input side, data entry will be reduced by 

el iminating dupl icative reporting. Much of the information on the i.nci­

dent reporting form is also included on other typical crime and discipline 

incident forms administrators routinely file. Further recommended 

refinements of the system include creating sensitized forms compatible 

with optical readers such as SCANTRON machines and designing a referral 

form that teachers will partially fill out in the first instance, then 

pass to an administrator for completion. 
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111-2 
ro rammers should carefull test the incident 

'profiling program before putting it into use. In addition to causing 

confusion and frustration, "bugs" in the co"!puter pt'ogram hamper incident 

profiling implementation by undermining administrators confidence in the 

system. If they record a fight, pnly to have it appear on the printout as 

a knife assault, they risk undeserved reproach from the district office. 

Consequently,. administrators may become suspicious of the system and 

either spend needless time verifying that each incident has been categor­

ized correctly or minimize reporting lest an error slip through. Testing 

the system thoroughly in advance may delay implementation, but is well 
worth the time. 

111-3 Full 
scale incident profiling should not be required for 

nonthreatening violations of school rules. Recording an incident takes 

time and effort that must be offset by benefits from the resulting output. 

Clogging the system with reports of petty incidents produces few benefits, 

while detracting from the seriousness of accurately reporting more signi­

ficant events. Even if exact information about the zone of school, time 

of day, and day of week for minor incidents could be collected with 

minimal effort, it would be of little value. It would neither tell admin­

istrators much they did not know nor are these offenses serious enough to 

war~ant spending additional time devising and implementing finely-drawn 
interventions. 

111-4 A se arate s stem should be used for monitorin class cuts. The 

incident profiling system is unsuited for monitoring class cuts for two 

~easons. First, the information included on the standard incident report 

form is far more than needed to monitor class cuts. Consequently, busy 
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administrators are unl ikely to complete the forms. Second, notice of 

class cuts often does not reach the administrators who file the incident 

reports. In many schools, teachers do not report a student until he or 

she cuts the class three times. 

A simple yet sufficient system woul d require teachers to submit a daily 

list of the number of students who skip each period. With this informa­

tion alone, a computer program could generate output indicating numbers of 

class cuts by each teacher whose class was cut, day of week" period of 

day, and any combination of those three breakdowns. If necessary, hand 

tallying the number of class cuts for each teacher would be a manageable 

task in all but the largest schools. The resulting totals would provide 

the information most useful to administrators interested in reducing the 

number of cuts. If such a system is used, it need not be operated 

continuously. Maintaining the records for intermittent two week periods 

provides sufficient information for decision making. 

III-5 A method should be developed for assuring that printouts come to 

the principal's attention. Principals will not realize any benefits of 

the incident profiling system unless they look at its printouts. For many 

reasons, though, a principal may not examine the printouts carefully 

enough to notice what they contain. Some method should be developed to 

encourage a close review of the data, at least occasionally. Having the 

principals hand tally the individual reports~ as they did during the first 

few months of the project in Rockford and Anaheim, serves this function, 

but at too high a cost. Submitting written data sUllll1aries to the district 

office or project director would be another alternative, albeit one with 

disadvantages and limitations of its own. 
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III-6 Provisions for coding a student's presumed social group _ _ _ or gang 
affiliation should be eliminated. Id entifying groupa,ffiliation is 

fraught with perils while offering few advantages. In theory, an assis-

tant principal would benefit from having the identities of rival gang 

members available for analysis. I n practice, however, this is proble-

matic. An assistant principal would need to be extremely cautious about 

recording a suspected affiliation since the resultant records would be 

accessible to students under the Family Educat~onal Rights and Privacy Act 

{Buckley Amendment}. Incorrectly la~eling someone as a gang member could 

lead to a defamation suit. Th" " 1S cons1deration, coupled with educators I 

reluctance to label students, vitiates the utility of group identifica­
tion. 

IV ACTION PLANS AND INTERVENTIONS 

IV-l Arrangements should be made for a 1 oca 1 pol ice offi cer or other 
" "t secur1 y expert" to visit each campus, rev1"ew d _ proce ures, 'and offer 
recOOlllendations. Whe'n ask d h t e w a assistance a school crime and student 

misbehavior project might usefully provide them, several principals 

indicated they would appreciate hav1"ng someone with expertise in crime and 

security assess their school. School administrators are not experts in 

these matters and would like to have someone with greater knowledge either 

make suggestions or assure them they are tak1"ng appropriate steps to 
protect their students, staff, and facil1"t1"es. A rranging for a pol ice 

officer from the loca.1 law enforcement agency to perfonn a "security 

audit l
; 'WOUld provide the added potential b enefit of improving relations 

between the schools and law enforcement. 
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IV-2 Visits by the project director to each campus should be discontinued 

or conducted with the objective of offering advice to campus administra­

tors. Visits to school sites produced few noticeable benefits for school 

administrators and many of them resented the imposition. While these 

meetings may be valuable to the project director, they should be discon­

tinued unless modified to provide more assistance to local personnel. The 

feelings of some administrators that they were supplying information to an 

outsider without getting anything in return could be reduced by providing 

more feedback. Administrators who develop extensive action plans might be 

offered comments on strengths and weaknesses of those plans. Commenting 

that other plans appear under-developed, accompanied by suggestions for 

elaboration, might spur additional effort. 

V INTERAGENCY COORDINATION 

V-I The project should offer interagency working,.9!'oupS a clear focus for 

their initial meeting. The notion of interagency cooperation, while 

laudable (see Recommendation 1-1), is too amorphous to serve as a focus 

for representatives of disparate organizations. Initial meetings were 

unnecessarily difficult because participants had no clear reason for their 
" 

coming together. They need a concrete objective toward which they can 

work initially. Later, the bonds formed during the start-up period may be 

strong enough to permit groups to focus more broadly on cooperation. The 

superintendent should have one objective in mind before convening an 

interagency group. Even if the objective is eventually modified or 

another is substituted, it will have served its purpose by giving the 

group a subject around which to buil<J consensus. 

200 

u "''''=fit~ti; . 

\ 1 

t ( 1 
1 

i , 
L 

U 
n 
! " 

U 

U 
n 
u 
n 
u 
0 
0 
n 
n 
n 
U '\>4: 

U ,. , 
" 

U 

n 
fJ n 

11 
~ 

" ) r 

- , , , 

i I 

' I " I 

r 
I 
i 

f ] 

u 
[] 

[J 

fl 
[ ) 

r} 

U 
\ 

[1 

u 
J~ 

n •• .;, 

f 
! ,-

0 i " . 

; ", 

, 

i.' n 
~~~~ .. --:."'~-,~-- . . 

V-2 Interagency meetings should be held - at the school level. While 
formal agreements and understandings among 

top administrators are impor-
tant, school principals have observed that 

t~~ greatest benefits to them 
flow from personal contact with other 

agency personnel. One way for the 
district to facilitate interaction is 

to hold meetings at a school site 
and have supervisors and staff attend. 

Principals and assistant princi-

pals from several surrounding schools, probation officers, police 
officers, and social k wor ers should all be inv,"ted. Th e introductions and 
exchange of telephone numbers that 

can then Occur are likely to lead to 
more satisfaction amo 11 

ng a participants with the service they receive 
from the others. 

V-3 The intera 
should be encoura ed to develo standard 

procedures for common campus i "d t 
""---...;;..;;;.;;;..;.:;.::....:..=.:......::.!::!!!!~~~_~..!!!n.£c~' ~e~n~s. Many principals complain that the 

response they receive from other agencies depends to a great extent on who 

responds to their call. Some officers may routinely arrest a student 

caught with three marijuana Cigarettes while others 
will chide the 

principal for wasting time on such a trivial incident. 
A year of working 

with an officer may produce a clear 
understanding, only to have the 

officer transferred to another area of the city. Greater 
uniformity of 

response would allow the principal to make better decisions about whether 

to contact another agency and will present 
students with a more uniform 

image of how justice is administered. 

The list of incidents requiring a set of guidelines could be quite short. 

Law enforcement might be involved in develop,"ng 
guidelines for the 

following situations: 
trespassing; possession of marijuana (possession of 

hard drugs or any sale should be included 
if those matters are not 
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t). parking lot violations; and weapons 
routinely handled by arres , 

Probation and court services would include 
possession. A short list for 

detention of a student; transfer of 
the following: truancy; temporary . 

and on-campus visits by probat10n 
students to and from court schools; . 

b hrased in terms of opt1ons 
officers. While the guidelines may need to e P 

they would provide more certainty than 
dependi ng on the ci rcumstances, 

exists without them: 

\ 
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APPENDIX A 

EVALUATION INSTRUMENTS 

School Baseline Information ••..•••.•...•.....•......••.•. ~ ....••. 

School Safety Checklist •.••••...•..••.•.....••••.•..••.•..•..••.. 

Incident Profiling Workshop Questionnaire •••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Incident Profiling Workshop Evaluation Form •••••••••••••••••••••• 

Safe Schools Milestones •••..•...•..•••.••...••••••.....••.....•.• 

Liaison ....................................................... . 

Principal .•.................................................... 

Assistant Principal •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Incident Profiling Workshop Follow-up Telephone Interview •••••••• 

Anaheim Schools Live-On Questionnaire •••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Program Implementation Survey •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Invervention Strategies Workshops Evaluation Form •••••••••••••••• 

Intervention Strategies Workshop Follow-up Interview ••••••••••••• 

Action Plan (School Team) Interview Protocol ••••••••••••••••••••• 

Pri nc; pa 1 s ••••••••..•••••••••••••••••••.••.•.•..... G ••••••••••• 

Assistant Principals ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••.••••.•••.• 

Tea c he rs •••••••••••••••••••••••• ~ •. _ •. "!:.c .:-.- •••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

,,' 
Custodians ••••••••••.•••••• a ••• ~vo .. , ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Students ............................ "'! •••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Anaheim Cluster Conference Evaluation •••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Implementation Interview ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Interfaces wtih Other AgenCies ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Winter 1985 (Status Check) Telephone Interview Protocol •••••••••• 

Final Interview Protocol •••••.•••••••••.•••••••.•••...••••••.•••• 

Final Evaluation Survey ...... ~., ........ 0 ........................... . 
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SCHOOL BASBLlRE IDOIlHATIOB . 

School Date of Visit 
------------------------------- ---------------------

Administrators 
----------------------------------------------------------------

Interviewee ------------------------------------------------------------
A. ADIIIBIS'BATIVE ORGAlfIZATIOB 

1. How long have each of you been at this school? In the district? 

2. Do you have an organizational chart for the school? If so, may we obtain a 
copy? 

3. Who has primary responsibility for each of the following? 

a. Disciplining rule breaking students? 
~------~----------------------b. Calling law enforcement to request assistance? 

c. Overseeing security pe~sonnel? ~--~--------------------------------
d. Devising strategics to reduce crime? 

----~~------------------------e. Authorizing actions intended to reduce crime? 
f. Compiling crime information for the district office? ______________ __ 
g. Conducting suspension hearings? ____________________________________ _ 

4. Do you have an appointed committee that reviews attendance, truancy, 
tardiness and/or misbehavior cases in your school? 
If so, could you tell me Who is on it and describe how it works? 

B. SCHOOL saTlBG 

1. At what time does the school day begin and end? _______________________ _ 

2. Are any students permitted to leave school regularly before dismissal? 

3. Are all students released for lunch at the same time? 
--------~--------

4. Are students allowed to leave the school grounds at lunch time? 

S. How long is an individual student's lunch period? 

6. What percent of students arrive/depart by bus? 

A--2 



, 

6. 

7. 

8. 

4 

Wi thin a quarter mi Ie 
frequently congregate? 
it? 

wi thin a quarter mile 
nonstudents frequently 
is it? 

SCHOOL BASELINE INFORMATION 

1· s there a place( s) where stucien~: from school, f ay 
. d of building. How ar aw Specify k1n 

hool is there a place(s) where youthful 
of the sc , .ld. How far away congregate? Specify kind of bU1 1ng. 

is there a store that sells liquor Within a quarter mile of the school, 
(beer)? 

c. SCHOOL CHARACTERISTICS 

1. 

2. 

3. 

11 rep vocational)? ·1· academic tracts (e.g., co ege p , Does your school Ut1 1ze 

d · to academic capability? 1·n any subJ·ect area grouped accor 1ng Are classes 

k · d f courses? Does your school offer these . 1n s 0 

a. 

b. 

Course that explains ~he law 
and the criminal just~ce system 
Course on human relat10ns 

NOT OFFERED ELECTIVE REQUIRED 

. 1 services at your school? 5. Do you offer any of the following spec1a YES NO DISTRICT 

Bilingual classes (specific language): 

Emotionally handicapped 
Learning disabilities . 
Speech and hearing hand1capped 
Mentally impaired 
Federal-compensatory education 

. 'School psychologist 
Gifted program 
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SCHOOL BASELINE INFORMATION 

D. SCHOOL POLICIES 

1. Does your school have a printed student rights and responsibility code? 
If so, may we obtain a copy? -

2. Does the school have formally adopted policies on discipline problems? 
May we obtain a copy of any written procedures? What informal policies are used? 

3. Do school rules permit corporal punishment? 
you estimate it is used in a month? If so, how many times would 

4. Under what circumstances are parents called to school because of their 
child's misbehavior? What is the procedure for involving parents? 

5. What are your school's formally adopted policies about criminal acts com­
mitted on school grounds? May we obtain a copy of any written procedures? 

6. 

7. 

Does your school directly work with community youth serving agencies to 
coordinate recreational activities, counseling, or other services for 
youth? If so, in what capacity and for what purposes? 

Do you have a rule of thumb for when to contact police? If so, what is it? 

8. Do you have a rule of thumb for when to contact probation? If so, what is it? 

9. 
What are your school's formal and informal policies and procedures regarding 
the district security office? 

A--4 
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SCHOOL BASELINE INFORMATION 
I 

'!i f. B. CJlDtE AIm DISCIPLINE PERCEPT lOBS PROCEDUUS , 

1. In your opinion, what are the major disciplinary problems in your school? 

2. In your opinion, what are the major criminal problems in your school? 

3. Where do such criminal problems most commonly occur? 

4. In your op1n10n, are gangs and gang related activities a problem in your 
school? Do you know of any gang members among your students? 

5. How serious are the problems youthful nonstudents cause you? 

a. At school during 
the day 

b. At school nights 
and weekends 

c. Around school 

NONE A LITTLE MODERATE 
FAIRLY 
SERIOUS 

6. In your opinion, when does most crime at your school occur? 

a. During School 
b. After school/nights 
c. Weekends 

1'. LAW EIII'OI.CIIIDT BLATIOBS 

VERY 
SERIOUS 

1. Are any law enforcement personnel assigned specifically to your school? 

2. How does the sheriff's office respond to your calls for assistance? 

3. Does your school have any formal a&reements with local law enforcement 
agencies about responses to sch091'~'I'ime? If so, may we obtain a copy? 
Does your school utilize informal agreements in such cases? 

4. How would you describe the general level of cooperation between your 
school and law enforcement? Are you satisfied with the existing 
relationship or do you desire a better relationship? 
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3. How would you describe the general level 
law enforcement? Are you satisfied with 
you desire a better relationship? 

G. SECURITY lIKASOUS 

1. How are the school grounds protected? 

a. 
b. 
c. 
d. 
e. 
f. 
g. 
h. 
i. 
j. 
k. 

Completely fenced . 
Some sections completely fenced 
Partially fenced 
Security patrol 
Teacher patrol 
Student patrol 
Police car patrol 
School grounds lighted at night 
School interiors lighted at night 
Complete burglar alarm system 
Burglar alarm on some areas 

SCHOOL BASELINE INFORMATION 

of cooperation between your and 
the existing relationship or do 

NO -

2. At your school, how strictly enforced is each of the 
following: 

LITTLE OR NO MODERATELY STRICTLY 
ENFORCEMENT ENFORCED ENFORCED 

a. Students must show i.D. 
cards to authorized 
p~r~onnel when requested 

b. V1s1tors must check in at 
office 

c. Students must carry hall . 
passes when out of class 

d.Students must comply with 
smoking rules 

e. Students who damage or 
destroy school property 
must repay school 

f. Students must comply with 
dress code 

g. Students may not display 
gang identification 
"col " ... ors or 1ns1gn1a 
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SCHOOL BASELINE INFORMATION 

3. Does your school use the following security procedures, and if so, do 
they seem to be effective? 

4. 

NOT 
USED -

STAN­
DARD 

SOME­
TIMES -

a. J,.ocker checks 
b. Key control systems 

(school keys in 
possession of author­
ized personnel only) 

c. School keys marked or 
designed to prevent 
duplication 

d. Outside locks replaced 
when key is missing 

e. Other 

EFFECTIVE INEFFECTIVE 

Do you use any of the following for your school's security? If so, do 
they seem to be effective? 

NOT 
USED 

STAN­
DARD 

SOME­
TIMES - EFFECTIVE INEFFECTIVE 

a. Administrators and/or 
faculty members specific­
ally responsible for 
security and discipline 

b. Security guard(s) 
employed by school or 
school district 

c. Police on regular 
patrol outside the 
school 

d. Police on regular 
patrol outside the 
school 

e. On-campus "live-in" 
security units 

f. Other 
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B. 

SCHOOL BASELINE INFORMATION 

COIIroHITY ULATIOBS 

l. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

How involved are the following in school affairs? 

NONE - LITTLE ~ VERY MUCH 
a. Parents 
b. Parent-teacher Association 
c. Other (describe) 

Does your school have a formally established parent advisory committee (not including PTA's)? 

Does your school have a formally established student advisory committee? 

During the school year, how often is your school open for educational, 
recreational, or other community uses during the following periods? 

a. Afternoons after 
school hours 

b. Evenings 
c. Weekends (days or 

evenings) 

A FEW 

!!ill ~ 
HALF 

THE TIME 
MOST OF 
THE TIME ALWAYS 

I. 0'l'IIBB. PIlDGJWI DVOLVBIIIBr 

1. Has your school ever participated in any government or voluntary programs 
involving school crime problems? If funding was necessary, what was the 
source? What were the origins, goals, and achievements of any 
program(s)? 

2. Is your school currently participating in any other special programs which 
have began in the summer of 1982? Could you briefly describe those programs? 
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Please circle y~ur grade: 

Please circle your sex: 

SCHOOL SAFETY CBEClCLIST 

PART I 

7 8 9 

Male Female 

10 11 12 

During school days, how safe are you from personal threats and attacks in each of 
the following places? 

VERY FAIRLY AVERAGE 
SAFE SAFE 

FAIRLY VERY 
UNSAFE UNSAFE 

1. Classrooms during classes 

2. Classrooms between or after classes 

3. Hallways and stairs 

4. Cafeteria --s. Restrooms 

6. Gym or gym locker roo. 

7. Parking lot 

8. Athletic fields 

9. Outdoor athletic courts --10. School bus 

11. School bus stops 

12. Entrances to school 

13. N~-ighborhood around school '>--<--... ...::::::..... ----:.~ 

PLEASE COMPLETE BOTH SIDES OF FORM 
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S(.'BOOL SAFETY CHEClCLIST 

PAla' II 

Pleas~ indicate whether any of the following things have happened to you while 
were 1n school or on School grounds during the last four weeka. you 

YES NO 

1. - -
2. -
3. -
4. --s. 

6. 

7. -
8. 

9. - -
10. -

In the last four weeks at sChool z have you: 
Had money stolen? 

Had clothes or' other things stolen? 
Had anything taken frolll you by force or threat? 
Had to fight to protect yourself? 

Seen a teacher threatened by a student? 

Seen anyone purchase illegal drugs? 

In the last four weeks at school, has anyone intentionallI: 

Damaged or destroyed anything of yours? 

Threatened you with a knife or gun? 

Hurt you so badly that you saw a nurse or doctor? 

Hurt you, but not so badly that you saw a nurse or doctor? 

PLEASE COMPLEX! BOTH SIDES OF FORM 
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IBCIDERT PROI'ILIBG WUSBOP QUBSTIOllllAIU 

1. Please circle .your position! 

a. Principal Vice-Pri~~ipal Assistant Principal Security Other 

b. High School Junior High School Other 

2. In your opinion, which of the following incidents are problems at your school? 

a. 
b. 
c. 
d. 
e. 
f. 

Vandalism 
Personal attacks 
Personal attacks 
Theft 

a. 
on students b. 
on teachers/staff c. 

d. 
Alcohol (use, possession, sale) 
Drugs (use, possession, sale) 

e. 
f. 

BY STUDENTS 
,!,!!, NO 

a. 
b. 
c. 
d. 
e. 
f. 

BY OUTSIDERS 
YES !Q 

3. How many of these incidents do you estimate occur in your school .aathly; how 
many do you estimate are reported to the school's office? (Use fractions if 
needed: 1/9 = 1 incident per school year) 

ACTUAL REPORTED 

a. Vandalism a. a. 
b. Personal attacks on students b. b. 
c. Personal attacks on teachers/staff c. c. 
d. Theft over $20 d. d. 
e. Theft under $20 e. e. 

4. In your opinion, in which school locations do criminal incide~ts most often 
occur? 

a. vandalism~ __ ~ ______ ~~~ ____________________________________________ _ 
b. Personal attacks on studentsi~ __ ~~ __________________________________ ___ 
c. Personal attacks on teachers/staff. ______________________________________ _ 
d. Theft: ________________________________________________________ __ 

5. In the handling of discipline problems at your school, 
you receive from each of the following? 

how much support do 

a. 
b. 
c. 
d. 

If you have no discipline problems, check here: ____ __ 

Parents 
District Cent~al Office 
School Board ,0 

Community Agencies 

a. 
b. 
c. 
d. 

LITTLE 

A--ll 
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VERY MUCH 

INCIDENT PROFILING WORKSHOP QUESTIONNAIRE 

6. -In handling criaiaal problems at your school, 
from each of the following? how much support do you receive 

If you have no crime problems, check here: 
---

NONE LITTLE SOME VERY MUCH - -a. Parents 
b. Local Police a. 

b. c. Local Courts -d. School Board c. 
d. - -e. School System Central Office ~ f. Community Agencies e. 
f. -g. PrObation -g. - -

7. In your school, do you differentiate between 
recording incidents? the following categories When 

a. Theft from vandalism 
b. a. Burglary from theft 

b. -c. Assault from fighting 
d. c. BrOken windows from vandalism 

d. - -
- -

8. In the last month, have you conferred with any of the 
related problem at your School? following about a crime-

YES 
a. Police -
b. District Central a. 

Office b. -c. School Board -d. Proba.tion c. -
d. e. Other (specify) -e. 

---
9. Which of the foll.l)wing best e.xpresses your 0p1n10n 

policies and procedures d of current district-wide 
school grounds? regar 1ng the handling of youth who commit crimes on 

a. 
b. 
c. 
d. 
e. 
f. 
g. 

None exist 
Harginally adequate 
Adequate 
Generally successful 
Effective 
Extraordinarily effective 
Unfamiliar with them 
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INCIDENT PROFILING WORKSHOP QUESTIONNAIRE 

. t b t school crime do you agree? 10. With which of the follow1ng statemen s a ou 

a. 

b. 

c. 

d. 

e. 

Many students commit crimes as part 
of growing up, so they shouldn't be 
severely punished . . 
Almost any crime at school 1S a Ser1;)US 

a. 

threat to the school b. 
Students who cOllllilit any criminal, 
offense on campus should be hand;' ~\d 
by law enforcement - . . . 
Students who commit a ser10US cr1m1nal 
offense on campus should be handled 
by law enforcement 
Students who commit a criminal offense 
on or off campus should be expelled 
from school 

c. 

d. 

e. 

AGREE DISAGREE 

11. Regardless of official policy, which of the following incidents do you regard 
as serious enough to warrant contacting the police? 

12. 

a. Possession of a bottle of whiskey a. 
b. Possession of a can of beer b. 
c. Possession of amphetamines c. 
d. Possession of three marijuana 

cigarettes d. 
e. Taking a calculator from a counselor's 

office at night e. 
f. Spraypainting hate slogans on the 

school's exterior f. 
g. Taking money from a student by 

suggesting he or she will be beaten 
up otherwise g. 

h. Destroying a typewriter that had been 
in a locked office h. 

Have you noticed an increase or decr~ase in the 
incidents in schools over the last f1ve years? 
this change? 

A--l'3 

!!! NO 

seriousness of criminal 
To what do you attribute 

fJ :, 

B 

n 
n 
fJ 

n 
D 
n 

D 
U 
n 
u 
n 
n 

< •• 

{ 
1 

\ 

. l 

n 
n 
n 
fl 
n 
n U 

n 
fl 
n 
u 
U 
fl 
n 
u 
n 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

s. 

6. 

DIemERT PROFILING WUSHOP EVALUATION FORM 

Please circle-your position. 

a. Principal Vice-Principal Assistant Principal Security 
b. High School Junior High School Other 

How would you rate the effectiveness of the following instructional 
methods used in the workshop? 

a. Overheads 
b. Handouts 
c. Simulation exercise 
d. Discussion 
e. Overall rating 

excellent 
a. 
b. 
c. 
d. 
e. 

good fair 

Other 

poor 

How would you rate the following workshop explanations and instructions? 

a. Purpose of the entire 
excellent 

project. a. 
b. What the incident profiling 

system is designed to do. b. 
c. Expected incident profiling 

benefits. c. 
d. How to fill out incident 

report forms. d. 
e. How to file incident report 

forms by offense category. e. 
f. Process for routing the inci­

dent report forms from asst. 
principal to princ,~pal etc. f. 

g. How to aggregate incident 
reports by type of offense. g. 

h. How to aggregate incident 
reports by group identifica-
tion. h. 

i. How to aggregate incident 
reports by day of week, 
period of day, and zone of 
school. i. --\ 

good fair poor 

Would you describe the quantity of materi1'1 presented as: (a) too much 
(b) about right (c) too little? 

Would you describe the pace of the work8ho~ as: (a) too fast (b) about right 
(c) too slow? 

Would you describe the clarity of the mater~al presented as: (a) very clear 
(b) somewhat clear (c) not at all clear? 

A--14 
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SAFE SCHOOLS MILESTONES/LIAISON 

.FALL 1983 

DISTRICT 

SCHOOL 

LIAISON 

Milestone Date Reached 

Formally adopt safe school program 

Attend fall incident profiling workshop 

Receive first batch of incident reports 
from principals (Please indicate below 
any schools that submitted their initial 
reports more than one week after this 
date) 

Conduct first analysis of incident date 
by school 

Submit first bi-weekly,;report to NASS/AJI 

Make first conference call with superinten­
dent and NASS 

Meet with area law enforcement officials 
to discuss program 

Provide NASS with crime and discipline 
policies and procedures 
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SAFE SCHOOLS MILESTONES/PRINCIPAL 

FALL 1983 

DISTRICT 

SCHOOL 

PRINCIPAL 

Milestone 
Date Reached 

Attend fall training workshop 

Mark zones on school map 

Record first inci~ent 
I", on report form 

Set up incident report file in office 

"Spread" incident data on summary forms 

Analyze summary report of incidents 
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MILESTONES/ASSISTANT PRINCIPAL SAFE SCHOOLS 

FALL 1983 

DISTRICT 

SCHOOL __________________________________________________ _ 

ASSISTANT PRINCIPAL ____________________________ . ______ __ 

llililestone Date Reached 

Attend fall training workshop 

Mark zones on school map 

Record first incident on report form 
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INCIDENT PROFILING WORKSHOP FOLLOW-UP TELEPHONE INTERVIEW 

Workshop 

Was the workshop adequate for you to successfully implement incident profiling? 

Would you modify any part of the workshop? 

Awareness 

Are teachers aware of the project? How were they notified? 

Are students aware of the project? How were they notified? 

Is the community aware of the project? How were citizens notified? 
Implementation 

How much time did your assistant principals spend filling out 
incident reports during the first month? Did they have any 
problems? 

How much time did you spend filling in the summary charts? Did you 
have any problems? 

Have you called anyone at the district office for assistance? Who? 
What questions did you ask? Did you get satisfactory answers? 

Do you have any suggestions for modifying the project at this point? 
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AlWlEIH SCHOOLS LIVE-oB QUESTIOHHAIllE 

Name ________________________________ ------------------------------~ 
School ~ ______________________________________________________________ __ 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

Who do you usually call to report an incident at the school? 

1 started, have you called the Since schoo . ·d t at Police to report an 1nC1 en 
the school? 

• ? If so, how many t1mes. 

a school administrator to report an Since school started, have you called 
incident at the school? 

If so, how many times? ____ __ 

talk to the following individuals How many times per week (~ve~age) do you 
about your school's secur1ty. 

Principal 

Assistant principal 

Head custodian 

Law enforcement officer 

of the following at d an one illegally doing any Have you directly ob8erve. .y of the school year? 
school since the beg1nn1ng your 

Breaking a window or door 

Spraypainting 

Stealing 

Breaking into a building 

Carrying a gun or knife 

Smashing a bottle 
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PROGRAM IMPLEMENTATION SURVEY 

Pleas circle your position and level. 

PrinCipal Assistant Principal High School Junior High School 

1. Have you been able to use the incident profiling system productively? 
If so, how? If not, what problems hinder its use? 

2. 
Does using the incident profiling system augment, hinder, or 
duplicate your standard monitoring procedures? 

3. 

4. 

5. 

Has this project affected your awareness of criminal acts at your 
school? How have your perceptions changed? 

Has this project helped you to coordinate with the police? 

Do you have any suggestions for modifying incident profiling? 

please continue answers on back 
A--20 
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Intervention Strategies Workshop 
Evaluation Fonn 

Please circle your Position and school level. 

1. 

2. 

a; Principal Vice Principal Assistant Principal Custodian 

Teacher Student Parent Counselor Other 

b. High School Junior High District Other 

f " s of the presentors How would you rate the ef ect1venes 1"n the following areas? 

excellent fair 

a. Preparedness a. 
b. b. Presentation Sty~e ---c. c. Current Informat10n 
d. d. Audience Interaction " -Knowledge about School Cr1me e. e. 
f. f. Awareness of Local Probl~ms -Awareness of Local Pr~ct1ces g. g. 

h. Assistance in Develop1ng 
h. Crime Responses -i. Overall Rating i. 

t about the workshop? . h the following statemen s Do you agree or disagree W1t 

a. The workshop provided useful ideas 
for solving problems at my school. 

b. Host of the information repeated what 
I already know. 

c. The team building exercises created 
a cooperative spirit among us. 

d. The presentors .;:oncentrhated on :~re 
serious p~oblems than t e ones 
my school. 

e. Host of the material pertained to 
my concerns. 
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INTERVENTION STRATEGIES WORKSHOP EVALUATION FORM 
3. Would you describe the quantity of material presented as: 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

Ca) too much Cb) about right Cc) too little? 
Would you describe the pace of the workshop as: 

Ca) too fast (b) about right (c) too slow? 
Would you describe the clarity of the material presented 

as: 
Ca) yery clear (b) clear Cc) not at all clear? 
Would you describe the use of .chool te... during the workshop as: 
Ca) very productive Cb) productive Cc) not productive? 
Was the amount of time spent on te .. buildina: 

Ca) too much (b) about right (c) too little? 
Did the workbook organize the material in a way you found: 

(a) very helpful Cb) helpful (c) not helpful? 
For preparing you to develop school crime responses, would you describe the workshop presentations as: 

(a) sufficient (b) nearly sufficient Cc) not sufficient? 

Your comments about improving the workshop are extremely important. What 
aspect of it was most useful to you? Least useful? 
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INTERVENTION STRATEGIES WORKSHOP ~OLLOW-UP TELEPHONE INTERVIEW 

A. Workshop 

. t f you to devise and 1. Was the workshop.trainlin~ suffic1en or 
implement an act10n pan. 

Did the workshop meet your needs? 2. 

t' team? What, if 3. Was the workshop appro~riate f~rfy~u~h~?1re . 
anything was inappropr1ate, an 0 . 

4. Would you modify any part of the workshop? 

B. Awareness 

· t? How were they notified? 1. Are teachers aware of the proJec . 

· t? How were they notified? 2. Are students aware of the proJec . 

3. . t? How were citizens Is the community aware of the proJec . 
notified? 

C. Implementation 

1. Has the team met since the workshop? 

2. Have you changed your action plan? 

timplement your action plan? What interventions have you chosen 0 3. 

t' ? 4. Who chairs your team mee 1ngs. 

· l' g a school team? 5. Do you see any advantages to 1nvo V1n 

6. Do you have any suggestions for modifying the project at this 
point? 
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Action Plan Interview Protocol 
Principals 

Program involvement: 
Original information about the program 
Current understanding about the program 
Interest in program elements 

Teamwork: 
Team meetings 
Meeting with Rubel and Dews 
Meetings with other team members 
Attitude toward use of team 
Effects on school administration 

Individual activities: 
Responsibilities in the project 
Efforts to implement action plan 
Use of the incident profiling system 

Responses by others: 
Initial/curent response from teachers/administrators/students 
Most Positive/negative response 

Expectations: 
Plans for remainder of year/next year 
Anticipated responses of school/district administration 
Expectations regarding actions of other team members 
Expectations regarding officers and students reactions to program 

Value: 
Personal changes attributable to program 
Contribution to the program 
Role in improving the school 
Effects on the school 
Feelings of worth 

Costs and benefits: 
Most beneficial element of the program 
Time/other school resources spent on program activities 
,Correspondence between outcomes and expectations/hopes 
Likely benefits for other schools/districts 

Other observations and suggestions 
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Action Plan Interview.Protocol 
Assistant Principals 

Program involvement: 
Original information about the program 
Current understanding about the program 
Interest in program elements' 

vJorkshop: 
Days attended 
Enjoyment 
Best/Worst parts 
Learning 
Effects on thinking about school crime and responses to it 
Effects on thinking about school administration 

Team\'lOrk: 
Process of selecting problem 
Workshop activities 
Team meetings 
Meeting with Rubel and Dews 
Meetings with other team members 
Attitude toward use of team 
Effects of team on school administration 

Individual activities: 
Responsibilities in the project 
Efforts to implement action plan 
Use of the incident profiling system 

Responses by others: 
Initial/curent response from teachers/administrators/students 
Most positive/negative response 

Expectations: 
Plans for remainder of year/next year 
Anticipated responses of school/district administration 
Expectations regarding actions of other team members 
Expectations regarding officers and students reactions to program 

Value: 
Personal changes attributable to program 
Contribution to the program 
Role in improving the school 
Effects on the school 
Feelings of worth 

Costs and benefits: 
Most beneficial element of the program 
Time/other school resources spent on program activities 
Correspondence between outcomes and expectations/hopes 
Likely benefits for other schools/districts 

Other observations and suggestions 
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Name 
Grade taught 
Approximate age 
Sex 
Victimization 

Action Pl 

Program recruitment" 

~;:s~~l:~~e~articiPating 

an Interview Protocol 
TeaChers 

Original ijnformation a 
Current understand' bout the program 

lng about the program 
Workshop: 

Da~s attended 
EnJoyment 
Bes t/~Jors t pa rts 
learnlng 
Effects on thinkin 
Effects on thi k' g a~out school 

n lng a~aut school 
Teamwork: 

cri~e,and responses to it 
adm1 01 stration 

Process of selectin 
Workshop activities g problem 
Team,meetings 
Meet1ng with RUbel 
Meetings with th and Dews 

o er team members 
Individual activities" 

Interactions with 
Responsibilities ,other teachers 

1n the project 
Responses by others" 

Initial/curent"res on 
Most Positive/nega~iV~er:;~~n;:achers/administrators 

Expectations: 
Plans for remainder 
Anticipated respon of year/next year 
~xpectations regar~~~go: ~~hoOl administration 
xpectations regarding t~a~~~~sO:n~ther team members 

Value: students reactions 

Personal chan 
Contribution feSt~ttributable to program 
Role in i ? e program 
Effects 0~P~~ev1nghthe school 
F l' sc 001 ee 1ngs of Worth 

Other observations and suggestions 
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Action Plan Interview Protocol 
Custodians' 

Name 
Approximate age 
Sex 
Victimization 

Program recruitment:.. . 
Reason for partlclpatlng 
How selected . 
Original informatl?n about the program 
Current understandlng about the program 

I~orkshop : 
Days attended 
Enjoyment 
Best/Worst parts 
Learning 
Effects on 
Effects on 

1 crl'me and responses to it thinking about schoo 
thinking about school administration 

Teami'lOrk: . bl 
Process of selectlng pro em 
Workshop activities 
Team meetings 
Meeting with Rubel and Dews 
Meetings with other team members 

Individual activities: . 
Interactions with.other Cus~odlans 
Responsibilities ln the proJect 

Responses by others: f om teachers/administrators/students Initial/curent resp?nse r 
Most positive/negatlve response 

Expectations: / t year 
Plans for remainder of year ne~ administration 
Anticipated respons~s of s~hoo f other team members 
Expectat~ons regardd~ng act~~~~a~s and students reactions to program Expectatlons regar lng cus 

Value: t 'b t ble Personal changes at rl u a 
Contribution to the program 
Role in improving the school 
Effects on the school 
Feelings of worth 

Other observations and suggestions 

to program 

A--27 

II 
fj 

i1 
D 
U 
HI 
g 
n 
n 
n 
n 
n 

"" - '"" ~+ .. ",." .. _t,~~'I!"~"'~_"'~"'" -"~ 
, 

l 
I 

m .''t 
i~0 

f~ J ',V1 .. il!l 
l.~ 

1i 
Jl 

iI'i 

fl 

1] 
""'. 

(1 
.~ 

If 
n 
U 
fJ 

" { l 
... J 

~ n 
{] 

n 
lJ 
n 
D 
n 
fl 
n 

Action Plan Interview Protocol 
Students 

Name 
Grade 
Sex 
School activities 
Victimization 

Program recruitment: 
Reason for participating 
How selected 
Original information about the program 
Current understanding about the program 

Workshop: 
Days attended 
Enjoyment 
Best/Worst parts 
Learning 
Effects on thinking about school crime and responses to it 
Effects on thinking about school administration 

Teamwork: 
Process of selecting problem 
Workshop activities 
Team meetings 
Meeting with Rubel and Dews 
Meetings with other team members 

Individual activities: 
Interactions with other students 
Responsibilities in the project 

Responses by others: 
Initial/curent response from peers/parents/teachers 
Most Positive/negative response 

Expectations: 
Plans for remainder of year/next year 
Expectations regarding actions of other team members 
Expectations regarding students reactions to program 

Value: 
Person~l changes attributable to progr~m 
Contribution to the program 
Role in improving the school 

.Jffects on the school 
Feelings of worth 

Other observations and suggestions 
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ANAHEIM CLUSTER CONFERENCE EVALUATION 

Please circle your 
primary role: Education 

Law 
Enforcement 

Community 
Services Courts 

1. Please indicate the value for you of each conference activity listed 
below and include comments about changes you would suggest for the 
next cluster conference. (Circle the appropriate phrase). 

a. Presentations to the group by project 
personnel 

b. Reports to the group by community 
representatives 

c. Meetings by community 

d. Meetings by area of responsibility 
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2. How clear are you about your responsibilities Not Fairly Very 
during the next few months of this project? Clear· Clear Clear 

What steps do you suggest to make responsibil ities clearer? 

3. How much do you expect this project will help 
to improve interagency coordination? None Some A Lot 

What steps do you suggest to improve the prospects of interagency cooperation? 

4. Please include below any additional suggestions you have, 
especially for the next cluster conference. 

5. Please use the yellow 5 x 7 card for your comments about 
assistance project personnel might provide your community 
in the next year. If you include your name on the card, 
someone will be able to contact you. 
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IMPLEMENTATION INTERVIEW 

Subjects: Princ.ipals 
Assistant Principals 

Topics: Project Reorientation 
Incident Profiling 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

School Teams 
Interfaces with Other Agencies 

Project Reorientation 

Have there been changes at your school or in the district that you 
think might affect this project? 

Do the students this year seem different in any way from the students 
last year? 

Do you have any specific project-related objectives you hope to achieve 
this year? 

Are you doing anything d~fferently this year because of your 
participation in the proJect last year? 

Did the principals' workshop with Bob Rubel.and Walter Hollins 
contribute to your participation in the proJect. 

Did the team sessions with Bob Rubel and Walter Hollins contribute to 
your participation in the project. 

Incident Profiling· 

1. Has someone at your school been entering reports into the computer 
since school began? 

2. Have you looked at any incident profiling printouts this year? 

2a. What have you learned from the printouts? 

2b. Have you tried to compare printouts from this year with last year? 

School Teams 

1. Have you replaced members of the school team lost to graduation etc.? 

2. Has your school team met this year? 

2a. What did the team discuss? 

2b. Did the team make plans for the rest of the year? 

3. What do you envision the team.doing during the year? 

A--3l 

7. 

IMPLEMENTATION INTERVIEW 

Check the phras,e that best describes your impression of the workshop presentations. 

-
-

a. The presentations demonstrated sensitivity to the unique problems 
school administrators face in monitoring crime. 

b. The presentations were so.ewhat sensitive to the unique problems 
school administrators face in monitoring crime. 

c. The presentations demonstrated little sensitivity to the unique 

8. 
problems school administrators face in monitoring crime. 

Check the phrase that best describes your overall appraisal of the workshop. 

9. 

-

-

a. The 'workshop was sufficient to enable me to institute the incident 
profiling system to my school/district. 

b. While Some workshop information was useful, the training aay not 
be sufficient to enable me to institute the incident profiling 
system in my school/district. 

c. The workshop was not sufficient to enable me to institute the 
incident profiling system to my sChool/district. 

Check the phrase that best describes your appraisal of the incident profiling system. 

-
a. The incident profiling system probably will be a useful management 

tool for monitoring School crime. 

b. While the incident profiling system may be a fairly useful manage­
ment tool for monitoring school crime, it probably will not be more 
useful than Our present system. 

c. The incident profiling system probably will not be useful as a 
management tool for monitoring school crime. 

10. What response to the incident profiling system do you expect from each of 
the following at your school. 

a. Principal 
b. Assistant principal 
c. Teachern 
d. Central office staff 
e. Security staff 
f. Custodians 
g. Students 

a. 
b. 
c. 
d. 
e. 
f. 
g. 

negative neutral positive uncertF..i." 

-
-- - -- -- - -

11. If any portion of the workshop was unclear, please describe on the back of 
this page what needs to be explained better. 

-
12. Your comments about improving the workshop are extremely important. Please 

use the back of this page for your observations and suggestions. 

A--32. 
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6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

4 

IMPLEMENTATION INTERVIEW 

h has illegally done any of the Have you discovered evidence t at anyo~e. of the school year? 
following at your scho,ol since the beg1nn1ng 

Breaking a window or door 

Spraypainting 

Stealing 

Breaking into a building 

--- Carrying a gun or knife 

Smashing a bottle 

How many years have you lived at the school? ____ _ 

Are you or your spouse employed by Anaheim Union High School District? 

How many people (if any) live with you? ____ _ 

What is your age? 

18 - 30 

31 - 45 

46 - 60 

over 60 
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Interfaces with Other Agencies 

What information do you currently receive from other agencies? 
What information would you like to receive from other agencies? 
With whom do you/\'t'ould you share this information? 
law Enforcement 

1. Which students have been arrested • 

2. Offenses for which students have been arrested. 

3~ Which students are suspects in ongoing investigations. 
Court/Probation 

1. Which students have delinquency records. 

2. Which students are on probation. 

3. The terms of individual students' probation orders. 

4. The total number of students at your school on probation. 

5. What services individual students are receiving from the probation department. 

Custodial Corrections 

1. Which students have just been released from incarceration. 

2. Which students have been previously incarcerated. 
Social Services 

1. Wh i ch s tlJdents ha ve been ru naways . 

2. Which students have suffered child abuse at home. 

3. Which students are in foster placements. 

4. What assistance Social Services is providing particular students. 

What information does your school release to other agencies? 
What information would your school release to other agencies? 

1. Academic records 

2. Class schedules 

3. Attendance records 

4. Discipline records 

5. Evaluative information 

law Court/ Custodial 
Enforcement Probation Corrections 

----
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WINTER 1985 TELEPHONE INTERVIEW PROTOCOL 

I-Incident Monitoring 

(refer to printouts) 
1-1 Has your use of the incident monitoring system changed from last school 

year? How? 
1-2 Are you seeing any important patterns in the data? What? 
1-3 Has use of the system changed what you do? How? . 
1-4 Have you taken any actions based on what you learned from the 

printouts? What actions? 

II-School Teams (InterventionDevelopment Process) 

(refer to action plans) 
11-1 Has your school team assembled this school year? Since January 1st? 
11-2 When the team meets, who chairs the meeting? 
11-3 What decisions has the team made? 
11-4 What actions has the team or any of its members taken? 

III-Interventions (Implementation and Monitoring) 

(refer to action plans) 
111-1 Is still the focus of your action plan? If not, what is? 
111-2 Have you modified any element of the plan this year? How? 
111-3 What have you done this year to achieve your goals? 
111-4 Have you tried to determine whether the plan is working? How? 

IV-Interagency Coordination 

IV-l Have you participated in any formal meetings with rapresentatives of 
other agencies this year? What happened? . 

IV-2 Have you noticed any changes this year in relations with other 
agencies? 

IV-3 Has the superintendent or district liaison discussed interagency 
coordination with you since January 1st? What was discussed? 
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] ..... FINAL INTERVIEW PROTOCOL 

I-Incident Monitoring 

1. ~~=tO~f~~ ~~uYr~o~~~ka~to~~~ident reporting printouts? When was the 

2. ~~~t~:~:?yOU concluded from looking at the printouts during the last 

3. Have you made any comparisons between the incident reporting statl'stl'CS 
from last year and those for this year? 

4. ~~~~e~~Ug~~~~S~ooked at the printout for potential conflicts between 

5. Has incident reporting led to any changes in POll' . 
your school? Cles or procedures at 

6. If a new principal/AP were coming to thO h 1 
option of continuing or ending incidentl~epS~r~~n nexht yet ar alnd had the 
recommend? g, w a wou d you 

7. Ift~e system is to be continued, what changes would you like to see? 

8. ~~~~~:~~l~~lY) Has use of the system to track class cuts been 

9. Have the benefits for YOU from inc"d t " 
and effort you put int~t? 1 en reportlng been worth the time 

10. Have the benefits for the school been worth the time and effort of 
everyone involved ln mak,ng the system work? 

II-Intervention Development Process (Action Plans and School Teams) 

1. How much value have ~ gotten from developing written action plans? 

2. Do ~ou have a school-wide or administrative team involved '"n the proJect? 

3. Which type of team do you prefer? 

4. How many times did the team meet this school year? Since Jan. I? 
5. How would you describe the purpose of the team? 

6. Have you found the school team useful? 

7. Do you expect to continue the team next year? 

A--36 
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FINAL INTERVIEW PROTOCOL 

8. Have the benefits for ~ from creating action plans and working with 
the team been worth the time and effort you have expended? 

9. Have the benefits for,· the school been worth the time and effort of 
everyone involved in action planning and team activities? 

III. Interventions (Implementation and Monitoring) 

1. Has participation in this project prompted you to implement 
interventions you might not have adopted otherwise? 

2. Which problems have you chosen to address during the course of the 
project? 

3. How have you monitored your intervention to determine if it has been 
effective? 

4. Have you achieved the objective you established in your action plan? 

5. (Anaheim only) Has concentrating intensively on class cuts last year 
and earlier this year been productive? 

IV. Interagency Coordination 

1. Since we talked in Feb/March, have you had any interactions, except for 
routine contacts, wi th personnel from other agenc'ies? 

2. Has anyone from the district office contacted you about cooperation 
with other agencies? 

3. Since the project began, have you changed your policies or procedures 
regarding how you interact with other agencies? 

4. How has the quality of your relations with representatives of other 
agencies changed during the past two years? 

5. Do you have any special plans or ideas for next year with regard to 
other agencies? 

V. Miscellaneous 

1. How would you compare crime on your campus today with the way it was 
two years ago? 

2. How would you compare student misbehavior on your campus today with the 
way it was two years ago? 

3. To what extent do you attribute changes that occurred to participation 
in this project? 
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FINAL INTERVIEW PROTOCOL 
4. What are the major rea sons you have a safe campus? 

5. ~~:~~s:f anything, interferes with your ability to maintain a 
safe 

5a. How much does lack of alternatives r . 
students hamper your ability to mai~t ?ptlons for dealing with problem 

Sb. 
aln a safe campus? 

How.muc~ d?es the threat of lawsuits b . 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

u. 

of lnfrlnglng their civil rights h Y student~ ~ho mlght accuse you 
campus? amper your ablllty to maintain a safe 

Has the project emphasis on differe t' . 
and diSCipline helped at your SChOOr?latlng more clearly between crime 

Has participation in the pro' t . 
students who commit serious ~~~ lncreased your awareness of how 
the district? by community age~~~:~?are handled at your school? by 

Have you noticed any change . . 
parents, toward the safety Of1n communlty attitudes, especially of your campus? 
Do you think the approach of this roO 
been taken in response to the gOal P Jecht was the best that could have 

s you ave for the school? 
What might have been done differently? 

D?eths continu~d ~~hasis on school crime and 
Wl your prlorltles for next year? student misbehavior fit 
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SCHOOL CRIME AND STUDENT MISBEHAVIOR PROJECT 
FINAL EVALUATION SURVEY FOR district, level, position 

Please complete this survey and return it in the accompanying envelope addressed to URSA 
Institute. Responses are anonymous: totals only will be reported. 

I. How much value has each of the f01lowing project elements had for you: 

great some mi nima 1 
value value value NA 

l. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

ll. 

Al. 

A2. 

attending training workshops 

recording incidents in the'computer system 

reviewing incident reporting printouts 

involving administrative teams in the project 

involving full school teams in the project 

developing a written "action plan" 

routinely separating crime from other misbehavior 

coordinating with other agencies 

holding in school meetings during Bob Rubel's visits 

implementing new strategies to reduce "target offenses" 

referring to guides, manuals, and other materials from NASS 

using the incident reporting system to monitor class cuts 

devising and implementing strategies to reduce class cuts 

II. How much has your personal participation in this project contributed to the following? 

a 
lot 

12. 

13. 

14. 

15. 

16. 

17. 

18. 

19. 

20. 

1 i ttl e 
some or none 

reducing crime at your school (theft, assault, drug use, etc.) 

reducing student misbehavior (class cuts, fights, disruption, etc.) 

apprehending offenders 

disciplining school rule violators 

prosecuting law breakers 

improving 'relations with other agencies 

creating a suitable learning environment 

adopting better crime and discipline policies 

improving how staff responds to crime and misbehavior 
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III. To what extent do 
school? you agree or disagree with 

Totally 
Agree 

1 

21. 

2 
Neutral 

3 4 

Totally 
Disagree 

5 

the following statements for jour 

n 
~ } 

- - - Separating c 0 

safety. rlme and discipline is critical for school 

~J 

.~ fJ' 

U 
~ fJ 

ii 
~ fl 

() 

fJ 

·n 

22. 

23. -
24. -
25. -
26. -
27. -
28. 

- - -' 
- - -
- - -
- - -
- - -
- -

-
-
-
-
-

The incident reportin 0 

of "hot spots" on g prlntouts have made campus. me more aware 

The incident reportin 0 

of potential conflict~ br~ntouts have made me mo e ween student gr re aware 
The benefi ts fr 0 0 oups. 
needed to do it~ lncldent monitoring are worth the time 
Participating in the r 0 

of how the criminal j~s~~ect has increased my awa 
lce system handl 1 reness 

Relations with 1 es awb;~eakers. 
were two years a;~.enforcement are better now than they 

- - Relations with rob 0 

were two years ~go.atl0n/HRS are better now than they 

- - - - tO~erall, participatl°on lme and ff in the proJo t . e ort. ec has been worth the 

IV. Below are three statem 
please circle the lett:~t~h~fe~eniing various options for th 

es expresses your opinion. e future. For each item, 

29. Incident monitoring should be~ 

(a) continued as is (b) 
continued with mOdificatO 

30. Training for new administr t 10ns (c) discontinued 
a ors would b • 

-0 (a) by project trainers (b) b dO 0 e accomplished best: 
31 Y lstrlct personnel ( ) 

• Efforts to coordinat c by reading the manuals. 

[:1 
.j 

o 
. [1 

n 

e more closely with oth 0 

(a) a high p 0 0 er agencles are" 
rlorlty (b) ne d d " e e , but not critical 

(c) unnecessary at tho 0 lS tlme. 

THANK YOU 

U~SA Institute 
Pler 1 1/2 
San Francisco, CA 94111 
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APPENDIX 8 

INCIDENT PROFILING SUMMARIES 

District High School/Junior High Totals for Crime and Discipline.. 8--2 

District High School/Junior High Totals by Offense Category ....... 8--5 

School Totals by Offense Category .•..••..••...•.....•............. 8--11 
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I' INCIDENT P~OFllING TOTALS FOR ANAHEIM 

1-------------1983-84-------------1--------_____ ~ __ 1984-85------------___ 1 
83-84 84-85 OCT NOV DEC JAN FEB MAR APR SEPT OCT NOV DEC JAN FEB MAR APR TOTAL TOTAL ~ 1 HIGH SCHOOLS 

CRIME 39 121 45 67 83 93 34 49 130 79 65 72 83 97 50 482 625 } 
DISCIPLINE 504 770 457 600 3226' 3157-1172' S6t 1253' 891· 449 531 436 516 345 9886' 4984· 

i 
I 
r 

667 3309" 325(f 1206- 612' 1383" 
I TOTAL 543 891 502 9Ut 514 603 519 613 395 10368' 5609-
I, 
I 
J. 
i 

JUNIOR HIGH SCHOOLS I 
L 
I" CRIME 32 30 10 26 38 50 6 10 51 59 40 37 30 59 35 192 321 
I, 
i DISCIPLINE 130 162 134 141 126r 866· 60 112 639· 440' 162 50s' 224 315 124 276r! 2524A 
l' 

~ TOTAL 162 192 144 167 1305' 916· 66 122 69r1 499" 202 54!t '254 374 159 295i" 2845' 
~ 0:1 I I 
" I 

I N 

INCIDENT PROFILING SCHOOL AVERAGES FOR ANAHEIM j 
1-------------1983-84-------------1 __________________ 1984-85------------_1 83-84 84-85 

I OCT NOV DEC JAN FEB MAR APR SEPT OCT NOV DEC JAN FEB MAR APR TOTAL TOTAL 
HIGH SCHOOLS 

~~ 

i CRIME 5 15 6 8 10 12 4 6 16 10 8 9 10 12 6 60 77 1 

I DISCIPLINE 63 96 57 75 403~ 395· 14f1 70- 157- l11l 56 66 55 65 43 1236- 623~ 
TOTAL 68 111 63 83 41)' 4071 15111 7f' 171 12f 64 75 65 77 49 12964f 70r!+" 
JUNIOR HIGH SCHOOLS ! 

o 

CRIME 4 4 1 3 5 6 1 1 6 7 5 5 4 7 4 24 39 
DISCIPLINE 16 20 17 18 158- lOB' 8 14 a(/ 55- 20 64' 2a 39 16 345~ 316· \ TOTAL 20 24 18 21 163' 11~ 9 15 aft 62- 25 6r1 32 46 20 36~ 355~ 

, 

~\ 
-<. 

" 
~ 

* Figures include data from computerized attendance monitor1ngsystem. , 

" .'.~'-' ... -'-"--~,......". _ _..._=r"'~ ___ '''~,...'' .. ---, .... _" .. 
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INCIDENT PROFILING TOTALS FOR ROCKFORD 

/----------1983-84-----------/------------_1984_,85 ___ ----------/ 
83-84 84-85 NOV DEC JAN FEB MAR APR OCT NOV DEC JAN FEB MAR APR TOTAL TOTAL HIGH SCHOOLS 

CRIME 96 83 52 87 96 113 107 102 65 96 73 100 45 527 588 DISCIPLINE 168 193 125 138 193 208 103 56 56 99 101 84 65 1025 564 TOTAL 264 276 177 225 289 321 210 158 121 195 174 184 110 1552 1152 JUNIOR HIGH SCHOOLS 

CRIME 92 69 77 35 80 43 42 44 33 45 24 32 28 396 248 DISCIPLINE 260 216 321 297 390 274 206 245 303 388 167 363 264 1758 1936 
b:l 
I 
I 

TOTAL 352 285 398 332 470 317 248 289 336 433 191 395 292 2154 2184 

w 

INCIDENT PROFILING SCHOOL AVERAGES FOR ROCKFORD 

1----------1983-84-----------/-----.-------_1984_85 ___ ----------1 83-84 84-85 NOV DEC JAN FEB MAR APR OCT NOV DEC JAN FEB MAR APR TOTAL TOTAL HIGH SCHOOLS 

CRIME 19 17 10 17 19 23 21 20 13 19 15 20 9 105 118 

/1", 
DISCIPLINE 34 39 25 28 39 42 21 11 11 20 20 17 13 205 113 TOTAL 53 55 35 45 58 64 42 32 24 39 35 37 22 310 230 JUNIOR HIGHS 

CRIME 23 17 19 9 20 11 11 11 8 11 6 8 7 99 62 
.' 

~i 
<{ 

DISCIPLINE 65 54 80 74 98 69 52 61 76 97 42 91 66 440 484 . TOTAL 88 71 100 83 118 79 62 72 84 108 48 99 73 539 546 \ 
~ ~ , 

r 
{-", 

r'~J r::,] r-"~l w". 'J ( .'] I f··'J 

~~ fr:"'~ fE"'l'" lt~1'l t::J] f:::II t..., {' "1 Ii' "] (": J C-] ~t ~~~"-= -- .. ";~ - , ~ \I ••• 
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INCIDENT PROFILING TOTALS FOR JACKSONVILLE 

1----------1983-84-----------/--------_____ 1984_85 ____ ---------/ 
83-84 84-85 NOV DEC JAN FEB MAR APR OCT NOV DEC JAN FEB MAR APR TOTAL TOTAL HIGH SCHOOLS 

CRIME 10 1 45 70 45 33 28 34 22 32 26 19 7 204 168 DISCIPLINE 65 32 135 75 54 39 75 65 39 67 56 58 44 400 404 TOTAL 75 33 180 145 99 72 103 99 61 99 82 77 51 604 572 JUNIOR HIGH SCHOOLS 

CRIME 11 27 38 41 82 20 19 20 6 26 12 19 20 219 122 DISCIPLINE 67 90 90 93 72 29 41 25 38 50 35 19 11 441 219 t:x:t TOTAL 78 117 128 134 154 49 60 45 44 76 47 38 31 660 341 

I 
I 
~ 

INCIDENT PROFILING SCHOOL AVERAGES FOR JACKSONVILLE 

/----------1983-84-----------/--------_____ 1984_85 ____ ---------/ 
83-84 84-85 NOV DEC JAN FEB MAR APR OCT NOV DEC JAN FEB MAR APR TOTAL TOTAL HIGH SCHOOLS 

CRIME 1 0 6 9 6 4 4 4 3 4 3 2 1 26 21 DISCIPLINE 8 4 17 9 7 5 9 8 5 8 7 7 6 50 51 
:/-.. 

TOTAL 9 4 23 18 12 9 13 12 8 12 10 10 6 76 72 JUNIOR HIGH SCHOOLS 

CRIME 2 4 5 6 12 3 3 3 1 4 2 3 3 31 17 

, 

DISCIPLINE 10 13 13 13 10 4 6 4 5 7 5 3 2 63 31 

~\ 
...;. 

TOTAL 11 17 18 19 22 7 9 6 6 11 7 5 4 94 49 
\. 

~ ~ 
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INCIDENT PROFILING TOTALS FOR ANAHEIM HIGH SCHOOLS 

1-------------1983-84-------------1---------------1984-85----------------1 83-84 84-85 
OCT NOV DEC JAN FEB MAR APR SEPT OCT NOV DEC JAN FEB MAR APR TOTAL TOTAL 

ALCOHOL 1 5 8 7 4 6 0 6 6 3 1 1 0 1 0 31 18 
ARSON 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2 
ASSAULT 10 14 6 16 0 8 4 1 4 2 6 1 2 3 1 58 20 
BOMBS 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 0 2 3 
BURGLARY 2 2 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 7 1 
DISORDERLY CONDUCT 2 4 6 2 2 2 0 0 4 0 1 1 7 0 0 18 13 
DRUGS 4 12 2 8 5 10 3 1 9 7 6 3 3 4 5 44 38 
EXTORTION 0 1 0 • 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 ~ 

ROBBERY 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 
SEX OFFENSES 1 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 4 2 
THEFT 7 23 14 12 16 3 2 3 9 5 5 1 3 9 5 77 40 
TRESPASSING 3 6 2 '0 0 1 0 1 0 2 0 0 2 0 0 12 5 

", VANDALISM 4 5 3 16 5 8 1 1 2 1 2 0 1 2 2 42 11 
VEHICLES 2 6 1 1 0 6 0 1 0 0 2 0 1 0 1 16 5 

tx;j 
WEAPONS 1 0 0 3 2 5 1 0 0 2 1 0 2 0 1 12 6 

I MISCELLANEOUS 2 40 2 0 49 38 23 35 93 56 41 65 60 76 35 154 461 
I 

U1 

CLASS CUT 227 334 190 150 2841 2652 1088 179 422 295 136 266 208 210 183 7482 1899 i 

" TARDY 44 50 35 104 45 86 15 18 123 90 33 51 31 53 23 379 422 
LOITERING 7 5 4 1 6 11 0 5 7 2 3 0 1 2 1 34 21 
DISRESPECT 15 46 24 27 23 40. 7 72 31 21 16 13 30 19 8 182 210 
INSUBURDINATION 133 167 131 194 195 220 51 199 506 370 192 143 100 176 104 1091 1790 
DISRUPTION 39 80 14 48 51 65 4 31 72 36 22 17 17 22 8 301 225 
FIGHTING 20 31 26 30 24 35 1 28 37 24 15 16 17 8 11 167 156 
SMOKING 19 57 33 46 41 48 6 31 55 53 32 25 32 26 7 250 261 

CRIME 39 121 45 67 83 93 34 49 130 79 65 72 83 97 50 482 625 ". fl¥> .. 

" DISCIPLINE 504 770 457 600 3226 3157 1172 563 1253 891 449 531 436 516 345 9886 4984 

TOTAL 543 891 502 667 3309 3250 1206 612 1383 970 514 603 519 613 395 10368 5609 

WITHOUT ATTENDANCE . 
DISCIPLINE 233 386 232 346 340 419 69 366 708 506 280 214 197 253 139 2025 2663 

~. , 
~ ..;. 

'\ TOTAL 272 507 277 413 423 512 103 415 838 585 345 286 280 350 189 2507 3288 

~ 
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ALCOHOL 
ARSON 
ASSAULT 
BOMBS 
BURGLARY 
DISORDERLY CONDUCT 
DRUGS 
EXTORTION 
ROBBERY 
SEX OFFENSES 
THEFT 
TRESPASSING 
VANDALISM 
VEHICLES 
WEAPONS 
MISCELLANEOUS 

CLASS CUT 
TARDY 
LOITERING 
DISRESPECT 
I NSUBORD I NATION 
DISRUPTION 
FIGHTING 
SMOKING 

CRIME 

DISCIPLINE 

TOTAL 

WITHOUT ATTENDANCE 

DISCIPLINE 

TOTAL 

--, 1.1 
... .. -.. ~ 

.,J, ,\t 
~'::."'--

..;, 'It 

INCIDENT PROFILING TOTALS FOR ANAHEIM JUNIOR HIGH SCHOOLS 

1-------------1983-84----~--------1---------------1984-85----------------1 83-84 84-85 
OCT NOV DEC JAN FEB MAR APR SEPT OCT NOV DEC JAN FEB MAR APR TOTAL TOTAL 

1 
o 
4 
1 
o 
o 
8 
1 
o 
o 
5 
o 
4 
o 
1 
7 

3 
1 
5 
2 
o 
o 
2 
o 
o 
1 
7 
o 
6 
o 
o 
3 

28 31 
15 12 
o 0 
7 8 

32 37 
22 37 
23 34 

3 3 

o 
o 
1 
o 
o 
o 
2 
1 
o 
o 
2 
o 
3 
o 
1 
o 

o 0 3 0 
1 100 

11 13 20 3 
o 1 1 0 
001 0 
000 0 
2 1 5 0 
000 0 
o 100 
o 1 0 0 
5 550 
o 1 2 0 
4 6 2; 0 
o 1 0 0 
300 0 
o 7 11 3 

2 5 
o 0 
4 9 
o 0 
o 0 
o 1 
o 3 
1 2 
o 0 
o 0 
1 16 
1 1 
1 5 
o 0 
o 0 
o 9 

2 0 
o 0 
8 8 
1 0 
o 0 
6 4 
6 2 
o 0 
o 0 
o 0 

12 5 
4 0 
8 3 
o 0 
4 4 
8 14 

o 
o 
7 
o 
2 
o 
2 
1 
o 
6 
7 
o 
5 
o 
o 
7 

15 29 219 140 
5 0 924 519 
107 9 
5 398 

10 17 68 79 
2 1 312 162 
o 0 3 1 
5 6 12 12 

25 92 
6 253 
1 4 
7 11 

44 61 55 93 
39 27 26 48 
21 21 19 36 
4 0 8 13 

26 40 118 97 
7 6 56 33 
8 32 45 31 
2 10 25 25 

63 72 
29 29 
22 32 
9 15 

o 
o 
7 
o 
2 
1 
o 
1 
o 
o 
o 
o 
5 
o 
2 

12 

1 
1 

17 
1 
o 
3 
2 
o 
o 
o 

13 
o 
5 
o 
3 

13 

31 18 
2 13 
o 3 
7 12 

97 151 
39 44 
~8 46 
10 28 

1 
o 
4 
o 
o 
1 
2 
o 
o 
2 
7 
o 
5 
o 
4 
9 

7 
3 

57 
5 
1 
o 

20 
2 
1 
2 

29 
3 

25. 
1 
5 

31 

5 472 
12 1477 
7 17 
8 45 

35 348 
27 206 
23 162 
7 33 

11 
1 

64 
2 
4 

16 
17 
5 
o 
8 

61 
6 

37 
o 

17 
72 

335 
761 

19 
75 

673 
263 
269 
129 

32 30 10 26 38 50 

130 162 134 141 1267 866 

162 192 144 167 1305 916 

6 10 51 59 40 37 30 59 35 192 321 

60 112 639 440 162 508 224 315 124 2760 2524 

66 122 690 499 202 545 254 374 159 2952 2845 

87 119 114 112 124 207 

119 149 124 138 162 257 

48 94 259 199 131 163 191 284 107 811 1428 

54 104 310 258 171 200 221 343 142 1003 1749 

, 

.' 
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INCIDENT PROFILING TOTALS FOR ROCKFORD HIGH SCHOOLS 

1----------1983-84-----------1-------------1984-85-------------1 83-84 84-85 
NOV DEC JAN FEB MAR APR OCT NOV DEC JAN FEB MAR APR TOTAL TOTAL 

ALCOHOL 11 5 8 11 6 0 5 4 1 5 4 3 0 38 22 
ARSON 2 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 4 2 
ASSAULT 11 1 7 7 7 4 5 5 3 5 2 7 4 29 31 
BOMBS 0 2 O. 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 2 1 
BURGLARY 0 3 0 0 2 0 1 0 1 0 2 3 0 4 7 
DISORDERLY CONDUCT 6 1 8 9 12 5 2 4 1 5 4 5 0 28 22 
DRUGS 7 13 10 7 19 4 4 10 4 4 7 5 5 53 38 
EXTORTION 3 0 2 1 2 0 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 7 
ROBBERY 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 
SEX OFFENSE 2 0 0 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 
THEFT 26 20 39 58 37 27 45 39 26 35 27 50 16 157 238 
TRESPASSING 5 1 2 0 4 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 10 2 

l- OJ VANDALISM 12 1 13 13 14 31 28 36 25 35 21 23 14 48 182 I 
I VEHICLES 0 3 1 6 1 2 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 7 5 ....... 

WEAPONS 3 2 2 2 14 1 7 4 2 5 4 4 4 18 30 

MISCELLANEOUS 4 14 5 2 7 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 23 1 
CLASS CUT 29 15 22 0 39 28 15 11 11 16 5 12 6 75 76 
TARDY 6 27 12 77 51 3 0 0 0 1 4 2 2 144 9 
LOITERING 14 0 5 19 3 0 1 4 2 8 5 2 5 41 25 
DISRESPECT 19 9 15 1 12 2 3 8 4 5 9 6 3 51 40 
INSUBORDINATION 62 59 67 11 96 29 24 6 20 24 23 13 16 276 126 
DISRUPTION 25 8 6 71 16 17 16 7 9 23 15 15 9 124 94 
FIGHTING 40 15 14 10 17 9 21 11 7 15 13 6 11 91 84 
SMOKING 2 0 8 34 11 13 23 9 3 7 27 28 13 55 110 ;1 p 

CRIME 96 83 52 87 96 113 107 102 65 96 73 100 45 431 588 

DISCIPLINE 168 193 125 138 193 208 103 56 56 99 101 84 65 857 564 

TOTAL 264 276 177 225 289 321 210 158 121 195 174 184 110 1288 1152 . . 
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INCIDENT PROFILING TOTALS FOR ROCKFORD HIGH SCHOOLS 

1----------1983-84-----------1-------------1984-85-------______ 1 83-84 84-85 NOV DEC JAN FEB MAR APR OCT NOV DEC JAN FEB MAR APR TOTAL TOTAL 
ALCOHOL 11 5 8 11 6 0 5 4 1 5 4 3 0 38 22 ARSON 2 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 4 2 ASSAULT 11 1 7 7 7 4 5 5 3 5 2 7 4 29 31 BOMBS 0 2 O. 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 2 1 BURGLARY 0 3 0 0 2 0 1 0 1 0 2 3 0 4 7 DISORDERLY CONDUCT 6 1 8 9 12 5 2 4 1 5 4 5 0 28 22 DRUGS 7 13 10 7 19 4 4 10 4 4 7 5 5 53 38 EXTORTION 3 0 2 1 2 0 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 7 

. 
4 0 0 0 0 2 0 

ROBBERY 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 SEX OFFENSE 2 0 0 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 THEFT 26 20 39 58 37 27 45 39 26 35 27 50 16 157 238 TRESPASSING 5 1 2 0 4 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 10 2 to VANDALISM 12 1 13 13 14 31 28 36 25 35 21 23 14 48 182 I 
I VEHICLES 0 3 1 6 1 2 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 7 5 -...J 

WEAPONS 3 2 2 2 14 1 7 4 2 5 4 4 4 18 30 
MISCELLANEOUS 4 14 5 2 7 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 23 1 CLASS CUT 29 15 22 0 39 28 15 11 11 16 5 12 6 75 76 TARDY 6 27 12 77 51 3 0 0 0 1 4 2 2 144 9 LOITERING 14 0 5 19 3 0 1 4 2 8 5 2 5 41 25 DISRESPECT 19 9 15 1 12 2 3 8 4 5 9 6 3 51 40 INSUBORDINATION 62 59 67 11 96 29 24 6 20 24 23 13 16 276 126 DISRUPTION 25 8 6 71 16 17 16 7 9 23 15 15 9 124 94 a FIGHTING 40 15 14 10 17 9 21 11 7 15 13 6 11 91 84 ~ SMOKING 2 0 8 34 11 13 23 9 3 7 27 28 13 55 110 f/ Q

, 

,0 ~ CRIME 96 83 52 87 96 113 107 102 65 96 73 100 45 431 588 
0 « 
~ 
Ii 

DISCIPLINE 193 125 138 193 208 103 56 56 99 101 84 65 857 564 ~ 168 
n. 

TOTAL 264 276 177 225 289 321 210 158 121 195 174 184 110 1288 1152 ~ 
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INCIDENT PROFILING TOTALS FOR ROCKFORD JUNIOR HIGH SCHOOLS 

1----------1983-84-----------1-------------1984-85-------------1 83-84 84-85 
NOV DEC JAN FEB MAR APR OCT NOV DEC JAN FEB MAR APR TOTAL TOTAL 

ALCOHOL 2 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 4 3 
ARSON 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 
ASSAULT 25 25 38 12 28 14 7 8 7 11 10 4 8 142 55 
BOMBS 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
BURGLARY 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 
DISORDERLY CONDUCT 2 0 3 1 2 0 3 0 0 2 0 0 0 8 5 
DRUGS .4 2 5 5 2 1 0 2 2 1 3 2 0 19 10 
EXTORTION 1 2 1 2 1 0 0 1 0 0 2 1 0 7 4 

" ROBBERY 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 2 1 
SEX OFFENSE 0 0 1 0 4 1 0 4 1 2 0 0 3 6 10 

r THEFT 21 9 11 10 11 6 8 15 13 13 6 4 2 68, 61 
\ TRESPASSING 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 1 4 ; 

i 0:1 VANDALISM 7 9 4 1 16 4 2 5 0 1 1 4 2 41 15 
t I 

I VEHICLES 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 ". ex> 
f WEAPONS 5 3 3 2 3 2 4 2 4 0 2 1 1 18 14 f 
t MISCELLANEOUS 23 16 11 1 12 15 18 7 4 11 0 15 10 78 65 
" 
1 

\ CLASS CUT 26 5 19 3 18 10 1 5 25 17 1 24 15 81 88 

\- TARDY 11 8 10 19 13 19 8 12 13 22 8 30 16 80 109 

t LOITERING 0 0 0 10 0 0 1 0 0 2 0 0 0 10 3 
t,· DISRESPECT 35 23 29 0 37 30 28 35 32 60 14 55 31. 154 255 , 

E I NSUBORD I NATION 59 44 52 34 84 69 27 36 72 71 29 87 62 342 384 
DISRUPTION 164 183 108 94 117 126 172 83 124 113 714 829 t' ' 

IT 
80 111 68 .tl"' .• 

1 

FIGHTING 49 25 46 122 50 28 31 33 29 36 29 33 23 320 214 co 

SMOKING 0 0 1 41 5 10 16 7 6 8 3 10 4 57 54 

CRIME 92 69 77 35 80 43 42 44 33 45 24 32 28 396 248 
\ 
1 DISCIPLINE 260 216 321 297 390 274 206 245 303 388 167 363 264 1758 1936 1 

, 

TOTAL 285 398 470 317 248 289 336 433 191 395 292 2154 2184 
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ALCOHOL 
ARSON 
ASSAULT 
BOMBS 
BURGLARY 
DISORDERLY CONDUCT 
DRUGS 
EXTORTION 
ROBBERY 
SEX OFFENSE 
THEFT 
TRESPASSING 
VANDALISM 
VEHICLES 
WEAPONS 
MISCELLANEOUS 

CLASS CUT 
TARDY 
lOITERING 
DISRESPECT 
INSUBORDINATION 
DISRUPTION 
FIGHTING 
SMOKING 

CRIME 

DISCIPLINE 

TOTAL 

0 C'3 L::J r--~ . ..1 

INCIDENT PROFILING TOTALS FOR JACKSONVILLE HIGH SCHOOLS 

1----------1983-84-----------1------------_1984_85 _____________ 1 
NOV DEC JAN FEB MAR APR OCT NOV DEC JAN FEB MAR APR 

0 0 1 5 1 3 1 4 2 2 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 5 8' 8 2 6 3 4 8 3 3 0 0 0 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 4 11 2 6 0 1 0 0 1 3 0 1 0 4 7 5 2 2 0 0 0 2 0 0 1 0 7 6 8 1 6 1 6 2 4 1 2 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 4 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 4 0 8 10 4 3 8 5 1 2 7 2 2 1 0 1 3 3 1 1 2 0 5 2 1 1 0 0 2 6 3 1 2 3 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 3 8 4 1 1 4 3 6 0 2 0 1 0 3 2 4 11 0 11 6 6 5 6 1 
16 2 14 12 8 9 24 19 18 21 22 16 13 14 4 31 1 0 1 0 1 0 3 0 4 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 2 0 7 1 15 9 10 8 3 2 0 5 1 0 2 12 4 26 14 9 10 16 18 13 19 14 22 23 12 15 24 7 5 2 4 5 2 1 3 1 1 0 6 24 30 20 7 18 10 4 14 12 9 3 3 0 1 2 2 2 9 9 2 4 4 4 2 

10 1 45 70 45 33 28 34 22 32 26 19 7 
65 32 135 75 54 39 75 65 39 67 56 58 44 
75 33 180 145 99 72 103 99 61 99 82 77 51 

[~:J [:-:1 n C-] C::l CJ CJ -~J L __ LJ 

~ 

" ~ 

L\ ; 

. ~ II 

83-84 84-85 
TOTAL TOTAL 

10 11 
1 0 

24 27 
4 0 

24 5 
19 4 
23 22 
1 1 
6 0 
3 2 

29 27 
9 12 

12 6 
1 0 

l7 16 
21 35 

61 133 
51 8 
1 4 

50 13 
75 125 
65 l7 
87 70 
10 34 

204 168 
:,. 

400 404 

604 572 
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INCIDENT PROFILING TOTALS FOR JACKSONVILLE JUNIOR HIGH SCHOOLS 

1----------1983-84-----------1-----------·--1984-85-------------1 83-84 84-85 
NOV DEC JAN FEB MAR APR OCT NOV DEC JAN FEB MAR APR TOTAL TOTAL 

ALCOHOL 3 4 3 1 0 1 1 2 0 0 0 0 0 12 3 
ARSON 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 
ASSAULT 3 1 11 8 6 1 4 8 3 9 5 7 4 30 40 
BOMBS 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 
BURGLARY 1 0 0 1 1 1 2 0 0 1 0 0 1 4 4 
DISORDERLY CONDUCT 0 0 5 12 34 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 61 Q, 

" DRUGS 0 0 1 5 9 0 3 1 2 4 3 3 6 15 22 
EXTORTION 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 
ROBBERY 1 0 2 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 1 
SEX OFFENSE 1 1 1 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 0 
THEFT 0 2 2 4 11 2 6 2 0 4 2 2 1 21 17 

tl:1 TRESPASSING 0 0 2 1 0 0 0 1 0 3 1 0 0 3 5 I 
I VANDALISM 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 3 0 2 1 3 4 2 13 t-' 

0 VEHICLES 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 
WEAPONS 1 1 6 4 10 2 0 1 0 1 0 0 2 24 4 
MISCELLANEOUS 0 18 5 3 5 2 2 1 1 2 0 4 1 33 11 

CLASS CUT 7 9 5 3 0 0 3 2 1 3 4 3 1 24 17 
TARDY 13 28 14 6 6 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 67 2 

, 
) 

LOITERING 0 0 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 
, 
~ ;1-, DISRESPECT 13 5 18 12 17 7 4 2 7 8 3 1 0 72 25 

I NSUBORO I NATION 6 21 9 7 7 1 1 2 2 4 3 0 1 51 13 0 

DISRUPTION 1 12 12 2 9 3 1 0 0 6 2 0 1 39 10 
FIGHTING 20 11 21 56 30 14 30 17 23 18 18 12 8 152 126 
SMOKING 7 4 9 5 3 4 2 1 5 10 5 3 0 32 26 

CRIME 11 27 38 41 82 20 19 20 6 26 12 19 20 219 122 . , -. . 
DISCIPLINE 67 90 90 93 72 29 41 25 38 50 35 19 it 441 219 ~ 

-to 

TOTAL 78 117 128 134 154 49 60 45 44 76 47 38 31 660 341 
~ ~ 
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INCIDENT PROFILING TOTALS FOR ANAHEIM 

ANAHEIM HIGH SCHOOL 

1-------------1983-84-------------1---------------1984-85----------------1 83-84 84-85 
OCT NOV DEC JAN FEB MAR APR SEPT OCT NOV DEC JAN FEB MAR APR TOTAL TOTAL 

ALCOHOL 0 2 3 0 1 0 0 1 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 6 5 
ARSON 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
ASSAULT 1 5 3 2 0 1 0 0 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 12 3 
BOMBS 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 
BURGLARY 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 
DISORDERLY CONDUCT 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 7 0 0 0 8 
DRUGS 0 0 2 0 1 0 0 0 3 2 0 1 1 1 2 3 10 
EXTORTION 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
ROBBERY 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
SEX OFFENSES 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 

~ THEFT 2 5 6 2 7 2 0 1 1 2 3 0 1 1 1 24 10 
t;:l TRESPASSING 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 4 1 I 
I VANDALISM 0 0 2 4 4 4 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 14 1 t-' 

t-' VEHICLES 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
WEAPONS 1 0 0 0 1 3 0 0 0 0 1 0 2 0 0 5 3 
MISCELLANEOUS 0 3 0 .0 0 1 0 0 2 0 0 0 1 0 0 4 3 

CLASS CUT 8 21 11 8 2431 2171 923 1 3 0 0 2 1 0 0 5573 7 
TARDY 3 2 0 2 0 2 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 . 0 0 9 2 
LOITERING 4 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 0 
DISRESPECT 6 11 0 7 3 4 0 0 2 6 1 4 0 1 0 31 14 
INSUBORDINATION 21 41 28 30 29 37 0 11 21 6 6 1 3 3 0 186 51 
DISRUPTION 19 26 3 16 25 18 0 0 16 1 3 0 4 3 0 107 27 
FIGHTING 0 5 14 4 3 3 0 4 4 7 1 3 2 0 1 29 22 

:1'" 
" SMOKING 0 10 3 6 16 7 0 9 5 4 6 3 1 1 0 42 29 ~ , :, , Ii 

CRIME 7 20 17 8 14 12 0 2 10 7 6 1 13 2 3 78 44 [ 

',i 
~ ; 

DISCIPLINE 61 116 60 73 2508 2243 923 25 51 26 17 13 11 8 1 5984 152 it 

TOTAL 68 136 77 81 2522 2255 923 27 61 33 23 14 24 10 4 6062 196 
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ALCOHOL 
ARSON 
ASSAULT 
BOMBS 
BURGLARY 
DISORDERLY CONDUCT 
DRUGS 
EXTORTION 
ROBBERY 
SEX OFFENSES 

~ THEFT 
I TRESPASSING I 

t--' VANDALISM N 

VEHICLES 
WEAPONS 
MISCElLANEOUS 

CLASS CUT 
TARDY 
LOITERING 
DISRESPECT 
I NSUBORD I NATION 
DISRUPTION 
FIGHTING 
SMOKING 

CRIME 

DISCIPLINE 

TOTAL 
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INCIDENT PROFILING TOTALS FOR ANAHEIM 

CYPRESS HIGH SCHOOL 

1-------------1983-84-------------1---------------1984-85----------------1 83-84 84-85 
OCT NOV DEC JAN FEB MAR APR SEPT OCT NOV DEC JAN FEB MAR APR TOTAL TOTAL 

1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 2 1 0 1 0 1 0 2 5 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 
1 2 2 5 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 12 1 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 0 0 3 
1 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 3 1 
1 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 1 
1 8 0 2 3 5 0 1 1 0 0 2 0 0 0 19 4 
0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 
1 8 3 1 1 0 0 1 5 0 0 0 1 1 0 14 8 
1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 2 
1 0 0 5 1 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 9 1 
1 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 2 
0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 
0 0 2 0 17 15 5 4 20 9 9 17 6 10 1 39 76 

71 75 53 0 40 24 1 20 136 87 24 40 20 17 5 264 349 
15 8 4 27 4 12 1 1 46 33 8 22 8 10 1 71 129 

1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 
0 10 4 6 4 8 0 36 2 1 0 2 0 2 0 32 43 

14 £I, 27 19 18 23 3 0 100 66 19 14 2 17 1 104 219 
5 13 3 11 5 10 0 8 13 8 3 4 3 2 2 47 43 :'1 '" 
6 4 1 10 0 5 0 7 7 1 1 3 3 0 0 26 22 
a 0 1 a 3 19 0 a 15 5 2 3 3 1 a 23 29 

9 19 7 14 22 29 6 8 31 13 9 20 10 15 2 106 108 

112 110 93 73 74 101 5 72 319 201 57 88 40 49 9 568 835 
• 

121 129 100 87 96 130 11 80 350 214 66 108 50 64 11 674 943 
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ALCOHOL 
ARSON 
ASSAULT 
BOMBS 
BURGLARY 
DISORDERLY CONDUCT 
DRUGS 
EXTORTION 
ROBBERY 
SEX OFFENSES 
THEFT 

t:d TRESPASSING I 
I VANDALISM t-' 
~ VEHICLES 

WEAPONS 
MISCElLANEOUS 

CLASS CUT 
TARDY 

I LOITERING 
DISRESPECT 
INSUBORDINATION 

i DISRUPTION 
FIGHTING 

I 
SMOKING 

.', 

CRIME 

DISCIPLINE 

TOTAL I 

j 

~,:,,--~ 
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INCIDENT PROFILING TOTALS FOR ANAHEIM 

KATELLA HIGH SCHOOL 

.. 

-..: -l!i ... ". 

1-------------1983-84-------------1---------------1984-85----------------1 
OCT NOV DEC JAN FEB MAR APR SEPT OCT NOV DEC JAN FEB MAR APR 

0 0 0 0 0 u 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 3 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 1 0. 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 2 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
2 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 
0 14 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

19 24 17 0 16 7 0 16 13 5 1 6 10 5 0 
1 3 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 
2 4 5 7 2 7 0 21 2 1 4 1 17 9 0 

21 7 3 3 3 1 0 12 3 4 0 1 7 7 0 
6 23 2 5 0 3 0 0 6 1 0 2 1 0 0 
3 7 5 5 2 0 0 5 2 0 1 2 3 2 0 
0 14 10 16 0 2 0 7 7 4 2 2 7 4 0 

3 20 6 6 0 1 0 0 2 0 0 0 2 2 2 

53 82 45 36 23 20 0 62 33 15 10 14 45 27 0 

56 102 51 42 23 21 0 62 35 15 10 14 47 29 2 

, 

(CO', 

t1 

. ~ 

83-84 84-85 
TOTAL TOTAL 

0 1 
0 0 
6 2 
0 0 
0 0 
6 0 
1 3 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
5 0 
1 0 
2 1 
0 0 
0 1 

15 0 

83 56 
7 0 
1 3 

27 55 
38 34 lip. 
39 10 
22 15 
42 33 

36 8 

259 206 
. 
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INCIDENT PROFILING TOTALS FOR ANAHEIM 

LOARA HIGH SCHOOL 

1-------------1983-84-------------1---------------1984-85----------------1 83-84 84-85 
OCT NOV DEC JAN FEB MAR APR SEPT OCT NOV DEC JAN FEB MAR APR TOTAL TOTAL 

ALCOHOL 0 0 0 4 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 0 
ARSON 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 
ASSAULT 2 1 0 3 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 8 1 
BOMBS 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
BURGLARY 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

t DISORDERLY CONDUCT 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 
j, DRUGS 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 2 3 
" .. ~ 1 EXTORTION 0 0 0 0 0 O' 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 , 

ROBBERY 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 
; SEX OFFENSES 0 0 0 0 O' 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 f 
!, 

THEFT 0 1 0 1 4 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 7 2 ; 
j' 
~J ttl TRESPASSING 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 , I ,. I VANDALISM 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 

,~ 

) 
t-' 

~ U1 VEHICLES 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 I WEAPONS 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 I' 

! MISCELLANEOUS 0 17 0 0 0 5 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 25 0 

CLASS CUT 32 33 13 8 38 12 9 8 28 6 1 8 3 4 0 145 58 
TARDY 9 5 0 13 2 9 10 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 48 3 

1 LOITERING 0 0 1 0 3 8 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 12 1 , DISRESPECT 4 3 1 0 5 10 4 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 27 1 I 

i I NSUBORDI NATION 15 9 22 45 64 62 19 0 3 2 1 0 0 1 0 236 7 
~ 

DISRUPTION 0 1 1 2 5 5 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 2 1 14 4 k 
! ' 

;/"" , FIGHTING 1 0 0 2 8 6 1 1 2 2 0 0 2 0 0 18 7 i 
SMOKING 0 12 10 13 12 3 1 1 2 1 1 0 2 5 0 51 12 [ 0 

I Ii 

CRIME 4 21 0 8 6 12 5 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 4 56 6 IJ 

I 
DISCIPLINE 61 63 48 83 137 115 44 12 36 13 3 8 7 13 1 551 93 n 

li 

,. 
, 

, . 
TOTAL 65 84 48 91 143 127 49 12 36 13 4 8 7 14 5 607 99 ~, • 
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INCIDENT PROFILING TOTALS FOR ANAHEIM 

MAGNOLIA HIGH SCHOOL 

1-------------1983-84-------------1---------------1984-85----------------1 83-84 84-85 
OCT NOV DEC JAN FEB MAR APR SEPT OCT NOV DEC JAN FEB MAR APR TOTAL TOTAL 

ALCOHOL 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 1 
ARSON 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
ASSAULT 2 0 0 2 0 1 0 0 0 0 2 1 0 0 0 5 3 
BOMBS 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

.~ BURGLARY 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 ~ - .:. 

DISORDERLY CONDUCT 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 
DRUGS 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 2 

~ EXTORTION 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 
F ROBBERY 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
n SEX OFFENSES 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 ~ 
'1 THEFT 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 1 1 1 5 1 C 11 a 
n 

t:l:I TRESPASSING 0 0 1 0 0 O' 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 I 

U I VANDALISM 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 3 3 t-' 

I: 
0'1 VEHICLES 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 2 

WEAPONS 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 n MISCElLANEOUS 0 0 0 0 11 2 0 27 65 44 32 46 51 63 32 13 360 ti, 

t' CLASS CUT 39 80 30 54 160 199 102 112 186 149 95 152 165 179 172 664 1210 
Ii 

1 11 , TARDY 0 0 0 10 17 39 0 10 60 46 17 22 21 40 19 66 235 ~ ,-

1 LOITERING 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 4 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 9 " ' 
j DISRESPECT 1 7 3 0 0 2 0 2 8 4 3 2 4 2 6 13 31 il'" . 

I NSUBORD I NA TI ON 18 30 7 0 5 3 2 20 96 85 50 51 46 87 82 65 517 
DISRUPTION 1 2 1 0 2 2 1 2 9 7 8 6 5 a 5 9 50 
FIGHTING 4 7 1 2 1 1 0 1 12 4 6 :3 2 2 10 16 40 

I SMOKING 9 12 0 0 1 0 0 1 2 15 9 9 14 12 7 22 69 

1 CRIME 3 1 2 3 11 5 1 27 70 45 37 48 53 70 33 26 383 
, . 
I .' I .> 

~ 

1 

F ~ 

{. DISCIPLINE 72 138 42 66 186 246 105 151 377 312 188 245 257 330 301 855 2161 I ,~, 
TOTAL 75 139 44 69 197 251 106 178 447 357 225 293 310 400 334 881 2544 

,. 
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INCIDENT PROFILING TOTALS FOR ANAHEIM 

SAVANNA HIGH SCHOOL 

1-------------1983-84-------------1---------------1984-85----------------1 83-84 84-85 
OCT NOV DEC JAN FEB MAR APR SEPT OCT NOV DEC JAN FEB MAR APR TOTAL TOTAL 

ALCOHOL 0 1 0 0 0 2 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 2 
ARSON 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
ASSAULT 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 2 0 1 4 
BOMBS 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

.i BURGLARY 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 
, DISORDERLY CONDUCT 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 

r DRUGS 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 3 0 0 0 0 3 4 .. ~ EXTORTION 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 ' , : 
} ROBBERY 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 L\ 
t SEX OFFENSES 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 I 

t THEFT 0 0 1 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 ,0 4 2 
I I:C TRESPASSING 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 I 

\ I VANDALISM 0 4 0 4 0 0 0 1 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 8 3 t-' 

\ " VEHICLES 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
I; WEAPONS 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 
;. MISCELLANEOUS 0 0 0 0 2 2 0 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 4 

Ii \'. 

* U, 1 CLASS CUT 17 41 12 0 3 18 4 6 6 6 12 0 6 3 5 95 44 ;1 

TARDY 10 11 14 12 7 21 1 6 14 6 5 0 1 1 2 76 35 
LOITERING 0 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 2 1 3 5 
DISRESPECT 2 4 4 3 8 5 2 9 8 3 6 0 7 4 1 28 38 
INSUBORDINATION 8 12 11 15 26 30 2 97 58 30 37 0 21 20 8 104 271 " 
DISRUPTION 5 9 2 10 12 20 1 14 12 13 6 0 4 5 0 59 54 

~ 
I,,,,. FIGHTING 1 4 2 4 3 7 0 7 6 6 6 0 2 2 0 21 29 

SMOKING 2 0 0 0 2 8 0 11 13 5 3 0 1 0 0 12 33 
., 

.' CRIME 3 7 1 6 3 6 0 5 5 2 6 0 0 3 0 26 21 
fJ 
~ 

DISCIPLINE 45 81 46 44 62 110 10 150 118 69 76 0 42 37 17 398 509 I . 
i 7 

TOTAL 48 88 47 50 65 116 10 155 123 71 82 0 42 40 17 424 530 
r 
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INCIDENT PROFILING TOTALS FOR ANAHEIM 

WESTERN HIGH SCHOOL 

/-------------1983-84-------------/---------------1984-85----------------1 83-84 84-85 
OCT NOV DEC JAN FEB MAR APR SEPT OCT NOV DEC JAN FEB MAR APR TOTAL TOTAL 

ALCOHOL 0 2 0 0 3 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 3 
ARSON 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
ASSAULT 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 2 
BOMBS 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
BURGLARY 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
DISORDERLY CONDUCT 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 

~ DRUGS 0 0 0 1 1 2 0 0 1 3 0 1 0 0 4 6 1 
EXTORTION 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
ROBBERY 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
SEX OFFENSES 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 
THEFT 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 2 2 3 

b:1 TRESPASSING 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 I 
I VANDALISM 1 0 0 1 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 4 2 to-' 

00 VEHICLES 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
WEAPONS 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 

, MISCELLANEOUS 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 3 3 0 2 2 3 2 1 16 " 

d 
u 

! CLASS CUT 39 14 8 18 4 0 0 3 4 4 3 7 3 2 1 83 27 

~ 
TARDY 5 3 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 3 4 1 1 1 9 12 

n 
LOITERING 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 

1 

DISRESPECT 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 5 5 2 2 2 1 1 0 19 
INSUBORDINATION 32 24 6 10 8 0 0 22 142 147 79 65 21 41 13 80 530 , ' 
DISRUPTION 3 2 0 0 0 0 0 2 13 5 2 2 0 2 0 5 26 

$1 .. 

FIGHTING 0 1 0 0 2 0 0 0 4 0 0 5 3 2 0 3 14 
0 

, SMOKING 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 11 19 9 8 4 3 0 2 55 

CRIME 1 4 0 4 6 4 1 5 8 5 3 2 4 3 6 20 36 

DISCIPLINE 80 45 14 28 17 0 0 29 180 181 98 93 34 52 16 184 683 . 
~ , . 

~ 

-{. TOTAL 81 49 14 32 23 4 1 34 188 186 101 95 38 55 22 204 719 '\: 

" 
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INCIDENT PROFILING TOTALS FOR ANAHEIM 

BALL JUNIOR HIGH SCHOOL 

1-------------1983-84-------------1---------------1984-85----------------1 83-84 84-85 
OCT NOV DEC JAN FEB MAR APR SEPT OCT NOV DEC JAN FEB MAR APR TOTAL TOTAL 

ALCOHOL 0 3 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 2 0 0 0 0 0 4 3 
ARSON 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 
ASSAULT 0 1 1 2 7 11 1 1 7 6 2 2 0 0 0 23 18 
BOMBS 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 
BURGLARY 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 

" DISORDERLY CONDUCT 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 
DRUGS 4 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 5 2 2 0 0 0 6 9 
EXTORTION 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 
ROBBERY 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 
SEX OFFENSES 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 

tc THEFT 3 0 0 2 3 3 0 0 13 4 3 0 0 0 0 11 20 
I TRESPASSING 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 I 

t-' VANDALISM 0 3 2 0 4 0 0 0 4 6 3 2 0 0 0 9 15 \0 

VEHICLES 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
WEAPONS 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 3 0 0 0 0 0 5 
MISCELLANEOUS 0 1 0 0 5 4 1 0 3 3 3 3 0 0 0 11 12 

CLASS CUT 0 1 0 9 13 14 0 0 17 9 11 23 0 0 0 37 60 
TARDY 8 3 2 0 3 8 0 1 15 6 4 12 0 0 0 24 38 
LOITERING 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 1 1 3 0 0 0 0 8 
DISRESPECT 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 2 4 5 5 3 0 0 0 1 19 .~ 

INSUBORDINATION 13 1 2 0 2 0 0 0 12 5 12 11 0 0 0 18 40 J' • 

DISRUPTION 1 9 16 15 7 16 1 2 41 18 23 13 0 0 0 65 97 J.I·", 
~ 

FIGHTING 2 9 4 9 6 7 6 11 26 11 0 8 0 0 0 43 56 
0 

SMOKING 0 0 0 0 1 3 0 0 2 3 0 0 0 0 0 4 5 

CRIME 8 8 3 4 23 23 2 1 30 28 16 10 0 0 0 71 85 

t 

DISCIPLINE 24 23 24 33 33 48 7 16 120 58 56 73 0 0 0 192 323 ~ 

~ . . 
TOTAL 32 31 27 37 56 71 9 17 150 86 72 83 O· 0 0 263 408 ~. 

.,' . 
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t: 
\ INCIDENT PROFILING TOTALS FOR ANAHEIM 
1 
• DALE JUNIOR HIGH SCHOOL 
\ 1-------------1983-84-------------1--------·-------1984-85-------------~--1 83-84 84-85 \ 
\ OCT NOV DEC JAN FEB MAR APR SEPT OCT NOV DEC JAN FEB MAR APR TOTAL TOTAL 

ALCOHOL 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 2 4 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 7 
ARSON 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
ASSAULT 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 1 2 5 2 4 6 3 0 26 
BOMBS 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
BURGLARY 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2 0 0 0 4 
DISORDERLY CONDUCT 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 4 0 0 1 0 0 10 
DRUGS 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 
EXTORTION 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 
ROBBERY 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
SEX OFFENSES 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 0 0 0 0 6 
THEFT 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 5 0 0 6 

c:I TRESPASSING 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 I 
I VANDALISM 0 O. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 o. 0 2 N 
t-' VEHICLES 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

WEAPONS 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 3 3 5 
MISCELLANEOUS 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 3 9 3 3 1 1 0 24 

CLASS CUT 8 6 1 10 2 0 0 0 0 2 1 0 0 0 0 27 3 
TARDY 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 1 2 0 0 0 0 5 
LOITERING 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 3 
DISRESPECT 1 0 0 0 2 0 0 1 3 2 1 5 1 2 5 3 20 

~ I NSUBORD INA TI ON 0 2 0 3 4 2 0 17 52 32 26 23 33 43 5 11 231 
l DISRUPTION 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 4 4 2 5 1 2 1 19 
n FIGHTING 1 3 2 0 2 5 0 7 6 9 9 2 6 .. 2 13 48 ; . 
~ 

I 

SMOKING 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 2 9 5 5 1 3 8 3 2 36 J.I" . 

I l" 0 

CRIME 1 0 1 2 1 2 0 6 11 14 19 15 9 13 8 7 95 

DISCIPLINE 10 11 4 13 12 7 0 28 70 56 47 35 48 64 17 57 365 

TOTAL 11 11 5 15 13 9 0 34 81 70 66 50 57 77 25 64 460 . , . 
.~. 
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INCIDENT PROFILING TOTALS FOR ANAHEIM f, 

J! 

~ 
b LEXINGTON JUNIOR HIGH SCHOOL 

1-------------1983-84-------------1-----:---------1984-85----------------1 83-84 84-85 
OCT NOV DEC JAN FEB MAR APR SEPT OCT NOV DEC JAN FEB MAR APR TOTAL TOTAL 

ALCOHOL 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
ARSON 0 0 0 0 ,,0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
ASSAULT 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
BOMBS 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 
BURGLARY 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

. DISORDERLY CONDUCT 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

j; DRUGS 0 1 2 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 0 
[~ EXTORTION 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
r ROBBERY 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

.~ 

~ 
SEX OFFENSES 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

J THEFT 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 . 
n ttl TRESPASSING 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 "" r I 7, I VANDALISM f' N 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 " i r N VEHICLES 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

, 
{, f{ f r WEAPONS 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 lj II ? :~ 

1, MISCELLANEOUS 0 0 0 0 3 0 1 n 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 v 
" 

''I 
f '1 r' CLASS CUT 3 1 0 1 9 5 3 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 22 3 r 

1 
, 

TARDY 1 3 0 0 2 3 1 2 14 2 0 0 0 0 0 10 18 t~-:~ 

~ LOITERING 0 0 0 0 0 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 8 0 '1 
n / .\ DISRESPECT 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 3 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 4 r~ ., p' 1 

" 

INSUBORDINATION 1 0 0 4 1 7 3 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 16 3 ~' " ' 

t DISRUPTION 1 1 0 0 2 7 4 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 15 4 
:,--,., "1-,,. 

I FIGHTING 1 2 2 3 3 5 0 2 9 5 0 0 4 8 6 16 34 I Q 

l 
! SMOKING 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 2 4 

I CRIME 1 3 3 1 7 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 17 0 

DISCIPLINE 7 7 2 8 19 36 13 17 27 8 0 0 4 8 6 92 70 • .," " ,. 
'i. TOTAL 8 10 5 9 26 36 15 17 27 8 0 0 4 8 6 109 70 ~ 
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I INCIDENT PROFILING TOTALS FOR ANAHEIM i 
~ WALKER JUNIOR HIGH SCHOOL 
~ 

~ 
!! 
I, 

1-------------1983-84-------------1---------------1984-85----------------1 83-84 84-85 
OCT NOV DEC JAN FEB MAR APR SEPT OCT NOV DEC JAN FEB MAR APR TOTAL TOTAL 

1! ALCOHOL 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 ~ <l ARSON 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 ~ 
u ASSAULT 0 1 0 2 6 -8 2 0 0 0 0 3 0 2 0 19 5 .~ 

BOMBS 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
BURGLARY 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

.a DISORDERLY CONDUCT 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 
~ . ..{ DRUGS 4 0 0 1 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 8 0 

EXTORTION 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 
ROBBERY 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
SEX OFFENSES 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
THEFT 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 1 5 1 2 0 0 0 3 9 

b:l TRESPASSING 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 I 
I VANDALISM 2 0 0 0 2 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 2 2 0 5 8 N 

0\ VEHICLES 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

I 
WEAPONS 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 2 1 ,1 

MISCEllANEOUS 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 " J 
i 
" CLASS CUT 4 9 0 0 25 5 9 11 10 8 9 6 13 4 2 52 63 
,I 
i:l 
\' TARDY 0 0 3 0 4 0 0 0 1 0 1 4 0 0 0 7· 6 11 

LOITERING 0 0 0 0 6 9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 15 0 
}. 

/ , II 

DISRESPECT 0 2 1 3 6 6 4 0 4 5 0 3 4 1 0 22 17 J J' ' INSUBORDINATION 0 8 13 45 38 63 25 9 44 42 23 35 40 83 5 192 281 J'I". , 
DISRUPTION 1 1 4 11 16 25 5 2 12 8 2 14 5 4 3 63 50 
FIGHTING 5 4 3 0 2 4 2 a 4 3 8 12 6 10 2 20 45 
SMOKING 2 3 3 0 3 3 2 1 0 10 0 4 3 2 0 16 20 

i 
CRIME 6 2 0 9 9 13 3 1 4 7 1 6 2 5 0 42 26 ! 

t . . 
DISCIPLINE 12 27 27 59 100 115 47 23 75 76 43 78 71 104 12 387 482 

, 
, 

I -~ .. .. 
'{ . 

TOTAL 18 29 27 68 109 128 50 24 79 83 44 84 73 109 12 429 508 . ~ - . 
. ~i, 
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INCIDENT PROFILING TOTALS FOR ROCKFORD 

AUBURN HIGH SCHOOL 

/----------1983-84-----------/-------------1984-85-------------/ 83-84 84-85 
NOV DEC JAN FEB MAR APR OCT NOV DEC JAN FEB MAR APR TOTAL TOTAL 

ALCOHOL 2 1 2 1 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 8 2 
ARSON 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 
ASSAULT 2 0 1 1 2 1 0 1 0 0 0 4 1 7 6 
BOMBS 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 
BURGLARY 0 3 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 4 1 

r DISORDERLY CONDUCT 1 0 3 1 4 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 10 2 
DRUGS 1 3 1 2 1 0 1 6 0 0 1 0 0 8 8 
EXTORTION 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 
ROBBERY 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 - 0 0 2 0 
SEX OFFENSES 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 

f, THEFT 3 4 1 16 3 1 0 0 1 0 0 2 0 28 3 'I t:l:I k I TRESPASSING 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 II I 
N VANDALISM 1 1 2 1 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 9 2 

~ 
..... "" 

VEHICLES 0 1 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 4 1 
"t 

y WEAPONS 1 1 1 1 4 0 2 0 0 1 1 2 2 8 8 

i )1 

MISCELLANEOUS 2 4 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 9 0 ff 

! 
II 

CLASS CUT 3 7 5 0 15 5 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 35 5 
TARDY 1 0 0 28 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 29 1 

i LOITERING 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 2 3 0 0 1 0 10 i 
- DISRESPECT 1 2 3 1 2 0 2 3 1 1 2 2 2 9 13 L 

I 
) 

INSUBORDINATION 1 1 1 1 17 5 2 1 10 11 5 6 7 26 42 
, 

l DISRUPTION 6 1 0 2 3 3 11 5 6 10 5 13 7 15 57 I' ; 

JI .. " 
FIGHTING 11 5 2 5 3 2 5 4 3 7 5 3 2 28, 29 '" -

, SMOKING 0 0 2 3 2 1 13 7 2 6 7 10 9 8 54 , 

CRIME 19 19 14 28 21 5 3 9 1 2 4 10 4 106 33 I C 

DISCIPLINE 23 16 13 40 42 16 34 25 '25 39 . 24 35 29 150 211 .. 
.-;, ., 

TOTAL 42 35 27 68 63 21 37 34 26 41 28 45 33 256 244 -, , 
I 
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INCIDENT PROFILING TOTALS FOR ROCKFORD 

EAST HIGH SCHOOL 

1---~------1983-84-----------1-------------1984-85---- ---------1 
NOV JAN MAR DEC FEB APR OCT NOV DEC JAN FEB MAR APR 

ALCOHOL 4 1 2 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 
ARSON 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
ASSAULT 2 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
BOMBS 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
BURGLARY 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 
DISORDERLY CONDUCT 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
DRUGS 1 3 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 2 1 3 1 
EXTORTION 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
ROBBERY 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
SEX OFFENSES 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
THEFT 3 4 0 0 2 1 0 2 0 3 1 2 0 
TRESPASSING 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
VANDALISM 1 0 0 0 0 2 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 
VEHICLES 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
WEAPONS 0 0 0 1 4 0 1 2 0 1 1 2 0 
MISCEllANEOUS 2 4 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

CLASS CUT 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
TARDY 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
LOITERING 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 
DISRESPECT 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
INSUBORDINATION 3 1 1 1 0 0 0 0' 0 0 0 0 0 
DISRUPTION 5 1 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
FIGHTING 5 1 2 0 3 2 4 2 0 1 0 0 0 
SMOKING 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

CRIME 19 12 5 4 8 3 2 6 0 6 5 9 1 

DISCIPLINE 18 3 3 4 3 2 4 2 0 2 1 0 0 

TOTAL 37 15 8 8 11 5 .. 6 8 0 8 6 9 1 

,'";. 

. \t ~ ~- •..... - -~,~, .. ,~-" 
~d '0r. 

.. _. 
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• " ;-

~ 
'I 

- . 'Ii 
\ . 

83-84 84-85 
TOTAL TOTAL 

9 2 
1 0 
3 0 
0 0 
0 1 
0 0 
7 9 
1 0 
2 0 
1 0 

10 8 
1 0 
3 2 
0 0 
5 7 
8 0 

3 0 
1 0 
0 2 
1 0 
6 0 
8 0 

13 7 
1 0 

51 29 

33 9 

84 38 
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N 
\0 

ALCOHOL 
ARSON 
ASSAULT 
BOMBS 
BURGLARY 
DISORDERLY CONDUCT 
DRUGS 
EXTORTION 
ROBBERY 
SEX OFFENSES 
THEFT 
TRESPASSING 
VANDALISM 
VEHICLES 
WEAPONS 
MISCELLANEOUS 

CLASS CUT 
TARDY 
LOITERING 
DISRESPECT 
I NSUBORD I NATION 
DISRUPTION 
FIGHTING 
SMOKING 

CRIME 

DISCIPlINE 

TOTAL 

INCIDENT PROFILING TOTALS FOR ROCKFORD 

GUILFORD HIGH SCHOOL 

1----------1983-84-----------1-------------1984-85-------------1 83-84 84-85 
NOV DEC JAN FEB MAR APR OCT NOV DEC JAN FEB MAR APR TOTAL TOTAL 

'0 3 1 5 1 0 2 2 0 2 2 1 0 10 9 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
1 0 2 1 2 1 0 2 1 3 1 1 2 7 10 
0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 
0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 3 0 1 4 
2 0 3 1 4 0 1 4 1 4 1 2 0 10 13 
0 2 1 1 3 0 0 0 3 1 0 1 3 7 8 
1 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 
0 0 7 16 18 11 20 13 9 11 11 24 12 52 100 
0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 2 
0 0 2 0 2 3 6 4 6 2 1 2 2 7 23 
0 1 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 
1 1 1 0 5 0 2 2 1 2 2 0 2 8 11 
0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 

6 7 5 0 15 5 9 10 8 8 0 5 3 38 43 
0 0 0 28 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 28 1 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 2 ~ 0 2 0 0 4 3 2 0 2 1 7 12 

16 2 17 1 17 5 7 2 5 7 4 1 3 58 29 
3 2 0 4 1 3 0 2 2 1 1 0 1 13 7 
4 3 1 0 1 1 4 2 0 1 3 0 2 10 12 
0 0 1 3 0 0 1 2 1 0 1 1 0 4 6 

5 8 19 28 38 15 33 27 21 26 18 34 22 113 181 

29 16 27 36 36 14 21 22 19 19 9 9 11 158 110 

34 24 46 64 74 29 54 49 40 45 27 43 33 271 291 
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INCIDENT PROFILING TOTALS FOR ROCKFORD ~ 

JEFFERSON HIGH SCHOOL 
~ 

~ 
" 

/----------1983-84-----------/----------___ 1984_85 ____ ---------/ 
83-84 84-85 

h 
Ii 
II 

NOV DEC JAN FEB MAR APR OCT NOV DEC JAN FEB MAR APR 
TOTAL TOTAL 

~ 
f, 
iI 

ALCOHOL 1 0 3 3 1 0 2 0 1 2 1 1- 0 8 7 

! 
i ARSON 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 

, 
ASSAULT 5 1 3 4 1 1 4 1 2 2 1 2 .1 15 13 BOMBS 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 
BURGLARY 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 DISORDERLY CONDUCT 3 1 2 6 2 2 0 0 0 0 3 2 0 16 5 

.;, 

DRUGS 5 5 7 1 12 2 2 3 1 1 5 1 0 32 13 

.,;- ; 

EXTORTION 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 
ROBBERY 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
SEX OFFENSES 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

... 
THEFT 19 12 31 23 12 14 24 24 16 21 15 22 4 111 126 

t:Jj 

TRESPASSING 3 1 0 0 3 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 8 0 

I 
I 

VANDALISM 10 0 9 11 8 7 6 7 4 10 5 13 0 45 45 

I..U 
0 

VEHICLES 0 1 1 0 1 2 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 5 3 j 
WEAPONS 1 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 3 MISCELLANEOUS 0 6 3 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 14 0 i ~ 

./ 
fl 

CLASS CUT 17 1 10 0 9 10 1 0 2 8 5 6 2 47 24 ~ ~ TARDY 4 27 12 15 51 2 0 0 0 0 4 2 1 111 7 '1 
'Ii 

" 

LOITERING 1 0 0 19 2 0 0 0 0 4 4 2 4 22 14 ',I 

1 

, 
DISRESPECT 12 5 8 0 2 1 1 1 0 2 7 .2 0 28 13 It 

i' ' 

i 

~.I"., 

INSUBORDINATION 40 55 47 8 58 19 13 3 5 6 14 6 '6 227 53 
{4 

DISRUPTION ·6 4 5 62 8 9 5 0 1 11 9 2 1 94 29 FIGHTING 1.1 6 2 4 3 3 5 3 4 6 4 2 2 29 26 SMOKING 0 0 1 8 1 2 3 0 0 1 19 15 4 12 42 CRIME 47 27 59 49 46 29 47 35 27 38 30 41 6 257 i 224 .. 
. " 

DISCIPLINE 91 98 85 116 134 46 28 i' 12 38 66 37 20 570 .208 
~,-.. 

~ 

" 

~\ 
'I, 

F TOTAL 138 125 144 165 180 75 75 42 39 76 96 78 26 827 432 
.. 
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INCIDENT PROFILING TOTALS FOR : ROCKFORD 

WEST HIGH SCHOOL 

1----------1983-84-----------1-------------1984-85-------------1 83-84 84-85 
NOV DEC JAN FE8 MAR APR OCT NOV DEC JAN FEB MAR APR TOTAL TOTAL 

ALCOHOL 4 
ARSON 0 
ASSAULT 1 
BOMBS 0 
BURGLARY 0 
DISORDERLY CONDUCT 0 
DRUGS 0 
EXTORTION 0 
ROBBERY 0 
SEX OFFENSES 0 
THEFT 1 
TRESPASSING 0 
VANDALISM 0 
VEHICLES 0 
WEAPONS 0 
MISCELLANEOUS 0 

CLASS CUT 0 
TARDY 0 
LOITERING 13 
DISRESPECT 5 
INSUBORDINATION 2 
DISRUPTION 5 
FIGHTING 9 
SMOKING 2 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

o 1 
o 0 
o 1 
o 0 
o 0 
o 1 
o 2 
o 1 
o 0 
o 0 
o 3 
o 0 
o 1 
o 0 
o 0 
o 0 

2 0 
o 6 
5 0 
1 0 
1 0 
1 1 
7 1 
4 19 

101 0 
001 0 
2 1 1 1 
100 0 
000 0 
221 0 
220 0 
000 0 
000 0 
100 0 
201 0 
1 100 
2 17 16 24 
o 0 1 0 
1 1 0 0 
010 0 

084 0 
o 100 
1 0 1 0 
6 100 
402 0 
420 0 
7 130 
8 10 6 0 

o 1 
o 0 
o 0 
o 0 
o 0 
o 0 
o 0 
o 0 
o 0 
o 0 
o 0 
o 0 

15 23 
o 0 
1 0 
o 0 

'0 0 
o 0 
o 0 
o 0 
o 0 
o 1 
o 0 
o 0 

o 
1 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

15 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
1 
o 

006 
000 
005 
001 
000 
005 
016 
001 
000 
001 
006 
002 
6 11 20 
000 
002 
001 

o 0 10 
007 
o 0 19 
o 0 13 
007 
o 0 13 
1 5 25 
2 0 43 

2 
2 
2 
o 
o 
1 
1 
o 
o 
o 
1 
o 

110 
1 
1 
o 

4 
o 
1 
o 
2 
1 

10 
8 

CRIME 

DISCIPLINE 

TOTAL 

6 0 0 10 15 25 22 25 16 24 16 6 12 56 121 

36 0 2127 30 23 16 0 0 . 1 1 3 5 137 26 

42 o 21 37 45 48 38 25 16 25 17 9 17 193 147 
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INCIDENT PROFILING TOTALS FOR ROCKFORD 

EISENHOWER MIDDLE SCHOOL 

1----------1983-84-----------1-------------1984-85-------------1 83-84 84-85 
NOV DEC JAN FEB MAR APR OCT NOV DEC JAN FEB MAR APR TOTAL TOTAL 

ALCOHOL 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
ARSON 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
ASSAULT 5 0 17 4 8 2 1 4 0 0 5 1 1 36 12 
BOMBS 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
BURGLARY 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 
DISORDERLY CONDUCT 0 0 1 0 0 0 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 1 4 
DRUGS 0 1 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 5 2 
EXTORTION 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 
ROBBERY 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 
SEX OFFENSES 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 
THEFT 5 5 1 2 1 0 1 7 8 3 2 0 0 14 21 

t;cI TRESPASSING 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 , 
VANDALISM 1 3 2 1 6 1 2 1 0 0 1 0 0 14 4 , 

\.0) 

VEHICLES 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 N 

WEAPONS 1 2 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 3 3 
MISCELLANEOUS 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

// CLASS CUT 14 ,/0 15 0 8 8 0 3 2 0 1 0 3 45 9 
TARDY 2 1 0 7 10 10 6 7 12 10 8 17 10 30 70 
LOITERING 0 0 0 3 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 3 2 
DISRESPECT 3 0 5 0 7 8 12 8 6 9 12 16 1 23 64 
INSUBORDINATION 35 24 38 6 50 49 14 19 41 35 25 37 30 202 201 
DISRUPTION 52 71 113 35 142 73 55 69 77 89 75 66 44 486 475 
FIGHTING 10 9 ,7 84 8 7 5 8 9 9 11 8 2 125 52 
SMOKING 0 0 0 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 10 0 

CRIME 12 11 23 11 15 3 7 12 10 5 12 1 2 75 49 

DISCIPLINE 116 105 178 145 225 155 93 114 147 153 132 144 90 924 873 ,\ 

')1 
II 

TOTAL 128 116 201 156 240 158 100 126 157 158 144 145 92 999 922 
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t INCIDENT PROFILING TOTALS FOR ROCKFORD t. 
l ;; 

\~ FLINN MID(,)LE SCHOOL- . " I: 
\ 
i' 

1----------1983-84-----------1-------------1984-85-------------1 I' 83-84 84-85·· ,I 
H NOV DEC JAN FEB MAR APR OCT NOV DEC JAN FEB MAR APR TOTAL TOTAL ~ • I, 
r, ALCOHOL 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 

ARSON 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
ASSAULT 2 3 2 1 5 2 2 1 3 1 0 0 2 15 9 
BOMBS 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
BURGLARY 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
DISORDERLY CONDUCT 0 0 0 1 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 

~ DRUGS 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 
.t± 

l~ EXTORTION 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 2 , -

I 
ROBBERY 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 
SEX OFFENSES 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 I THEFT 1 0 4 0 2 1 1 5 1 5 4 0 0 8 16 ; 

ttl TRESPASSIN~ 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
~ 

I 
I VANDALISM 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 ~ Ul , Ul VEHICLES 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 O· ! 

I WEAPONS 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 I MISCELLANEOUS 0 0 1 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 • , 
\ 
! CLASS CUT 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 2 3 • 
j TARDY 0 3 0 3 1 1 2 0 0 1 0 0 0 8 3 

I 
LOITERING 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
DISRESPECT 3 5 3 0 5 3 6 8 8 14 2 9 11 19 58 
INSUBORDINATION 4 10 5 3 10 8 4 6 16 11 4 16 9 40 66 
DISRUPTION 0 1 3 17 11 8. 1 13 11 15 8 10 20 40 78 

1 

FIGHTING 6 3 13 6 7 10 10 13 13 14 17 11 4 45 82 i .-
SMOKING 0 0 1 1 2 4 9 3 3 3 3 6 1 8 28 k. 

r' , 

~ ~ .t'J "'. ' 
CRIME 3 3 8 3 10 4 5 7 4 6 5 2 2 31 31 

I ! 

! I 

DISCIPLINE 13 23 26 30 36 34 32 43 54 58 34 52 45 162 318 I , 
! 

~ 
TOTAL 16 26 34 33 46 38 37 50 58 64 39 54 47 193 349 .. . 
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ALCOHOL 
ARSON 
ASSAULT 
BOMBS 
BURGLARY 
DISORDERLY CONDUCT 
DRUGS 
EXTORTION 
ROBBERY 
SEX OFFENSES 
THEFT 
TRESPASSING 
VANDALISM 
VEHICLES 
WEAPONS 
MISCEllANEOUS 

CLASS CUT 
TARDY 
LOITERING 
DISRESPECT 
INSUBORDINATION 
DiSRUPTION 
FIGHTING 
SMOKING 

CRIME 

DISCIPLINE 

TOTAL 

INCIDENT PROFILING TOTALS FOR ROCKfORD 

KENNEDY MIDDLE SCHOOL 

"...-,;, ' ... ,lj 

--~---~~ 

1----------1983-84-----------1-------------1984-85-------------1 83-84 84-85 
NOV DEC JAN FEB MAR APR OCT NOV DEC JAN FEB MAR APR TOTAL TOTAL 

2 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 4 2 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

16 14 17 4 10 7 3 3 4 5 0 3 5 68 23 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 
2 1 4 1 0 1 0 2 2 1 0 2 0 9 7 
1 2 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 4 1 0 4 1 2 0 0 3 5 10 

14 2 5 4 4 2 2 3 2 4 0 4 2 31 17 
1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 1 4 
6 6 1 0 8 3 0 4 0 0 0 4 2 24 10 
0 0 ,0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
2 0 1 2 3 1 2 2 3 0 0 1 1 9 9 

23 16 10 1 12 15 16 7 4 11 0 15 10 77 63 

12 3 3 3 10 2 1 2 20 17 0 24 12 33 76 
9 4 10 9 2 8 0 5 1 11 0 13 6 42 36 
0 0 0 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 0 

29 18 21 0 25 19 10 19 18 37 0 30 19 112 133 
20 8 9 25 24 12 9 11 15 25 0 34 23 98 117 
28 37 48 15 30 27 38 35 38 68 0 48 49 185 276 
26 9 22 32 31 11 16 12 6 13 0 14 17 131 78 
0 0 0 29 3 6 7 4 3 5 0 4 3 38 26 

68 42 38 14 42 30 24 25 17 27 0 29 24 234 146 

124 79 113 120 125 85 81 88 101 176 0 167 129 646 742 

192 121 151 134 167 115 105 113 118 203 0 196 153 880 888 
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l INCIDENT PROFILING TOTALS FOR ROCKFORD I 
j 

h lHLSON MIDDLE SCHOOL 
[\ 
1 
}.I 

1----------1983-84-----------1-------------1984-85-------------1 83-84 84-85 ); 

" NOV DEC JAN FEB MAR APR OCT NOV DEC JAN FEB MAR APR TOTAL TOTAL ~ 
t, 

ALCOHOL 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 l' 0 0 0 0 0 0 
ARSON 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 
ASSAULT 2 8 2 3 5 3 1 0 0 5 5 0 0 23 11 
BOMBS 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
BURGLARY 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 
DISORDERLY CONDUCT 1 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 
DRUGS 2 0 1 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 0 
EXTORTION 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 r. ROBBERY 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 , , 

" ,y 
ii SEX OFFENSES 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
/I THEFT 1 2 1 4 4 3 4 0 2 1 0 0 0 15 7 I' 

J:' tl:f TRESPASSING 0 0 0 0 0 \} 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 t, 

\; 
I VANDALISM 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 2 1 I 
w VEHICLES 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 VI 

~ WEAPONS 2 1 2 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 5 2 '1 

MISCELLANEOUS 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
j. 
I' 
!¥ 'I II 

CLASS CUT 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 

I 
TARDY 0 0 0 Q 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
LOITERING 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 

j DISRESPECT 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

i INSUBORDINATION 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 ..-
DISRUPTION 0 2' 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 ! FIGHTING 7 4 4 0 4 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 19 2 ~ --- ~ . . , 

i 
'11"., 

SMOKING 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 

CRIME 9 13 8 7 13 6 6 0 2 7 7 0 0 56 22 i 
DISCIPLINE 7 9 4 2 4 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 26 3 J 

! . 
TOTAL 16 22 12 9 17 6 6 0 3 8 8 0 ·0 82 25 • 
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INCIDENT PROFILING TOTALS FOR JACKSONVILLE 

ENGLEWOOD HIGH SCHOOL 

1----------1983-84-----------1-------------1984-85-------------1 83-84 84-85 
NOV DEC JAN FEB MAR APR OCT NOV DEC JAN FEB MAR APR TOTAL TOTAL 

ALCOHOL 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 
, ARSON 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

\ ASSAULT 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 
r: BOMBS 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 

p r BURGLARY 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 
i' DISORDERLY CONDUCT 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
it DRUGS 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 2 2 1: 4 t q EXTORTION 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 'I 

ROBBERY 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 
SEX OFFENSES 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
THEFT 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 2 2 

to TRESPASSING 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 I 
I VANDALISM 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 w 

c;r, VEHICLES 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
WEAPONS 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 
MISCELLANEOUS 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 , 

:~ 

i 

CLASS CUT 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
j 
~ 

TARDY 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
LOITERING 0 0 :0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
DISPRESPECT 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 , 
INSUBORDINATION 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

<t 
, 

'i 

DISRUPTION 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 t· ' 

FIGHTING 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 
!:t II"'" ,; 

SMOKING 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
'j 
ci 

1 
;1 

CRIME 0 0 6 0 4 3 0 2 1 2 0 0 0 13 5 \1 
I' 

,j 
,,_I 

~ 
DISCIPLINE 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 ~ . 

~ , 

TOTAL 0 0 '6 1 4 3 0 2 1 2 0 0 0 14 5 1 ~ .. 
~ 
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INCIDENT PROFILING TOTALS FOR JACKSONVILLE 

FORREST HIGH SCHOOL 

/----------1983-84-----------/-------------1984-85-------------/ 83-84 84-85 
NOV DEC JAN FEB MAR APR OCT NOV DEC JAN FEB MAR APR TOTAL TOTAL 

I, ALCOHOL 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 
f ARSON 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 t 
t ASSAULT 1 0 1 0 1 1 3 1 1 1 1 0 0 4 7 

BOMBS 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
BURGLARY 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

" 
DISORDERLY CONDUCT 0 0 1 1 4 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 1 
DRUGS 0 0 0 4 2 0 2 0 5 0 0 0 0 6 7 

1 
EXTORTION 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 

, ROBBERY 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 ! 

~ SEX OFFENSES 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 
I THEFT 2 0 6 5 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 13 4 I 

t tP TRESPASSING 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 2 I 

L I VANDALISM 0 0 1 5 2 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 8 3 " w 
I ..... VEHICLES 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 
I. WEAPONS 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 1 1 2 0 0 0 4 4 L 
t' 
r MISCELLANEOUS 1 0 2 2 4 8 0 9 6 4 5 6 1 17 31 
t 
I 
f-- CLASS CUT 6 . 0 11 7 8 9 23 19 16 21 22 16 13 41 130 f 

\; TARDY 6 1 28 1 0 1 0 1 0 3 0 3 0 37 7 
LOITERING 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 2 0 0 3 , DISPRESPECT <.:,\ 0 0 4 5 6 5 2 2 0 1 1 0 2 20 8 

~ I NSUBORD I NATION 1 0 6 8 9 4 6 5 2 5 3 6 1 28 28 /I~ .. DISRUPTION 0 0 1 0 5 1 3 4 1 1 3 1 1 7 14 -
! FIGHTING 0 0 10 8 5 1 15 6 2 3 0 0 1 24 27 , SMOKING 3 0 0 2 0 0 8 5 2 3 3 2 2 5 25 . 
i t 

I CRIME 4 0 11 23 13 9 8 14 14 9 9 6 1 60 61 ~ 
~ .1 

j 
,. 

DISCIPLINE 16 1 60 31 33 21 57 43 23 37 32 30 20 162 242 
I! . 
i , 

.. I i .,.1 . 
TOTAL 20 1 71 54 46 30 65 57 37 46 41 36 21 222 303 '\ 
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INCIDENT PROFILING TOTALS FOR JACKSONVILLE 

LEE HIGH SCHOOL 

1----------1983-84-----------1-------------1984-85-------------1 83-84 84-85 
NOV DEC JAN FEB MAR APR OCT NOV DEC JAN FEB MAR APR TOTAL TOTAL 

ALCOHOL 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 2 2 
ARSON 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
ASSAULT 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 2 0 0 1 1 0 1 4 
BOMBS 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
BURGLARY 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 
DISORDERLY CONDUCT 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
DRUGS 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 3 

'" EXTORTION 0 0 O· 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 
, 

I 
1, ROBBERY 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
r SEX OFFENSES 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 [ THEFT 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 2 , c:t TRESPASSING 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 2 i~ I 
i I VANDALISM 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 \' Vol 

\; \0 VEHICLES 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 \ WEAPONS 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 i1c 
" O' ,. MISCELLANEOUS 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 II 
~ 

CLASS CUT 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
TARDY 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
LOITERING 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
DISPRfSPECT 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
INSUBORDINATION 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 O. 0 0 0 0 
DISRUPTION 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

" FIGHTING 0 0 0 4 4 4 1 0 0 2 3 3 0 12 9 • :1 SMOKING 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 ., 
/1-, ~ 

H -CRIME 0 0 0 4 2 1 0 2 0 2 3 4 3 7 14 11 

~ 

DISCIPLINE 0 0' 0 4 4 4 1 0 0 2 3 3 0 12 9 ~ , 
i . TOTAL 0 0 0 8 6 5 1 2 0 4 6 7 3 19 23 I . . 
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INCIDENT PROFILING TOTALS FOR JACKSONVILLE 

PARKER HIGH SCHOOL 

1----------1983-84-----------1-------------1984-85--··----------1 83-84 84-85 
NOV DEC JAN FEB MAR APR OCT NOV DEC JAN FEB MAR APR TOTAL TOTAL 

ALCOHOL 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 2 1 
~ ARSON 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
~; ASSAULT 0 0 1 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 Ii 
Ii BOMBS 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
I' BURGLARY ;, ~ 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 'D 0 0 0 0 • < l' 
f) DISORDERLY CONDUCT 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 2 0 0 1 3 i 
i DRUGS 0 0 4 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 8 2 
I EXTORTION 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
r: ROBBERY 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 r' 
I SEX OFFENSES 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 2 , 
I THEFT 0 0 0 0 1 1 3 0 0 0 2 0 2 2 7 v' 

b c; TRESPASSING 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 
~ I 

I VANDALISM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 , ~ 
0 VEHICLES 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 p 0 0 0 0 

WEAPONS 0 0 0 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 n 0 0 3 0 
MISCELLANEOUS 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 2 0 2 0 0 0 3 4 

j 
CLASS CUT 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 .-

l 
TARDY 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 LOITERING 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 'J 

{''' . .I 

I DISPRESPECT 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 2 :J 0 

I NSUBORD I NA TI ON 0 0 7 0 0 4 8 9 11 12 11 16 22 11 89 '1 
~ DISRUPTION 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 ~ 

FIGHTING 0 0 5 0 0 0 1 3 2 6 4 0 2 5 18 ~ 
SMOKING 0 0 1 0 2 2 1 

.::, 4 0 1 1 2 0 5 9 

CRIME 0 0 7 5 5 4 7 2 1 2 6 1 3 21 22 . 
• ~'. , 

'" >{. DISCIPLINE 0 0 14 0 2 6 11 17 13 21 16 19 24 22 121 ',"", 

~\ 
,." 

TOTAL 0 0 21 5 7 10 18 19 14 23 22 20 27 43 143 
~ 
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INCIDENT PROFILING TOTALS FOR JACKSONVILLE 

PAXON HIGH SCHOOL 

1----------1983-84-----------1-------------1984-85-------------1 83-84 84-85 
NOV DEC JAN FEB MAR APR OCT NOV DEC JAN FEB MAR APR TOTAL TOTAL 

ALCOHOL 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 
ARSON 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
ASSAULT 0 0 1 0 2 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 3 2 
BOMBS 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
BURGLARY 0 0 0 1 1 2 0 0 0 0 1 3 0 4 4 
DISORDERLY CONDUCT 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 
DRUGS 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 2 ~ 

EXTORTION . 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
ROBBERY 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
SEX OFFENSES 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 
THEFT 2 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 4 1 

to TRESPASSING 1 0 1 0 2 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 5 2 I <\ 
I VANDALISM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 ; 

.l::- I t-' VEHICLES 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 -'I 

WEAPONS 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 2 0 0 0 1 3 ' ~ 
i 

MISCELLANEOUS 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 i 
CLASS CUT 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 ;/ 
TARDY 7 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 9 0 «( 

ii LOITERING 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 '1 

DISPRESPECT 3 0 0 3 3 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 10 0 rj 
INSUBORDINATION 3 0 4 3 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 11 1 M 

~ '" DISRUPTION 1 0 2 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 ~ FIGHTING 0 6 3 3 2 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 14 1 ~ /ib , SMOKING 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 ~ " , 
" , 

~ lj 

t 
CRIME 4 0 2 2 7 5 0 2 0 5 2 6 0 20 15 n 

M 

! DISCIPLINE 15 8 9 9 5 3 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 49 2 
r TOTAL 19 8 11 11 12 8 1 3 0 5 2 6 0 69 17 
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INCIDENT PROFILING TOTALS FOR JACKSONVILLE 

RIBAULT HIGH SCHOOL 

~ .. - 1 
1,' 

6 

--'1" 
.' 

1----------1983-84-----------1-------------1984-85 ____ ---------1 83-84 84-85 
NOV DEC JAN FEB MAR APR OCT NOV DEC JAN FEB MAR APR TOTAL TOTAL 

ALCOHOL 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 ARSON 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 ASSAULT 0 0 0 4 1 0 1 0 3 4 1 1 0 5 10 BOMBS 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 BURGLARY 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 DISORDERLY CONDUCT 0 0 2 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 8 0 DRUGS 0 0 2 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 EXTORTION 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 ROBBERY 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 SEX OFFENSES 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 THEFT 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 ttl TRESPASSING 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 
I 
I VANDALISM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 

.l::-
N VEHICLES 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 WEAPONS 0 0 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 3 3 MISCELLANEOUS 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 

CLASS CUT 4 2 2 5 0 0 1 0 2 0 0 0 0 13 3 TARDY 1 1 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 0 LOITERING 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 DISPRESPECT 4 1 11 1 1 2 1 0 0 2 0 0 0 20 3 INSUBORDINATION 8 4 9 3 0 1 2 3 0 2 0 0 0 25 7 DISRUPTION 9 15 21 7 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 52 2 FIGHTING 0 0 4 8 7 1 0 0 0 2 5 6 0 20 13 SMOKING 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
CRIME 0 0 9 14 5 1 2 1 4 5 1 2 0 29 15 
DISCIPLINE 26 23 50 24 8 4 5 3 3 6 5 6 0 135 28 
TOTAL 26 23 59 38 13 5 7 4 7 11 6 8 0 164 43 

-... -'-~~- .. -- -" ...... -. __ .".. .. ,-~., .' ._-
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INCIDENT PROFILING TOTALS FOR JACKSONVILLE 

RAINES HIGH SCHOOL 

/----------1983-84-----------1-------------1984-85 ____ ---------1 83-84 84~85 NOV DEC JAN FEB MAR APR OCT NOV DEC JAN FEB MAR APR TOTAL TOTAL 
ALCOHOL 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 1 4 ARSON 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 ASSAULT 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 BOMBS 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 BURGLARY 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 DISORDERLY CONDUCT 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 DRUGS 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 

, 
EXTORTION 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 ROBBERY 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 SEX OFFENSES 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 THEFT 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

t:rl 
TRESPASSING 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 

I 
I VANDALISM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

.p.. 
w VEHICLES 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 WEAPONS 0 0 1 1 2 0 0 1 1 2 0 0 0 4 4 MISCELLANEOUS 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

CLASS CUT 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 0 TARDY 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 LOITERING 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 DISPRESPECT 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 INSUBORDINATION 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
, 

DISRUPTION 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 
P 
1 FIGHTING 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 

fl ,'I." SMOKING 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 , 
l' 
I} CRIME 2 0 3 3 4 0 0 5 1 2 0 0 0 12 8 :.; 
p 

M DISCIPLINE 8 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 10 0 u 
" R TOTAL 10 0 5 3 4 0 0 5 1 2 0 0 0 22 8 . 1 
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INCIDENT PROFILING TOTALS FOR JACKSONVILLE 

ARLINGTON JUNIOR HIGH SCHOOL 

1----------1983-84-----------1-------------1984-85-------------1 83-84 84-85 
NOV DEC JAN FEB MAR APR OCT NOV DEC JAN FEB MAR APR TOTAL TOTAL 

ALCOHOL 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 
.' ARSON 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 . 

11 ASSAULT 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 
j BOMBS 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

i~ BURGLARY 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
i DISORDERLY CONDUCT 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 , 

DRUGS 0 0 0 2 1 0 1 0 0 0 3 3 0 3 7 f 
! EXTORTION 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 I 

f ROBBERY 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 i SEX OFFENSES 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 
j. THEFT 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 I 

\; tJ:j TRESPASSING 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 I r, I VANDALISM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 ~ 
~ ~ VEHICLES 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 ~ 
j WEAPONS 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 

MISCELLANEOUS 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 

CLASS CUT 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 
TARDY 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 "". -LOITERING 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 t.~ " ' 

~ II .... 
DISPRESPECT 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 " 

., 
1 " I INSUBORDINATION 1 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 0 

I 
.DISRUPTION 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
FIGHTING 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 
SMOKING 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

CRIME 1 0 4 3 3 1 1 2 0 0 3 3 0 12 9 . 
a 

. ' , 

DISCIPLINE 5 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 11 0 ~\ 
-I, 

\ n .~ 

,J TOTAL 6 0 10 3 3 1 1 2 0 0 3 3 0 23 9 
~ ~ 

)1 1 1, 

~ 
i , 
I 
~ r 
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n 

"'-~~ .... ~,..." ... -- -~""'''''"-''' ""' ..... ~ .~ .", ,- ........ ~~. it 
J~~';; 

" . 
. , 
~. 



p F .. -------------------

.. 

INCIDENT PROFILING TOTALS FOR JACKSONVILLE 

DAVIS JUNIOR HIGH SCHOOL 

/----------1983-84-----------/-------------1984-85 ____ ---------/ 83-84 84-85 
.NOV DEC JAN FEB MAR APR OCT NOV DEC JAN FEB MAR APR TOTAL TOTAL 

ALCOHOL 0 4 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 0 ARSON 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 ASSAULT 0 0 1 2 2 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 6 1 BOMBS 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 BURGLARY 1 0 0 1 1 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 2 DISORDERLY CONDUCT 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 " DRUGS 0 0 0 1 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 3 4 t EXTORTION 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 ROBBERY 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 SEX OFFENSES 0 0 0- 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 THEFT 0 0 1 1 3 0 6 1 0 3 1 1 0 5 12 
t:d 

TRESPASSING 0 0 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 2 1 0 0 3 3 
I 
I 

VANDALISM 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 3 0 1 1 1 3 1 9 
.p.. 
U1 

VEHICLES 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 WEAPONS 0 1 2 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 0 MISCELLANEOUS 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 2 3 
CLASS CUT 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 TARDY 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 LOITERING 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

CI 

DISPRESPECT 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

'I ( . 
.11 

INSUBORDINATION 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 
U 
!! 

DISRUPTION 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 ;' .. ~ 
N FIGHTING 3 0 0 2 0 0 1 0 0 1 4 0 0 5 6 " 
II SMOKING 3 2 3 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 9 0 

CRIME 2 5 9 10 9 1 9 5 1 7 3 2 8 36 35 I! 
DISCIPLINE 6 4 3 3 0 0 1 0 0 1 4 0 0 16 6 . TOTAL 8 9 12 13 9 1 10 5 1 8 7 2 8 52 41 
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ALCOHOL 
ARSON 
ASSAULT 
BOMBS 
BURGLARY 
DISORDERLY CONDUCT 
DRUGS 
EXTORTION 
ROBBERY 
SEX OFFENSES 

tJj THEFT 
I TRESPASSING I 
~ VANDALISM 0\ 

VEHICLES 
WEAPONS 
MISCELLANEOUS 

CLASS CUT 
TARDY 
LOITERING 
DISPRESPECT 
I NSUBORD I NATION 
DISRUPTION 
FIGHTING 
SMOKING 

CRIME 

DISCIPLINE 

TOTAL 
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INCIDENT PROFILING TOTALS FOR JACKSONVILLE 

HIGHLANDS JUNIOR HIGH SCHOOL 

/----------1983-84-----------1-------------1984-85--------_____ 1 83-84 84-85 
NOV DEC JAN FEB MAR APR OCT NOV DEC JAN FEB MAR APR TOTAL TOTAL 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 9 1 1 0 4 2 2 2 2 5 0 12 17 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 
0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 1 1 1 2 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 5 1 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 5 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 8 1 
0 0 2 1 5 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 9 2 

2 0 3 2 0 0 1 1 1 0 4 2 0 7 9 2 0 0 6 6 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 14 2 
0 0 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 

12 3 18 7 6 5 1 1 6 5 1 0 0 51 14 ;, ... 5 0 4 4 4 1 1 2 2 4 3 0 0 18 12 
1 0 2 1 2 0 0 0 0 2 1 0 1 6 4 10 2 6 11 5 5 9 3 20 6 2 0 1 39 41 
4 2 6 4 3 4 2 1 5 6 5 2 0 23 21 

1 0 16 5 15 4 5 3 3 6 2 6 1 41 26 . , 
36 7 41 37 26 15 14 9 34 24 16 4 2 162 103 ~. , 

'\ "'. 37 7 57 42 41 19 19 12 37 30 18 10 3 203 129 
.jI 

~ 
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ALCOHOL 
ARSON 
ASSAULT 
BOMBS 
BURGLARY 
DISORDERLY CONDUCT 
DRUGS 
EXTORTION 
ROBBERY 
SEX OFFENSES 
THEFT 
TRESPASSING 
VANDALISM 
VEHICLES 
WEAPONS 
MISCELLANEOUS 

CLASS CUT 
TARDY 
LOITERING 
DISPRESPECT 
INSUBORDINATION 
DISRUPTION 
FIGHTING 
SMOKING 

CRIME 

DISCIPLINE 

TOTAL 

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

INCIDENT PROFILING TOTALS FOR JACKSONVILLE 

KIRBY SMITH JUNIOR HIGH SCHOOL 

1----------1983-84-----------1-------------1984-85-------------1 83-84 84-85 
NOV DEC JAN FEB MAR APR OCT NOV DEC JAN FEB MAR APR TOTAL TOTAL 

o 0 0 0 
000 0 
o 1 0 0 
o 0 0 0 
000 0 
o 0 0 0 
o 0 0 0 
o 0 0 0 
o 0 0 0 
o 1 0 0 
o 1 0 1 
000 0 
000 0 
000 0 
o 0 0 0 
o 18 0 0 

o 8 1 0 
o 24 3 0 
o 0 0 0 
o 1 0 0 
o 17 1 3 
o 10 0 0 
o 3 2 7 
o 0 0 0 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
1 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
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o 0 
o 0 
o 0 
o 0 
o 0 
o 0 
o 1 
o 0 
o 0 
o 0 
o 0 
o 0 
o 0 
o 0 
o 0 
o 0 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

o 0 
o 0 
o 4 
o 0 
o 0 
o 0 
o 1 
o 0 
o 0 
o 0 
o 0 
o 0 
o 0 
o 0 
o 0 
o 0 

000 0 0 0 
o 0 0 0 0 0 
000 000 
000 000 
o 0 0 000 
000 000 
1 0 0 0 0 0 
00000 0 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

o 0 
o 0 
o 0 
o 0 
o 0 
o 0 
4 0 
o 0 

o 0 
o 0 
o 1 
o 0 
o 0 
o 0 
o 0 
o 0 
o 0 
o 2 
o 2 
o 0 
o 0 
o 0 
o 0 
o 18 

o 9 
o 27 
o 0 
o 1 
o 21 
o 10 
o 13 
o 0 

o 
o 
4 
o 
o 
o 
2 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
4 
o 

o 21 0 1 1 o 1 0 0 5 0 0 0 23 6 

o 63 7 10 1 o 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 81 4 

o 84 7 11 2 0 1 0 0 5 4 0 0 104 10 
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ALCOHOL 
ARSON 
ASSAULT 
BOMBS 
BURGLARY 
DISORDERLY CONDUCT 
DRUGS 
EXTORTION 
ROBBERY 
SEX OFFENSES 
THEFT 
TRESPASSING 
VANDALISM 
VEHICLES 
WEAPONS 
MISCEllANEOUS 

CLASS CUT 
TARDY 
LOITERING 
DISPRESPECT 
INSUBORDINATION 
DISRUPTION 
FIGHTING 
SMOKING 

CRIME 

DISCIPLINE 

TOTAL 
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INCIDENT PROFILING TOTALS FOR JACKSONVILLE 

NORTHWESTERN JUNIOR HIGH SCHOOL 

1----------1983-84-----------1-------------1984-85-------------1 
NOV DEC JAN FEB MAR APR OCT NOV DEC JAN FEB MAR APR 

0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 2 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 3 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
11 4 11 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 o ' 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
1 1 0 3 5 2 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 
0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 2 10 1 7 3 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 
7 2 10 18 10 6 16 12 3 0 1 5 2 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

0 1 3 2 7 1 0 5 0 0 0 1 2 

20 12 31 23 22 11 18 12 3 0 1 6 2 

20 13 34 25 29 .12 18 17 3 0 1 7 4 

83-84 84-85 
TOTAL TOTAL 

1 1 
0 0 
4 2 
0 1 
0 0 
2 0 
0 0 
0 0 
1 0 
0 0 
1 1 
0 0 
0 1 
0 0 
5 2 
0 0 

3 0 
26 0 
0 0 

12 2 
2 0 

23 1 
53 39 
0 0 

14 8 

119 42 

133 50 
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INCIDENT PROFILING TOTALS FOR JACKSONVILLE 

PAXON JUNIOR HIGH SCHOOL 

1----------1983-84-----------1-------------1984-85-------------1 83-84 84-85 
NOV DEC JAN FEB MAR APR OCT NOV DEC JAN FEB MAR APR TOTAL TOTAL 

ALCOHOL 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
ARSON 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
ASSAULT 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 2 1 
BOMBS 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
BURGLARY 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
DISORDERLY CONDUCT 0 0 5 11 32 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 58 0 
DRUGS 0 0 0 0 2 0 1 0 2 1 0 0 0 2 4 
EXTORTION 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

.;:. ROBBERY 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
SEX OFFENSES 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
THEFT 0 0 0 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 0 

t:J:j TRESPASSING 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
I 
I VANDALISM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 .J::-
\0 VEHICLES 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

WEAPONS 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 
MISCELLANEOUS 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

CLASS CUT 0 0 1 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 

~ 
TARDY 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
LOITERING 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

~ DISPRESPECT 0 0 0 2 6 0 2 1 1 3 1 0 0 8 8 ~ 
5 I NSUBORD I NA TI ON 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 
" DISRUPTION 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 4 ~ 
i1 FIGHTING 0 0 0 6 8 0 4 0 0 3 1 0 0 14 8 :J,. . 

I SMOKING 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 c 

CRIME 0 0 5 12 43 10 1 0 2 2 0 0 0 70 5 

DISCIPLINE 0 0 1 8 16 0 8 1 1 10 2 0 0 25 22 
. 

TOTAL 0 0 6 20 59 10 9 1 3 12 2 0 0 95 27 n . 
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ALCOHOL 
ARSON 
ASSAULT 
BOMBS 
BURGLARY 
DISORDERLY CONDUCT 
DRUGS 
EXTORTION 
ROBBERY 
SEX OFFENSES 
THEFT 

t:D TRESPASSING I 
I VANDALISM LrI 

0 VEHICLES 
WEAPONS 
MISCELLANEOUS 

CLASS CUT 
TAR"DY 
LOITERING 
DISPRESPECT 
INSUBORDINATION 
DISRUPTION 
FIGHTING 
SMOKING 

M CRIME 
l~ 

~ DISCIPLINE jl 
~I, 

TOTAL 
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INCIDENT PROFILING TOTALS FOR JACKSONVILLE 

RIBAULT JUNIOR HIGH SCHOOL 

/----------1983-84-----------/-------------1984-85-------------/ 
NOV DEC JAN FEB MAR APR OCT NOV DEC JAN FEB MAR APR 

3 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 (l 0 0 0 
1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
2 0 1 2 0 0 0 3 0 2 3 2 4 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 '1 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 2 3 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 2 
0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 • 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 4 0 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 3 0 1 1 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 '0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 
0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 
0 4 1 12 6 3 0 2 0 8 6 7 5 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 1 0 

7 0 1 8 4 3 2 5 0 6 4 7 9 

0 4 1 12 7 3 0 3 0 15 8 9 7 

7 4 2 20 11 6 2 8 0 21 12 16 16 

« ... "'~,,'- -....-·P.". ,_, .~ 

" 

" . Ii 

83-84 84-85 
TOTAL TOTAL 

3 1 
1 0 
5 14 
0 0 
1 1 
0 0 
5 4 
1 0 
0 0 
2 0 
1 3 
0 0 
0 3 
0 0 
2 1 
2 6 

0 6 
0 0 
0 0 
0 1 
1 1 
0 1 /1"'" 

26 28 
0 5 

23 33 

27 42 , 
, 

50 75 
~\ 
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INCIDENT PROFILING TOTALS FOR JACKSONVILLE 

SANDALWOOD JUNIOR/SENIOR HIGH SCHOOL 

1----------1983-84-----------1-------------1984-85-------------1 83-84 84-85 
NOV DEC JAN FEB MAR APR OCT NOV DEC JAN FEB MAR APR TOTAL TOTAL 

ALCOHOL 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 2 1 
ARSON 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 
ASSAULT 0 2 2 0 2 1 0 2 2 2 0 3 0 7 9 
BOMBS 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
BURGLARY 6 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 10 a 
DISORDERLY CONDUCT a a a a 0 0 a 0 2 a 1 0 0 a 3 
DRUGS 0 0 6 0 0 1 2 0 0 0 1 a 0 7 3 
EXTORTION a a 1 0 1 0 0 0 a a 0 0 0 2 0 
ROBBERY 0 0 0 0 a 0 a 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
SEX OFFENSES 0 a 0 0 a 0 3 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 5 

to THEfT 2 0 7 14 12 2 4 9 5 6 2 2 0 37 28 
I 
I TRESPASSING a 0 a 1 0 3 a 0 0 a 0 0 0 4 a 

V1 
t-' VANDALISM V 0 0 0 a a a 4 0 0 a 0 0 a 4 

VEHICLES 0 a 0 0 0 0 0 0 a a a 0 0 0 0 
WEAPONS 0 0 a 0 0 0 a 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 
MISCELLANEOUS 2 0 0 1 0 a 1 2 a 0 a 0 0 3 3 

CLASS CUT 1 8 1 0 0 0 8 5 9 15 5 7 0 10 49 
TARDY 9 0 13 0 0 0 8 20 13 17 2 2 0 22 62 
LOITERING a 0 a 0 0 0 a 0 0 a 0 0 0 0 0 
DISPRESPECT 1 0 1 0 0 0 4 3 1 1 1 2 0 2 12 
INSUBORDINATION 2 4 0 0 0 0 6 23 12 14 12 11 0 6 78 
DISRUPTION 0 0 a 0 a 0 5 6 3 15 2 11 a 0 42 i)" 
FIGHTING 8 3 0 2 0 0 9 15 2 8 3 4 0 13 41 
SMOKING 7 0 a 2 0 0 12 4 3 3 5 2 0 9 29 

CRIME 11 7 16 16 15 7 10 19 9 8 7 5 a 72 58 

DISCIPLINE 28 15 15 4 a 0 52 76 43 73 30 39 0 62 313 

TOTAL 39 22 31 20 15 7 62 95 52 81 37 44 a 134 371 . 
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APPENDIX C 

SCHOOL CHARACTERISTICS 
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The following descriptions correspond to the school characteristics codes 
used in the tables on the next three pages. All items reflect schools' 
status as of fall, 1983 • 

~ Nonwhite: Nonwhite racial groups and hispanic. 

Campus Condition: Physical condition of buildings and grounds. 

5-Immaculate, bright, no graffiti or breakage, well landscaped, fresh 
or clean paint, seasonal decorations. 

4-
·3-Clean, minor graffiti or breakage, mostly good repair~ attractive 

appearance, some landscaping. 
2-
l-Dirty, dingy, graffiti, breakage, faded and pealing paint, boarded-up 

windows, unpleasant design, litter, substantial deterioration, 
potholes in parking lots. 

Location: Site environs. 

C-Central city 
U-Urban area outside central city 
S-Suburb, housing tract area 
R-Rural, farmland 

Students' SES: Socio-economic status of substantially represented groups. 

5-Upper: Wealthy businesspeople, established professionals, social 
elite. 

4-Upper middle: Junior professionals, small business owners, upper 
level management, white collar. 

3-Middle: Staff managerial, union labor, craftspeople, blue collar. 
2-Lower middle: Unskilled labor, service workers, pink collar (sole 

provider). 
1-Unemployed, odd jobs. 

Orderliness: Prevalent student behavior. 

5-Tranquil, extremely well-mannered students, calm, everyone where they 
should be when they should be there. 

4-
3-Generally quiet and orderly, few students out of class, little 

physical contact between students, some commotion during lunch and 
between classes. 

2-

I-Chaotic, considerable noise and disruption during lUnch and between 

classes, tussling, students roaming grounds during class. 
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APPENDIX C 

SCHOOL CHARACTERISTICS 
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The following descriptions correspond to the school characteristics codes 
used in the tables on the next three pages. All items reflect schools' 
status as of fall, 1983. 

% Nonwhite: Nonwhite racial groups and hispanic • 

Campus Condition: Physical condition of buildings and grounds • 

5-Immaculate, bright, no graffiti or breakage, well landscaped, fresh 
or clean paint, seasonal decorations • 

4-
3-Clean, minor graffiti or breakage, mostly good repair, attractive 

appearance, some landscaping. 
2-
I-Dirty, dingy, graffiti, breakage, faded and pealing paint, boarded-up 

windows, unpleasant design, litter, substantial deterioration, 
potholes in parking lots. 

Location: Site environs. 

C-Central city 
U-Urban area outside central city 
S-Suburb, housing tract area 
R-Rural, farmland 

Students' SES: Socio-economic status of substantially represented groups. 

5-Upper: Wealthy businesspeople, established professionals, social 
elite. 

4-Upper middle: Junior professionals, small business owners, upper 
level management, white collar. 

3-Middle: Staff managerial, union labor, craftspeople, blue collar. 
2-Lower middle: Unskilled labor, service workers, pink collar (sole 

provider). 
I-Unemployed, odd jobs. 

Orderliness: Prevalent student behavior. 

5-Tranquil, extremely well-mannered students, calm, everyone where they 
4_ShoUld be when they 1hould be there. 

3-Generally quiet and orderly, few students out of class, little 
physical contact between students, some commotion during lunch and 
between classes. 

2-

considerable noise and disruption during lunch and between 
classes, tussling, students roaming grounds duri ng class. 
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School 

Anaheim 

Cypress 

Katella 

Kennedy 

Loara 

Magnolia 

Savanna 

Western 

Ball 

Brookhurst 

Dale 

Lexington 

Orangeview 

South 

Sycamore 

Walker 

Level -
HS 

HS 

HS 

HS 

HS 

HS 

HS 

HS 

JH 

JH 

JH 

JH 

JH 

JH 

JH 

JH 

Anaheim School Characteristics 

Enroll- % Non- Campus Loca- Students' Order-
ment white Condo tion SES liness 

2001 

2191 

1888 

2188 

1953 

1429 

1658 

1683 

896 

988 

921 

771 

987 

962 

776 

.1002 

60 

25 

27 

27 

26 

36 

28 

29 

32 

39 

35 

25 

28 

35 

58 

15 

3 

5 

4 

5 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

5 

3 

4 

4 

4 

u 
S 

S 

S 

S 

S 

S 

S 

S 

S 

S 

S 

S 

U 

U 

S 

3,2,1 

5,4 

4,3,2 

4,3,2 

4,3,2 

4,3,2 

3,2 

4,3,2 

4,3,2 

4,3,2 

4,3,2 

5,4 

3,2 

3,2,1 

3,2,1 

4,3,2 

3 

5 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

5 

4 

4 

4 

4 

Two additional schools participated: 

Gilbert Continuation High School with two small campuses: Gilbert 
East adjacent to the district office building, and Gilbert West 
near.Savannah High School. 

Hope School for Special Education, sharing a campus with Gilbert 
West. 

Please se~ page C-2 for a description of each category. 
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School 

Auburn 

East 

Guilford 

Jefferson 

West 

Eisenhower 

Flinn 

Kennedy 

Lincol n 

Wilson 

Level -
HS 

HS 

HS 

HS 

HS 

MS 

MS 

MS 

MS 

MS 

Rockford School Characteristics 

Enroll- %. Non- Campus Loca- Students' Order-
~ ~ ~ tion SES liness 
1519 

2051 

1776 

2195 

1458 

1068 

1182 

1004 

994 

979 

36 

26 

17 

11 

33 

18 

9 

31 

41 

31 

3 

3 

4 

3 

2 

4 

3 

3 

3 

3 

S 4,3,2,1 

U 4,3,2 

S 5,4,3,2 

R 4,3,2 

U 4,3,2,1 

S 5,4,3,2 

U 4,3,2 

R 4,3,2 

u 

S 

3,2,1 

3,2,1 

4 

4 

4 

3 

3 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

The Rockfo~d Area V~cational Center also participated in some aspects 
of the proJect. ThlS school is located on the Jefferson High School 
C~mpu~ and enroll~·students from Rockford and surrounding school d1str1cts. 

Please see page C-2 for a description of each category. 
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Jacksonville School Characteristics H 

II 

Enroll- S Non- Campus Loca- Students' Order- n School Level ment white Condo tion SES liness 

Englewood HS 1190 34 4 S 4,3,2 4 J) tt_ 
Forrest HS 1600 23 4 S 4,3,2 4 

Jackson HS 1773 44 3 U 3,2,1 3 if' a . 
Lee HS 1173 50 3 U 4,3,2,1 3 

Parker HS 1752 13 4 S 4,3 4 
~] \ \'i, 
"j 

Paxon HS 1049 58 3 S 3,2 3 til ). 

Ribault HS 1489 99 4 S 3,2 4 iJ.. . 

Raines HS 1333 96 4 S 3,2 3 n 
Sandalwood HS 1644 21 4 S 4,3 4 

fin ' ~, 
Arlington JH 750 21 3 S 4,3 4 . J./ 

Davis JH 1132 32 3 S 3,2 3 ~ H 
Highlands JH 1769 42 3 S 3,2 3 

Kirby-Smith JH 956 72 3 C 2,1 2 0 
Northwestern JH 895 99 3 S 3,2,1 2 

Paxon JH 1235 53 4 S 3,2 3 D 
Ribault JH 1055 68 3 S 3,2 4 

0 Sandalwood JH 1520 14 4 S 4,3 3 

,. , n 
Please see page C-2 for a description of each category. 
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APPENDIX 0 

SURVEY RESULTS 

School Safety Checklist ............ ~ ............................. . 
All Districts ................................................. 
Anaheim ....................................................... 
Rockford ...................................................... 
Jacksonville ................................. ................. 

Final Survey ...................................................... 
Anaheim ....................................................... 

0--2 

0--3 

0--5 

0--7 

0--9 

0--11 

0--12 

Rockford •••••••••••••••.•••••••••••••••.•.• 
.................... 0--14 

Jacksonville ................................ .................. 

0--1 

0--16 
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Jacksonville School Characteristics 

Enroll- % Non- Campus Loca- Students' 
School Level ment white Condo tion SES -
Englewood HS 1190 34 4 S 4,3,2 

Forrest HS 1600 23 4 S 4,3,2 

Jackson HS 1773 44 3 U 3,2,1 

Lee HS 1173 50 3 U 4,3,2,1 

Parker HS 1752 13 4 S 4,3 

Paxon HS 1049 58 3 S 3,2 

Ribault HS 1489 99 4 S 3,2 

Raines HS 1333 96 4 S 3,2 

Sandalwood HS 1644 21 4 S 4,3 

Arlington JH 750 21 3 S 4,3 

Davis JH 1132 32 3 S 3,2 

Highlands JH 1769 42 3 S 3,2 

Kirby-Smith JH 956 72 3 C 2,1 

Northwestern JH 895 99 3 S 3,2,1 

Paxon JH 1235 53 4 S 3,2 

Ribault JH 1055 68 3 S 3,2 

Sandalwood JH 1520 14. 4 S 4,3 

Please see page C-2 for a description of each category. 
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APPENDIX 0 

SURVEY RESULTS 

School Safety Checklist ....•......•..•.....•...................... 0--2 

All Districts ................................................. 0--3 

Anaheim ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 0--_ 

Rockford ....................................•................. 0--7 

Jacksonvi 11 e ••••••.•..•••.•••••••••••••••• •.• • • • • • • • • . • • • • • . • • . 0--9 

Final Survey •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 0--11 

Anaheim •.•............•..•...•............•................... 0--12 

Rockford ..........................•............................ 0--14 

Jacksonville .•....••••........... 8 ••••••••••••••••••••••••• ~ •• 0--16 

0--1 
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SCHOOL SAFETY CHECKLIST 

The next pages present results for key and composite variables of the 

School Safety Checklist. The following description references each item 

to questions on the survey form from which it was derived (Appendix A, p. 

A--9-10). The denominator for calculating percentages of composite items 

is the largest number of total respondents to any of the questions 

comprising the item. 

Total Victimization "Yes" for Part II questions 1, 2, 3, 7, 8, 9, or 10. 

Property Victimization "Yes" for Part II questions 1, or 2. 

Personal Victimization "Yes" for Part II questions 3, 7, 8, 9, or 10. 

Multiple Victimization "Yes" for more than one Part II of the questios 

included in Total Victimization. 

Saw Drug Deal "Yes" for Part II question 6. 

Fought in Sel f Defense "Yes" for Part II question 4. 

Some Area of Campus Unsafe "Fairly Unsafe" or "Very Unsafe" for Part I 

questions 1 through 9, or 12. 

Some Area of Campus Very Unsafe "Very Unsafe" for Part I questions 1 

through 9, or 12. 

Some Area of Campus Unsafe "Fairly Unsafe" or "Very Unsafe" for Part I 

question 13. 

0--2 
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School Safety Checklist: All Districts 
Key and Composite Variables (Percentages of Respondents) 

Total Property Personal Multiple Fought Some Area Some Area H'borhood Victilli- Victi.i- Victi.i- V1cti.i- Saw Drug 1n Self of Ca.pus of Ca.pus Hear School Fall 1983 H* zation zation zation zation Deal Defense Unsafe Very Unsafe Unsafe -----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------Anahei. HS 587/ 713 33 30 10 13 37 10 40 16 1l Jacksonville HS 1272 41 38 11 16 23 10 44 22 19 Rockford HS 451/ 542 33 29 12 12 35 7 42 18 11 
Anahei. JH 742 48 41 24 23 25 17 44 17 20 Jacksonville JH 979 44 41 12 18 17 15 44 16 18 t:I Rockford MS 425 45 37 23 19 16 19 45 18 11 

I 
I 

W Spring 1984 

-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------Anahei. HS 484/ 590 35 32 10 14 32 9 44 20 14 Jacksonville HS 751 41 39 11 17 26 11 47 23 21 Rockford HS 347/ 449 36 34 11 15 34 8 41 16 10 
Anahei. JH 432 50 44 21 24 20 21 48 23 17 Jacksonville JH 815 53 50 14 24 18 17 49 24 20 Rockford MS 363 55 47 28 25 29 23 52 27 17 -------------------------------------------------------------~---------------------------------------------------------------
* Anahei. and Rockford high schools: grades 11/9 and jun1cr highs: grade 7. Jacksonville high schools: grade 10 and junior highs: grade 8. 
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School Safety Checklist: All Districts 
Key and Composite Variables (Percentages of Respondents) 

Total Property Personal Multiple Fought Some Area Some Area N'borhood 
Victimi- Victimi - Victimi- Victimi- Saw Drug in Self of Campus of Campus Near School 

Fall 1984 N* zation zation zation zation Deal Defense Unsafe Very Unsafe Unsafe 
-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
Anaheim HS 583/ 721 33 30 9 13 26 9 42 19 13 
Jacksonvi 11 e HS 967 33 29 9 11 19 8 40 18 17 
Rockford HS 466/ 4.S3' 30 25 12 11 29 9 58 18 12 

Anaheim JH 537 41 34 17 16 8 12 32 13 13 
Jacksonvi1l e JH 763 47 43 15 21 13 15 50 24 25 
Rockford MS 310 34 27 17 14 8 12 54 17 14 

? Spring 1985 
I -----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------~ Anaheim HS 541/ 609 34 32 8 12 31 11 40 20 11 

Jacksonville HS 704 34 32 10 16 21 11 43 19 18 
Rockford HS 204/ 202 38 35 13 18 26 11 42 16 14 

Anaheim JH 754 41 36 16 17 13 15 36 16 14 
Jacksonville JH 864 52 47 17 23 15 16 47 26 20 
Rockford MS 440 42 36 19 19 14 13 43 20 15 
-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
* Anaheim and Rockford high schools: grades 11/9 and junior highs: grade 7. Jacksonville high schools: grade 10 and 

junior highs: grade 8. 
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School Safety Checklist: Anaheim 
Key and Composite Variables (Percentages of Respondents) 

Total Property Personal Multiple Fought Some Area Some Area N1borhood 
Victimi- Victimi- Victimi- Victimi- Saw Drug in Self of Campus of Campus Near School 

Fall 1983 N* zation zation zation zation Deal Defense Unsafe Very Unsafe Unsafe 
---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------.,-------------------------------------
Anaheim HS 103/ 73 41 38 15 20 41 16 45 20 16 
Cypress HS 106/ 92 33 30 14 14 35 5 31 14 10 
Kennedy HS 117/ 85 28 26 9 12 49 12 35 14 14 
Katella HS 92/ 65 37 32 10 13 26 12 37 14 11 
Loara HS 86/ 86 32 30 7 13 40 7 42 16 8 
Magnolia HS 76/ 63 45 42 12 19 39 12 47 18 21 
Savanna HS 59/ 57 27 26 5 6 27 8 42 18 9 
Western HS 74/ 66 21 17 8 8 35 8 47 17 14 

Ball JH 87 41 35 17 16 33 16 43 15 21 
Brookhurst JH 112 63 54 39 39 39 29 53 24 16 
Dale JH 83 52 44 26 24 31 23 42 23 28 

t:l Lexington JH 79 41 37 18 18 10 9 33 9 10 
I Orangeview JH 93 44 37 18 22 24 11 45 15 25 I 

U1 South JH 93 54 47 25 24 25 19 46 20 22 
Sycamore JH 94 54 47 23 23 24 15 48 12 30 
Walker JH 101 33 23 21 15 12 15 37 15 8 

Spring 1984 
-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------Anaheim HS 143/ 34 46 44 12 17 32 15 42 21 19 
Cypress HS 79/ 116 28 26 4 12 27 4 27 6 4 
Kennedy HS 82/ 54 29 26 10 13 41 6 51 25 12 
KateHa HS 84/ 46 33 31 9 13 30 9 62 35 26 
Loara HS 77/ 94 40 38 12 23 28 9 44 19 10 
Magnolia HS 13/ 55 39 35 12 13 30 11 54 25 17 
Savanna HS 78/ 33 38 34 14 14 30 12 46 19 15 
Western HS 34/ 52 35 32 8 11 38 9 46 28 14 

:1-
Ball JH 54 54 50 22 26 22 22 41 15 13 

j 
Brookhurst JH 45 56 47 24 27 13 18 36 20 22 
Dale JH 55 53 44 26 29 22 26 64 16 20 
Lexington JH 73 40 36 16 18 6 14 40 22 10 
Orangeview JH 64 41 33 22 17 33 24 73 36 25 

II South JH 86 65 59 26 30 24 27 48 23 20 1~ 

~ Sycamore JH 21 19 19 0 10 5 0 5 0 0 iF, ~, 
Walker JH 34 50 47 18 32 24 18 53 35 12 n 

I't ----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- ~ 
'i" 

~. 1 
• f .. High schools--grades 11/9 and junior highs: grade 7 • ~n 
r' • 
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School Safety Checklist: Anaheim 
Key and Composite Variables (Percentages of Respondents) 

Property Personal Multiple Fought Some Area Some Area N'borhood 
Victimi- Victimi- Victimi- Saw Drug in Self of Campus of Campus Near School. 
zation zation zation Deal Defense Unsafe Very Unsafe Unsafe 

--------_ .. _------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
Anaheim HS 109/ 73 40 38 9 17 26 12 50 28 31 
Cypress HS 97/ 87 31 28 7 13 15 7 30 9 4 
Kennedy HS 140/ 94 26 23 8 9 28 8 39 14 11 
Katella HS 62/ 84 20 19 4 4 26 7 37 16 9 
loara HS 85/ 85 44 42 11 18 28 9 48 24 11 
Magnolia HS 90/ 46 37 32 12 18 24 9 43 18 14 
Savanna HS 84/ 53 42 39 12 13 39 13 40 22 12 
Western HS 54/ 61 23 22 10 10 29 9 49 18 13 

Ball JH 81 52 43 22 24 13 20 42 19 23 
Brookhurst JH 56 30 25 9 11 14 9 25 11 15 
Dale JH 55 55 49 22 22 15 15 49 22 30 
lexington JH 52 19 14 10 4 0 4 31 4 6 
Orangeview JH 61 31 23 13 8 10 13 43 26 15 
South JH 60 60 48 32 28 8 8 27 13 5 
Sycamore JH 84 26 23 5 6 1 6 10 1 3 
Walker JH 88 51 41 24 25 6 15 34 10 11 

Spring 1985 
-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------Anaheim HS 66/ 58 53 49 11 20 32 17 42 24 24 
Cypress HS 104/ 64 26 23 8 10 34 10 37 17 11 
kennedy HS 68/ 98 34 31 7 10 36 11 35 18 10 
Katella HS 85/ 79 24 22 7 9 24 7 33 13 2 
loara HS 97/ 73 36 34 8 11 27 9 40 20 11 
Magnolia HS 68/ 46 36 36 7 15 32 15 48 22 16 
Savanna HS 58/ 79 32 30 7 11 33 8 41 20 10 
Western .HS 63/ 44 44 41 10 14 26 14 43 24 9 

Ball JH 73 51 44 18 19 13 28 45 23 23 
Brookhurst JH 99 44 35 23 22 8 13 36 12 15 
Dale JH 65 45 40 19 19 20 17 48 23 22 
lexington JH 75 41 33 20 16 8 11 31 13 11 
Orangeview JH 62 37 28 18 18 15 16 37 19 21 
South JH 82 43 39 19 21 11 23 43 22 11 
Sycamore JH 156 31 28 6 7 3 8 12 1 6 
Walker JH 1~2 45 43 17 19 25 15 48 25 16 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------* High schools--grades 10 and junior highs: grade 8. 
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School Safety Checklist: Rockford 
Key and Composite Variables (Percentages of Respondents) 

Fall 1983 N* 

Auburn HS 106/ 84 
East HS 127/ 115 
Guilford HS 106/ 82 
Jefferson HS 98/ 103 
West HS 105/ 67 

Eisenhower MS 109 
Flinn MS 75 
Kennedy MS 65 
Lincoln MS 86 
Wilson MS 90 

Spring 1984 

Total 
Victimi­
zation 

34 
36 
32 
26 
38 

48 
31 
51 
49 
48 

Property 
Victimi­
zation 

29 
34 
30 
22 
34 

39 
24 
43 
35 
42 

Personal 
Victimi­
zation 

11 
14 
9 

10 
14 

23 
15 
19 
29 
28 

Multiple 
Victimi­
zation 

11 
13 
13 
9 

13 

15 
13 
19 
24 
26 

Saw Drug 
Deal 

36 
47 
20 
41 
27 

6 
16 
19 
24 
17 

Fought 
in Self 
Defense 

11 
9 
4 
6 
8 

17 
15 
22 
24 
21 

Some Area Some Area N'borhood 
of Campus of Campus Near School 

Unsafe Very Unsafe Unsafe 

45 22 27 
39 14 11 
34 10 3 
44 21 4 
51 22 12 

39 18 5 
41 15 10 
62 20 3 
41 15 10 
49 20 28 

-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
Auburn HS 85/ 54 44 40 16 23 30 9 44 16 29 
East HS 112/ 94 36 33 10 11 40 10 33 12 5 
Guilford HS 80/ 118 39 37 9 18 25 7 34 12 5 
Jefferson HS 102/ 80 28 23 10 10 39 7 54 24 7 
West HS 70 41 37 10 17 33 9 47 20 10 

Eisenhower MS 107 54 45 33 26 22 16 52 23 8 
Flinn MS 83 48 41 21 19 37 21 52 33 16 
Kennedy MS 82 62 53 32 28 21 34 60 29 13 
Wilson MS 91 55 50 24 26 37 23 46 24 31 
-------------------,--------------------------------------------.---------------------------------------------------------------
* High schools--grades 11/9 and junior highs: grade 7. 
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School Safety Checklist: Rockford 

t· 
Key and Composite Variables (Percentages of Respondents) 

t Total Property Personal Multiple Fought Some Area Some Area N'borhood 
'~' Victimi- Victimi- Victimi- Victimi- Saw Drug in Self of Campus of Campus Near School 
~. Fall 1984 N* zation zation zation zation Deal Defense Unsafe Very Unsafe Unsafe 
!:. -------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------.---------------
{ Auburn HS 94/ 97 30 26 16 14 .30 11 55 18 21 
~ ,. East HS 91/ 89 28 25 10 10 32 6 56 16 13 

i! r West HS 86/ 92 32 26 12 11 32 12 66 19 14 ". ,;: j 

f Other HS 182/ 18ll 29 25 11 11 25 7 57 18 7 
l FlinnMS 113 :f0 20 15 10 7 12 52 12 12 f t:::I 

\. 
I Wilson MS 109 30 26 15 11 3 12 51 16 20 
I Other JH 88 44 38 21 22 15 13 59 24 9 co 

t; Spring 1985 
~) 
I -----------------------.--------.--------.-.---------------------------------------------------------------------------------
L Auburn HS 90/ 64 36 33 13 16 29 13 44 17 18 
11 East HS 44/ 37 40 34 12 20 31 9 38 19 12 
a Guilford HS 21/ 24 43 35 18 25 24 7 47 24 4 

1 
Jefferson HS 2/ 36 40 40 31 33 61 56 46 31 31 

( West HS 45/ 43 41 37 10 17 17 10 40 13 16 
< 
I Eisenhower MS 137 38 32 22 22 13 13 55 26 10 ! 
j , Flinn MS 76 36 32 18 20 16 8 43 25 8 I 

Lincoln MS 127 48 42 18 15 17 17 24 8 9 
Wilson MS 100 43 37 18 19 12 13 51 23 37 
.------.---------------.-.-----------------.--------------------~-----------------------------------------------------------
* High schools--grades 11/9 and junior highs: grade 7. 
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Total 
Victimi­
zation 
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School Safety Checklist: Jacksonville 
Key and Composite Variables (Percentages of Respondents) 

Property 
Victimi­
zation 

Personal 
Victimi­
zation 

Multiple 
Victimi­
zation 

Saw Drug 
Deal 

Fought 
in Self 
Defense 

Some Area Some Area N'borhood 
of Campus of Campus Near School 

Unsafe Very Unsafe Unsafe 
-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------Englewood HS 94 39 37 9 17 27 5 29 12 11 
Forrest HS 135 39 38 9 17 28 15 50 25 15 
Jackson HS 188 49 46 12 20 26 13 54 28 34 
Lee HS 114 26 24 4 11 25 12 44 22 27 
Parker HS 172 42 40 9 16 16 5 33 11 8 
Paxon HS 87 44 40 23 21 37 15 60 37 26 
Ribault HS 194 44 41 9 12 12 9 33 17 10 
Raines HS 168 41 36 12 14 26 10 51 32 27 
Sandalwood HS 120 40 35 15 15 16 9 40 13 13 

Arlington JH 119 41 40 11 15 14 15 44 18 14 
Davis JH 127 54 50 24 25 28 16 48- 22 18 

t;j Highlands JH 159 34 32 7 11 11 10 33 6 14 
I Kirby-Smith JH 84 48 42 12 25 10 17 50 25 32 
~ Norhtwestern JH 90 37 32 10 16 17 18 47 17 27 

Paxon JH 124 52 44 19 18 23 23 52 22 19 
Ribault JH 143 39 38 6 15 5 5 39 8 14 
Sandalwood JH 133 53 51 12 26 33 17 47 16 16 

Spring 1984 
-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------Englewood HS 48 35 35 4 10 13 15 44 17 19 
Forrest HS 93 37 34 11 15 31 12 46 27 19 
Jackson HS 193 44 41 13 19 29 9 55 28 37 
Lee HS 94 37 34 12 18 39 14 53 30 13 
Parker HS 126 41 39 9 15 17 10 35 10 15 
Paxon HS 57 47 46 16 23 34 16 61 35 25 
Ribau.lt HS 102 40 36 12 19 19 9 36 20 8 
Raines HS 37 51 53 9 16 18 9 43 19 11 

Arlington JH 115 47 43 16 22 17 15 43 19 10 
Davis JH 73 52 43 24 23 11 10 66 41 19 
Highlands JH 121 49 48 10 19 25 15 47 20 16 
Kirby-Smith JH 83 48 48 6 29 16 19 43 28 22 
Norhtwestern JH 118 69 67 20 38 17 28 59 35 39 
Paxon JH 130 59 54 19 29 20 16 55 27 21 
Ribault JH 86 42 41 2 12 4 8 34 9 17 
$.,ndalwood JH 89 53 51 16 20 25 19 43 12 12 
-----------------------------------.--------------------------- --------------------------------------------------------------
* High schools--grade 10 and junior highs: grade 8. 
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Fall 1984 H* 
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School Safety Checklist: Jacksonville 
Key and Composite Variables (Percentages of Respondents) 

Property 
Victimi­
zation 

Personal 
Victimi­
zation 

Multiple 
Victimi­
zation 

Saw Drug 
Deal 

Fought 
in Self 
Defense 

Some Area Some Area H'borhood 
of Campus of Campus Hear School 

Unsafe Very Unsafe Unsafe 
-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------Englewood HS 12 25 18 9 0 18 0 8 0 25 
Forrest HS 31 39 39 3 19 19 7 48 23 10 
Lee HS 89 33 30 12 14 21 8 48 24 18 
Parker HS 20 25 5 26 5 0 0 15 15 15 
Ribault HS 94 46 40 11 11 11 11 51 20 17 
Raines HS 81 31 32 7 12 20 7 37 14 19 
Other HS 640 31 27 9 11 21 9 38 17 16 

Arlington JH 120 46 42 20 25 19 14 49 21 18 
Highlands JH 175 43 37 17 15 11 14 42 15 21 
Kirby-Smith JH 120 55 53 11 27 9 19 63 33 40 
Ribault JH 97 38 36 3 14 9 8 40 7 22 
Other JH 251 49 45 17 24 15 17 54 33 26 

Spring 1985 
-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------Englewood HS 70 36 29 14 10 11 14 26 14 7 
Forrest HS 53 23 21 6 6 13 10 43 23 18 
Jackson HS 125 40 38 9 18 33 12 53 30 32 
Lee HS 63 33 32 5 10 18 18 40 21 11 
Parker HS 160 34 31 13 21 19 5 40 12 10 
Paxon HS 71 25 25 7 14 21 10 38 11 17 
Ribault HS 56 39 36 14 20 21 16 61 29 36 
Raines HS 36 25 26 0 8 29 3 39 22 17 
Sandalwood HS 70 43 41 16 23 19 15 43 17 12 

Arlington JH 87 54 48 22 29 17 8 49 31 13 
Davis JH 117 50 43 15 14 16 9 52 23 22 
Highlands JH 103 41 36 16 17 14 15 48 19 8 
Kirby-Smith JH 115 57 53 22 31 10 22 60 45 30 
Norhtwestern JH 105 65 60 22 32 20 25 68 41 48 
Paxon JH 108 55 51 17 25 12 25 52 24 24 
Ribault JH 114 47 47 7 19 10 9 14 6 6 
Sandalwood JH 115 45 41 16 17 20 17 38 16 9 

* High schools--grade 10 and junior highs: grade 8. 
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FINAL SURVEY 

present resu1 ts for the fi na 1 anonymous survey of 
The fo 11 owi ng pages 

administrators. 
The results are expressed as percentages of responses to 

each question. 
To facil iate proper interpretation, the percentages are 

displayed on replicas of the actual survey fonn. 
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ANAHEIM ADMINISTRATORS' FINAL EVALUATION SURVEY RESULTS 

(Percentages of Responses) 

I. Haw much value has each of the following project elements had for you: 

great some 
value value 

1- 12 56 

2. 14 42 

3. 23 44 

4. 30 42 

5. 16 30 

6. 26 37 

7. 24 19 

8. 27 21 

9. S 42 

10. 33 47 

11. S 27 

Al. 12 30 

A2. 23 44 

minimal 
value 

12 

42 

28 

26 

49 

35 

55 

44 

49 

19 

58 

49 

28 

NA 

21 

2 

5 

2 

5 

2 

2 

10 

5 

2 

12 

9 

5 

attending training workshops 

recording incidents in the,computer system 

reviewing incident reporting printouts 

involying administrative teams in the project 

involving full school teams in the project 

daveloping a written "action plan" 

routinely separating crime from other misb~havior 

coordinatinQwith other agencies 

holding in-school meetings during Bob Rubel's visits 

implementing new strategies to reduce "target offenses" 

referring to guides, manuals, and other materials from NASS 

using the incident reporting system to monitor class cuts 

devising and implementing strategies to reduce class cuts 

II. How much has your personal partiCipation in th.is project contributed to the following? 

a 
lot 

12. 12 

13. 16 

14. 9 

15. 14 

16. S 

17. 16 

18. 21 

19. 16 

20. S 

some 

49 

47 

28 

33 

26 

40 

42 

46 

46 

1 i ttl e 
or none 

40 reducing crime at your school (theft, assault, drug use, etc.) 

37 reducing student misbehavior (class cuts, fights, disruption, etc.) 

63 apprehending offenders 

5,~ disciplining school rule violators 

70 prosecuting law breakers 

44 improving relatiorls with other agencies 

37 creating a suitable learning environment 

37 adopting better crime and discipline policies 

49 1mproving how staff responds to crime and misbehavior 
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III. To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statements for your 
school? 

Totally 
Agree Neutral 
123 

21. 33 27 19 

22. 9 28 23 

23. 0 12 35 

24. 7 23 14 

25. 2 16 19 

26. 5 12 42 

27. 5 9 19 

28. 14 21 21 

Totally 
Disagree 

4 5 

21 2 

28 12 

19 35 

28 28 

16 46 

17 24 

17 50 

23 21 

Separating crime and discipline is critical for school 
safety. 

'"l7 The incident reporting printouts have made me more aware -~ 
~ of "hot spots" on campus. 

The incident reporting printouts have made me more aware~~ 
of potential conflicts between student groups. .J 

The benefits from incident monitoring are worth the time~ 
needed to do it. t~t -Participating in the project has increased my awareness 
of how the criminal justice system handles lawbreakers. ~ 

rJ 
Relations with law enforcement are better now than they 
were two years ago. 

Relations with probation are better now than they were 
two years ago. 

...... 

Overall, participation in the project has been worth 
time and effort. 

the~ 

IV. Below are three statements presenting various options for the future. 
please circle the letter that best expresses your opinion. 

For each item, 01 

29. Incident monitoring should be: 

(a) continued as is (b) continued with modifications (c) discontinued. 

7 56 37 

30. Training for new administrators would be accomplished best: 

(a) by project trainers (b) by district personnel (c) by reading the manuals. 

34 61 5 

31. Efforts to coordinate more closely with other agencies are: 

(a) a high priority (b) needed, but not critical (c) unnecessary at this time. 

60 35 5 

N=43 (of 48 distributed: 90 percent return rate) 
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JACKSONVILLE ADMINISTRATORS' FINAL EVALUATION SURVEY RESULTS 

(Percentages of Responses) 
1. 

How much value has each of the following project elements had for you: 
great some minimal 
value value value NA 

1. 38 

2. 26 

3. 26 

4. 40 

5. 38 

6. 38 

7. 29 

8. 43 

9. 21 

10. 45 

11. 12 

36 

40 

48 

43 

33 

33 

27 

31 

40 

29 

46 

14 

26 

24 

l7 

19 

21 

37 

21 

38 

37 

37 

12 

7 

2 

o 
9 

5 

7 

5 

o 

5 

5 

attending training workshops 

recording incidents in the computer system 

revieWing incident reporting printouts 

involving administrative teams in the project 

involving full school teams in the project 

developing a written "action plan" 

routinely separating crime from other misbehavior 

coordinating with other agencies 

holding in-school meetings during Bob Rubel's visits 

implementing new strategies to reduce "target offenses" 

referring to guides, manuals, and other materials from NASS 

How much has your personal partiCipation in this project contributed.to the following? 
II. 

a little 
lot some or none 

12. 31 

13. 29 

14. 14 

15. 21 

16. 12 

17. 39 

18. 19 

19. 21 

20. 29 

33 

38 

48 

52 

33 

39 

52 

45 

38 

36 

33 

39 

26 

55 

22 

29 

33 

33 

reducing crime at your school (theft, assault, drug use, etc.) 

reducing student misbehavior (class cuts, fights, disruption, etc.) 
apprehending offenders 

disciplining school rule violators 

prosecuting law breakers 

improving relations with other agencies 

creating a suitable learning environment 

adopti~g better crime and discipline policies 

improving how staff responds to crime and misbehavior 
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III. To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statements for your 
school? 

Totally 
Agree Neutral 
123 

21. 50 17 17 

Totally 
Disagree 

4 5 

12 5 Separating crime and discipline is critical for school 
safety. 

22. 33 24 19 12 12 The incident reporting printouts have made me more aware~ 
of "hot spots" on campus. o.t~ 

23. 14 14 29 17 26 The incid~nt repor~ing printouts have made me more aware TIn 
of potentlal confllcts between student groups. ~ 

24. 24 24 20 14 26 The benefits from incident monitoring are worth the time~ 
needed to do it. ~. 

17 21 17 25. 14 31 Participating in the project has increased my awareness 
of how the criminal justice system handles lawbreakers. ~ 

26. 33 24 17 

27. 29 24 17 

7 19 

12 19 

Relations with law enforcement are better now than they 
were two years ago. 

Relations with HRS are better now than they were two 
years ago. 

-

28. 31 31 17 2 19 Overall, participation in the project has been worth the~ 
time and effort. 

IV. Below are three statements presenting various options for the future. 
please circle the letter that best expresses your opinion. 

29. Incident monitoring should be: 

For each item, 

(a) continued as is (b) continued with modifications (c) discontinued. 

9 69 21 

30. Training for new administrators would be accomplished best: 

(a) by project trainers (b) by district personnel (c) by reading the manuals. 

56 37 7 

31. Efforts to coordinate more closely with other agencies are: 

(a) a high priority (b) needed's\but ?ot critical (c) unnecessary at this time. 
" 

71 29 o 
/1 

N=43 (of 46 distributed: 96 percent return rate) 
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ROCKFORD ADMINISTRATORS' FINAL EVALUATION SURVEY RESULTS 

(Percentages of Responses) 

I. How much value has each of the following project elements had for you: 

great some minimal 
value value value NA 

1. 14 

2. 14 

3. 9 

4. 14 

5. 14 

6. 19 

7. 10 

8. 14 

9. 0 

10. 14 

11. 5 

48 

33 

43 

43 

48 

48 

29 

24 

48 

48 

33 

24 

48 

43 

38 

33 

29 

62 

57 

48 

38 

62 

14 attending training workshops 

5 recording incidents in the computer system 

5 reviewing incident reporting printouts 

5 involving administrative teams in the project 

5 involving full school teams in the project 

5 developing a written "action plan" 

o routinely separating crime from other misbehavior 

5 coordinating with other agencies 

5 holding in-school meetings during Bob Rubel's visits 

o implementing new strategies to reduce "target offenses" 

o referring to guides, manuals, and other materials from NASS 

II. How much has your personal participation in .this project contributed to the following? 

a little 
lot some or none 

12. 9 

13. 9 

14. 14 

15. 14 

16. 10 

17. 19 

18. 14 

19. 5 

20. 9 

• l" 

43 

29 

24 

24 

25 

22 

29 

24 

24 

48 reducing crime at your school (theft, assault, drug use, etc.) 

62 reducing student misbehavior (class cuts, fights, disruption, etc.) 

62 apprehending offenders 

62 disciplining school rule violators 

65 prosecuting law breakers 

48 improving relations with other agencies 

57 creating a suitable learning environment 

67 adopting better crime and discipline policies 

67 improving how staff responds to crime and misbehavior 
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III. To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statements for your 
school? 

Totally 
Agree Neutral 
123 

Totally 
Disagree 

4 5 

21. 5 38 38 5 14 Separating crime and discipline is critical for school ~ 
safety. 

22. 14 19 19 

23. 9 9 19 

24. 5 24 9 

25. 0 19 9 

26. 5 14 24 

27. 0 24 24 

28. 14 19 9 

9 38 

24 38 

19 43 

19 52 

14 38 

14 38 

19 38 

The incident reporting printouts have made me more aware?ij 
of "hot spots" on campus. ~ 

The incident reporting printouts have made me more awaretn.,i 
of potential conflicts between student groups. ill 
The benefits from incident monitoring are worth the time 
needed to do it. ill 
Participating in the project has increased my awareness 
of how the criminal justice system handles lawbreakers. ~ 

Relations with law enforcement are better now than they 
were two years ago. 

Relations with probation are better now than they were 
two years ago. 

Overall, participation in the project has been worth the~ 
time and effort. 

IV. Below are three statements presenting various options for the future. ~or each item, 
please circle the letter that best expresses your opinion. 

29. Incident monitoring should be: 

(a) continued as is (b) continued with modifications (c) discontinued. 

5 48 48 

30. Training for new administrators would be accomplished best: 

(a) by project trainers (b) by district personnel (c) by reading the manuals. 

44 50 6 

31. Efforts to coordinate more closely with other agencies are: 

(a) a high priority (b) needed, but not critical (c) unnecessary at this tjme. 

33 48 19 

N=21 (of 29 distributed: 72 percent return rate) I 
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