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I. SUM!\1ARY 

The conclusions of this Preliminary Report on Interjurisictional 
Crime in the Washington Metropolitan Area, sUllUlmrized here, 
are subject to limitations which are detailed in Section 
VI. Briefly, all conclusions regarding the nature of crime 
in Hontgomery'and Prince George's counties, aE3 u whole, rest 
on the assumption that there is a relationship between the 
characteristics of arrested persons, CJnd the cl1d,racteristics 
of the criminal populution as a \'lhole. Therefore, state:rncnts 
made in this report concerning index crime in Montgomery and 
Prince George's Counties urc based upon the assumption that 
there is a direct relationship between the resiQences of 
persons arrested for index crimes in the two counties, und 
the residences of persons responsible for all index crime in 
the two counties. 

o During the nine month period of tile study, approximately 
20% of all arrests for index offenses made in the suburban 
Maryland jurisdictions were arrests of non-residents. 

o During the nine month period of the study, approximately 
12% of all arrests for index offenses made in the suburban 
Maryland juriSdictions were arrests of residGnts of the 
District of Columbia . 

o Arrest statistics indicated that the problem of inter­
jurisdictional crime in suburban Maryland was not limited 
to the commission of crimes in Maryland by DiG tric·t of 
Columbia residents, but was a broaQer problom, which included 
significant participation by Prince Goorge's County residents 
in Montgomery County crime, and significant participation 
of residents of other jurisdictions than the District of 
Columbia in Prince George's County crime . 

o 'Robbery and Grand Larceny were thG two crimes most influenced 
by the interjurisdictional or non-resident offGnder in 
suburban Jt1aryland, during the nine month pGriod. 

. 0 Approximately one-third of the crimes cleared by arrest: in 
Montgomery County were attributed to arrested non-resideni. ... s. 

o In both Counties, juvenile participation in interjurisclictional 
crime is significantly lGSS than juvenile participation in 
resident crime, according to these arrest statistics. 

o District of Columbia residents comprised t.he largest single 
group of non-residents arrested for index crimes in suburban 
Maryland. 



II. INTRODUCTION 
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Since 1969 the nature and extent of intcrjurisdictional crime 
has been a (recurring subj ect of public cliscuss ion and dcbntl~ = 

The record c,f this discussion is extensive and has appeared 1n 
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 
enforce~ent agencies, and studies carried out by the Metro-

"politan Washington Council of Governments. Yet, due to the 
limited span of attention directed toward this subject, due to 
the many individual efforts to define! the problem, and due to 
the often very limited statistical resources ava~lable u.t;'0n " 
which to base reliable conclusions, a comprehenslve examJ.nat1on 
of interj urisdictiona1 crime in metropolitan Washington has not 
been undertaken in the past. 

Many names have been applied to the problem of criminal mobility 
across jurisdictional boundu.ri~s, and several theories havo been 
proposed to explain its causes: The Metropolitan Washington 
Council of Governments, throughout the rer,earcIl \"lhich it hus 
carried out on the problem s incc! June I J. 9 71, hns referred i:o 
crime committed by p(:1rsons in jurisdictions where they do no-t 
res ide, as in·terjurisdiction:nl crime. 'l'his ti·tle reflects the 
definition of the problem, as wall as the reason for continuing 
examination of the problem by ·the Department of Public Safe·ty 
of the Metropolitan Ivashingtgn Council of Governments. 

Until the present time, severe limitations have been placed on 
the study of interjurisdictional crime in the metropolitan 
vJashington area, resulting from the inadequacy or total lack of 
statistical information.on the xcsidences of arrested persons, 
which is essential if a relia.ble basis upon which ·to ini-tiate a 
thorough analysis of the problem is to be maintained, and 
responses 1:0 the problem are to be developed. 

Previous studies which wex:e undertaken by the Department of 
Public Safety of the Metropolitan {vashin<]ton Council of Govern­
ments relied upon cJata which ViaS either CJbtained 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 capuble of influencjng 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. ~ 

The suburban Maryland jurisdici:,ions, Montgomery County and 
Prince George1s County, as past studies have indicated, are 
apparen"l:ly t.he most severely affected by interjurisdictional 
crime. Since 1970, ,lIlontgomery County has regularly reported 
in sununary :Eorm the residences of persons arres·ted for index 
crimes by the County Police, month by 1'1onth. Beginning in 
January, 1972, Princo George's County initiatod a similnr 
month by month reporting prococ'iure, ~.'hich makes Clvl:lilable the 
residences of persons arrested for index offenses in con~putcr 
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printout form. Therefore ( for thp. first time ( compctrable 
information is available from the Maryland sUbUliban juris­
dictions on this s~bject, providing the most reliable base 
to date from which to undertake further studies of interjuris­
dictional crime as it is experienced in those two jurisdictions. 

This is a preliminary report on interjurisdictional crime in 
Montgomery and Prince George I s Counties, based on 1:.hose information 
sources. At a later time, a more complete study of interjuris­
dictional crime, as it is experienced by all metropolitan area 
jurisdictions, will be prepared, ClS will a comprehensive report 
on crime as a whole, in metropolitan Wnshington. The conwlotion 
of the latter report on metropolitan ~ruu crime is Gxpected 
by l\ugust 1, 1973. It is our hope that jn the future, as the 
Department endeavors to prepare more reports such ns this one, 
all metropolitan arou jurisdict.ions will maintain the kind of 
informatioH \'lhich provided the basis for this study. It is 
entirely possible, however, that future stUdies will rely upon 
statistical information which is not at the same level of 
reliability as the data which was obtained from the Montgomery 
and Prince George I s County Police Departments, and which provided 
the basis for this report. 
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III. BACKGROUND I 

Several studies of inte:f'jurisdictiona.1 crime in 
metropolitan area compl(ited in past years have 
in the preparation of this report. 

the Washington 
been of assistance 

In 1?64, ,the Federal Bureau of Investigation carried out a special 
~xam~nat~(;m of the problem in metropolitan Vlashington which was 
~ncluded ~n the 1965 pUblication of Crime in the United StRles. 
This study, printed under the title, - "Mobility of the Offc:m<.fer", 
was an analysjs of statistical data on rcsidenc8s of arrested 
perso~ls o~tninod 7by ~h(1 FBI from the sevontc:en municipal police 
agencJ..os ~n t.he ~'iaSll1ng Lon D.C. Sti1ndnrcl Mutropo1itan Stati~it.icul 
Area. The following quotation frcnn that unalysis sunuuarizes its 
contont: 

IItrhe Haryland and Virginia suburbs of ·this metropolitan 
ar~a,experie~c~d proportionalely a greater degr8~ o~ 
cr~m~nal mob~l~ty than the large core city, Washington, D.C. 
In these suburbs 31 percent of all persons taken into 
custody we~e non-residents of the comnunity where arrested. 
For the cr~mes against the person, 16 percent of ~le 
persons arrested were non-residents. Par the property crimes 
of ~urgJ.ary, larceny and aut.o theft, 39 percent were non­
res~dent offenders. In suburban robberies it was disclosed 
that over one-half were solved by the arrests of offenders 
\·!ho ,vere non-residents of the communi·tics where the crime 
occurred. II 

In. 19 G 9, p:lb~.i<? dj,-s cuss ion of tlw i oSsun of interj uri sdict.ioI1C.1l 
cr~mt; VIas ~~J.tJ_i:ltt~~, when public officiuls in Prince G8CJrqn IS 

County noted tIl(! h 1.gh ppl"c(;nt.J.l;.lc of non-res idc-mts \"Jho wel~e 
regultt~l.y bOim.r ~r1:~~tud for rohbrries j n tll':'l t Couni.:y. i1'he 
sume h1gh part1clpatlon of non-residents in robberies was also 
n'?t8d by Montsomcry County officiuls. 'llhcdr assertjons were 
d~8c~ssed in detail during 1969 in the Wasl1ington Post and the 
Even:J.ng Star. (Sce Appendix.) 

During e=:ten~ive hearings which were conduc·ted by the Committee 
on the D~strJ..ct of Columbia of the United states Senate on 
Mal:ch :1 a~d 12, 1969, and later on January 20 and J:'ebr~ary 3, 
1970, test1mony was heard from local Prince George's and 
Montgomery.Coun~y ,?ff~ci~ls Whic~ gave rise to the "Spillover" 
the,?ry of ~ntel~JurJ..sdlct~onal crl111e. As Francis 0'. Alui.si, 
Cha~:man of the Prince George's County Board of Commissioners 
Pl1~ ,~t at th<? ~imer "~\'e submit that a great majority of the 
Cr1JHlna~ ~ctlv~ty along our common boundary is a direct result 
of ~0~d1t10ns J..n,~he central city and that increased anti-crime 
aC~lvlty there wlll result in increased criminal activity in 
PrJ..nce G<?orge' s County." A similar message ~\Tas conveyed in 
the hear1ngs by the several law enforcemont officials and 
eJect~d offic~als,who testified at the hCurings on the regional 
~~~e~~s of c~lrne ~n metropolitan ffushington, and the interjuris­
d~ctl0n2!.1 crlll:(' p:roblcm \:hich h\~d been ic1(~nti.ficd. 
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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. In 
1971, the Metropolitan Police Department conducted a study of 
the residences of persons arrested in the District of Columbia 
during a three month period. rfhe findinqs showed that 3.8% of 
the adults arrested in the District of Columbia were residents 
of Virginia, 1. 85 were residents of Montgomery Count.y, and 
3.8% were residents of Prince George1s County. 

In the same year, the Office of Crime Analysis of the District 
of Columbia carried out a study 1,o1hich was based on records 
maintained by the U. S. Attorney's Office. This study covered 
the period of January through Imgust, 1971, and inc1icuted that 
of pers.ons 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 'Ivashington Crime Conference I c<?n:rened 
in September, 1971, several addresses were mad~ by off~cJ..al~ , 
of the metropolitan Wash.ington area on the sub] ect of lnter]UrlS­
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 o~ col~m~ia had 
forced criminal elements to seek targets for theJ..r cr~mlnal 
activity outside the ci·ty, 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 Gov~rnments, 
during the three previous months as the sou~ce of lnformatJ..<?n 
supporting his theory. (rrhe contents of th1S study are revH~wed 
in the appendices. ) 

Mr. Ronald Steger of the Northern virgi~i~ Planning ~ist~ict 
Commission, presented a statement conta1nJ..ng an e~am:-n~tl<?n <;>f the 
residences of persons arrested in the Northern VJ..rg~nJ..a Jur~s­
dictions during 1968, 1969, and 1970. His statistics indicated 
that 5% of the persons arrested in Alexandria c~ty and Fair~ax 
County were residents of the District of ColumbJ..~. Also, h~s 
study showed that the greatest number of non-res1dents arrested 
in Northern Virginia jurisdictions were ~esidents of ot~er , 
Virginia jurisdictions, and ,<lere not resJ..dents of the D1strlct 
of Columbia or Haryland. 

Mr. George Hall, Director of the statistics Division of the Law 
Enforcement Assistance Administration, p~esented a paper ~t the 
Conference I prepared by Sue Linc19-re~, \~h~ch. co~pa:::-ed, th~ ~ncrease 
and decrease in reported crime for ~ndlv~dual Jur~s~lct~ons, over 
the period of several years, in an effort to deteJ;nnne any 
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correlation between them,J espec~al1y betwee~ a ~ower~ng ~f crime 
rates in the District of,Columbla and the rlse ln crlme ln the 
suburban jurisdictions. IThe paper also compared resident and 
non-resident arrests in il11 suburban jurisdictions for individual 
index offenses. Based oil reported index offenses in all juris­
dictions in 1970, the der:::rease in the Dif3trict of Columbia share 
of the index crimes reported did not appear to be .ma.tched by an 
equivalent increase of such crimes in the subur~s. The study 
of residences of arrestees was based on a. sampllng of arrest 
records from the area jurisdictions. All jurisdictions cooperated 
and reported most of the data requested for the study, but fe,'l 
were keeping such data on a regular basis. 'l'he 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 Columbia, 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 ~he rates were 
higher. Maryland non-resident arrest :t'ates were hlgh7r. Of all 
arres ted persons in Montgomery County, .11. 9 % were res ldents of 
the District of Columbia. For the crime of Grand Larceny, the 
percentage rose to 231. Prince George's county~ ac~ording to , 
the study, had the highest rates of arrest of Dlstrlct of Columbla 
residents for index crimes. The average for all offenses was 
about 22%. The highest interjurisdictional crime,rates were 
found in the arrests for the offe~se of Robber, wlth 53.1% of all 
persons arrested for that crime in 1969 in Princ7 George's County 
being District of Columbia residents, and 38.2% ln 1970. 

In June, 1972, an examination of the interjurisdictional crime 
question was conducted by !-1r. 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 
offense. 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. I' 

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 
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jurisdictions. Tho third, completed on May 22, 1972, was an 
update of statistics which had boen guthcrcd dt,lring the first 
and second studies, and was an attempt to exanuno some of the 
theoretical questions which had been rnised with regard to the 
problem. Excerpts from the first and third studies are included 
in this report in the appendices. (Specific comments on the 
"mercuJ~Y 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 p~oblem 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 informntion 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 t.l task. This study ~.s the 
product of such a commitment on the part of the Metropolltan 
Washington Council of Governments. 

-7-
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IV. ANALYSIS 

In this analysis of the statistical information presented in the 
Tables, which follow in the next sectio~ of th~ report, comments 
will be addressed to the reader concern~ng v~r1ous aspects of the 
statistics which reveal important relat1onsh1ps or facts about

l 
d 

interjurisdictional crime, as it affects the two suburban Mary ~n. 
cOllnties. The Illajor conclusions of the' report have been summar1zed 
in a section devoted to that purpose. 

The entire report is based on statistic~l data pro~ided b~,the 
Police Departments of Nontgomery and Pr1nce Ge~r<:?e ~ Countles, for, d 
the period January through September! 1972. rh1S 1S t~e only pe~lo 
of time for which comparable data eX1sts.fo~ both cou~~les. Mont 
gomery County has maintained arrest stat1st1cs by res1d~nces of 
arrested persons since 1970, a~d that earli~r ~ata_prov~des the basis 
for statistical comparisons Wh1Ch are made 1n seveLal tables. 

Table l' This table is intended to show the overall percentage of 
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 e:rery fi;:e c:trrests 
made in suburban Maryland is an arrest of a non-reslClent oJ. the 
County in which he was arrested: In Montgome~y countY'r:.~l% of ~ll 
arrests were arrests of non-res1dents. In Pr1nce Georg~s County, 
20% of all arrests were arrests of non-residents. It mus~ be noted 
here that the total arrests in Prince George's co,;!nty dur1ng ~he 
nine-month period for index offen~es a.s reco~ded 1n Table,l, 1S __ 
higher than it should be. The Prlnce George s County Pollce Depaxt 
ment, in its data on residences of arrested persons, does not 
distinguish between simple and Aggravated Assaults. Aggravated 
Assault, the index offense, occurs far less frequently~ and fewer 
arrests are made for that offense, than are made for slmp~e As~au~ts. 
As might be expected, simple Assault is by natu.re not a~ lnterJ,ur1s­
dictional crime. The consequence of this fact is that 1n the ~ables 
the total arrests for index offenses in Prince George's County are 
more numerous, due to the inclusion of simple Assau~ts. And, due 
to the nature of simple Assult l the overall non-res~dent percentage 
for Prince George; s County therefore is Im'ler than It should be. . 
Nith all Assaults, simple and aggravated, removed from the total 
index arrests the overall interjurisdictional crime rate (based 
on arrests) f;r the County becomes ~%, rather tl:an 20~. T~e true 
rate of interjurisdictional crime is therefore h1gher 1n Pr1nce 
George's County than in Montgomery County, where the rate was 
approximately 21%. 

It should ~e noted that the actual number of arrests o~ non-residents 
in Prince George's County during the nine-month period is more than 
twice the number arrested in Montgomery Coun'ty, as is the total number 
of District of Columbia residents arrested in Prince George's County. 
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Also, as shown in Table 1, l2~ of all index crime arrests made 
in both counties during the nine-month p~riod were arrests 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 Montgo:mery County for index offenses comprised 
an insignificant number of the total non-residents arrested. 

T~bl~ 5: Th~s t~ble reveals some differences between intcrjuris­
d1ct1onal cr1me 1n 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 
tha~ for Montgomery County. In Montgomery County, 22% of the non­
res1dents arrested were from Prince George's County. In Prince 
George!s County, only 14% of the non-residents arrested for index 
offenses were from all other places in Maryland, including Mont­
gomery County. This would tend to indicate that criminal~ are 
more likely to leave Prince George's County and travel into Mont­
gomery County to conuni t 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 County. 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 Montgomery County during the period under study was 
a non-resident of the County, one in three indox crimes was attributed 
by the County during the perioa to non-residents who were arrested. 

Table I: Since comparable statistics were available from Montgomery 
C~unty for two years prior to the period of this study, it was pos­
slble to prepare this table illustrating the overall trends in arrests 

.of non-residents in Montgomery County for January through September, 
1970, 1971, and 1972. Similar statistics were not available from 
Prince George's Count:y. 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 tot~l arrested persons. This is a relatively 
steaGY trend over a three-year period. ~ 

-9-
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Ta~le 8; For the per iod J anu\try through September, 1972, the 
total residents and non-resid~nts arrested for index offenses 
is broken down further month l)y month, in 'rable 8. '1'his month­
by-month breakdown shows a ra ther even trend bct'.oJeen JanuClry and 
September, with a high percen~age of non-residents, 32%, arrested 
in January, and a low of 13% ~rrested in June. It could be said that 
the non-resident percentage of arrests was~down significantly in June 
and July during the nine-month period. But because the total number 
of 'index crime arrests made in Montg'omery county during those two 
months, and in August, were the highest of the nine-month period, 
the real number of non-residents arrested is not significa.l)tly 
less than in the other months, even though the percentages are 

smaller. 

Table 9: Table 9 contains a similar breakdown for Prince George's 
county. During the nine-:P1onth period, the trend of non-residen·ts 
arrested was also rather even for Prince George's county. The 
year began with the arrest in January of 18% non-residents, which 
rose to 23% and held steady during the months of May, June and 
July, and then fell to 14% in September. Again, it should be 
noted tlHl.t simple Assaults e \'1hich are not inc1(~x criml~s, and which 
are also usually not interjurisdictional crimes, are included in 
these figurE~s, and consequently all percentages for non r8sidents 
arrested would be slightly higher on this table, if only Aggravated 
Assaults, the index crimes, were included. 

Table 10: Table 10 separates the total index arrests made in 
Hontgomery county during the nine-month period l into the individual 
index crime categories -- Murder, Rape, Aggravated Assault, Robbery, 
Burglary, Grand Larceny and ,Auto Theft. Resident and non-resident 
arrests are recorded for each category during the period. In Mont­
gomery county during the nine-month period, those crimes for which 
the highest percentages of non-residents were arrested were Rape 
}"{obbery, and Grand Larceny. Hobbery and Grand Larceny, as has been 
explained in other studies, are two crimes most influenced by the 
interjurisdictional offender. The appearance of Rape in the statistics 
as one of these crimes must be explained here. For the crime of Rape, 
28% of the persons arrested in the county were non-re3iden·t.s. This 28% 
figure is based on 11 non-residents arrested during the period out 
of a total number of 40 arrests. This is first of all a rather 
small sample upon which to conclude that Rape is an interjurisdic­
tiona 1 crime. Second, it must be noted that the greatest number 
of non-residents arrested for this crime were not residents of 
the District of Columbia, but were rather residents. o£ p.rince George IS 
county. Only two of the arrests for Rape during the nine month 
period were of residents of the District of columbia. Therefore I 
these figures suggest that Rape, while it is influenced by non-resident 
offenders, it is still a suburban Maryland problem. The sample 
provided by arrests during the period under stt:dy is too small to be 
considered a basis for any conclusions. The arrests made for this 
offense should be examined carefully over a longer period before 
conclusions are drawn. 
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Non-residents arrested for nobbcr . of persons arrested for this' off Y n11l0untod to 30% of tlw toted. number 
a::rested were from the District ~~s~~l ~10~; ~ 0:[ ,the nOl:-rcsidents 
w1th those presented in previous t d,umbl~. 1hese flgures agree 
as an interjurisdictional cr' ,s u .Les 0 the crime of Robbery lme In Montgomery County. 

Non-residents arrested f G d total number of persons ~~rer:n Larcen~ am<:unted to 31% of the 
County, a significant p . tS ed for thlS oEfense in Montgomery 
S' ercen age of interjuri d' t' 1 ' 

1nce the total number of arre t f _' ,s ~c 10nn crlme. 
for the nine-month period th' s s or thlS offense was rather large 
provides a more reliabl bl 1

f
s percenta,ge of non-residents arrested 

f ease or a conc'lusio th d ' 
or Rape arrests in Montgomer Cou t - n, an 0 :he flgures 

jurisdictional crime as h y, ?, y. Grand Larceny is an inter-
, sown ln tnese statistics. 

NthumerlicallY, Grand Lnrceny, Burglary, and Robbery arrc~·t.:.·s 
e argest numbers of non-reside t'" _ ' .- provided 

ticipation of Prince GeorgG's C ntD aLr~sted, ~n that order. Par-
burglaries appears to compare w~~~ ihr~Sl~e?~S 1~ Montgomery County 
residents, although alar r a 0 D.Lstrlct of Columbia 
that assertion. It a ea~~ f~~rest,sa.mple would be required to make 
participa tion in the ~~j me of m thlS arr~st du.ta tha·t non-resident 
minimal. It should b' Auto ThE~ft 1n Hontgomery County is 
based on arrest stati:tI~~emb~r~d, hOl.vever, that these tables arc 
Offender cannot be learned'unt~lo~tu~atelYI tho residence of an 
his residence appears in these.L c'!~iarrested. Therefore, before 
If apprehensions are' m'o're diffi~~~~lj~t~.c~, he, must, be apprehended. 
arrest data for those crimes will b _~r ccrta~n crlmes, then the 
for statistical analysis. €less rellable as a subject 

Table 11: This table offers the same ' f 
County which is contained in Table ]0 ~n ormation for Prince George's 
the nine month period of this stud' or Montgom~ry County. During 
largest percentages of non-r 'd Yt~ the throe crlmes for which the 

C 
es.L en b were arrete'ted' p' 

ounty, were Murder, Robbery and Gr d _ '0 ln, r1nce George's 
of these crimes have been sh~wn rna . a~, LaI ccny. ,Agaln, the last t\vO 
offenses. Murder however has ~Yb lmes tO,be lnterjurisdictional 
jurisdictional crime in th~ past

no 
d

een ~ons1dered to be an inter­
in Montgomery Count the numbe ,~n as ln the case of Rape arrests 
in this table do no~1 justify c~~ ~i. ,:-rrests,for ~hat offense recorded 
drawn. In contrast to th c US10ns WhlCh m1ght otherwise be 

,,' most of the non-reside e arrests for Rape in Nontgomery County, 
of Columbia . The p nt~ arrested for Murder re~ided in the District 
in Prince G~or e' '" ~~~~n age of ~o:n-re~idenb~ arrest.ed for Murder 
total ~f 16 no~-r~siden~~ ;~~e;!~d 0;~1~f2~~ ~ifu~e 'is taken from a 
Murder. Again the r t . 0 ~ arrests for 
individual ind~x off~n~:se!t numbers of non-residents arrested fo~ 
Grand Larceny. 44~ of all ere arr~sted for Robbery, Burglary and 
,?ounty were or n~n_resiae~~~est35$ .. or _ Robber~ in Prince George's 
1n the' county during the ' . "1 -' -~~ _all Grand Larceny arrests 

umb
.c: per.Loe were of non-r.esidents -1'h -' 

n ,ers OL non-residents arrested for ~ . e aIeatest 
resldents of the District 0f Colu b'. al~ of~hese offenses were 
resident arrests for l3urgl:1r h m _l<1 t \VJ. th~lhj e:{ception of non-
Other (than D.C., Other Mar~l~~d\" ::r~ v~: 7e~J,Cl).Gnts of jurisdictions 
dents arrested. ' n lrglnla outnumbered D.C. resi-

,-11-



Table 12: This table attemFts to compare .Montgomery County Rape, 
Robbery,· and Grand Larceny figures .for three years,. January through 
September. ~he table shows rather even trends for the three years 
for Robbery and Grand Larcer!, with an uneven trend in Rape arrests. 
Non-resident arrests for RoJ: Jery 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%,in 1~70~ 24% in 
1971, and 31% in 1972. These figures show that the 1nter]ur1S­
dictional percentage for Robbery rose from the 1971 figures. In 
real numbers, however, the nu~er of nOll-residents arrested 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 pGriods 
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 Cilrrested for the three crimes who were 
juveniles was higher than the percentage of non-x'es idents \"ho were 
juveniles. It appears frqm these statistics that juvGniles participate 
less in interjurisdictional cr~me than t11ey participute in resident 
crime. In MontgomGry County during the nine month period, arrests 
of juveniles and adults each comprised 50% of the total arrests for 
index offenses. This 50% juvenile participution in County index crime 
should be compared to the far lower percentages of juvenile partici­
pation in non-resident crime in the County, as indicuted in these 
arrest statistics. 

Table 15: This table presents the same informution for Prince George's 
County as that contained in 'lIable 13. In Prince George's County r if 
arrests are an indicator of juvenile participation in County erime, 
51% of all Coun"cy crime is committed by juveniles. In comparison, the 
percentages of juveniles' of the totalnon-residcn'ts" arrested 
for the three crimes of Murder ,Robbery und Grand ~arceny In Prince 
George's County, are 0%, 27% and 21% respectively. These figures 
are far lower than those for the p~rcentages 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 
Earticipation in interjurisdictional crime than is experienced overall 
in both Counties. Again, in both Counties, tiie fi'jures for Hape and 
Murder are too small to be conclusive in tilis regard. 

Table 17: The residences of persons arrested for Narcotics offenses 
in Montgomery County are broken down' in ';r.able 17. The non-res ident 
percentage of the total arrests is 16%. The largest number of these 
non-residents arrested" are residents o£ Pripce Geor,gEi'S County, again 
a departure from the usual .assumpi:ion that most non-resic1entsarrested 
for Narcotics offenses vlOuld 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 residenc.es of those offenders \'1110 llavenot been appre­
hellded for narcotics crimes committed in Nontgomery County. There 
may be varying degrees of difficulty in apprehending persons 

-12-

I 
\ 
! 
i 

I ,. 
! 

from outside jurisdi~tions. 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 sin~le 
category of non-residents arrested. 
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TABLIE 1 

SUBURBAN MARYLAND - NON-RESIDENTS ARRESTED BY 

EACH JURISDICTION \FOR INDK{ CRIMES 
I 

JANUARY THROUGH SEPTEMBER, 1972 

MONTGOMERY COUNTY PRINCE GEORGE'S COUNTY 

rOTAL A~RRESTS--------- 1401 3292 

RESIDENTS------------- 1110 (79% ) 2648 (80 %) 

NON-RES IDENTS---------. 291 .( 21%) 644 (20 %) 

D.C.------------- 163 (12% ) 403 (12% ) 
OTHER MARYLAND--- 90 (6% ) 55 (1.7%) 
VIRGINIA--------- 19 (1.5%) 10 ( 3 0.) 

\. '0 

OTHER------------ 19 (1.5 %) 176 (G %) 

TOTAL NON-RES IDEN'rs- 291 644 

. ; 
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rrOTAL 

4693 

3758(8 

935(2 

566 (1" 
145 (3!, 

29 ( . " 
195(4. 

935 



TABLE 2 

MONTGOMERY COUNTY POLICE DEPARTMENT - ARRESTS FOR INDEX OFF'ENSES* 

JANUARY THROUGH SEPTEMBER, 1972 

MONTGONERY COUN'rY RES IDI:NTS 
ARRESTED FOR INDEX OFFE~iSES 

NON-RESIDENTS ARRESTED FOR 
INDEX OFFENSES-------------------------------

TOTAL 

1110 

291 

TOTAL ARRESTS FOR INDEX 
OFFENSES------------------------------------- 1401 

TABLE 3 

PERCENT 

79% 

21% 

100% 

MONTGOMERY COUNTY POLICE DEPARTNENT - RESIDENCES OF PERSONS 

ARRESTED FOR- INDEX OFFENSES IN NONTGO}1ERY COUNTY 

JANUARY THROUGH SEPTEMBER, 1972 

MONTGOMERY COUNTY RESIDENTS------------------

NON-RESIDENTS-------------------------------­

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA-----------------­
PRINCE GEORGE'S COUNTY---------------­
BALTIMORE CITY OR COUNTY-------------­
OTHER l-1l\ RYJ.JAND- -- - - -------- - - --- - - - ---

. 

VIRGINIA-----------------------------­
ALL OTI1ER-----------------------------

TOTAL ARRESTS FOR INDEX OFFENSES-------------

. ~ . 

TOTAL 

1110 

291 

163 
64 
10 
16 
19 
19 

]'401 

. .." 

* INDEX OFFENSES: MURDER, RAPE I AGGRA VA'l.'ED ASSAULT, ROBBE:RY, 
BU RGLARY, LARCENY ( $ 5 0 AND OVER), AUTO THEFT. 

PERCENT * 

(100%) 

(56 %) 
(22%) 

(3% ) 
(5 %) 
(7%) 
(7% ) 

*PERCENT: PERCENT FIGURES SHOvJN ARE TAKEN FROM TOTAL NON-RESIDENTS 
ARRESTED FOR INDEX OFFENSES IN !,lONTGOMERY COUNTY. 
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TABLE 4 

PRINCE GEORGE'S COUNTY POLICE DEPARTHENT - ARRES[,S FOR INDEX OFFENSES 

JANUARY THROUGH SEPTEMBER, 1972 

TOTAL PERCBNT 

PRINCE GEORGE'S COUNTY RESIDENTS 
ARRESTED FOR INDEX OFFENSBS------------------------- 2648 

NON-RESIDEN'rs ARRESTED FOR 
INDEX OFF·ENSES-------------------------------------- 644 20% 

TOTAL ARRESTS FOR INDEX OFFENSES-------------------- 3292* 100% 

*This total includes arrests for non-aggravated assaults, and is therefore 
not limited to arrests for index offenses. Arrests for all assaults are 
included in this total. A description of the p.ature of the assaults 
included follows: 

Assault - a. gun 
b. knife or cutting instrument 
c. other dangerous weapon 
d. hands, fists, feet, etc. - aggravated 
e. other assaults - not aggravated 

Arrests for non-aggravated assaults are far more numerous than those for 
aggravated assaults, the index offense. Aggravated assault is not an 
interjurisdictional crime, and consequently inclusion of all assaults in 
this total causes the percentage of nonresidents arrested for all index 
offenses to be smaller than it would be if assault figures were available 
for aggravated assault, exclusively. This inclusion of non-aggravated 
assaults was necessitated by the source of data, provided by the Prince 
George's County Police Department. 

TABLE 5 

PRINCE GEORGE'S COUNTY POLICE DEPARTMENT - RESIDENCES OF PERSONS 

ARRESTED FOR INDEX OFFENSES IN PRINCE GEORGE'S COUNTY 
JANUARY THROUGH SEPTEMBER, 1972 

TOTAL PERCENT 

PRINCE GEORGE'S COUNTY RESIDENTS-----------·,--------

NON-RES IDENTS - - - - - --- - - - - - - - - - - - -- - - -- - - - - - --, -- - - --

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA--------~--------------­
OTHER MARYLAND-------------------------------
VIRGINIA-----------------------------------­
ALL OTHER-----------------------------------

TOTAL ARRESTS FOR INDEX OFFENSES 
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2648 

644 (100 %) 

403 (62% ) 
55 (14 %) 
10 (2% ) 

176 (27%) 

3292 



TABLE 6 

MONTGOMERY COUNTY POLICE DEPAR'rI'-lEN'l' - ARRESTS FOR INDgX OFFENSES 

JANUAHY 1'HROUGH SEPTEMBER, 1972 

CASES Nl'TRIBUTED TO ARRESTED PERSONS 

TOTAT.) CASES CLEARED BY ARREST--:-----------

TOTAL,.CASES CLEARED BY ARREST OF 
RES'IDENTS---------------------------------

TOTAL CASES CLEARED BY AHREST OF 
NON-RESIDENTS------------~----------------

D.C.--------------------------------. 
P.G. COUNTY--------------------------
BALTINORE--------------------..,.-------· 
OTllER MARYLAND---------..,.-------------­
VIRGINIA---------------~--------~---

ALL OTHER----------------------------

rl'OTAL NON-RESIDEN'rS-----..,.----------.--

':'18-

1774 

1171 

603 

435 
108 

8 
13 
18 
21 

603 

100% 

66% 

34% 

------------------.... --

TABLE 7 

MONTGONERY COUNTY POLICE DEPAR'rMENT - ARRESTS pon INDEX OFFENSES 

JANUARY THROUGH SEPTEt-lEER, 1970, 1971, 1972 

1970 
TOTAT.)TPERCENT 

MONTGOMERY COUNTY 
RESIDENTS ARRESTED 
FOR INDEX OFFENSES------ 984 I 

NON-RESIDENTS ARRESTED 
FOR INDEX OFFENSES------ 296 I 

77% 

23% 

TOTAL ARRESTS FOR INDEX 
OFFENSES---------------- 1280 I 100% 

-19-

1971 
TOTr-.LTPERCF:NT 

1131 I 83% 

234 I 17% 

1365 / 100% 

1972 
TOTAL! PERCENT 

1110 I 79% 

291 I 21% 

1401 I 100% 



TABLE 8 

MONTGOMERY COUNTY POLICE DEPARTMENT - ARRESTS FOR INDEX OFFENSES 

JANUARY THROUGH SEPTEr-1BER, 1972 - INDIVIDUAL MONTHS 

JAN. FEB. ~1AR. APR. MAY JUNE JULY AUG. SEPT. TOTAL 
'----,-

TOTAL ARRESTS FOR 
INDEX OFFENSES---------- 134. 125 13,7 135 156 173 176 209 156 1401 

(100%) (100%) (100 %) (10.0%) (100%) (100%) (100 %) (100%) (100 %) (100%) 

MONTGOMERY COUNTY 
RESIDENTS ARRESTED 
FOR INDEX OFFENSES------ 91 102 102 106 118 151 152 170 118 1110 

(68%) (81% ) (74%) (78%) (76.% ) (87%) (86%) (81%) (76 %) (79% ) 

NON-RESIDENTS ARRESTED 
FOR INDEX OFFENSES------ 43 23 35 29 38 22 24 39 38 291 

(3 2%) (19%) (26%) (22%) (24% ) (13 %) (14 %) (19% ) (24%) (21 %) 

D.C.----------------- 21 14; 22 17 25 15 15 13 21 163 
P.G.COUNTY----------- 10 3 8 7 6 6 3 15 6 64 
BALTINORE------------ 3 1 0 2 2 0 2 0 0 10 
O'I'IfER MARYLAND------- 3 1 4 0 0 0 1 3 4 16 
VIRGINIA------------- 1 4. 1 2 3 0 1 4 3 19 
ALL OTHER------------ 5 0 0 1 2 1 2 4 4 19 

TOTAL NON-RESIDENTS-- 43 23 35 29 38 22 24 39 38 291 -

1/ 

e, 
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TABLE 9 

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

JANUARY THROUGH SEPTEr-mER, 1972 - INDIVIDUl\..L MONTHS 



TABLE 10 

MONTGOMERY COUNTY POLICE DEPARTMENT ... RESIDENCES' OF PERSONS ARRPoSTED FOR INDEX CRIMES 

JANUARY THROUGH SEPTEMBER, 1972 

AGGRAVATED GRAND AUTO 
MURDER RAPE ASSJl.ULT ROBBERY BURGLARY LARCENY THEFT 

rOTAL ARRESTS - --- - - - - - --- 10 40 78 121 475 439 238 
(100%) (:100%) (100 %) (100 %) (100%) (100%) (100%) 

~10NTGOMERY COUNTY .-, ~.--",.- .. -",--~ --
~mSIDENTS ARRESTED--··--- 9 29 67 85 401 3(j2 217 

(90%) . (72%) (86%) (10% ) (84%) ( 69%) (91%) 

~ON-RES IDENTS 
\RRESTED--------~--~---- 1 l:L. 11.. 36. ,74, 137 21 

(10%) (28%) (Iif%) (30%) (16%) (ll%) (9%) 

! 
~ 

D.C.---------------- 1* 2 4 26* 29* 94* 7* 
P.G. COUNTY--------- 0 6*' 5* 3 26 17 7* 
BfI..LTIKORE------,;..--.:..- 6 1 0 0 4 5 0 
OTHER MARYLAND------ 0 () 0 2 2 ~: 9 3 
VIRGINIA------------ 0 1 0 5 6 5 2 
ALL OTHER----------- 0 1 2 0 7 7 2 -' -"-' -' 
TOTAL NON-RESIDENTS- 1 11 11 3.6 74 137 21 

': 

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

," 
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TABLE 11 

PRINCE GEORGE'S COU~'Y POLICE DEPARTMENT - RESIDENCES OF PERSONS. ARRESTED FOR INDEX CRIMES 

JANUARY THROUGH SEPTEMBER, 1972 

GRAND AUTO 
MURDER RAPE ASSAULT * ROBBERY BURGLARY LARCENY THEFT 

TOTAL ARRESTS-----------.- 57 28 1226 326 963 394 292 
(100%) (100%) {10 0 %} (100 %) (100%) (100%) (100 %) 

PRINCE GEORGE'S COUNTY 
P~SIDENTS ARRESTED----~-- 41 22 1076 183 812 255 259 

(72%) (78%) (88% ) (56%) (84 %) (65 %) (87 %) 

NON-RESIDENTS 
ARRESTED----------------- 16 6 150 143 151 139 39 

(28%) (22%) (12%) (44 %) (16% ) 135%) (13 %) 
, 
\.I 
u:. 

D.C.----------------- 12* 5* 66* 130* 66 107* 17* 
OTHER MARYLAND------- 2 1 24 16 6 5 
VIRGINIA------------- 0 0 7 1 0 2 1 
ALL OTHER------------ 2 0 53 0 69* 24 16 

12 

TOT1\L NON-RESIDENTS-- 16 6 150 143 151 139 39 

*Inc1udes all assaults, aggravated and otherwise. 
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TABLE 12 

MONTGOMERY COUNTY POLICE DEPARTME~~.- RESIDENCES OF PERSONS ARRESTED FOR SELECTED INDEX CRIMES 

JANUARY THROUGH SEPTEMBER 1970, 1971, 1972 

1970 

TOTAL ARRESTS---------- 10 

NONTG0£1ERY COUNTY 
RESIDENTS ARRESTED----- 8 

(80%) 

NON-RESIDENTS 
ARRESTED--------------- 2 

(20%) 

D.C.---------------- 1 
P.G. COUNTY--------- 0 
BI\LTIMOP-E----------- 0 
OTHER . .r.-1ARYLAND------ 0 
VIRGINIA------------ 0 
ALL OTHER----------- 1 

TOTAL NON-RESIDENTS- 2 

RAPE 
1971 

15 

14 
(93%) 

1 
(7%) 

1 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

1 

1972 

40 

29 
(7 2%~ 

11 
(28%) 

2 
6* 
1 
0 
1 
1 

11 

ROBBERY 
1970 1971 

77 

57 
(74% ) 

20 
(26%) 

14 * 
4 
1 
O· 
0 
1 

20 

91 

61 
(67% ) 

30 
(33%) 

24* 
1 
0 
3 
0 
2 

30 

1972 

121 

85 
(70 s.,) 

36 
(30'%) 

26* 
3 
0 
2 
5 
0 

36 

G RAND LARCENY· 
1970 1971 1972 

413 

263 
(64 %) 

150 
(36% ) 

110* 
18 

5 
3 
7 
7 

150 

381 439 

289 302 
(76%) (69%) 

92 137 
(24%) (31%) 

62* 94* 
17 17 

5 5 
1 9 
1 5 
6 7 

92 137 



TF 3LE 13 

MONTGorvmRY COUN'EY POLICE DEP AR~ MEN'l' - J UVENII.ES AND ADUL'rS ARRES'l'ED 

FOR SBJoIEC/'ED INDEX CRH11::S 
, 

JANUARY 'l'HltfJUGH SEPTEMBER, 1972 

TOTAL ARRESTS---------·----

TOTAL MONTGOMERY COUNTY 
RESIDITTS ARRESTED---------

ADULTS ARP~STED--------­
JUVENILES ARRESTED------

TOTAL NON-RESIDENTS 
ARRESTED-------------------

ADUL'ES ARRESTED-----~---
JUVENILES ARRESTED------

I 

RAPE 

40 

29 

21 (72%) 
8.(28'%) 

11 

9 (84.% ) 
2 (18%) 

TABLE 1<1 

ROBBERY 

·121 

85 

54 (6,4%) 
31 (36%) 

36 

2,9 (80 %) 
7 (20 %) 

GRAND LARCENY 

439 

302 

143 (47%) 
159 (53%) 

137 

112 (82%) 
25 (18% ) 

MONTGOMERY COUNTY POLICE DEPARTMENT 
JUVENILE1)'1\ND . ADULTS ARREs'rED· paR ALL INDEX CRIMES .. 

JANUARY THROUGH SEPTEMBER, 1972 

TOTAL ARRESTS--------------

ADULTS ARRESTED--------­
JUVENILES ARRESTED------

1401 

697 
704 

(100%) 

(50 %) 
(50%) 

, .. 

TABLE 15 

PRINCE GEORGE'S COUN1'Y POLICr:: DEPARTMEN'l' - JUVENII,ES AND ADULTS 

ARRESTED l~OR SELEC'l'ED INDEX CRIMES 

JANUARY THROUGH SEP'EEMBER, 1972 

TOTAL ARRESTS---------------

TOTAL PRINCE GEORGE'S 
COUNTY RESIDENTS ARRESTED---

ADULTS ARP~STED--------­
JUVENILES ARRESTED------

TOTAL NON-RESIDENTS 
ARRESTED--------------------

ADULTS ARRES'EED---:----­
JUVENILES ARRESTED-----

MURDER 

57 

41 

33 (80%) 
8 (20%) 

16 

16 (100%) 
o (0%) 

TABLE 16 

ROBBERY 

326 

183 

82 (45%) 
10i (55%) 

143 

104 (73!J) 
39 (27~) 

GRAND LARCENY 

394 

255 

142 (56%) 
113 (44%) 

139 

110 (79%) 
29 (21%) 

PRINCE GEORGE'S'COUNTY POLICE DEPARTMENT 
JUVENILES AND ADULTS ARRESTED FOIt ALL INDEX CRIMES 

JANUARY THROUGH SEPTEMBER, 1972 

TOTAL ARRESTS---------------------

ADU~TS ARRESTED---------------­
JUVENILES ARRESTED-------------

-25-

3292 

1627 
1665 

(100%) 

(49% ) 
(51%) 
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TABLE/17-

/ 
MONTGO~mRY COUNTY I?OIJTCE DEPARTf/!3NT ARREST FOR NARCOTIC OF:E'ENSES 

JANUARY THROpGH SEPTEr·lBER, 1972 

TOTAL ARRESTS-----------------------

lV.IONTGOMERY COUNTY 
RESIDENTS ARRESTED------------------

NON RESIDENTS 
AHHESTED--------------------·--------

D.C.--------------------------­
P.G.---------------------------
BALTIMORE---------------------­
OTHER MARYLAND----------------­
VIRGINIA--------------------~-­
ALL OTHER----------------------

'IIOTAL NON RESIDENTS-----------·-

-26-

434 

366 

68 

17 
37* 
o 
4 
5 
5 

68 

PERCENT 

-(100%) 

(84 %) 

(169,) 

TABLE 18 

PRINCE GEORGE'S COUNTY POLICE DEPARTMENT ARREST FOR NARCOTIC OFFENSES 

JANUARY THROUGH SEPTEMBER, 1972 

TOTAL ARRESTS--------------------------

PRINCE GEORGE'S COUNTY 
RESIDENTS ARRESTED---------------------

NON-RESIDENTS 
ARRESTED-------------------------------

D.C------------------------------­
MARYLJ1_!-TD-------------------------­
VIRGINIA-------------------------­
OTHER-----------------------------

TOTA!J NON-RESIDENTS---------------
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TO'l'AL 

819 

662 

157 

83* 
1'4 

1 
59 
157 

PERCENT 

(100%) 

( 81%) 

(19%) 



.--, 
1 

VI. LIMITATIONS 
, 

, 
In an analysis of this kind, in which a complex problem is 
examined through t~G use of statistics limitod in scope, it 
is essential that l'imitations which must be made on conclusions 
drawn during. the ar,~lysis be specifically discussed. 

The data which formed the basis f·or this report was compiled 
by the Police Departments of Prince George's and Montgomery 
Counties. The data consisted of repor·ts 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 ~arcotics offenses, but were availnble for a longer 
periQd, from 1970 to September 1972. Therefore, it was 
possible to produce comparisons for the Montgomery County 
statistics for a three year period, JRnuary through September. 

It must be emphasized thai: this is a study ' ..... hich 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, hm.;ever, does not make the 
statistics any less subject to kpown and unknown .vc.friabJ.es 
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 bocomes much smaller when arrest data is 
relied upon. Furthermore, it is not Cl 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 analisis of Such data~- ~nd' in th~ 
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 Clrea juris­
dictio~5 on the residences of arrested persons. And since 
an ) .... nterjurisdictional crime problem exists, and it must be 
~~amined and addressed, this source of data was used in the 

,/ report. 

Furthermore, it'should not be assumed that the statements made 
on interjurisdictlonal 'crime affect the entire area of the 
suburban Counties equally. Interjurisdictional crime is felt 
by the suburban Counties primarily within the Beltway, and its 
most severe impact is experienced along the boundary between 
the District of Columbia and suburban Maryland Counties. The 
appendices contain charts \\Thich relate the interj urisdictional 
crime which is experienced in Prince George (s cmd Montgomery 
Counties to the portions of the District of Columbia--N.E., S.R., 
S . IV. , and N. W. -- which are adj acent to them. 
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~ho~ld ~ounty statistics become available on a regular basis 
~nd1cat1ng the portions of the Counties in which crime occur~ 

y small areas ~ and tl;e relationship of those crimes to perso;,s 
arreste~ (ShOW.tHy res 1dences of those persons), then it will ' 
be Po~s1ble ~o mQ~e ~om~ s~ecific statements about the Clctual 
10cat10n of 1n~erJur1sd1ct10nal crime problems in suburban 
~arYland. ~nt11 such a capability is d~veloped, however, that 

nowledge w1ll be absent from research on the problem. 

~ut~re exaI!lina~~ons of the problem, _ t~ercfore, should attenlpt 
,0 ;arn the px~mary target areas or 1nterjurisdictional crime 
1n t"l~ ~ub1.lrba!l c?mrnu~itie:s by developing thj s statisti~al­
capab:;.lJ.ty and uS1ng 1t. '1'his examination can begin however 
onl~ 1f the local police agencies include in their r~ports oi' 
res1d~nces of arrested persons, a further breakdown of ~he . 
10catJ.on of 'the crimes attributed to arrested persons. 

Another future examination should concern the relationship 
betw~en la~d use and interjurisdictional crime, and crime in 
geneJ.al. wh1ch a~tempts to categorize the specific kinds of 
c(:)1nm~r<?1al, res1dential and other land uses which are primaril 
Vl.ct1nuzed b~ the interjurisdictional crimi.nal, (SeE! Appendix) ~ 
Onl~ whe~ t~1s.1e,:,el of analysis can be applied to the problem 
of 1nterJur1sd1ct1onal crime will local law enforcement agencies 
be p~ope~ly equipped to address the problem through the 
app11cat10n of manpower and resources. 
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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 
study revealed that a significant number of the persons arrested for 
index crimes in the two counties, as well as persons being processeJ 
through the court system for those crimes, or being held in detention 
centers in the two counties, were non-residents of the county in \-1hich 
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 Crime Survey Eval­
uating the Extent of Armed Robberies Committed in the Washington Hetro­
Eolitan 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 cOl~1itting 
crimes in their jurisdic~ions 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 sensei 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. Ot.hers, 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 Survoy, 
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-resid€nt offenders 
arrested in those areas were found '1:0 be generally residents of the larger 
political entity of Virginia. Far fewer r,on-residents arrested in the 
Northern Virginia jurisdictions are residents of the District of Columbia 
than was -to be the cas e in the Mary land Suburban counties. 

. The SUEP~~ment findings indicated that in Montgomery County, approx-
lmately one-tnlrd of the persons aT"I;""ested for robbery het.ween January 1 
and August 31, 1971 were non-residents of l-loni.:gorr:ery County. In Nontgm~("!ry 
County,44Zi of the offenders arrested for armed robbery during the period 
from Jpne through August, 1971 were non-resident.s. 



-,-

In Prince Georgn' s County, [Iistrict of Col umbia residonts arrested 
for robbe~y accounted for approxir~telY 5~% of tho,total ofron~ers 
arrested 1.n the county for that Cl:1.me dur1.ng the s 1.X month per1.od 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 persons 
for robbery in that county were non-residents. Most recent statistics 
from Prince George's County show that during the seven month period from 
October 1971 through April of 1972, 70% of the persons arrested for 
robbery in that jurisdictivn were residents of the District of Columbia. • 

These statistics would indicate that while Montgomery County 
experienced a slight decrease in interjurisdictional robberies during 
the past year, Prince George's county experienced a 14% increase in 
interjurisdictional robberies during a year per.iod from April 1971 to 
April 1972. It is also significant to note that the Princo George's 
County statistics include only District of Columbia residents, and do 
not include other non-residents who also may have been arrested during 
the same period. 

A direct correlation has been suggested as an explcJ.nation for the 
rise in interjurisdictional crime in 81e suburbcJ.n jurisdictions and a 
corresponding fall in crime in the District of Columbia. 'rhe IIMercury 
theoryll has been proposed which states that the pressure applied tm<lard 
crime reduction in the District of Columbia forces crimincJ.l elements to 
seek targets for their criminal activity outside of the city, in the 
suburban metropolitan area. 

Due to Federal and other efforts, crime in the District has been 
significantly reduced, and yet crime in the suburban areas, particularly 
in those areas already proven subject to the impact of the interjuris­
dictional offender, has continued to increase. A direct relationship 
between the two, however, is difficult to prove. The increase in crime 

t 

in the suburbs could be part of a general rise in crime rates in ·those 
areas, independent of the level of crime in the District of Columbia, 
or the entire metropolitan area could be experiencing an overall crime 
r~se, in spite of successful reduction efforts in individual jurisdictions. 
Those arrested in the suburban counties who are District residents could 
be experienced criminals avoiding the risks present to corrmlitting crimes 
,in the District by seeking easier targets in the suburbs, or could be '\ 
first offenders, uninfluenced by the risks present in the District and 
merely residing in proximity to the suburban target areas, replete with • 
easily accessible drive-up stores, drive-in banks, and high speed entry 
and exit routes. 

Indeed, in the Region IV Crime Survey the res idence"'· of offenders, if 
they were residents of the District of Columbia, ,';as broken down further 
into their place of residence within the Distric"t of Columbia--Northwest, 
Northeast, southeast, and Southwest. The correlation between the residence 
of offenders in these particular subdivisions, and the arrest: occurance 
in 81e county adjacent to that subdivision of the District is important. 
For instance, of the District of Columbia residents arrested in Hontgomery 
County for all index crimes during l,pril, Nay and June of 1971, 44 in 
number, 25 were residents of Northwest Washington, adjacent to Montgomery 
County, 7 were residents of Northeast Washington, none were residents of 
southwest Washington, and only 5 were residents of. Southeast Washington, 
and 7 were of unknm-lll residence. Of the Distri.ct of Columbia resic1ents 
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arrested in Prince G~orge's County for all index offenses during the 
same,three month per~od, 115 in all, 22 were residents of Northwest 
Wash~ng~on, but 80 ~ere residents of Northeast or Southeast Washington 
both adJacent to Pr1.nce George's County. One was a resident of Southw~st 
a?d,12 were of,un~nown r~side~ce. This trend repeats itself in all 
~~~1.l~ble sta~1.st1.~S on,1.n~er~urisdictional offenders. On th~ basic Gf 
,~: 7nformat1.~n~ 1.nterJur1.sd~ctional crime is caused in part by acces~· 

S7b1.l1.tY,of cr1.m1.nal e~ements to suburban targets! as much as by the n~\~ 
r1.sks ,,:,h1.ch have been ~mposed to committing crimes in the District of 
Columb1.a. 

One way to arrive at the mercury theory as a plausible explancJ.tion 
for the level of interjurisdictional crime in the suburban jurisdictions 
is to examine the decreases in District crime and relate that decrease 
to ~_corresponding in~rease in the suburban jurisdictions. During the 
e~b"r:~ year of 1971, 1.n the crime of robbery, the number of reported 
D1.str1.ct of Columbia robberies decreased by 594 incidents. On the other 
~and, suburban reporte~ robberies increased by 8Y5 incidents, an overall 
~n~rease of 301 robbe~~es for the Washington metropolitan area for that 
cr~me. However, ,va~y1.~g ~ates of interjurisdictional robbery for each 
of the(:3subur~an Jur1.sd1.ct1.ons has an impact in deter.mining how much of 
the ~v_r~ll 1.ncrease ~an be,attributed to local offenders and how much 
to D1.str~ct of Columb1.a re:1.dents. If the average interjurisdictional 
robbery rates (by D.C. res1.dents only) for Nontgomery County Prince 
George's countY,and Northern Virginia are applied to the inc~eases in 
reported robberles for those j~risdictions, District of Columbia residents 
could ~e expected to have ~om~1l.t~ed, approx.i~ately 576 of the reported 
.:r;:-obber~es ~f the suburban Jur1.sd~ct1.ons dUY.'1.ng 1971. Since the decrccJ.se 
~n that cr~me experienced in the District curing 1971 was 594 incidents, 
a rough ~arallel could be drawn between the two figures. Nevertheless, 
there eX1.sts no completely reliable proof for the IImercury thoory". 

The,fact remai~s, however, that interjurisdictional crime is a 
problem 1.n metr~polJ_ tan Washington, and deserves the kind of attention 
~hat,has been g1ven ~o other equivalent problems affecting the criminal 
~US~1.Ce; s~stem., It 1.S a problem shared by all metropolitan area 
Ju~~sd~ct1.ons, 1.n greater or lesser degrees. In some jurisdictions like 
Pr1.nce ~eorgers Co~nt~, interjurisdictional crime has reached alarming 
proport~ons. The 1.nc~dents of one of the most serious of all crilnes 
robbery, have ~ncrease~ greatly due to crimes of that type attributable 
't--o the non-res~dent of .Lender. Whether the "mercury theory" is valid or 
n~t, the; problem exists of law enforcement's lack of capability i~ dealing 

"~~th cr1.me that does not heed political boundaries. Most probably there 
"' 1.S mo.:r;:-e than o~e factor involved in criminal mobility, or in increases 

·of cr1.~e: ~omm~tted by non-residents--one factor would certainly be 
acces~1.~1.l1.ty I anothe~ \'lOuld be the increasing pressure of law enforcement 
on,cr~m~nal ele~ents 1.n the District of Columbia, and there are probably 
st1.ll others wh1.ch have not yet been identified. The fact remains thcJ.t 
~ large,amount of crime,experienced in the Washington metropolitan area 
~s comrn1.tted by non-res 7dents of the arresting jurisdiction, that a large 
nurnbe~ of ~hose non-resldents arc"'! residents of the District of Columbia 
th~t 1.n sp1.te ~f success~ul ~rime reduction efforts in the District, ' 
cr1.me has cont1.nued to r 7se l~ the surrounding metropolitan Huburban 
area, and that the rel.:ttJ.onshJ,F"'s beb','2cn J).is tricl ~nd subt.l."b.m crim~' 011 

one hand, and between location of crimes and residences of offenders on 
the ~the~ han~! ha~e not ~eceivcd the kind of continuing focus and 
ex~n1l.nat1.on \\'n~ch, ~s :c~gturcd for an att(~mpted solution to the problQl~lS 
\\'h1.ch those relat1.onshJ..ps presc:mt to law en£orcen~cnt. 
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At the present time, a need exists for the rosearch and analysis 
of specific law enforcement and criminal' justice $ystem problems such 
as the inte~ju~isdictional crime problem, or a further ~nalysis of the 
relationship Which appears to exist beb'leen interj-urisdiction~l crime' 
committed by residents of the District of Columbia ~n4 heroin addiction. 
Such research and a~qlysif; pf specific problems m-ust precede any sound 
criminal justice planpi~g or the development of successful solutions. 
Further study m-us.t p.e -updertqken in regard to the interjurisdictional 
crime problem, patterns and trends must be elucioated from data whil:::h 
is available or can be -\TIa4e aVailable, and such study must take plac.e 
on a long-term, ongoing b~sis t, and provided to those metropolitan a,rea 
officials who are in pee<f of such information in the execution of their 
criminal justice planning +e~ponsibilities. 

lt is now an undeniable fact that the Metropolitan Washington 
area is a region composed of many different j qrisdicti(;n~s, but sharing 
many canunon problems'. Th,is metropolitan area,. in terms of cJ,:"ime, is 
clearly a single region compo~ed of many political subdivisions which 
experience the impact of crime jointly. l~ny successful solu'cion i:o ·the 
overall metropolitap C\rea cri.me rise must be a solution jointly planned 
by all metropoli ta,n. areq j\l.+i.s.dictions, with the assistance of reliable 
statistical and research .i.ntorm.at.:i.on prepared fO.r the given proble~. 
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