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This mlcmlcha ‘was produced from documents reczived for |
inclusion in the NCIRS data base. Since NCIRS cannot OXOI’CISG"

- control over the physical condition of the decuments submitted,

the individual frame quality will vary The rasolutmn chart on.
this frame may be used tn evaluate the documnt quallty.
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Expand Mounted Patrol. :
St. Louis Metropolitan Police Department
1200 Clark Avenue ;

St. LOULS, MO 63103

Re Expand Mounted Patrol
S-MP31-72-dl :
S-MPI1-73-dl
Fmal Evaluauon Report

Dear Major Moran

Enclo sed please find the final evaluation report for the above referenced
- project for the current award period. Your résponse to the ‘report, in
lettel form, is requested within the next two weeks. If the report con-

- tains recommendations relatmor to modifications of the progect your .
reply should give speeific cons1derat10n to them, indicating for each how
it will be implemented or why it should be changed or dropped. ' During

 the week following the receipt of your repl+.a decision will be made by the

~Impact Program regarding comphance with” the recommendauons. N

Spec1f1c questlons relating to the report may be d1rected to the Evaluatmn
Analyst listed below. Your cooperatlon and ass1stance are apprec1ated ’

 Sincerely,

’ "“F‘oy;d t)fR { @ﬂzg

Executwe Du‘ector

= ‘StanfSchim'erma‘n B

Ba.rry Wclsmautle, Cluef Eugcne Camp

<L: U.c.,Q 6-_'2-&. SR S"b L:i-u.t_(, “
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R Grant Award:

'Major Moran St 'Louis o

Project Director:
el e ~Metropohtan Pohce Dept.
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Stan Schimerman,
Evaluation Analyst

~ Prepared By:

Col Theodore E McNeal r
‘ B e , ‘ Pre51dent Board of Police
™ LM " R Cornmissmners

| , Authorized Official:

o SCOPE OF EVALUATION

i_k._*This evaluation of the, Mounted Patrol Unit focuses on the effectiveness of the pro)ect e

: 'v “in (1) patrolling parks and shoppmg areas not prev1ously patrolled m this manner, -

(2) contr:butmg to the reduction of crime in the patrolled areas, and . {3) encouraging o
" more people to use the patrolled parks and shopping areas. The results of the evaluation °
. are based upon (1) analysis of deployment records kept by project personnel (2) analysm i
. of crime statistics for the ‘patrolled areas, (3) available park usage data and (4) the

. findings df a publlc awareness- survey conducted for the pro;ect

e SUMMARY OF BACI\GROUND INPORMATION

; Phase I of the Mounted Patrol pro;ect was funded for $65 000 (Pederal share) for the period
5 from October 1, 1972 to TJuly 31,1973, PhaseII, Iunded for $107,855, (Federal share) is-
: ,'scheduled to terminate September 30 1974 . The St.. Louis Metropohtan Police. Department'

.. Mounted Patrol Unit was formed in April, 1971 with patrols instituted mainly in Forest Park.
. Receipt of the Phase I funds permitted expansion of the patrols to a number of additionai i

_ J’_”'parks and’ shopping areas, and extensmn of the 10 a.m. to 6 p.m. patrol hours to'the

- 12-bour period from 10 a. m, tO 10 D m. The areas to which the additional patrols were i
. deployed were: e

. (1) Carondelet Park (2) OFallon Park (3) Fairgrounds Park (4) Riverfront Arca (Arch and

v__f(S) ‘Tower Grove Park (6) Chain of Rocks Park N Lol Courthouse)
-;:“__,"(7) Chcrokee Shopping Center (8) ‘Baden Shopping Center (9) Downtown Area =

5 L;',SUMMARY or EVALUATIVE FINDINGS

REGION B | '_

- Al. For the period from November 30 1972 to March 31 1974 the Mounted Patrol has
n provided the parks and’ shopping centers w1th 1, 836 man-hours of patrol durmg the
evening hours from 6 to 10 p.me. ~ : ) , , o

ta, .
)

2. Shortages in volunteer manpower for the overtime evening patrols have been the

main causeof dev1atlons from planned deployment but the overall deviation has not

 been substantial.
to lack of available manpower.,

Approximately 65 percent of the deployment deficiency has been due

\ 3.k During the evemng hours the mounted patrols have increased the police pre—-- |
. sence, in. the areas they patrol, from two to ten times when compared to the levels
.of car patrols also operatmg in those areas. = L :

»

4' »4. Mounted Patrol personnel performed the followmg services durmg evening hours
. - for the perlod November 20 1972 through March 1974: v -

‘Buildmg checks' 1546 ‘
Unoccupied car checks: 2129
.Occupied car checks: 2147 -
Pedestrian checks: 7993
Business interviews: 747
e'fAssmting motorists: 366
Field Interrogation Reports 5949 S oy .
Other incidents: 460 ' s SR St .
‘Calls for service: 504 RIS A

L

g‘o“wo ° f,é @ o,o"o o

‘ "5. Pewer than 40 arrests were made by mounted patrolmen durmg the hours and months
= under study, although they probably assisted car patrol officers in many additional
arrests { a mounted officer cannot conveniently convey an arrested individual to
' "Headquarters sO a patrol vehicle is often called in to handle arrests)

6 Crlme stat1st1cs for Forest Park show that serious crime was cut almost in half when

the pre—Impact pro;ect mounted patrols were implemented by the Police Department. No
- such results were apparent for the additional parks and shopping areas covered under the

: Impact pro;ect .

>7. Results of a survey of the public in the patrolled parks and shoppmg areas 1ndicate

~ that most people are aware of the presence of the patrols and feel more secure from crime

fbecause of them. Almost every survey respondent 1nd1cated a de31re to see the patrols

i continued o

.8.’: No comprehensive figures on park attendance are maintcined by park officials but

-limited data for certain activ1t1es in the patrolled parks (e.g., golf course usage at

f Forest Park) do not suggest that the patrols have helped 1ncrease attendance. except

_.pas sibly at 1’he Rlve. imnt area e




) ‘RECOM MBNDATIONS

D The problem of shortages in overtime manpower should be corrected

: 2 A plan indicatmg alternatlve ways in which the Expanded Mounted Patrol
’ might be Continued after the termination of Impact funding should be developed

N

%

. in addition to those already in Fore st Park:

'EVALUATION; EXPAND MOUNTED PATROL

I.. Introduction

The St. Lcuis Metropolitan Police Department established the Mounted Pa_trol

L]

Unit in April, 1971 by implementing mounted patrols in Forest Park. Mounted Patrol

"ciffers several'desirable advantages over other forms of patrol in certain are‘as.
Ohe impcjrta'nt advanta‘ge is ’the officer's rin‘creased mobility and ability to reach areas
not easily a"cce’ssible on foot or by carrf The mounted patrolman is also more visible
to the public, which may; result in a greater feeling of security for citizens, and a
reduction in crimei.' : f‘inally, mounted patrols have the ability to handle large groups
cf-peop,ie, and function well in improving police-Community relations.‘

- On Novemher 20, 1972_ the Mounted Patrol Unit was expanded through Impact

funds. This funding permitted patrols in the following parks and shopping areas,

R §)
(2)
(3)

(4)

(5)
(6)
(7)

(8)

‘(9)

Downtown Area (shops)

Cherokee Shopping Center

Baden Shopping Center '

Tower Grove Park

Riverfront Area (park)

Chain of Rocks Park

Fairgrounds Park . .

O'Fallen Park I "
Carondelet Park '

it e e e o - iy

S B

. ,Without Impact funds, expansion to the above areas kwould not have been possible,
o exXcept at the expenSe of decreased patrols in other areas, The ,Impact funds were

‘vused to permitekisting mounted pe’rsonnel to WOrkk On an overtime basis,' ',

'.l‘he regular patrol hours for the Mounted Patrol Unit were 10 a.m. to 6 p. m., .

~with patrols deployed every day except Sunday in the- shoppmg areas, and daily
‘ vin the perks. The overt‘ime patrolswere deploye,d, on the same days from 6 to
' -'*'10 p. m. in the evening. Thes‘ef hours were designatod hyxthe projeCt staff as

o ;k"Impact hours" .,,The data discussed below are primarily based on this time period. e



‘ This evaluatlon addresses‘itselfto the three specific ohjeotives out‘lined‘
by the project in the Phase II grant,a'pplication. Those .objecti\res, and corresponding:’
evaluat*onumeasures employed, were: |

Oblectlve 1: Provide mounted patrolk‘kof parks and certain shopping areas not‘
preylously patrolled in this rhanner. |

’ Mevasu'res for Objective 1: Deployrnent information, presence of other patrols

+ in Mountechatrol areas, incidents processed by mounted,patrolmen, and deviations

" from planned deployment.

ObjeCtive 2: Reduce index crimes and other crimes in the patrolled areas.

“Measures for Objective 2: Crime statistics., '

Objecti{/e 3: Increase the level of security of the parks and Riverfront and
encourage more peopleto use them,

- Measures for Objective 3: Mounted Patrol Survey results, and available park

-
Ve
C e

usage data.

B

’II.’ MOunted v’Patrol Activities
A’, Degylc’xment
| Tab1e~ I ‘summarizes the manpower deployment for the Mounted Patrol during
Impact hours (6 to 10 cp.,vm.) for‘th'e‘ period from November 20, 1972 through,March',
1974 As may be seen from the table, shoppmg area patrols ran mainly from
§ December to May, and park Datrols ’mainly from May to November. The dates
~selected each year for the operatlon of patrols in the parks and in the shoppmg
: 'dlstrlcts depend on the weather. ‘Note that the Rlverfront area,’ although, con51dered
| a 'park, is patro,l}led all year round . o

 With the exceptioh of Fore st Park, ckthe Downtown:Area and the Riverfront |

i Area, where two offlcers are assigned a smgle Mounted Patrol offlcer is usually :

'4’

asslgned to each area durlng the Impact hours. The areas patrollcd by two OfflCCI‘S



« v
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"TABLE I

: , IMPAGT MOUNTED PATROL MANPOWER BY AREA AND MONTH

' ‘(Manhours)
Qe = =1e73- = ' S AT Te Ao TOTLS
» Nov.  Dec, Tan, Feb. ~Mar, Apr. - May . June July “Aug. _Sept. Oct. Now Dez, Jan. Feb. Mar._ '
,'no:wn:c&nArea 0 176 176 200 200 192 a0 .0 o 0 0 0 48 148 216 180 192 1768
Cherokee Shopping o : : o o ~ \
Center 0 48 B8 104 104 96 20 0 0" o o0 0 0 48 104 76 52 740
" Baden Shopping ‘ : ‘ ' o ' ‘ ) ‘ . . : ‘ .
Center 0 e 88 14 lo4 9% 20 0 0 0 0o, 0 0 48 100 "84 32 752
ForestPerk 0 0 0 0 0 0 o 0.0 o o o sz 1z 204 12 22 8%
TowerGrovePark 44 20 0 0 0 0 104 16 120 124 120 120 s 0 0o o 0 85
Riverfront Area ‘@8 224 176 208 200 188 248  228° 248 248 240 240 228 144 208 192 308 3616
Chain of Rocks Park 44 0 O .0 0 o 76 108 120 l24 16 Nz 56 0 o 0 0 756
Fairgrounds Park 4 1 o 0 w0 0 104 108 128 124 120 u2 4 0 0 0 0 792
* O'Fallon Park a4 18 6 0 o0 o 100 us 124 .' 120 16 U6 64 0 0 0 0 ‘908
Carondelet Park . : © 6 o o o o 14 U6 128 nms U U6 60 o o 0 ¢ 756
TOTALS R T SR S TS T ST R 7 T 792 B66 856 828 816 736 T R TV R T TR T TS




%

account for 53 percent of the overtime man-ho(:rs’ accumulated through March, 1974,

The data for the parks pafrols, ei;cluding November, 1972, since patrols didk

- not begin until late that month, indiCate that an average of 723' man-hours of patrol
were fielded each month. | In the warmer months of May to Noverr.lber, the monthly
totéls run highér than the average, while in other months they often fall sub-
stantially below the average. Of course, there is‘nriuch more éf a need for park
patrols durihg the warm weather since these are the fnohths most people visit the
parks.

Table I1 vpr»esents’ de{viations from planned manpower deployment levels by
cause and month for both parks and shopping cénters. Clearly, the totals by month
indicate fewer hours have been lcs t during the summer months., The hours bst to

“bad weather", "officer‘injured oﬁ d‘uty"‘ . "equipment repairs", and " office‘r ill"

did not seriously affect the manpower deployments. The 276 man-hours lost in
ﬁiese wayé repregént about 35 percent of the deployment‘deficiencﬂz. 504 man—hours

. were ldsé to é "shortage of available manpower"”, the category containing the bulk
of thé deployment deficiency, Althoug‘h the’ manpower shortage has been increasing‘

‘recently, ‘the deficiency total represents only about four percent of the plahned

- totalymanpower fof the period froxﬁ the implementation of the project through March,

1974.

B.j Présence of Other ‘Policre Patrols
- The manpower figures‘prese'nted in the pre,viouks‘sekc’:tion give no indication
of the extent toyvhich t‘:hekpolice‘ presence ih pe':troiiéd areas'was increased as a
resulf of the Mounted Pét,rol perect. "I,'hiys is a diffiéhlt 'probilem to address since

the deployment patterns of other types of police patrols have varied with time.

-
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TABLE 11

DEVIATIONS FROM PLANNED DEPLOYMENT BY CAUSE AND MONTH FOR ALL AREAS*!

3
KA

(Manhours Lost)

N Veon1972en® , mmmam - 1973-= et ¥ 1974~ *
Nov, Dec., Jan. Feb., Mar, Apr, May. - June - July Aug. Sept, Oct, ~Nov. Dec. Jan, Feb, Mar. TOTALS
No Mankpcwer v ’ X ) .
- Avafizble 0 8 . 16 4 0 0 0 0 4 8 4 24 152 72 20 56 136 S04
 Offteer I 0 4 4 4 16 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 32
_Equipment : . :
. Repalrs 0 - 86 0 - 0 0. 0 4 12 4 0 5 4 0 0 0 0 0 84
_ Ofticer Injured 0 o 0 0 0 4 0o 4 0 4 0 0 o- o 4 0 0 16
. ' Bad Weather 0 0 144 0 0 0 ) o 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 144
b -
i IOTALS 0 68 164 _ 8 16 4 8 12 8 28 152 72 24 56 136 780

3l

#1 Does not tnclude data for Sundays.

‘e

v



o An :estl_r'nate of the noném'ounted,patrol streng'th in the areaks’cover’ed:by mounted
patrols“.vas’obtained from an analysis of the cit‘;y's’car patrol beats, The St. Louﬁis,
‘ Police Department maintains "beat maps" which indicate how the cnty is broLen
up lnto areas of pohce patrol Assuming that a patrol unit spends an equal amount
of time in all parts of its beat,“ one can estimate car patrol hours in the parks and k
shoppind centers by determining \'Nhatv fraction of the beat's area is covered kby t}hesek
are‘as;. ' | | |
| l‘igure .I’ presents a map ¢f’ the car beats which include’areas patrolled by the
Mounted Patrol. All parks and shopping areas are shown except for the Downtown
‘i\rea. 'l‘he a‘reas; marked by d‘iagonal lineskare ‘the car beats which cover the parks
5 and ’vshOpplng centers of interest. One of these areas, d0wntown, is also covered
’by, l’oot patrols. This area will be Vdiscussedrla}ter;
’fl‘,able' III:pre sents rthe estimated car patrol h_onrs,. and_ 'average rnounted patrol
"~ hours, invff-the M'o’tinted Patrol areas during Impact hours. As snggested above, -
vth'e’se’,est'flmates Were ohtained\by determining the fraction of each beat ,‘areai covered
by‘a Mounted*Patrol area, summing a’croSs all beats which include parts of the
area, and mu1t1p1y1ng the total by four hours the length of the dally overtlme
| patrolf operatlon.. The rlght hand column of the table 1nd1cates the relatlve increase

. in police presence due to the addltlon of the mounted patrols. The increa ses range

m*'from l 8 for Porest Park ‘to 10 0 for the Baden Shoppmg area and O Fallon Park

-’;‘Although Porest Parl;‘and the ,Rlverfro‘nt, area are patrolled ,by two' mounted offlcers |
 each d,nrlngillmpact'h‘ours; the relative increases in_‘police presence in these areas

' wefe-a'mong' the ~‘srna'11est‘ of the group. As [ikndicated‘earlieri,'the,DowntOWn' shoppin§ g

el ‘ar'_ea‘has",been"ciOVered by foot patrblrnen a s—wén as patrol cars. “Because data on

N the;foot' pa\tro‘ll'nde ployments were not at hand, it was not possible to estimate the.
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DAILY PRESENCE OF CAR PATROLS IN MOUNTED PATROL AREAS*

. "E'

PATROLL’ED AREA

CAR

__PATROL HOURS

AVERAGE MOUNTED = RELATIVE INCREASE IN

PATROL HOURS _ POLICE PRESENCE

Cherokee Shopping
‘Center -

Ba den Shopping
Cernter

' Forest Park
Tower Grove Park

Riverfront Ar‘ea

- Chaln of Rocks Park

| ,'Pairgrounds Park
' O'Fallon Park

. Carondelet Park.

2.0 ‘

0.4
,.;.4
2.0

0.2
"71‘.‘6 |
0.4

1.2

1.0

. 4.0

8.0

4.0

8.0

4,0

4.0

4.0

‘4.0

2.0

10.0
1.8
2.0
2’.‘5"
2.0

2.5

10.0

% Al areays‘ but downtown,

3

. other police services.

- relative increase in police presence due to mounted patrols for the Downtown area.

The magnitude of the 'increase, however, was almost certainly smaller than that for -
the other areas covered by the Mountcd Patrol Unit,

C Servu:es Rendcrcd By Thc Mountcd Patrol Unit ‘

Table'IV summarizes the bas1c' police services performed b'y‘project

personnel durmg Impact hours, from the mception of patrols through March, 1974

based on project records. While few arrests have been made during these evemng

patrols (Eewer than 40), the 21, 841 incidents handled indicates a hi'gh level of project

~ activity, The small number of arrests is probably due to the reduced numbers of

people visiting the areas in the evening hours.

Bdilding,y car and pedestrian checks are routine investigations performed by the

officers to insure the security of buildings and autompbiles, as well as that of the

visiting public. Business interviews represent contacts with businessmen in and

around the patrolled areas to insure that the businessmen are satisfied with the police

- patrols, and to suggest ways to upgrade their existing security.k As would be expected,

— ’the ma_]ority of the busmess mterV1ews are performed in the Shopplng areas.

FIRs, or Field Interrogation Reports, are reports on persons who the officer feels

’may have, or possxbly will, commit an offense in the area. These reports are
forwarded to the Police Department where they are used in investigations of crimes
1in the patrolled areas. The "other" incidents shown in Table IV include assisting

-other officers, handling disturbances, investigating complaints and miscellaneous L

"Calls for service" are basically incidents to which the

mounted officers-are radio dispatched by the police communications center. These

incidents are similar in naturc to those listed above, but are often more serious.

Bowy

%" S



Cut

" el o mesn |
JomL INCIDENTS ,HANDLED BY MOUNTED PATROLMEN DURING IMPACT HOURS )
- | Ceaséd on'Data from Nov. 20, 1972 thrpuéh March, 1974) - |
L ‘ , ' ; ‘ - ;
) Bullding . Unbccupled Occupied' k Fedestrian Buslnes’s' . Assist Calls - ;
’ ‘ Checks __ Car Checks Car Checks ,Checks_ Interviews Motoﬂsts‘ FIR Other For Service fIOTALS
(bmtw”rea‘" .l s 377 290 272 1128 239 80 V ;8’23 BV s 3378
Cherokee Shopping Center 147  12,5 120 484 125 7 336 o 52 s 1431
Baden Shopping Center 181 . 124 85 ,'535 o 128 w43 37 s 1614
' Forest Park [ R s o1 ma ©20 8 233 s s 1031
;I'owerGrove‘Park B a1 o s 2 o : ez 3 o s4 1877.
*,Rmerfrgm:ea i R R -~ 730 Ca2s12 187 142 1787 92 133 6595
Chatn of Rocks Park - 26 R TT: 65 s 18 6 . aal y. .20 S35 1453
 Fatrgrounds Park . s4 e e sa 23 9 . an2 Loz e 1311
OFallon'Park ., 166 138 o188 s02 4 17 . a3 22 w1l
. Carondelet Park S m e 242 ' 757,5' : SR TR T I a e 1600
momes TS Tt R ¥ 2T 7V A T T T 7 R R TTY



e ‘II:I.' CRIME IN THE PATROLLED AREAS T S T e T T T e R | TABLL v
Tables V VI and VII prescnt the annual cnme totals by crime type for the O ; Sy | S o CRIME IN PATROLLED PARKS F’XCLUDING FOREST PA RK
‘years 1971 through 1974 durmg the months of Impact patrol for the patrolled parks and e . NI AR > ' i »' ' | (Time Period: Ma y-N ovember, inclusive)
o shoppmg areas. Forest Park has been shown separately from the other parks because B R CRIME TYPE o - 1971 ' ‘ 7 1972% k 197a%
'the ;Impact patrols operate durmg dl_fferent,monthsjthere. ‘The shoppmgarea crime " o _PART_I ' o ' ’ 148 7 ’ nz 119
 statistics are SIIwal in Table VII, For all the »tables, the categories of "Part I"and = o Index R ‘k o - 90 | ; 74 , 65
"'Index"‘probably presént the most useful cri'me. information, since they include‘ the Person Crimes and , T k : : ;
_ : R - Burglary - o 30 : 28 : 28
i most serious types of 1nc1dents. Surrogates for Impact crimes are ’Person Crlmes : . : k S : : S
o . Homicide , 0 1 . 2
"fand Burglary or " Robbery and Burglary dependmg on the 1nformat10n requxred P | ) RS ' | ,
| Rape B S 9 o 6 e 2
: It is not really possible to determme rehably whether or not the,Mounted,Patrol Unit ‘ i ’ ‘ ' e o ,
: SRR : S e Lo - S L Aggravated Assault : S | : 5 : 2

 has had an ‘impact on the number of ,crimes o'ccu’ring in the target areas. Several k ‘
Robbery and

factors beyond the control of cvaluators comphcate the problem. First, the ! R o k‘Bu‘rglar Yo 20 s 16 | 22

i ".stat1st1cs avallable represent»only reported crime. No procedure or data were - Robber y . L ‘,14 S | ' | IZ ‘_ 12
; avallable to determme the fract1on of total crime bcmg reported or how th1s m1ght have . I ‘ ) ‘Burglar Yy S .’ e o 6 ~ 4 3 , . 10
changed with t1me". | This is a part1cular1y 1mportant con51derat10n for this prOJect | ) Auto Theft. B ‘ | a0 o ~ 22 , 23

. since the ’p‘resence of the Mounted Patrol Unit may have contributed to an increase in the , - Lar Coe,nY‘ (over §50) 1 : 20 R | , ’24 ' | 14
'reporting rate, Second, the cr1me figures presented in the tables are for a full Other. . : - | 58 E - 43 ’ 54

24 hour period. So few crimes occur in the patrolled areas during the Impact hours that it SR ‘ , o
et » o % Sae ity o 2T ‘ | * Years in which patrols operated.
wouldnot be fair to judge the project interms of these hours. alone; also, the patrols operat_ef ' ‘ :
fox elght non-Impact hours, m add1t1on to the Impact hours each day However, even
when the 24-hour cr1me totals are used for patrolled areas, the numbers of crtmes , |

i ar e’ ,so small as to ‘preclude rehable measurement of 51gn1f1cant changes in the crime
. rates. For example, the total Part Icrime reported for the patrolled parks, o
o excludmg l‘ orest Park, represents only about thrce tenths of one percent of the k |

city-wlde qut I totals for the pertod under study. Thls should be kept in mmd m ~' |

o rcadmg thc followmg. : ot

s,




e

(Time 'Per\‘l‘od:‘ No‘vembef—Maich, 1nc1us£ve)

* EABLEVI

CRIME IN FOREST PARK

CRIME TYPE -

1971-1972 1972-1973 T573-1974%
PARTI 186 65 : 134 l
 Index 78 4 S 82 |
Person Crimes and 5 ' ;
Burglary 10 14 18
ﬁOmicide 0 0 -0
Rgpe | 0 -3 1
Aggrav’ated'Assault 1 1 3
Robbery and .
B}.}rglary 9 10 14
Robbery 6 6 7
: ',Bur,glary | PR 3 : ‘. 4 ‘ 7
Auto Theft 48 e 34
Larceny (over $50) | 20 8 | 30
Other | 108

44 ' 52

. *Period in which patrols operated.

.y

. TABLE VII

CRIME IN PATROLLED _SHOPPINC DISTRICTS

* (I'ime Perfod: Decémber-MaEch, inclusive)

1972-1973*

CRIME TYPE 1971-1972 1973=1974%*
PAR'I;I 960 983 802 -
Index 479 525 475
Person Crimes and 204 235 249
Burglary '
Homicide 1§ © 2 0
- -Rape 2 4 7
Aggravétecj Assaulf 21 20 12
- Robbery and 180 209 230
Burglary ‘
Robbery 34 40 ; 70}
Burglary | | 146 ;_; 169 16C
Auto Theft 102 101 63
" Larceny (over $50) 173 189 163
Other 481 458 327

* Periods in which patrols operated.
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A drop of 31 Part I crimes was experienced in 1972 in the patmi}i{;? parks : _ ' )
' O IV, PARK USAGE DATA AND SURVEY RESULTS

(excluding Forest Park) during the months of interest, as compared with 1971, v :
The final project objective addressed in the evaluaton of the Mounted Patrol Unit

representing a 20.9 percent decrease. The following year, 1973, the numbexr of ; ; ‘
‘ relates to its ability to reduce the fear of crime and to encourage more people to

reported Part I crimes increased by two, for a 1.7 percent increase. When these
' ' , . ! use the parks. The measures employed were Insed on available park usage data and

percentages are computed relative to city-wide trends, the figures become 20.4 - o ‘ : 7
! the results of a survey of the public made in August, 1973.

percent (decrease) and 2.5 percent (increase)respectively. Relating these changes

.

Park usage data of any sort is available for only two of the seven patrolled parks.

in the incidence of Part I crimes mainly to the presence of the Impact patrols is v ; ‘
‘ No information regaxrding total attendance is kept, but Forest Park has a number of

questionable. . ~ :
‘ activities for which attendance figures are collected; also, available attendance data

For Forest Park, the Part I crime reported also represents less than one percent ;
' for the Arch gives some indication of use of the Riverfront Area, The connection

of the city’-Wide totals for the months of interest (November through March of the ‘ ‘
‘ : : between the available attendance figures and the presence of the Mounted Patrol Unit

years 1971 to 1974). A dramatic 54 percent drop in Part I crimes occurred from the ; ‘
' is a tenuous one at best, although, as indicated below, people generally feel safer

1971 - 1972 period to the 1972 - 1973 period. As may be seen in Table VI, this L R
N ' ‘ , , ' , , ‘because of the patrols. The number of persons attending the activites for which data
change occurred before Impact patrols began but did correspond with the implementation ' '

were available depends on a wide range of factors including how interest in the activity

of the non~-Impact mounted patrols. Afte:r' the Impact patrols began’,’ the number of . . A ; ;
' ~ fluctuated, weather, the number of special programs held, and a host of other variables

réported Part I crimes in the 1973 - 1974 period was 134, which was 28 percent less than : ' .
' : ‘ ' o _ Which probably contribute to changes as much or even more heavily than the presence

“the 1971 - 1972 figure, but 58 percent greater than the 1972 - 1973 figure. v ,
of the Mounted Patrol Unit,

For the patrolled shopping areas the reported Part I crimefrepresented about ~
‘ The St. Louis Department of-Parks maintains monthly attendance figures for the

4 'percent of the city-wide totals for the periods of interest (December through Maxch ; '
' ) ' S _ Jewel Box and the Golf Course, which are both located within Forest Park. Since Impact
for the years 1971 to 1974). Again, it is important to note that this was a small o ' :
: ' ' o e : patrols in Forest Park have operated there since November, 1973, a comparison
fraction of total Part I crime. During the year following the implementation of R B ~ : R ' T
e : ~ ; ~ . i ‘ of attendance figures in these months with those of the corresponding months for-
Impact patrols in the shopping areas, reported Part I crime rose in those areas by x , o ~ | | -
: ' , x . , _ previous years was performed. For the period from November, 1973 through Maxrch, -
an insignificant 2.4 percent as compared to the same period one year before. The = - ' ‘ ' Lo o '
) L , : S 3 , 1974, the attendance at the Jewel Box was 28,456 persons. For the same period one
folloiing year, 1973 - 1974, the change was greater - a 18.4 percent decrease when ‘ ' : IR ST |
S , N ‘ : T : v : year earlier, the attendance was 36, 426 persons, and for the same period two years
compaxed to the 1972 - 1973 period. When recomputed to take into account the B | L ; ‘ o o
SR S R , ' , A L , , carlier, 44,099 persons. Clearly, Jewel Box attendance has dropped significantly
city-wide downward trend of 7.1 percent for the same period, the decrease is 13.1 B R R - ' T Rl
' _ T S e TR e ; _over this period, Table VIII shows attendance figures at the Golf Course for the moaths
”. IRISER | e o : PR ~of November through February of 1970 - 1974.
g ls E - L - . : . ) . : B . . . N : . } \ . e

D R . . N - . PR . L CLevslet e e P e . G G ..,...1.i



i

- R TABLE vm

I8 ATTDNDANCE AT POREST PARK GOLF COURSE :

(November~1’-‘ebruary, lnclusive)

. Tevoqe7 o7i-leyz1972-1973 ______ 1973-1974

7198 7,694 5,560 5,882

Yearly totals for 1971 through 1973 are 73 575 77 975 and 65,086 persons '

| res pectlvely .
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TABLE IX__
ATTENDANCE AT THE ARCH AND OLD COURTHOUSE = 7.
1968 1969 1970 1971 1972 1973
2,019,849 1,393,828 1,385,573 1,534,751 2,613,421 = 3,173,36

'MOUNTED PATROL
FISCAL FINDINGS AND ANALYSIS

The fiscal segment of the audit was conducted by Reese Joiner on April 3

: 1974 Mr Ed Lanwerth and Mr. Jack Wllburn were his points of contact

The following procedures were employed in completlng the fiscal as pect of
this 'revi.ew:'
. 1) The accounting records were examined in detailk. Test‘entries were
traced to original documents .
2) Al Vouchers were examined. "
3) Documents pertaining to expenditures ior salaries,i FICA‘, Pensions,

and Hospita,leMedical were reviewed. This included those documents ccn«-

| stitut'ing obligations.vat March 31, 1974, Three'/"(‘3') full-time persons were
“being paid from grant funds at the tirne of the audit. One was being paid

‘$500 50, whereas the grant authorized $498 00. The other two (2) were

being paid as authorized as were the policemen (on overtime)

.«4)’ Expenditures for Equipment (totalingf$l 692.25 at March 31, 1974)

o were researched Entrles for obhgations (totaiing $9,206. 36) were also

verified particularly the one where a vehicle was ordered

,5) A copy of the consultant's Letter of Agreement was secured and reviewed.

'Payments totaling $3, 750.00 were maderin accordance with terms of this letter ,

i all to Mr. Rs C Loos. In th\e future, formal c‘o‘ntracts should be ‘executed in

accordance with LEAA regulations and billings should indicate dates serv1ces

"—were performed .

kThe accounting system and internal controls of the subgrantec are COI‘loldC‘I‘Cd ‘

adequate to safeguard the assets of the subgrantee checL the accuracy and

| reliability of accounting data, promote opcrational cfficiency, and encourage o

&

o :adherence to prescribed management policies, e

S
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REPORT ON THE MOUNTED PATROL

e e R ‘ P SURVEY OF AUGUST, 1973
R B : : ST. LOUIS HIGH TMPACT I‘VALUAL’TON UNIT
e : :  S-MP11-73

SUMMARY

The survey was conducted as part of an evaluation of the Mounted Patrol
project of the St, Louis High Impact Anti-Crime Program, Four questionnaires
were designed by the High Impact Evaluation Unit, with the advice of a market
research company which assisted in the survey. Approximately 36% of the re-
spondents were interviewed by telephone, with the remainder contacted '"in-
person'. The general target areas were shopping districts and parks, and the
types of people contacted were businessmen in the shopping districts,the
general public in the parks and shopping districts, and residents in neigh-
boring areas of the parks and shopping districts. :

This report provides information on the obJectives, ‘design,; and results
of the survey, as well as the insights gained from studying the completed
questionnaires (284 in total).

]

In geueral, comparing those sampled in the parks to those in the shopping,
areas, the results show that::

: (1) the people 4in the parks and shopping areas appear equally aware
- of the existence of the Mounted.Patrol Unit (about 90% awareness
for both areas). : , [

(2)‘ persons in the parks have more confidence in the potential effec--
tiveness of the Mounted Patrol project. > ,

(3) compared to the shopplng districts, a much higher percentage of
those surveyed in the parks initially learned of the Patrol Unit
from sources other than television, radio , or newspaper (mostly
from actual observation of the patrols).

(4)~;three—fourths of those surveyed felt that the parks and shopping
~districts were safe at certain times, with no significant difference
between the parks and shopping districts.

e . With respect to queStions for which only indirect comparisons between
- the parks and shopping areas could‘be made, the results show that:

(1) Uof those surveyed in the shopping areas, 35 of the 61 respondents (57/),

- "always" or "occasionally" observed the Mounted Patrols; in the
parks, 154 of the 187 respondents @2/0 have observed the Mounted
,Patrol at least once.

- (2) there appears to be no significant trend toward increased usage of
7 of parks or shopping districts.,

(3)L»those‘surveyedfin the parks. and shopping‘districts-felt that robbcry,
: :rape, and burglary‘were the biggest crime problems in those areas.



(4) 100 out of 101 residents in neighboring areas of the parks and
shopping districts felt that Mounted Patrol should be continued

for the following reasons.

©

It allows for a preater feeling of security.
It could reach areas inaccessible by car.

It served as a deterrent to crimey

I.

II.

REPORT ON THE MOUNTED PATROL SURVEY OF AUGUST, 1973

 {nformation.

INTRODUCTION | ' A . | . .

The objective of the Mounted Patrol Project is two fold: 1) to act

_as a deterrent to crime (particularly, robbery and burglary) within cer-

tain target areas, and 2) to improve the mobility and accessiblity of

patfol units in the case that crime does occur in those areas. This

- special unit has beenyconcentrated within those parts of the City of St,

Louis with a high public attraction - namely, parks and shopping districts.

Such sites tend to be only populated during daytime hours, with little or

no occupation at nighttime hours.

To evaluate whether such proposed goals were being met, the Evaluation

.Uhit decided that a survey would be the appropriate device for measuring

the Bublic s view with respect to the effectiveness of the Mounted Patrol
Project. The content of the survey centered around such key points as the

public's awareﬁess of the exlstence of the Project,wtheir personal assess-

ment of the Mounted Patrol Unit, the degree of their own fear of crime as

it relates to the target areas before and after the implementation of the

'Projeet, and their opinions,about what constitutes the biggest problem within

the target areas.
The design of the survey, as well as an analysis of the results, will
be outlined in more detail in subsequent paragraphs.

DESIGN OF THE SURVEY

-

- A professional market_résearch”company“was employed to aid in the

development of the questionnaire, and to actually conduct the survey within

specified areas of the city. - The breakdown,of'each typeiefysurvey willk"

now be discussed and a chart at the end of this section ﬁillesummarize;the

o



A;i,Colors of Survey Forms
There are four separate questionnaires as‘distinguished by color:
white, hlue, green, and yellow.' Each survey color represents the
specific target area, specific type of people surveyed, and the type

of interview.

B. Target Areas

The two major target areas are the parks and shopping districts. -
In particular, attention was given to Baden, Cherokee and Downtown
Shopping Centers; to Forest Park, Carondolet, Fairgrounds, Tower

Grove, O'Fallon, Riverfront and Chain of Rocks Park.

- C. Types of People Surveyed
| Those classes of people that were seleeted as the sample éroupb :

for éach type of suruey were defined in relation to their respective
target.areas; k ‘
1:)' general public - visitlng the parks; ) ;7
2.) businesses ~ within the shopping areas; |
3.) shoppers within the shopping districts; and ;

E %.) residents in neighboring areas of both:the'perks and the

shopping districts.

D. Personal vs. Telephone Interview

Both the personal and the telephone surveys were designed to cover

the two main target areas mentloned previously.

Telephone surveys
accounted for approximately 36% of the sample group;‘consicting solely
of the residents neighboring the parks and the shopping areas. ~The
‘telephone respondent sampleywas selected'on the basis of the City of

St.kLouis Telephone Directory.

"chosen for the personal interviews.

Passers-by‘within each target area were = -

E. Sample SBize

The number of surveys designated to each target area was approxi-

mately equal in number.

structed for the types of people surveyed:

However, disproportionate samples were con~-

427 for the general public

in parks, 127 cach for shoppers and businesses, and 347 for residents

“in neighboring target areas.

The following chart summarizes the. above information.

SUMMARY OF éURVEY INFORMATION

Specific Target [

Color of | General Target | Type of People| Kind of Sample
Survey Area Surveyed Survey Areas Size
. ‘Shopping Businesses Personal [Baden, Cherokee, 31

White District Downtown
Shopping General Public |Personal Baden, Cherokee, 30
Green District Downtown_
' ' Fairgrounds, Riveny-
: front,Chain of Rodks 120
Blue Parks General Public jPersonal |[Forest Park, Car-
‘ ondolet ,Tower
{Grove, 0'Fallon
Parks/Shopping |Residents in All of the fore-
Yellow Districts  |neighboring Telephondgoing parks & 103
' ‘{areas shopping districtyq

TABLE 1




III. RESULTS o - s
| The results of the Mounted Patrol survey will be preSented?in

8eparaté sections, depending on the extent tg which each question could
be analyzed. The first Ségtion willl analyze those’responses for which
tests of significénce can be made. The.statistical method employed for
this purpose was the Chi-Square Contingency Table Test. - For each test,
significancgyor non~-significance is indicated at the 95% confidence level
and appropriéte degrees of freedom. Thebsecond catégory of questions
“does not permit tesfing fqr‘significanCe or even direct comparisons

among each type of survey. This 1s due to the fact that either a com¥
'pariéoﬁ.of the answers‘was ﬁot meaningful, or‘the w0£ding of a question
diq not allow for a direct comparison among surveys. However, such
questions can be 1005e1§ grouped together for the same type 6f‘general
Information, and.compaiisons may be made according to tﬂe general con-—-
text of ébe question. The third section will deal with %hose questions
"for which aﬁédlutely no,comparisons;could(be made;;primérily, those
. fquestdions which were asked in only one §f the surveys.’ Thus, any quanti-
tative analysis for theée questions is limited to tabulatibns of totals.

The general formét for each section will be a statement‘of the

anaiYsis used, two sets'oé figures (raw scores and percentages), and ;

interpretation of the anélysis.

i

TR e by

Ao Significance‘Testing - Comparisoﬁs Between ParRS'and'Shopping Districts - .

7(1) AwaieneSS‘of the Mounted Patrol
| (a) Analysis
| The participants in each survey were’asked if they dere
~ aware of the Mounted fatrol Unit, vThé anélysis which was
" made determinéé ifﬁdﬁnrenéss Qf this Uni;‘relates ﬁo the -

target areas of the P:bJQCt‘—,namely, parks and shpﬁpith“

R

%

centers. Vertically are totals for allithe'possible responsés;‘ 

@

.

horizontally,'the totals fot each target area,

~ AWARENESS OF THE MOUNTED PATROL

Parﬁs Shopping Centers - Totai Percentage
Yes 180 86 266 ‘ 927
No 11 u |2 8y
Total 191 , .97 ‘ 288 100%
Percentage 667 34% 1.007%
TABLE I1

Chi-Square value: 2.84 ~ Not significant

(b) Interpretation

The results show that more than 9 out of 10 persons'
questioned in the parks and shopping centers were aware of
ﬁounted patrols. Further more, there 1s no,significant
'differende in citizen awarene;s of the mounted patrol in
éﬂe parks and shopping centers (94% and 887 respectively).

Contribution to Safety

(a) Anaixsis
This question pertains to the public's veiw of the

degree of safety'which the‘Mounted Patrol can provide to
the ﬁarget area. The analysis will consist of determining

--ﬁhether‘the Unit's contribution to safety is re;ated to
»the,partic&lartaﬁget area where the question ﬁas asked,

. MOUNTED PATROL - CONTRIBUTION TO SAFETY

:Parks : Shopping Centers, Total, Percentage

very much 141 57 . | 108 | 0%

some/nothing | 47

38 1 .85 30%

Total 188 : 95 - |.283 | 100%

Percentage 67 , 337 1007

‘ TABLE IIT

e AL ¢ =



(b) Interpretation

- The results indicate that the target area is a significant .

‘factor in the public s view of the potential effectiveness of

the Mounted Patrol Project. ‘The raw scoreskshow a much higher

City parks. ,

(3) Source of Information
- R

(a) Analysis w“ﬁ A

confidence for the success of the Patrol Unit assigned to the

This particular question deals with the source of infor-

~mationdwhiehcacquainted the. public with the Mounted Patrol

Unit. The following analysis willvcompare'the parks and
shopping centers with reSpect to the types of media which

initially informed those who vere surveyed

PERSONS INITIALLY INFORMED,BY TYPE OF MEDIA

Parks Shopping Centers . Total Percentage

-Newspaper 57 33 90 7 o5y
Radio | 25 | 23 | o4 | 1m
™o |51 31 g2 | '23%

h‘Other N EAE T A T N

Total 234 129 363 | 1007
Percentage| 642 | 36z | 1003
o TABLE v |

Chi-Square value. 7 00 ~ Significant

'(b) Interpretation

The analvsis supports the hypothesis that the respondents L

in the two areas initially became aware of the patrols in

- different ways. A much higher percentage (almost 50/) of those,\lv

: surveyed in the parks knew of’ the Patrol Unit from sources

/T
,/) h.

other than the newspaper, te]evision,‘or radio. The majority

I

L

:- (b) interpretation

of theseppeople reported that their awareness of the‘Mounted

“Patrol was a result of actually observing them within the

parks.: However,‘no‘definite conclusion can be made from the

above in comparing the actual visibility of the Patrol Unit

*in the parks to that in»the shopping centers. By their yery»

nature, people are prone to be outdoors for a lenger period
of time in the parks than in the shopping centers, thus;

haying a greater chance of observing the Patrol Unit.  The

 matter of actual observation,will‘be pursued in further

questions of the suryey.

- (4) Overall Safety in the Area

(a) Analysis

Those surveyed were asked about overall safety in either

the parks or the shopping centers, depending on the particular

%

DEGREE OF SAFETY WITHIN THE TARGET AREA

. _Parks Sh0pping Centers, Total Percentage
Very safe - . | 39 8 la 197
fsafe at certain times| 135 49 g 184 l74%
Not safe at all 13 6 19 7%
l s 187 | 63 250
"Percentage o sy b 251 lioox.
"1“‘ l_l" U s v

'Chi—Square‘value:12;36 - non-significant -

‘The figures support the conclusion that there is no

fl significant differcnee in the public s view of the degree

of nnfcty in the parks and in the hopping centers. Hovaer,

the reliability of this analysis is weakened due to small

»
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numbers in two of thc cells. Another important point is that

three-fourths of those surveyed felt that the parks and

shopping areas were safe at certain times, as opposed to very

safe or not safe at all.

oy

Indirect‘Comparisons~
1) Observation’of Variousk?atrol,Units:

. 'Three,separate.questions were asked in the‘shoppingvdistrict
surveys with reference to’obServation of'types ot‘patrol unitsﬁ
mounted patrol;,car patrol, andhfoot patrol, The resultskhave |
been‘compiled, and‘cOmparisons made in terms of the'frequency i
that each”unit’waS‘observed; The park surveys, however, asked
only about the observation of the mountedapatrol;‘therefore, the

» resultS'have‘heen tahulated‘separatelyay:u
(a) Analysis = Shopping Centers
Both shoppers and businessmen were questioned ahout how
ifrequently‘théy observed various patroliunits,, The results
were as follows: ‘ -
 MOUNTED PATROL FREOUENCY OF OBSERVATION
Mounted -+ Foot - .Car ‘
Patrol Patrol Patrol ‘TOTAL
Aiways. 127' (19.77;) 21 (35%) ' {29 (43.32)-' 62 (34.2%)
" Occastonally |23 (37.72) | 25 (41.67) |23 (38.2%) | 71 (39.20)
 Rarely 8 (13.17)| 7 (11.7%) 7 (1.7%) 22 (2.1
Never 118 (29.50) 1 7 (11.7%) 1 (l.BZ)i' '26 (14 5/)"
 TOTAL 61 (1002) | 60 (1007) 160 toozy | 181 (100/)

: ii average about 27/ of those surveyed seldom observed any type

e s

Al
Nd

| ‘(b)l

 TABLE VI

'Interpretation |

In intcrpreting this table, it is estimate that, on the

: of patrol unit within the shopping areas.

Qf*the 63Apthatl -

()

L4

v

'"often' gaw some kind of police patrol a comparison (computed

by totaling Lhe first two choices for each type of patrol)

' shows that people most often ‘observed the.car patrol (52 of

those surveyed), then the foot patrol (46 of those surveyed),

and finally, the mounted patrol (35 of those surveyed)

(c) Analysis - Parks

Those surveyed in the parks vere only asked whether

‘they had ever seen a mounted patrolman in the park where

they-Were‘questioned. The results‘Werepas follows:

| Yes - 154 (82.3%) ' ‘

| No =~ 33 (17.7%)

(d) Summary
When comparing the vis1bility of the Mounted Patrol in

the parks to that in the shopping districts, one would expect

‘that'the park patrol would be more visible to:the public than

the‘shopping area patrol. Most activities in the parks involve

‘the outdoors whereas many persons in the shopping areas are

indoors for extended periods’of time. This factor, along with

manpower deployment and physical'differences between the two-

areas may explain the differences in public awareneSS'of the

Unit in the two areas (82% awareness in the parks and 57%

: awareness in the shopping areas). The 57% figure is obtained

by dividing the 35 whor"often" saw the Unit by the 6l respon-

_‘dentsyfor‘the Mounted Patrol category (See Table VI).

Fear of Crime

“Certain questions within each survey could be b10cked into
one group with thc conmon aim of obtaining some.: sort of measure

of the fear of crime after the Mountcd Patrol Projcct was implcmontcd;‘
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d7survey and, therefore does not allow for direct comparisons.ff R
‘After the results for each survey have been presented,fa general

,’analysis will be given to. show relative effectiveness."

(a) Results - Yellow Survey (Neighboring areas of parks/
shopping districts)

° :hFrequency of going to the parks and/or shopping centers
| ‘ in their own neighboring areas.’ '
Never - 22 (227) '
Once akmonths— 24 :(24%)
: vMore‘than monthly - 54 (542)
o | Frequencyhof going to parks and/or shdpping centers in
cbmpafisbn to other'members‘in their household:

MOre often than they do - 35 (34/)

vaout the same - 37 (36/)

(X

'“‘fLess often than they do - 22 (20/)
e Fear of " being v1ctimized in neighboring parks and/or
shopping centerS' | ‘ o
Yes - 20 (190 o
No--'85:(817) " Lol

(b) . Results - Blue Survgy (Parks)

:_,However, thc wording of these questions is unique to the particular s

‘i '3 Frequency of going to this park (the one where the person l;

& *was interviewed)
‘.;'1-3 tines - 55 (46/) SAhe e
?iZVMbre than 3 times, less than 10~; 21 (17/)

:°’;10 times or more ~ 44 (37/)

S In comparison to 1ast summer.

lbf‘ More often than last year - 40 (33/)

‘ ;Less often than last year ~ 36 (30/)

| ?Abouc the sane - 43 (37/) o 5,; g
,'Frequency of going to other parks in the City |

7This summer.

P 1—3 times - 42 (35/)

e Hore than 3 less than 10 - 26 (22/)

. (c)

10 times or more — 24 (20/)

~ Never »,28 (374) :
In comparison with last summer:
More than last year - 32.(28%)

"Less than last year - 36‘(3i2)‘”

About the same - 48 (417)

Results - (Shoppers)

v
Ed >

Frequency of going to the shopping districts this year

as compared to last year.

" More this year - 12e(404)v,‘

o ‘iessfthis year - 11 (37%)

About the same - 7‘(232)

Going;to shoppinghareas;’aloné.or‘with"others:

. Alone - 18 (60/)

*,5w1th Others - 12 (40/)

'»'Opinion of businesses about the amount of shopping

Results - White Surveys (Businessmen)

w'activity this year as compared to last year'

iifv’Increaving - 12 (39/)

N

:hi;Decreasing - S (16/)

. fiAbouc thc same i 14 (45/)=f7,iﬂL'7“'



w(e)'llnterpretation

The figures on usage of and attendance at the parks show
no clear trends in either direction.. This interpretation 1's
: enforced by the fact that the number of responses is too
‘small to make any significant conclusions with respect to

increases or decreases. For those who were going to the

parks and/or shopping centers less this year,‘they did so for‘~~

~such reasons as less leisure time, changes in financial status ',

accessibility due to a change in residency, etc., Only a ‘small
: number specifically mentioned safety and/or crime as a major"
: concern.~ | ’
"With reference to'the'public's chOice of thefpark or
shopping district, the deciding factors most: often mentioned
‘were ones of personal preferences, as to the type of faci-

1ities available, and acce531bility, which depended ‘on trans-

Y
.

' portation and residency, Agaln, a very. small number avoided

"l

a particular park or shopping center for’ security reasons.,

(3) Biggest Problem in Target Area‘

- Each survey participant was asked to: name the crime

which he feels is the biggest problem in the parks, shopping ;

centers and the surrounding areas. ‘

(2 fmalysts

“An important consideration which arises when analyzing

:n~; ~this question iu the extent to which the seriousness of the

crime should contribute to the analysis, as. opposed to simple

s‘frequency of crime. This problem was addressed by Heller

"f"and McBwen in The Use Of An Incident Seriousness Inder In

[afThe Dtplovment Of Police Patrol Manpower of January, 1972
«fQ,Their apprnoch was to assign a- scotc" to crimes on the Sl

e
LI .

of the’following components:

° Ertent of injury
e Extent of intimidation, and

e Property information

“Hence,'a number may‘be assigned to a crime which reflects it's

seriousness; The ‘study by Heller and McEwen is based on

‘work .done by Sellin and Wolfgang. Thus, using the Sellin—

Wolfgang crime seriousness index will allow for inclusion

of crime seriOusneSS‘as well as crime frequency in interpre- -

ptation of the‘SUryey results. The Sellin-Wolfgang ranking

of survey results and actual 1972 Index crime statistics
in the City of St.Louis follows:

RANK OF INDEX CRIMES

- Rank . Survey“Answers : Actual Statistics
1 : Robbery i . Purglary
l2 Rape B __Assault
3 Burglary v Robbery
>4 - Assault | . Auto Theft
5 § Homicide ‘ Rape
J6 . j o Auto Theftv‘ | . Homicide
TABLE VII

One possible reason for the discrepancy in the ranking

’may be‘a result of the public's very general interpretation

- of what each of these crimes entails as opposed to the very
f,technical definitions used for Lh ual computation of

crime statistics. This may account for the reversed rankingS;

\\

for robbcry and burglary in: the two ‘ists.V Neverthcless, the -

aproblem of rape is probably much more preva]ent in such aroas

as parks and shOpping centers, allowing for such a high rank .

S,

an
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4in the survey gnswers. One can‘discount the factor of sex
in these answers;”roughly 50% of the survey participants
vere feméles.i Moreover, people do not seem to be very concerned

about auto theft in relation to other crimes even though

statistics show that this problem is actually rising.

C. Non-Comparison Questions R I

(l) Victim Cases"

(a) Businesses'
Businesses within the specified shopplng districts were
asked about the number of times they had beenfrobbed or bur-
glarized since the beginning of 1973.“ The results were as
follows: |
R None -~ 22 (71%) |
Once -~ 5 (167%) , “.
g ) ~ 'Twice - 1 (3%) |
More than three times‘:.B'(10%§»
(b) Public | ‘
YThose people surveyed in both the parks and the shopping
'centersrwere questiCned' ahout'crimevvictim‘cases’of~which
’they had "first-hand" knowledge since‘January, 1972. This.
pincluded not only themselves as victims, but all personal
~acquaintances, relating to these cases, information about
~the type of crime, the month and year, and whether it was
‘reported to the police was also collected.qf
The»first question, pertaining‘to'this matter; involvedd

‘the frequency of times that they were aware of a victim of

T

- (2)

e crime in the parks and/or shopping centers. The results‘
were: |
None ei562‘(80%)
o, 1-2 times - 47'(1szy
2-4 times - 2 (1%)
hore than 4 times - 1 (1%)
The victims were categorized as follows:
Yourself - 14 (28%)
Relative -~ 21 (42%) k
Acquaintance ~ 12 (24%)
Other - 3 (6%)
The crimes most often mentioned for a particular vietim case
were'burglary, purse—snatching‘and'assault. With respect to

time of occurance, most of the crimes occurred in 1973, with

- summer as the predominant season. Reports were made to the

police for about 60-65% of the cases.

Continuation of the.Project
, The'telephone survey asked those residents neighboring
the parks and/or’shopping centers, their view as to whether
the Mounted Patrol project should be continued, and "why"
forytheir given response. The results were"
. Yes = 101 (99%)

- . No - 1%

‘The one person answering Yno" felt that the mounted patrol

and the car patrol were equally effective. The remainder,

. of the pe0p1e generally agreed on the advantages of the

 _ mounted patrolpin thejfollowing ways:'

o It allowed for a greater feeling Of,sccurity;

N
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e It was more mobile than cars (reaching areas which
cars could not.)

e It definitely served as a deterrent to crime. '

IV. SUMMARY

The Mouﬁted Patrol Survey»hasfbeen used as an additional tool for

measuring the effectiveness of the Movnted Patrol Project,providing

- {nformatdion wﬁich could not haVe‘beenlobtained from crime statistics

and project activity data. The survey can be viewed as both an objec-
tive and subjeétive measuring tool. It determines the public's aware-

ness of the'project;  yet subjective data such as opinions are also

~ collected -

The 'rel'iab'ility of the sui‘vey may be affected by the‘ particular
-sat;xplevdrawn, construction of the questi’ons', the approach of the
interviewe?;and the changing attitudes of the public; ’Ngyertheless,
surveys sucﬁiés this one arévan'invaluable sourCe‘of planhing“and

.

evaluative information.
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- The Mounted Patrol Unit has patrolled at the Riverfront Ar ea during Impact hours’

~ since Nyovv'ember,. 1972. Figure Il shows the a’tténdance.figures for the Afch and the Old

~
Y,
&

' ’CourthoLIse which werg,i‘provided by the historian of the Jefferson National Expanéion

R

Memorial, Attendance obviously peaks during the summer months a pattern

' of increased usage is apparent beginning with 1970; Table IX presents totals

by year.

‘The attached report, REPORT ON THE MOQUNTED PATROL SURVEY OFk AUGUST,
1973, deczcribes the results of a public awareness survey performed in connection with
the evaluation of this project. In-person and telephone intexviews were conduéted in

an‘d‘around the patrolled parks to sample public reaction to-the Mounted Patrol Unit.

- A summary of the major findings of the survey may be found at the front of the report.
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