NCIRS

This microfiche was produced from documents received for
inclusion in the NCIRS data base. Since NCIRS cannot exercise
contro! over the physical condition of the documents submitted,
the individual frame quality will vary. The resolution chart on
this frame may he used to evaluate the document quality.

| |0 0 iz
S—— 56 ﬁ ;
=i, =
— j
125 lLg flis
MICROCOPY RESOLUTION TEST CHART E

NATIONAL BUREAU OF STANDARDS-1963-A

t

4Microfilming procedures used to create this fiche comply with
the standards sat forth in 41CFR 101-11.504

Points of view or opinions stated in this document are
those of the author(s) and do not represent the official
pusition or policies of the U.S. Department of Justice.

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE

LAW ENFORCEMENT ASSISTANCE ADMINISTRATION
NAT!ONAL CRIMINAL JUSTICE REFERENCE SERVICE
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20531

S SN

Date filn{'e’”ﬂ}

9/12/75

Q’"'“

If you have issues viewing or accessing this file contact us at NCJRS.gov.

PB-214 867 \

INTERJURISDICTIONAL CRIME IN THE
WASHINGTON METROPOLITAN AREA: A PRE-

LIMINARY REPORT ON THE MARYLAND SUBURBAN
JURISDICTIONS '

Metropolitan Washington Council of Governments
Washington, D. C.

8 February 1973

DISTRIBUTED BY:

National Technical Information Service
U. S. DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE
5285 Port Royal Road, Springfield Va. 22151




PB 214 867

INTERJURISDICTIONAL CRIME
IN

THE WASHINGTON METROPOLITAN AREA

A Preliminary Report on the Maryland
Suburban Jurisdictions

February 8, 1973

"?“"v “?‘v‘?' .
: 1

"

DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC SAFETY

¢

mcetropolitan washington
,COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS

3325 Conpestiaout Avenug, N, W, \Vuhln:ian.iu. C, 20030
Reproduced by

S NATIONAL TECHNICAL
; S T  INFORMATION SERVICE

U $ Department of Commerce
f Springfield VA 22151




N OTTICE

THIS DOCUMENT HAS BEEN REPRODUCED FROM THE
BEST COPY FURNISHED US BY THE SPONSORING
AGENCY, ALTHOUGH IT IS RECOGNIZED THAT CER-
TAIN PORTIONS ARE ILLEGIBLE, IT IS BEING RE-

LEASED IN THE INTEREST OF MAKING AVAILABLE
'AS MUCH INFORMATION AS POSSIBLE,

e AL

o™

BIBLIOGRAPHIC DATA |I- Report No. 2
SHEET

3. Regipient’s Accession No,

By G T

-

4. Title and Subtitle

Interjurisdictional Crime in the Washington Metropolitan

Area; A Preliminary Report on the Maryland Suburban Jurisdictioﬁé

5. Yicport Date
5/8/73

7. Author(s)
Department of Public Safety

0.

8. ;\;crforming Organization Rept.

9. Performing Organization Name and Address

Metropolitan Washington Council of Governments
Suite 201, 1225 Connecticut Ave., N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20036

10. Project/Task/Work Unit No.

11, Contract/Grant No.

12, Sponsoring Organization Name and Address

Law Enforcement Assistance Act

13. Type of Report & Period
Covered

14,

15. Supplementary Notes

16. Abstracts

where they do not reside, as interjurisdictional ~rime."

As defined in this report "crime committed by persons in jurisdictions

The report is based on
based on statistical data provided by the Police Department of Montgomery and
Prince George's Counties, Maryland for a period January through September, 1972.
This is the only pericd of time for which comparable data exists for both counties.

17. Key Words and Document Analysis. 17a. Descriptors

Crime, Public safety; Police/Statistics

17b. Identifiers/Open-Ended Terms

17e. COSATI Field/Group

18. Availability Statement 19. Security Class (This 2). No. of Pages
Repart)
: UNCLASSIFIED 50
, NTIS 20. %)ecurity Class (This 2. Price
age =,
: UNCLASSIFIED 5(53/2'0',‘2{
FORM NT(5-35 (REV. 3-72)

THIS FORM MAY BE REPRODUCED
L]
[}

uscoMl-DC 14952-P72




I. SUMMARY

The conclusions of this Preliminary Report on Interjurisictional
Crime in the Washington Metropolitan Area, summarized here,
are subject to limitations which are detailed in Section

AT S . T VI. Briefly, all conclusions regarding the nature of crime

IABLE OF CONTENTS in Montgomery and Prince George's Counties, as a whole, rest
on the assumption that there is a relationship hetween the

e * characteristics ¢f arrested persons, and the churacteristics

of the criminal population as a whole. Thereforc, statocments
made in this report concerning index crime in Monlgomery and
I. SUMMARY . . . ... 1 Prince.Georgg's Countie§ are‘based upon the assumption that
B R : there 1is a direct relationship between the residences of
persons arrested for index crimes in the two counties, and
the residences of persons responsible for all index crime in

II. » IIQ1‘RODUC(I‘IOBI ----- ¢ e 0 s e v e ¢« 4 o = 2w 2 t}\e two Counties
1II.  BACKGROUND....... . L ,
b R v 4 °® During the nine month period of the study, approximately
20% of all arrests for index offenses made in the suburban
Iv. ANALYSTS . v v aeeeso e ) o Maryland jurisdictions were qrrests of non-residents.
N ° During the nince month period of the study, approximately
V. TABLES. . .. . A 12% of all arrests for index offenses made in the suburban ‘
""""" sereecesvees 14 Maryland jurisdictions were arrests of residents of the
. District of Columbia.
VI. LIMITATIONS ... ... .. : .
' LTI se ey 28 . ° Arrest statistics indicated that the problem of inter-

jurisdictional crime in suburban Maryland was not limited
to the commission of crimes in Maryland by District of
"""" srereeees 30 Columbia residents, but was a broader problcem, which included
significant participation by Prince CGeorge's County residents
o in Montgomery County crime, and significant participation
cree ek : of residents of other jurisdictions than the District of
Columbia in Prince George's County crime.

BIBLIOGRAPHY....

APPENDICES . vt vt iinnnnnnans

: ! ° Robbery and Grand Larceny were the two crimes most influenced
. by the interjurisdictional or non-resident offendexr in
y i suburban Maryland, during the nine month period.

° Approximately one-third of the crimes cleared by arrest in
Montgomery County were attributed to arrested non-residents.

-

© In both Counties, juvenile participation in interjurisdictional
crime is significantly less than juvenile participation in
resident crime, according to these arrest statistics.

® District of Columbia residents comprised the largest single
group of non-residents arrested for index crimes in suburban
Maryland.
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INTRODUCTION

Since 1969, the nature and extent of interjurisdictional c¢rime

has been a recurring subject of public discussion and debate.

The record <f this discussion is extensive and has appearcd in

many forms: in the press, in Congressional hearings, and in
conferences. It has been the subject of consultant reports,

studies by criminal:justice planning agencies, studies by law
enforcement agencies, and studies carried out by the Metro- .

. politan Washington Council of Governments. Yet, due to the .

limited span of attention directed toward this subjcct due to

the many individual efforts to define the problem, and due to .
the often very limited statistical resources available upon ‘
which to base reliable c¢onclusions, a comprehensive examination

of interjurisdictional crime in metropolitan Washington has not
been undertaken in the past.

Many names have been applied to the problem of criminal mobility
across jurisdictional boundarics, and several theories have been
proposed to explain its causes. The Metropolitan Washington
Council of Governments, throughout the research which it has
carried out on the preblem sincce June, 1971, has referred to
crime committed by persons in juri dictions where they do not
reside, as interjurisdictional crime. 7This title reflects the
definition of the problem, as wcell as the reason for continuing
examination of the prolklem by the Department of Public Safety

of the Metropolitan Washington Council of Governments.

Until the present time, severe limitatiorns have been placed on
the study of interjurisdictional crimec in the metropolitan
Washington area, resulting from the inadequacy or total lack of
statistical information.on the residences of arrested persons,
which is essential if a reliable basis upon which to initiate a
thorough analysis of the problem is to be maintained, and
responses to the problem are to be developed.

Previous studies which were undertaken by the Department of

Public Safety of the Metropolitan Washington Council of Govern~

ments relied upon data which was either obtained manually in

the suburban jurisdictions or which was selective, and therefore .
subject to unavoidable inadequacies. The study of criminal

data is at all times subject to large variables and limitations
which are capable of influencing the conclusions drawn. The
study of interjurisdictional crime statistics is no different.
The limitations inherent in such a study will be discussed later
in this report.

» W

Lot

The suburban Maryland jurisdictions, Montgomery County and
Prince George's County, as past studies have indicated, are
apparently the most severely affected by interjurisdictional
crime. Sinc¢e 1970, Montgomery County has regularly reported
in summary form the residences of persons arrested for index
crimes by the County Police, month by month. Beginning in
January, 1972, Prince Ceocrge's County initiated a similar
month by month reporiting procedure, which makes available the
residences of persons arrested for index offenses in computer

[ L
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printout form. Therefore, for the first time, compdrable
information is available from the Maryland suburxban juris-
dictions on this subject, providing the most reliable base
to date from which to undertake further studies of interjuris-
dictional crime as it is experlenced in those two jurisdictions.

This is a preliminary report on interjurisdictional crime in
Montgomery and Prince George's Counties, based on those information
sources. At a later tlme, a more complete study of interjuris-
dictional crime, as it is experienced by all metropolitan area
jurlsdlctlons, will be prepared, as will a comprehensive report
on crime as a whole, in metropolitan Washington. %he completion
of the latter report on metropolitan arca crime is expected

by August 1, 1973. It is our hope that in the future, as the
bepartment endeavors to preparc more reports such as this one,
all metropolitan arca jurisdictions will maintain the kind of
information which provided the basis for this study. It is
entirely possible, however, that futurc studies will rely upon
statistical information which is not at the samc level of
reliability as the data which was obtained from the Montgomery
and Prince George's County Police Departmenta, and which provided
the basis for this report.
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BACKGROUND {

Several studies of inteljurisdictional cri ] i
’ B\ : rime 1in the Washington
metropolitan area compldted in i
: . past years have been of
in the preparation of tl.is report. ) aesistance

In l?64,nthe Federal Bureau of Investigation carried out a special
examination of the problem in metropolitan Washington which was
included in the 1965 publication of Crime in the United States
This study, printed under the title, "Mobility of the OFfendor" . T
was an analygis of statistical data on residences of arrestod ’

persons optalncd by the FBI from the sevonteen municipal ;oiice

agencies in the Washinglon D.C. Standard Mctropolitan Statiétiéal . o

9 Ly . - s y Y
éggiéntrhe following guotation from that analysis summarizes its

"The Marylgnd and Virginia suburbs of this metropolitan

area experienced proportionately a greater degree ot
criminal mobility than the large core city, Washington, D.C
In these suburbs 31 percent of all persons taken into o
custody were non-residents of the comaunity where arrested
For the crimes against the person, 16 percent of the .
bersons arrested were non-resicdents. PFor the property crimes
of purglary, larceny and auto theft, 39 percent wéré non-- o
resident offenders. In suburban robberies it was disclosed
that oveér one-half were solved by the arrcsts of offenders

In.1969, pgblic discussion of the issue of interjurisdictional
crime was 1pitiated, when public officials in Prinée Géofqo‘G.
County poted the high percentage of non-roesidents who weré‘ )
regulay:y beiny arvested for robberies in that County. The
same high participation of non-residents in robberiéé was also
noted by Montgomery County officials. Thejr asser%jbns wer'e',;~
dlscgssed in detail during 1969 in the Washington Post and.the
Evening Star. (See Appendix.) |

During extensive hearings which were ;
\ ‘ ings. + were conducted by the Committec
on the District of Columbia of the United States Senate, on

?amch %l agd 12, 1969, and later on January 20 and kebruary 3 )

979, testimony was heard from local Prince George's and ’ :
M?ntgomery‘Coun§y officials which gave rise to the "Spillover" - s
theory of interjurisdictional crime. As Francis J., Aluisi, ) :

Chalyman of the Prince George's County Board of Commissioners
pu?(}t at thg time, "We submit that a great majority of the
gglglng% gctlv%ty along our common boundary is a direct result
actisgt;téggielgjfge_centra% city and that increased anti-crime
oLty ' wi :esHlt in increased criminal activity in
@ George' s County. A similar message was conveyed in
z?e ?earlng§ by the several law enforcemcnt officials and
aéggégg 8§fé§fgls‘who Egstlf%ed at thg hearings on the regional
ineios o “hxﬁjeﬁ%n“meblopqlltan Washington, and the interjuris-
Onal oriwe problem vhich had been identified.

-

These hearings on the regional aspects of crime did much to
raise the level of interest in the problem of criminal mobility
in metropolitan Washington, even if the causes of the problem
were perhaps prematurely assessed. What followed was a series
of studies of the problem, utilizing varied types of statistical
information, and conducted for various purposes.

Several of these analyses of the question of criminal mobility
in the Washington metropolitan area should be summariZed. 1In
1971, the Metropolitan Police Department conducted a study of
the residences of persons arrested in the District of Columbia
during a three month period. fThe findings showed that 3.8% of
the adults arrested in the District of Columbia were residents
of Virginia, 1. 8 were residents of Montgomery Couniy, and
3.8% were residents of Prince George's County.

In the same year, the O0ffice of Crime Analysis of the District
of Columbia carried out a study which was based on records
maintained by the U.S. Attorney's Office. This study covered
the period of January through August, 1971, and indicated that
of persons processed by that office during that period, 2.4%
were residents of Virginia, 4.6% were residents of Maryland,
and 9% were from other jurisdictions.

During the Metropolitan Washington Crime Conferxrence, convened

in September, 1971, several addresscs were made by officials

of the metropolitan Washington arca on the subject of interjuris-
dictional crime, which contained statistical information assembled

on the problem.

Senator Charles McC. Mathias, Jr. of Maryland, a principal sponsor
of the Conference, again expressed the theory that the pressure
applied toward crime reduction in the District of Columbia had
forced criminal elements to seek targets for their criminal
activity outside the city, in the suburban metropolitan area.
Senator Mathias referred to this theory as the "mercury theory'.

He cited a study carried out by the Council of Governments

during the three previous months as the source of information
supporting his theory. (The contents of this study are reviewed

in the appendices.)

Mr. Ronald Steger of the Northern Virginia Planning District
Commission, presented a statement containing an examination of the
residences of persons arrested in the Northern Virginia juris-
dictions during 1968, 1969, and 1970. His statistics indicated
that 5% of the persons arrested in Alexandria City and Fairfax
County were residents of the District of Columbia. Also, his
study showed that the greatest number of non-residents arrested
in Northern Virginia jurisdictions were residents of othex
Virginia jurisdictions, and were not residents of the District

of Columbia or Maryland.

Mr. George Hall, Director of the Statistics Division of the Law
Enforcement Assistance ndministration, presented a paper at the
Conference, prepared by Sue Lindgren, which compared the increase
and decrease in reported crime for individual jurisdictions, over
the period of several years, in an effort to determine any

-5
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correlation between them, especially between a lowering of crime
rates in the District of jColumbia and the rise in crime in the
suburban jurisdictions. iThe paper also compared resident and
non-resident arrests in pll suburban jurisdictions for individual
index offenses. Based on reported index offenses in all juris-
dictions in 1970, the derrease in the District of Columbia share
of the index crimes reported did not appear to be matched by an
equivalent increase of such crimes in the suburbs. The study

of residences of arrestees was based on a sampling of arrest

records from the area jurisdictions. All jurisdictions cooperated

and reported most of the data requested for the study, but few
were keeping such data on a regular basis. The manner in which
arrest data was maintained prohibited compilation of absolute
numbers of non-resident arrests for analysis. Already small
numbers of arrests were made smaller by sampling, which may have
caused the study results to be less reliable. The study findings
indicated that in the District of Ccolumbia, 9.4% of the adults

arrested, and 13.0% of the juveniles, were from suburban Washington

areas. In Virginia arrests, the average non-resident rate was
slightly less than 5%, although for some offenses the rates were
higher. Maryland non~resident arrest rates were higher. Of all
arrested persons in Montgomery County, .11.9% were residents of
the District of Columbia. For the crime of Grand Larceny, the
percentage rose to 23%. Prince George's County, according to

the study, had the highest rates of arrest of District of Columbia

residents for index crimes. The average for all offenses was
about 22%. The highest interjurisdictional crime rates were
found in the arrests for the offense of Robber, with 53.1% of all
persons arrested for that crime in 1969 in Prince George's County
being District of Columbia residents, and 38.2% in 1970.

In June, 1972, an examination of the interjurisdictional crime
question was conducted by Mr. John W. Hoxie, Public Information
Officer for the Prince George's County Police Department. His

study concerned only the crime of Robbery as an interjurisdictional

cffense. His examination of arrests from the period January
through May, 1972, revealed that 40% of the persons arrested for
robbery in the County were residents of the District of Columbia,

and another 5.1% were residents of jurisdictions other than Prince

George's County or the District of Columbia, amounting to a total
non-resident percentage of 45.1%. These figures were cited by
County Executive William W. Gullett in July, 1972, when he stated
that "Prince George's citizens have increasingly become the
victims of crime committed by D.C. residents driven out of the
city by the wall to wall police force being established there."

This is the fourth study of this subject which has been carried
out by the Department of Public Safety of the Metropolitan
Washington Council of Governments. The first was prepared for
presentation at the Metropolitan Washington Crime Conference, and
was concerned only with interjurisdictional crime as it was
experienced by the suburban Maryland jurisdictions. The second,

completed on October 20, 1971, sought to examine further the crime
of robbery as an offense particularly influenced by the non-resident

criminal, in the suburban Virginia, as well as suburban Maryland

-G -
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jurisdictions. The third, completed on May 22, 1972, was an
update of statistics which had been gathered during the first
and second studies, and was an attempt to examine some of the
theoretical questions which had been raised with regard to the
problem. Excerpts from the first and third studies are included
in this report in the appendices. (Specific comments on the
"mercury theory" are also included in Appendix II.)

It has been the intention of the Department of Public Safoty,
from its first involvement in the research in this subject area,
to attempt to gather as much information on the problem as
possible, given the constraints on how available data may
reasonably be used to justify a particular conclusion, and to
attempt to illuminate the extent and nature of the pioblem so
that a proper response can be devised. Much of the past
discussion of this entire matter has been conducted on the

basis of little precise evidence and few facts. This has

been due partly to the lack of specific information and data on
the subject from local jurisdictions. It has been due partly to
the lack of a committed search for the facts on the part of
agencies equipped to carry out such a task. This study is the
product of such a commitment on the part of the Metropolitan
Washington Council of Governments.



IV. ANALYSIS

Ih this analysis of the statistical inform%tifn pregigtego;geggz

i i ection of the rep ’ »
Tables, which follow in the next sec : . comments

' ‘ rning various aspec

will be addressed to the reader concerni .
statistics which reveal important relationships or gacginagggiland
interjurisdictional crime, as it affects the two su vgre;q Maryland
counties. The major conclusions of the report have be

in a section devoted to that purpose.

The entire report is based on statistical daéa proYidggug{igge cor
j d Prince George P
Police Departments of Montgomery an je ' s _ : i og
j 1972. This is the only pe
the period January through September, t £
of t?me for which comparable data EXlStS.fOF both couggles. gﬁnt
gomery County has maintained arrest StatlSFlCS by resi c.arllcesth9 basis
arrested persons since 1970, and that earllgr dataﬁprov;;is 2!
for statistical comparisons which are made in several tables.

~Table 1l: This table is intended to show the overall percgntage zf
non-residents arrested for the sum of all index offenses by county,
with a combined percentage for suburban Maryland as a whole.

The Table indicates that approximately one out of every flze frrests
made in suburban Maryland is an arrest of a non—re81dent ii t%e 1
County in which he was arrested. 1In Montgome;y County,n% @Co i
arrests were arrests of non~residents. In.Prlnce Georgeli boun {éd
20% of all arrests were arrests of non—re51d?nts.v It must etﬁo
here that the total arrests in Prince George's Cognty'durlgg the
nine-month period for index offenges as reco$ded 1n_Tabl§‘ ' éz e
higher than it should be. The Prince George's County Po J.cet P
ment, in its data on residences of arrested persons, does not 5
distinguish between simple and Aggravated Assaults._ Aggragafe .
Assault, the index offense, occurs far less frequently, an ew rlts
arrests are made for that offense, thgn are made for 51mp%e As§a%_s_.
As might be expected, simple Assault 1s'by natuge not an lnﬁer%u;i -
dictional crime. The conseqguence of this fact is tha? in the Table
the total arrests for index offenses in Prince George's Countydare
more numerous, due to the inclusion of simple Assaults. And, due

to the nature of simple Assult, the overall non—res%dent percentage
for Prince George's County therefore is lower than it shoulg bei
With all Assaults, simple and aggravatgd,_removed.from the L_otad
index arrests, the overall interjurisdictional crime rfte (base

on arrxests) for the County becomes 24%, rather t@an 20%. The true
rate of interjurisdictional crime is therefore higher in Prince
George's County than in Montgomery County, where the rate was
approximately 21%.

It should »e noted that the actual number of arrests oﬁ.non—resiggﬁts
in Prince George's County during the nine-month per%od is moiel— o er
twice the number arrested in Montgomery Cqugty, as 1sGthe E?saCoEnty
of District of Columbia residents arrested in Prince George .
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Also, as shown in Table 1, 12% of all index crime arrests made
in both counties during the nine-month period were arrcsts of
residents of the District of Columbia.

Table 3: This table offers a detailed breakdown of the non-
resident category of arrested persons into the actual residences

of .those persons, for Montgomery County. As shown, 56% of the non-
residents arrested were residents of the District of Columbia, with
22% being residents of Prince George's County. Residents of
Virginia arrested in Montgomery County for index offenses comprised
an insignificant number of the total non-residents arrested.

Table 5: This table reveals some differences between interjuris-
dictional crime in Montgomery County and Prince George's County.
The percentage of District of Columbia residents arrested, of the
total non-residents arrested, is higher for Prince George's County
than for Montgomery County. In Montgomery County, 22% of the non-
Tesidents arrested were from Prince George's County. In Prince
George's County, only 14% of the non-residents arrested for index
Ooffenses were from all other places in Maryland, including Mont-
gomery County. This would tend to indicate that criminals are
more likely to leave Prince George's County and travel into Mont-
gomery County to commit crimes than they are to leave Montgomery
County and travel into Prince George's County for the same purpose.

Table 6:: The information contained in this table is available only
for Montgomery C¢ounty. It shows that although the total non-resident
percentage of County index arrests is 21%, the Montgomery County
Police Department attributed 34% of its cases cleared by arrest to
non-residents arrested. So, while one in five persons arrested for
index crimes in Mentgomery County during the period under study was

a non-resident of the County, one in three index crimes was attributed
by the County during the period %o non-residents who were arrested.

Table 7: Since comparable statistics were available from Montgomery
County for two years prior to the period of this study, it was pos-
sible to prepare this table illustrating the overall trends in arrests

-0f non-residents in Montgomery County for January through September,

1970, 1971, and 1972. Similar statistics were not available from

- Prince George's County. Non-residents arrested in Montgomery County

in 1970 amounted to 23% of the total, in 1971, 17% of the total, and
in 1972, 21% of the total arrested persons. This is a relatively
steady trend over a three-year period. )
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Table 8: For the period Janupry through Se?tgmpeg, lg;%énggz
total residents and non~residints arres@chEOL ngCXThir nses
{s broken down further month py month, 1in rablctt. kJa;uary -,
by-month breakdown shows a ralher even trend.ge geen3za ALy A a
September, with a high percentage of non-resl ents, ulgrbe rested at
in January, and a low of 13% zrrested in June. It'co‘f‘cantl d e
the non-resident percentage of arrests was. down Slgnihé ;ota{ in Jun
and guly auring the nine-month periel. T L0 Guring those two
of 'index crime arrests made : \ Uty A Seriod,
months, and in August, were the hlghesﬁ<of’t1e e et 1y

' or of non-residents arrested is not signi T
izzsriﬁﬁnniﬁbthe other months, even though the percentages are

smaller.

2 1
Table 9: Table © contains a similar breakdown gorcPré?CTeg?gzgiss
. - i ine- t iod, the trend of non-resi
Countv. During the nine month period, end " e
1 5 Prince George's County.
arrested was also rather even for : . °
i ‘he & i inue £ 18% non-residents, W
~ar began with the arrest in January o}
zgse t2g23% and held steady during the months of May, June and

July, and then fell to 14% in September. Again, it should be

; ] a3 L i ch
noted that simple Assaults, which are not index crimas, and whic

are also usually not interjurisdictional crlmes,_are 12ci32§ge;28
these figures, and consequently all pergentages £9§ nol Z S eated
arrested would be slightly higher on this table, if only &9
assaults, the index crimes, were included.

Table 10: Table 10 separates the total index ar;ests ?adg é?vidual
Montgomery County during the nine-month perlod,tlgtzSZQilin e,
i i o - Aggravate ¢+ RC
index crime categories Murder, Rapg, ‘ by Rt
- ft Resident and non-res
Burglar Grand Larceny and Auto Theft. . L _
arrgstsyére recorded for each category Qurlng the pe%lod(foinwﬁgzﬁ
gomery County during the nine-month period, those crlges ox e
the highest percentages of non-residents were_arr?ste wer hasEbeen
Robbery, and Grand Larceny. Robbery and Grand Lgl;inygczg nas che
étplaiuéd in other studies, are +two crimes most ;n euﬁ; o Y atistics
ihtérjﬁrisdictional offender. The appearance of apthe e S oE Rape,
as one of these crimes mast be explained here. For—re°idents. Shic o6s
28% of the persons arrested in the County were non=i®s oo e
figure is based on 11 non-residents arrested durlgg Egeapigtger
‘ is is first oL a
f a total number of 40 arrests. This is ; . cather =
gmall gample upon which to conclude that iaiet;s ag ;gzzijﬁﬁ;giic
i i it t ted that the gre
tional crime. Second, 1t must bg note :
o; non-residents arrested for this criﬁe were‘EZEtgei;dgggicszeorge's
i i mbi resi , .
the District of Columbia, but were rather ' Fx o
' during the nine mon
. only two of the arrests for Rape :
§Z§?§§ were gf residents of the Distr1c§to§ qug?ﬁéiéedT%;riggfiésident
i j ' ile it 1s 1in ‘
hese figures suggest that Rape, whi
gffenderg, it is still a suburban &agylagd pripégmis igg‘ziﬁﬁieto e
i ‘ during the period under St '
Proy e o o basis i The arrests made for this
sidered a basis foxr any conclusions. : ‘
g??ense should be examined carefully over a longer period before

conclusions are drawn.
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Non~residents arrested for Robbery amounted to 30% of the total numbor
of persons arrested for this offense. Most of the non-residents
arrested were from the District of Columbia. These figures agree

with those presented in previous studies of the crime of Robbery

as an interjurisdictional crime in Montgomery County.

Non-residents arrested for Grand Larceny amounted to 31% of the
total number of persons arrested for this offense in Montgomery
County, a significant percentage of interjurisdictional crime.

Since the total number of arrests for this offense was rather large
for the nine-month period, this percentage of non-residents arrested
provides a more reliable base for a conclusion, than do the figures
for Rape arrests in Montgomery County. Grand Larceny is an inter-
jurisdictional crime, as shown in these statistics.

Numerically, Grand Larceny, Burglary, and Robbery arrests provided
the largest numbers of non-residents arrested, in that order. Par-
ticipation of Prince George's Ceounty residents in Montgomery County
burglaries appears to compare with that of District of Columbia
residents, although a larger arrest sample would be required to make
that assertion. It appears, from this arrest data that non-resident
participation in the crime of Auto Theft in Montgomery County is
minimal. It should be remembered, however, that these tables arc
based on arrest statistics. Unfortunately, the residence of an
offender cannot be learned until he is arrested. Therefore, before
his residence appears in these statistics, he must be apprehended.
If apprehensions are more difficult for certain crimes, then the
arrest data for those crimes will be less reliable as a subject

for statistical analysis.

Table 11l: This table offers the same information for Prince George's
County which is contained in Table 10 for Montgomery County. During
the nine month period of this study, the threce crimes for which the
largest percentages of non-residents were arrested in Prince George's
County, were Murder,; Robbery, and Grand Larceny. Again, the last two
of these crimes have been shown many times to be interjurisdictional
offenses. Murder, however, has not been considered to be an inter-
jurisdictional crime in the past, and as in the case of Rape arrests
in Montgomery County,the numbers of arrests for that offense recorded
in this table do not justify conclusions which might otherwise be
drawn. In contrast to the arrests for Rape in Montgomery County,

.. most of the non-residents arrested for Murder resided in the District

of Columbia. ' The percentage of non-residents arrested for Murder
in Prince George's County was 28%. This 28% figure is taken from a
total of 16 non-residents arrested out of 57 total arrests for )
Murder. Again, the greatest numbers of non-residents arrested for
individual index offenses were arrested for Robbery, Burglary and
Grand Larceny. 44% of all arrests for Robbery in Prince George's
County were of non-residents. 35% of all Grand Larceny arrests

in the ‘county during the period were of non~-residents. The agreatest
numbers of non-residents arrested for all of these offenses were
residents of the District of Columbia, with the cuception of non-
resident arrests for Burglary, where the residents of jurisdictions
Other (than D.C., Other Maryland, and Virginia) outnumbered D.C. resi-
dents arrested. :

~11-



Table 12: This table attemg/ts to compare Montgomery County Rape,
Robbery, and Grand Larceny fiigures .for three years, January through
September. The table shows {rather even trends for the three years

for Robbery and Grand Larcerly, with an uneven trend in Rape arrests.
Non-resident arrests for Rokpery of the total arrests amounted to 26%
in 1970, 33% in 1971 and 30% in 1972. Non-resident arrests for '
Grand Larceny, of the total arrests, amounted to 36%‘Ln 19705 24% in
1971, and 31% in 1972. These figures show that the interjuris-
dictional percentage for Robbery rose from the 1971 figures.: In

real numbers, however, the number of non-residents arrestgd for .
Robbery in 1972 increased. The figures for Rape, as previously

stated, are too small to be conclusive. There were only 65 arrests
total made in Montgomery County during these three nine month periods ..
for Rape.

Table 13: This table examines the question of juvenile and adult
participation in interjurisdictional crime, as this is gauged by _ ,
arrests in Montgomery County for the three crimes apparently most
influenced by interjurisdictional criminals during the nine month period
covered by the statistics. The table shows that during the period,

the percentage of residents arrested for the three crimes who were
juveniles was higher than the percentage of non-residents who were
juveniles. It appears from these statistics that juveniles participate
less in interjurisdictional crime than they participate in resident
crime. In Montgomery County during the nine month period, arrests

of juveniles and adults each comprised 50% of the total arrests for
index offenses. This 50% juvenile participation in County index crime
shiould be compared to the far lower percentages of juvenile partici-
pation in non-resident crime in the County, as indicated in these

arrest statistics.

Table 15: This table presents the same information for Prince George's
County as that contained in Table 13. In Prince George's County, if
arrests are an indicator of juvenile participation in County crime,

51% of all County crime is committed by juveniles. In comparison, the
percentages of juveniles of the total non-residents arrested

for the three crimes of Murder, Robhery and Grand Larceny in Prince
George's County, are 0%, 27% .and 21% respectively. These figures

are far lower than those for the percentages of juveniles of the total .
residents arrested for those offenses, which are 20%, 55¢% and 44% ’
*respectively. The figures for both Counties indicate less juvenile
participation in interjurisdictional crime than is experienced overall -
in both Counties. Again, in both Counties, the fiyures for Rape and -
Murder are too small to be conclusive in this regard.

Table 17: The residences of persons arrested for Narcotics offenses
in Montgomery County are broken down-in Table 17. The non-resident
percentage of ths total arrests is 16%. The largest number of these
non-residents arrested are residents of Prince George's County, again
a departure from the usual assumption that most non-residents arrested
for Narcotics offenses would be District of Columbia residents. In
this table, as in others, it must be remembered that all statistics
presented here are arrest statistics. In this analysis, nothing is
known of the residences of those offenders who have not besen appre-
hended for narcotics crimes committed in Montgomery Cobunty. There
may be varying degrees of difficulty in apprehending persons

-12-

from outside jurisdictions. These variables surely influence the
outcome of arrest statistics, and conclusions based on them must be
carefully formulated.

Table 18: Prince George's County statistics on Narcotics arrests are
presented in Table 18. The figures presented show that 19% of all
arrests in Prince George' s County during the nine month period were
arrests of non-residents. Unlike the figures for Montgomery County,
however, District of Columbia residents comprise the largest sincle
category of non-residents arrested.

~-13~



V.

TABLES
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TABLE 1

SUBURBAN MARYLAND -~ NON-RESIDENTS ARRESTED BY

EACH JURISDICTION [FOR INDEKL CRIMES
=

JANUARY THROUGH SEPTEMBER, 1972

»~

i

I
i

MONTGOMERY COUNTY PRINCE GEORGE'S COUNTY TOTAL

I'OTAL ARRESTS~—~—===== 1401 3292 4693
RESIDENYS~====———————— 1110 (79%) 2648 (80%) 3758 (8
NON-RESIDENTS —~———~—==~ 291 (21%) 44 (20%) 935 (2
D.Cimmm=—= ——————— 163 (12%) 403 (12%) 566 (1
OTHER MARYLAND=-- 90 (6%) 55 (1.7%) 145 (3
VIRGINIA=-====—=—= 19 (1.5%) 10 {.3%) 29 (.-
OTHER---=~=—==~—=~ 19 (1.5%) 176 (6%) 195 (4

TOTAL NON-RESIDENTS- 291 644 935
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TABLE 4
TABLE 2 ——
MONTGOMERY COUNTY POLICE DEPARTMENT - ARRESTS FOR INDEX OFFENSES* . PRINCE GEORGE'S COUNTY POLICE DEPARTMENT - ARRESTS FOR INDEX OFFENSES
| JANUARY THROUGH SEPTEMBER, 1972 JANUARY THROUGH SEPTEMBER, 1972
TOTAL PERCENT
i . . TOTAL PERCENT
MONTGOMERY COUNTY RESIDENTS : 10 298 :
ARRESTED FOR INDEX OFFENSLES —=—====w=me—moe——— 111
= .- ‘. PRINCE GEORGE'S COUNTY RESIDENTS .
ARRESTED FQR INDEX OFFENSES=——mmmemm e e e e e 2648 80%
NON=RESIDENTS ARRESTED FOR
INDEX OFFPENSES———m=——m o mmm et e o 291 21%
- NON-RESIDENTS ARRESTED FOR
TOTAL ARRESTS FOR INDEX INDEX OFFENSES——==mm s s o e o e 644 ' _20%
OF FENSES == = o= o  m e i i e o e o o e 1401 100% ‘
TOTAL ARRESTS FOR INDEX OFFENSES~--—ermmem e m e e 3292% 100%
TABLE 3
. *This total includes arrests for non-aggravated assaults, and is therefore
MONTGOMERY COUNTY POLICE DEPARTMENT — RESIDENCES OF PERSONS not limited to arrests for index offenses. Arrests for all assaults are
—~ included in this total. A description of the nature of the assaults
ARRESTED FOR INDEX OFFENSES IN MONTGOMERY COUNTY included follows:
JANUARY THROUGH SEPTEMBER, 1972 Assault - a. gun
' ., b. knife or cutting instrument
TOTAL PERCENT * c. other dangerous weapon
d. hands, fists, feet, etc. - aggravated
MONTGOMERY COUNTY RESIDENTS"‘"T """"""""""""" 1110 ' e. other assaults - not aggravated
NON=RES ITDENTS == = m = = m = = o o o i s e e o e o e 291 ©(100%) Arrests for non-aggravated assaults are far more numerous than those for
(56%) aggravated assaults, the index offense. Aggravated assault is not an
DISTR¥CTﬂOF Q?LUMBIA """""""""""""""""" 162 (22%) interjurisdictional crime, and consequently inclusion of all assaults in
PRI§CL GEORGE'S COUNTY===m===m=m=— e i (3;) this total causes the percentage of nonresidents arrested for all index
BALTIMORE CITY OR COUNTY-==========-=- 0 5;) offenses to be smaller than it would be if assault figures werc available
OTHER MARYLAND=========m=r=-m-osss e 1o §7;) ‘ for aggravated assault, exclusively. This inclusion of non-aggravated
VIRGINIA-==—=~=—=mm=ms s s s s s e s e 19 (7§) assaults was necessitated by the source of data, provided by the Prince
ALL OTHER-======—====sossms s smme s 13 ° S George's County Police Department.
TOTAL ARRESTS FOR INDEX OFFENSES-==mm=======- 1401 4 - ' TABLE 5 |
N ’ PRINCE GEORGE'S COUNTY POLICE DEPARTMENT - RESIDENCES OF PERSONS
ARRESTED FOR INDEX OFFENSES IN PRINCE GEORGE'S COUNTY
*INDEX OFFENSES: MURDER, RAPE, AGGRAVATED ASSAULT, ROBBERY, JANUARY THROUGH SEPTEMBER, 1972 .
BURGLARY, LARCENY ($50 AND OVER), AUTO THEFT. . TOTAL PERCENT
' PRINCE GEORGE'S COUNTY RESIDENTS==-—-- ———— e e 2648
*PERCENT: PERCENT FIGURES SHOWN ARE TAKEN FROM TOTAL NON-RESIDENTS . ; —_—
ARRESTED FOR INDEX OFFENSES IN MONTGOMERY COUNTY. NON~RESIDENTS == ==~—==m=- e e e o e e 644 (100%)
' DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA==—====——mmm—m o 403 (62%)
OTHER MARYLAND ~ = = m o e e e e 55 (14%)
VIRGINIA~— = om o o e o e e e 10 (2%)
_ ALL OTHER= == == e e e e e oo 176 (27%)
~16- TOTAL ARRESTS FOR INDEX OFFENSES 3292

-17-
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TABLE 6

<18~

MONTGOMERY COUNTY POLICE DEPARTMENT - ARRESTS FOR INDEX OFFENSES
JANUARY THROUGH SEPTEMBER, 1972
CASES ATTRIBUTED TO ARRESTED PERSONS
TOTAL CASES CLEARED BY ARREST-—=—=~==m==== 1774 100%
TOTAL.CASES CLEARED BY ARREST OF
 RESTIDENTS == = == e e o e e e 1171 66%
TOTAL CASES CLEARED BY ARREST OF
NON=RES IDENTS ~ === ==== === e 603 34%
DuCumm = e e
----------- 435
P.G. COUNTY === == o o e e 108
BALT IMORE = = = = = e m e 8
OTHER MARYLAND=========m=mm e e 13
VIRGINIA-= — === mm e —————————— 18
ALL OTHER= == mm = o o o i e e e 21
TOTAL NON-RESIDENTS======mm==mm=== - 603

TABLE 7

MONTGOMERY COUNTY POLICE DEPARTMENT - ARRESTS FOR INDEX OFFENSES

JANUARY THROUGH SEPTEMBER, 1970, 1971, 1972

1970 1971 1972
TOTAL/ PERCENT TOTAL/ PERCENT - TOTAL/ PLRCENT

MONTGOMERY COUNTY
RESIDENTS ARRESTED
FOR INDEX OFFENSES----=- 984 / 7% 1131 /  83%

1110 /  79%

NON-RESIDENTS ARRESTED

FOR INDEX OFFENSES----- - 296 /  23% 234 /  17% 291 /  21%
TOTAL ARRESTS FOR INDEX

OFFENSES—=~============= 1280 / 100% 1365 / 100% 1401 / 100%
- -19-



TABLE 8

MONTGOMERY COUNTY POLICE DEPARTMENT = ARRESTS FOR INDEX OFFENSES
JANUARY THROUGH SEPTEMBER, 1972 - INDIVIDUAL MONTHS

JAN. FEB. MAR.  APR. MAY  JUNE  JULY  AUG. SEPT. TOTAL

TOTAL ARRESTS FOR '

INDEX OFFENSES——mm==—mmm 134 125 137 135 156 173 176 209 156 1401
(100%) (100%) (100%) (l00%®) (100%) (100%) (100%) (100%) (100%) (100%)

MONTGOMERY COUNTY

RES IDENTS ARRESTED |

FOR INDEX OFFENSES-~—=m- 91 102 102 106 118 151 152 170 118 1110
(68%)  (81%)  (74%)  (78%) (76%) (87%)  (86%3)  (81%)  (76%) (79%)

"NON-RESIDENTS ARRESTED

FOR INDEX OFFENSES—~===== 43 23 35 29 38 22 24 39 38 291
(32%) . (19%) (26%) (22%) (24%) (13%) (I4%) (19%) (24%) (21%)

D.Commmmmm e 21 14 22 17 25 15 15 13 21 163
P.G.COUNTY~m=m—mm e 10 3 8 7 6 6 3 15 6 64
BALT IMORE ~ = m = e e o e e = 3 1 0 2 2 0 2 0 0 10
OTIIER MARYLAND-—=———~~ 3 L 4 0 0 0 1 3 4 16
VIRGINIA~—=—————m—mm—m—— 1 4 1 2 3 0 1 4 3 19
ALL OTHERS====~====== 50 0 I 2 4 4 19
TOTAL NON-RESIDENTS-- 43 23, 35 29 38 22 24 39 38 291

|
|



TABLE 9

PRINCE GEORGE'S COUNTY POLICE DEPARTMENT ~ ARRESTS FOR INDEX OFFENSES

JANUARY THROUGH SEPTEMBER, 1972 ~ INDIVIDUAL MONTHS

JAN. FEB. MAR. APR. MAY JUNE JULY AUG. SEPT.

TOTAL ARRESTS FOR
INDEX OFFENSES-=~=—===— o301 327 . 382 367 368 372 375 392 408
(loo%) (100%) (100%) (100%) (100%) (100%) (100%) (100%) (100%)

PRINCE GEORGE'S COUNTY
RESIDENTS ARRESTED

FOR INDEX OFFENSES~==~-—- 247 267 303 296 264 288 288 324 351
(62%) (82%) (79%) (81%) (77%)  (77%) (77%)  (83%) (86%)

) N
NON-RES IDENTS ARRESTED
FOR INDEX OFFENSES-~--- 54 60 75
2

(I82)  (I8%)  (

~J
f
[o0]
=9
[0}
o
o0}
~1
[e)}
[e0)
($]
~J

|
l

%) (19%) (23%)  (23%) (23%) (17%) (14%)
I 31 36 55 50 43 53 52 48 35
OTHER MARYLAND=-=~=== , 6 5 11 4 8 8 8 4 1
VI NI m e m e e 0 1 0 1 2 1 3 1 1
ALL OTHER-========-- 17 18 13 16 31 22 24 15 20
TOTAL NON-RESIDENTS- 54 60 79 71 84 84 87 8 57

I3

TOTAL

3292
(100%)

2648
(80%)

()Y
o>
(=Y

—~
)
o
oo
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MONTGOMERY

TABLE 10

COUNTY POLICE DEPARTMENT - RESIDENCES OF PERSONS ARRRSTED FOR INDEX CRIMES

POTAL ARRESTS—~===

YONTGOMERY COUNTY

RESIDENTS ARRESTED

JON-RES IDENTS

ARRESTED~==~==~====

P.G. COUNTY~-~--
BALTIVNORE~=m===

. MURDER

------- 10
(100%)

(90%)"

- iy s iy P

—————

JANUARY THROUGH SEPTEMBER, 1972

K>3 78 \0)

‘—l
{H'IFJH<3F4

AGGRAVATED
ASSAULT

78
(100%)

67

(86%)

11
(T74%)

(G2 PR =
* .

(=

PR

|

- o GRAND - AUTO
ROBBERY BURGLARY LARCENY THEFT
475 238
(100%) (100%) (100%)
TS e A
401 217
(84%) (69%) (91%)
(30%) (16%) {(31%) (9%)
26% 29% 94% 7%
3 26 17 7*
0 4 5 0
2 2 9 3
5 6 5 2
0 A e 2
36 74 137 21

* The asterisk indicates the non-résident jurisdiction which has the highest number of crimes
of the specific crime type for the period.



TABLE 11

PRINCE GEORGE'S COUNYY POLICE DEPARTMENT - RESIDENCES OF PERSONS. ARRESTED FOR INDEX CRIMES

TOTAL ARRESTS-—-=~=—=m—w=- -

PRINCE GEORGE'S COUNTY
RESIDENTS ARRESTED====~==

NON-RESIDENTS

ARRESTED—===~~=m———mmmae

Q

W

' D.Cuommmmmmmm e
OTHER MARYLAND-=-~-~-
VIRGINIA-—~—mem——mm——
ALL OTHER=~c—=m=m—e———

TOTAL NON-RESIDENTS--

JANUARY THROUGH SEPTEMBER, 1972

GRAND AUTO
MURDER RAPE ASSAULT* ROBBERY BURGLARY LARCENY THEFT
57 28 1226 326 963 394 208
(100%)  (100%) (100%) (100%) (100%) (100%) (100%)
41 22 1076 183 812 255 259
(72%) (78%) -  (88%) (562) (84%) (65%) (872)
16 6 150 143 151 139 39
(78%) (32%) T12%) Tizs) (16%) T35%) . (I39®)
12% 5% 66% - 130% 66 107+ 17%
2 1 24 16 6 5
0 0 v é 0 2 1
2 0 69* 24 16
= — 23 12 =z — e
16 6 150 143 151 139 39

*Includes all assaults, aggravated and otherwise.

"



TABLE 12

.

MONTGOMERY COUNTY POLICE bEPARTMENT‘f RESIDENCES OF PERSONS ARRESTED FOR SELECTED INDEX CRIMES

JANUARY THROUGH SEPTEMRBRER 1970, 1871, 1972

RAPE ROBBERY GRAND LARCENY -
1970 1971 1972 1370 1971 1972 1970 1971 1972
TOTAL ARRESTS<~-==~——-=- 10 15 40 77 91 12 413 381 439
MONTGOMERY COUNTY ,
RESIDENTS ARRESTED--=~-- 8 14 29 . 57 61 85 263 289 302
, (80%) (93%) . (72%) T (74%) (67%) (70%) (64%) (76%) (69%)
NON-RES IDENTS ‘ ' : ~
ARRESTED ~~=r===m=mm———— 2 1 11 20 30 36 150 92 137
(20%) (7%) (28%) (26%) (33%) (30%) (36%) (24%) (31%)
D.C.-m=mmm e 1 1 2 14% 24% 26%* 110%* 62% 94%
P.G. COUNTY===m====-m 0 0 6% 4 1 3 18 17 17
BALTIMORE====~=~—===- 0 0 1 1 0 0 5 5 5
OTHER MARYLAND=~----- 0 0 0 0 3 2 3 1 9
VIRGINIA~==——m=————m 0 0 1 0 0 5 7 1 >
ALL OTHER-=========- 1 0 1 1 2 0 7 6 7
TOTAL NON-RESIDENTS- 2 1 11 20 30 36 150 92 137

|
|
|



T23LE 13

MONTGOMERY COUNTY POLICE DEPAR%MENT - JUVENILES AND ADULTS ARRESTED ‘ ) ) TABLE 15
1 N ” N R ——

FOR SELEC/ED INDEX CRIMIIS .
PRINCE GEORGL'S COUNTY POLICE DEPARTMENT - JUVENIT,ES AND ADULTS

1

' JANUARY THROUGH SEPTEMBER, 1972 ARRESTED FOR SELECTED INDEX CRIMES
, - :
RAPE ROBBERY - GRAND LARCENY : i JANUARY THROUGH SEPTEMBER, 1972
TOTAL ARRESTS===-=—=== ————— 40 121 439
. . " ) MURDER ROBBERY GRAND LARCENY
TOTAL MONTGOMERY COUNTY
RESIDLI'TS ARRESTED—=====m== 29 85 302 TOTAL ARRESTS—==vw=—=——=—o=~=- 37 26 394
ADULTS ARRESTED====m==m~= 21 (72%) 54 (64%) 143 (47%)
JUVENILES ARRESTED """""" 8 (28‘%) 31 (36%) . 159 (53%) ! TOTAI.) PRINCE GEORGEIS .
‘ COUNTY RESIDENTS ARRESTED--- 41 183 255
TOTAL NON~RESIDENTS ADULTS ARRESTED~-=-===—=- 33 (80%) 82 (45%) 142 (56%)
ARRES TED == = m = = m =t m e e o e e 11 36 137 JUVENILES ARRESTED-=-~-~~ 8 (20%) 101 (55%) 113 (44%)
ADULTS ARRESTED======~=m 9 (823%) 29 (80%) 112 (82%)
JUVENILES ARRESTED ““““““ 2 (18%) 7 (20%) 25 (18%) TOTAL NON"RESIDENTS .
C ARRESTED ~~======m—mm— e e 16 143 139
ADULTS ARRESTED===~==~== 16 (100%) 104 (73%) 110 (79%)
JUVENILES ARRESTED-=~-- 0 (0%) 39 (27%) 29 (21%)
TABLE 14 '

MONTGOMERY COUNTY POLICE DEPARTMENT TABLE 16

JUVENILES AND ADULTS ARRESTED TOR ALL INDEX CRIMES ‘ )
‘ _ PRINCE GEORGE'S ‘COUNTY POLICI: DLPARTMENT
JANUARY THROUGH SEPTEMBER, 1972 ' JUVENILES AND ADULTS ARRESTLD FOR ALL INDEX CRIMES

JANUARY THROUGH SEPTEMBER, 1972

TOTAL ARRESTS—mmm =i e 3292 1003
TOTAL ARRESTS~=——m—mmmmmmmm 1401 (1008) _ - 3292 (100%)
| | - | ADULTS ARRESTED-———mmm e o e 1627 (49%)
ADULTS ARRESTED———==—mn 697 (50%) , , JUVENILES ARRESTED-—--- e 1665 (51%)
, JUVENILES ARRESTED-—=—=—=~— 704 (50%) - -
{i
:
b
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i
MONTGOMERY COUNTY POLTCE DEPARTVZNT ARREST FOR NARCOTIC OFFENSES

' TABLE 18
JANUARY THROUGH SEPTEMBER, 1972

PRINCE GEORGE'S COUNTY POLICE DEPARTMENT ARREST FOR NARCOTIC OFFENSES

JANUARY THROUGH SEPTEMBER, 1972

TOTAL PERCENT
TOTAL ARRESTS-=mmmm=mmmmm o = e e 434 (100%) - . TOTAL PERCENT
TOTAL ARRESTS—m==—=mmmmm e e m e 819 (100%)
MONTGOMERY COUNTY
RESIDENTS ARRESTED====mmmm e m——— e 366 (84%)
PRINCE GEORGE'S COUNTY
RESIDENTS ARRESTED~—=————me— s m e e 662 (81%)
NON RESIDENTS A
ARRESTED = == = s e o e e e 68 (162)
NON~-RESIDENTS
ARRESTED = = — = e e e 157 (19%)
DuCommmm e 17 .
PG mmmm e e 37%
BALTIMORE —~ =~ e et e e 0 D . G ommomom e o e g3%*
OTHER MARYILAND=====—=———— e 4 MARY BN D = o o e e ot e e e e e 14
VIRGINIA==~—m—=====———m e - 5 VIRGINIA-——mm o m o e e oo e e 1
ALL OTHER-~--——=====—=—m ———————— 5 OTHER = = v e e mr e o e o 1 e e e e 59
68 TOTAL NON~RESIDENTS~=======mm===m== 157

TOTAL NON RESIDENTS-~-——=w=—m=—w-

Ay



VI.

LIMITATIONS

In an analysis of this kind, in which a complex problem is
examined through tl/2 use of statistics limited in scope, it

is essential that Yimitations which must be made on conclusions
drawn during. the aralysis be specifically discussed.

The data which formed the basis for this report was compiled
by the Police Departments of Prince George's and Montgomery
Counties. The data consisted of reports summarizing the
numbers of individuals arrested for each index offense, as
well as Narcotics offenses, and the residences of those
persons arrested. Prince George's County statistics included
such statistics for a greater number of offenses, but were
limited to the period January through September 1972.
Montgomery County statistics dealt only with index offenses
and Harcotics offenses, but were available for a longer
period, from 1970 to September 1972. Therefore, it was
possible to producce comparisons for the Montgomery County
statistics for a three year period, January through September.

It must be emphasized that this is a study which hopes to
make some statements about interjurisdictional crime in
suburban Maryland, based upon arrest statistics exclusively.
Since this is the only method by which interjurisdictional
crime can be examined, it is the method which was utilized
in this study. This necessity, howevecr, does not make the
statistics any less subject to known and unknown variables
and potential misunderstanding of the real nature of inter-
jurisdictional crime. The largest possible source of
information for crime analysis is, of course, reported
crime. But since all.crime is not reported, that source,
when it is used, also has its inadequacies. Since all of
those reported crimes are not closed by arrest, the source
of information bccomes much smaller when arrest data is
relied upon. Furthermore, it is not a certainty that those
persons who are arrested arc guilty of the crime for which
they are arrested. All of these factors combine to demand
extreme care in the analysis of such data, and in the
formulation of conclusions based upon such data. The data
used in this report, however, is the best information which
has been available to date from the metropolitan area juris-
dictions on the residences of arrested persons. And since
an _jimterjurisdictional crime problem exists, and it must be
examined and addressed, this source of data was used in the

- report.

o

Furthermore, it should not be assumed that the statements made
on interjurisdictional ‘crime affect the entire area of the
suburban Counties equally. Interjurisdictional crime is felt
by the suburban Counties primarily within the Reltway, and its
most severe impact is experienced along the boundary between
the District of Columbia and suburban Maryland Counties. The
appendices contain charts which relate the interjurisdictional
crime which is experienced in Prince George's and Montgomery

Counties to the portions of the District of Columbia--N.E., S.E.,

S.W., and N.W. -- which are adjacent to themn.
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shogld County statistics become available on
indicating the portions of the Counties in wh
by small areas, and the relationshi
arrested (showiny residences of tho
be possible to make some specific s
logation of inter
Maryland.

knowledge w

a regular basis,
ich crime occurs,
p of those crimes to persons
se persons), then it will

‘@ some tatements about the actual
jurisdictional crime groblems in suburban

pntil such a capability is developed, however, that
11l be absent from research on the problem,

Future examinations of the problem, thercfore,
to learn the primary target areas of interjuri
in thg §uburbap communities by developing this statistical
capab;lmty and using it. This examination can begin, however
only 1f the local police agencies include in their reports of’
re81d§nces of arrested persons, a further breakdown of fhe .
location of the crimes attributed to arrested persons.

should attenpt
sdictional crime

Another future examination should concern the relationship

between land use and interjurisdictional crime, a ri i
general.which attempts to categorize the speciéicngi;g;mgfln
commercial, residential and other land uses which are primaril
victimized by the interjurisdictional criminal. (See: Appendix)y
Only whep t@ls level of analysis can be applied fto the problem.
of interjurisdictional crime will local law enforcement agencies

be properly equipped to address the
: ; & > problem through the
application of manpower and resources. oh the
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TITLE

BIBLIOGRAPHY -~ SOURCES OF INFORMATION

ON
INTERJURISDICTIONAL CRIME*

AUTHOR, AGENCY, and
IDENTIFYING INFCRMATION

DESCRIPTION

City and Suburban Crime Interaction

LEAA-D.C.
Sue Ann Lindgren
9 pages
September, 1971
Comprehensive Plan for Law Enforcement OCJEA
and Criminal Justice in the District of Three Vcolumes
Columpia December, 1971
Crime in the National Capital: Part 1

Hearings Before the Committee on the District

March 11 and 12, 1969

of Columbia--United States Senate--Ninety-

U.S8. Government Printing

First

Congress—--First Session--0On Immlementa—

Office - 1969

tion

of the Recommend

lations of the President's

Commission on Crime and Regional Aspects of

the Crime Problem

Crime

in the National Capital:

Hearings

Before the Committee

Part 8
on the District

0f Columbia--United States Senate--Ninety

1970

First Congress—-Second Session--0On the

U.S. Government Printing

Regional Aspects of Crime

Crime

in the United States

FEI -

1969, 1970, 1971, 1972

Dffice - 1970

Hoover-Grav
Federal Bureau of

Investigation Yearly
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On September 13-14, 1971 the Metropolitan Washington Crime
Conference was convened to discuss criminal justice problems faced
by this metropolitan area, and offer some solutions to those problems.
At that conference, the Metropolitan Washington Council of Governments
presented the results of a three month study of offenders currently
in the criminal justice system of the two Maryland suburban counties,
Montgomery County and Prince George's County. The results of that
gtudy revealed that a significant number of the persons arrested for
index crimes in the two counties, as well as persons being processed
through the court system for those crimes, or being held in detention
centers in the two counties, were non-residents of the county in which
they were arrested. Selected excerpts from that study, the Special
Statistical Survey Prepared on Crime in Prince George's and Montgomery
Counties, are enclosed in this document.

On October 20, 1971, the Metropolitan Washington Council of
Governments released a Supplement to the Region IV Crimc Survey Eval-~
uating the Extent of Armed Robberies Committed in the Washington Metro-
politan Area by the Interjurisdictional Offender. In this Supplement,
the statistics referred to were provided by the individual metropolitan
area jurisdictional police departments, and the study was limited to an
analysis of robbery. Because of the fact that suburban jurisdictions,
with the exception of Montgomery County, and Arlington County, do not
compile statistical records on interjurisdictional offenders committing
crimes in their jurisdictions for all index crimes, it has been necessary
to discuss the problem of interjurisdictional crime in terms of one offense
which can be used as an indicator of the entire problem. In a sense, the
discussion of interjurisdictional crime as a rate for all index offenses
is deceptive. Several of the index crimes, specifically those of murder,
rape, aggravated assault, narcotics offenses, and auto theft, tend to
remain local in character. Others, specifically robbery, burglary and
larceny maintain higher, and more significant, interjurisdictional crime
levels. Robbery, in fact, is the one crime which is greatly affected by
the activities of non-resident offenders. The seriousness of robbery as
an offense both against property and against persons, makes it an important
object of study within the context of interjurisdictional crime. In the
earlier Region IV (Prince George's and Montgomery Counties) Crime Survey,
the Metropolitan Washington Council of Governments researched the files on
arrested persons, persons contained in detention facilities, and persons
processed by the court systems during a three month period for the com-
mission of index offenses. The Supplement, which utilized statistics on the

. -most serious of the interjurisdictional offenses, robbery, revealed the

impact that the non-resident offender has had on the suburban Maryland
counties, especially Prince George's County. The interjurisdictional
offender's impact in the" Northern Virginia jurisdictions, in the crime of
robbery, was also found to be significant, but non-residént offenders
arrested in those areas were found to be generally residents of the larger
political entity of Virginia. Far fewer non-residents arrested in the
Northern Virginia jurisdictions are residents of the District of Columbia
than was to be the case in the Maryland Suburban counties.

The Supplement findings indicated that in Montgomery County, approx-
imately one-third of the persons arvested for robbery bhetween January 1
and August 31, 1971 were non-residents of Menigomery County. In Montgomory
County, 44% of the offenders arrested for armed robbery during the period
from June through August, 1571 were non-residents.

+3




i i i esidents a 2d
In Prince Georga's County, glstrlct of Columbia residents arreste

d . of the total offcnders
for robbery accounted for approxipately 5§% of Lhc' : : ]
arrested ii the county for that cLime during the six month period from

April through September, 1971.

The statistics which are currently available from Montgomery County
indicate that for the entire year of 1971, 29% of the»arrested pgfigns
for robbery in that county were non—re51dgnts. Most recent stat%odlﬁs
from Prince George's County show that during the seven mqnth pgréo rom '
October 1971 through April of 1972, 70% of the persons a;rest; ir L ‘
robbery in that jurisdicticn were residents of the District of Columbla.

e statistics would indicate that while.Montgomery Qounty ' o

exper?giied a slight decrease in interjurisqictlonal rgbper;es duylng
the past year, Prince George's County experlencgd a 14% 1nc;§aig7int0
interjurisdictional robberies during a year period from.AprlG .
April 1972. It is also significant to note that ?he Pr}gcet eorgg S
County statistics include only District of Columbia re51den s,dag ‘
not include other non-residents who also may have been arreste uring

the same period.

A dircct correlation has been suggested as an.exglagat%on for the
rise in interjurisdictional crime in'the'suburban jur%sdlcFﬁonﬁMaTdui
corresponding fall in crime in the District of Columbia. T i' deicvaid
theory" has been proposed which states thgt the pressure applie 2\ rd
crime reduction in the District of Columbia fqrces crlmlnq% elgmezhs
seek targets for their criminal activity outside of the city, in e

suburban metropolitan area.

o Federal and other efforts, crime in the District hag.been
signigiiagtly reduced, and yet crime in the sgburban areas,'part%cu}afly
in those areas already proven subject to the 1mpact.of the lpt?iji%o
dictional offender, has continued to increase. N dlregt re}dtlgns ip
between the two, however, is difficult to prove. The 1ncredse.1n'§r1me
in the suburbs could be part of a general_rise in crime rates in E.ose
areas, independent of the level of crime in thg Dlstrlct of Coigm laﬂe
or the entire metropolitan area could be experiencing an overall crim

- TN
rise, in spite of successful reduction efforts in individual jurisdictions.

. . . . a
hose arrested in the suburban counties who are District re§1dgnts cqul
ie experienced criminals avoiding the risks present to comm{ttln%dciémes
4in the District by seeking easier targets 1n the supurbs, or cou 5 '

first offenders, uninfluenced by the risks present in the District apth
merely residing in proximity to the sgburpan target areas, replege wir .
easily accessible drive-up stores, drive-in banks, and high speed entry

and exit routes.

-

Indeed, in the Region IV Crime Survex»thg residence of offende:«:s},1 ;f
they were residents of the District of Colgmb1§( was broken‘down ?zit ei
into their place of residence within the District of Columbia--Northwest,

rtheast, Southeast, and Southwest.
gg offendérs in these particular subdivisions, and ?he grre§t occurance
in the county adjacent to that subdivision of.the District %s'lmportant.
For instance, of the District of Columbia reSLGQQts arrested in M?n?gomery
County for all index crimes during npril, May and June of l9?l,\4:_1n -
number, 25 were residents of Northwest Washlngton, adjacent to QOnLgomLE‘
County, 7 were residents of Northeast Washlngton, none were res1dqnti o)
Southwest Washington, and only 5 werc residents of.SoutheasF Wash}?g ?n,
and 7 were of unknown residence. Of the District of Columbia residents

4

The corrclation between the residence

arrested in Prince George's County for all index offenses during the

same three month period, 115 in all, 22 were residents of Northwest
Washington, but 80 were residents of Northeast or Southeast Washington,
both adjacent to Prince George's County. One was a resident of Southwest
and 12 were of unknown residence. This trend repeats itself in all
available statistics on interjurisdictional offenders. On the basic of
this information, interjurisdictional crime is caused in part by acces-
sibility of criminal elements to suburban targets, as much as by the new

risks which have been imposed to committing crimes in the District of
Columbia.

One way to arrive at the mercury theory as a plausible explanation
for the level of interjurisdictional crime in the suburban jurisdictions
is to examine the decreases in District crime and relate that decrcase
to a corresponding increase in the suburban jurisdictions. During the
entire year of 1971, in the crime of robbery, the number of reported
District of Columbia robberies decreased by 594 incidents. On the other
hand, suburban reported robberies increased by 8Y5 incidents, an coverall
increase of 301 robberies for the Washington metropolitan arca for that
crime. However, varying rates of interjurisdictional robbery for each
of the suburban jurisdictions has an impact in determining how much of
the overall increase can be attributed to local offenders and how much
to District of Columbia residents. If the average interjurisdictional
robbery rates (by D.C. residents only) for Montgomery County, Prince
George's County and Northern Virginia are applied to the incrcases in
reported robberies for those jurisdictions, District of Columbia residents
could be expected to have committed approximately 576 of the reported
robberies of the suburban jurisdictions during 1971. Since the decrease
in that crime experienced in the District curing 1971 was 594 incidents,
a rough parallel could be drawn between the two figures, Nevertheless,
there exists no completely reliable proof for the "mercury theoxy".

The fact remains, however, that interjurisdictional crime is a
problem in metropolitan Washington, and deserves the kind of attention
that has been given to other eguivalent problems affecting the criminal
justice system. It is a problem shared by all metropolitan area
jurisdictions, in greater or lesser degrees. In some jurisdictions, like
Prince George's County, interjurisdictional crime has reached alarming
proportions. The incidents of one of the most serious of all crimes,
robbery, have increased greatly due to crimes of that type attributable
to the non-resident offender. Whether the "mercury theory" is wvalid ox
not, the problem exists of law enforcement's lack of capability in dealing
with crime that does not heed political boundaries. Most probably there

* " is more than one factor involved in criminal mobility, or in increases
‘of crimes committed by non-residents--one factor would certainly be

accessibility, another would be the increasing pressure of law enforcement
on criminal elements in the District of Columbia, and there are probably
still others which have not yet been identified. The fact remains that

a large amount of crime experienced in the Washington metropolitan area
is committed by non-residents of the arresting jurisdiction, that a laxrge
number of those non-residents are residents of the District of Columbia,
that in spite of successful crime reduction efforts in the District,
crime has continued to rise in the surrounding metropolitan suburban
area, and that the relationships betwszen Listricl and subuwrban crime on
one hand, and between location of crimes and residences of offenders on
the other hand, have not received the kind of continuing focus and
examination which is required for an attempted solution to the problems
which those relationships present to law enforcement.
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At the present time, a need exists for the research and analysis
of specific law enforcement and criminal’ justice system problems such
as the interjurisdictional crime problem, or a further analysis of the
relationship which appears to exist between interjurisdictional crime

committed by re51dents of the Dlstrlct of Columbla and heroin addiction.

criminal justlce plannlng or the development of successful solutions .
Further'study must be undertaken in regard to the interjurisdictional
crlme problem, patterns and trends must be elucidated from data whirch

is available or can be made available, and such study must take place
on a long-term, on901ng basis, and provided to those metropolltan area
officials who are in need of such information in the execution of thelr
criminal justice planning responsibilities,

Tt is now an undeniable fact that the Metropolitan Washington

area is a region composed of many different jurisdictions, but sharing
many common problems. This metropolitan area, in terms of crime, is
clearly a single region composed of many political subdivisions which
experience the impact of crime jointly. ZAny successful sclution to the
overall metropolitan area crime rise must be a solution jointly planned
by all metropolitan area jurisdictions, with the assistance of reliable
statistical and research information prepared for the given problem.
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