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PREFACE

This report was prepared under the auspices of the Alameda Regional Crimincl
Justice Planning Board's OCJP Research Center grant which enables Planning
Board staff to evaluate the performance of projects funded by the Board.

Tha evaluation is intended to provide written documentation and analysis cf
project status and progress, to idertify problem areas, and to offer suggestions
to improve projcct performance. It is hoped that this evaluation will assist

the Alameda Regional Criminal Justice Planning Board, project representatives,
the local unit of government, and OCJP in future project planning.

The opinions and recommendations stated in this document are those of staff.
They do not necessarily represent the official position of the Alameda Regional
Criminal Justice Planning Board or of its individual members.

JOHN F. LENSER
Executive Director
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Project Description:

The Court Referral Program provides the Alameda County courts with
dispositional alternatives to incarceration or fines. Through the use of
this program, judges may offer convicted misdemeanants the option of
performing a stipulated number of hours of community service in lieu

of paying a fine or serving jail time. The court notifies the Volunteer
Bureau when such a referral is made. The individual is then interviewed
at the Bureau and placed in a private or public community service agency.
The program impacts directly on the criminal justice system by providing
the courts with alternatives to incarceration and formal probation.
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A. Summary

The Court Referral Program operates on the philosophical premise
that it is not a part of the criminal justice system. Its working
assumption is based on the belief that voluntary community service
is an invaluable resource. As such, its performance should be
encouraged among citizens in general. The extent to which con-
victed misdemeanants are required to perform community service
activities merely underscore the program's belief that such ac-
tivities are necessary and worthwhile, regardless of the partici-
pant's kackground or criminal justice involvement.

The unorthodox philosophical approach notwithstanding, the

program has been received quite favorably by the criminal justice
system. In its first two years of operation the program has placed
over 4,000 convicted misdemeanants in community service agencies.
These offenders have contributed over one~quarter million hours of
community service. At a rate of $2,00 per hour, the value of the
work performed is over one-half million dollars. This in itself
represents a substantial benefit,given the program's two year

- operating budget of less than $140,000.

Ducing its second year, the program has experienced a 35 percent
Increase in referral rates over the previous year. This is a further
indication of the degree of acceptance and utilization the program
is receiving from the courts. The majority of the program's parti-
ciparts are from North Alameda County. This is reflective of the
greater usage among the courts in this area, as well as the larger
number of dispositions filed in North County. Nevertheless, the
participation rate of South and East County convicted misdemean=-
ants can and should be increased.

Court referral participants are for the most part individuals

convicted of traffic violations, although one-third are convicted
for penal code violations. A typical profile of a court referral

participant is a white male or black female, both under the age

of 30, with limited educational background, and in a non~employed
occupational status. The majority of court referral participants
perform maintenanoce or clerical work.

The program has successfully achieved most of its objectives.
The work assignment completion rate of court referral participants
hag exceeded 80 percent for the second consecutive year.




The program's efforts at expanding its services among juveniles and
felons have not been as successful as was anticipated. There is
still great reluctance among judges to sentence convicted felons to
community service work. Efforts at increasing the program's usage
among the juvenile courts have encountered legal as well as prac-
tical difficulties, which have had the effect of limiting its usage
among juveniles. In addition, a local consultant firm has completed
a "court referral model" report. The report outlines the major compo-~
nents of the program and presents sample forms and job descriptions.
The report will enable jurisdictions throughout the state and nation
to familiarize themslelves with the program and to replicate such a
program in their own area.

B. Recommendations

It is recommended that:

e The Court Referral Program expand into South Alameda
County on a full time basis. A South County office
should be centrally located to facilitate the interviewing
and placement of court referral participants. The office i
should be staffed with adequate personnel to insure that
100 referrals per month can be processed. It is suggested
that the Probation Department allocate the necessary
resources to expand the project into South County. (

® The County Probation Department supports the project
by providing funding for the 1974-1975 fiscal year.
In addition, a mechanism should be established whereby
appropriate Court Referral administrative structures can
be discussed and resolved, with a view toward allowing
for the continued autonomy of the project.

® The project limits its activities to adult misdemeanor
cases. The inappropriateness of utilizing court referral
as a dispositional alternative for juveniles and felons
has been well documented during the first two years of
project operations. It is suggested that the project
continue to expand its services in misdemeanor cases,
particularly for penal code violations.
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Project Staff assume additional responsibility for
following~up on cases which do not report for (1) the
initial court referral interview and/or (2) agency work
assignments. It is suggested that additional staff

be hired to perform this function and that a systematic
procedure be established with the courts to provide
immediate feedback on those cases which do not report
for their interview or work assignment.

A cost-benefit analysis be undertaken to assess the
efficiency and relative effectiveness of the Court Referral
Program. Such a study should be undertaken by the Office
of Criminal Justice Planning or the Probation Department.
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Organizational Structure

The administrative structure of the project may be divided along two
lines: program and fiscal. Programatically the Court Referral Program
operates under the aegis of the Volunteer Bureau of Alameda County.
The Volunteer Bureau serves as the coordinating unit of voluntary
services in the County. The County, which is the "official
applicant" of the CCCJ grant, has designated the Department of Pro-
bation to act as the fiscal agent. The two organizational structures
are depicted in Figures 1 and 2. As can be noted by the figures, the
Probation Department, County Auditor-Controller, and Regional OCJP
are all assuming administrative responsibilities. The Probation De-
partment acts as the fiscal agent for the project. Its major responsi-
bility lies in maintaining the project'saccounts to insure effective
financial ccutrol and fiscal integrity. The Department is responsible
for classifying , recording, summarizing and reporting all financial
transactions. The County Auditor-Controller acts as the "reviewer"
of the Probation Department's fiscal activities. The Regional OCJP
performs the function of coordinating and providing technical assist-
ance to insure compliance with State OCJP fiscal regulations.

As can be seen by the lines of authority in Figures 1 and 2, account-

ability for fiscal aspects are somewhat different from those of program-

matic areas. These differences in administrative structures have ‘
caused confusion at times, particularly in fiscal matters. Since neither [
program personnel nor the Volunteer Bureau are "directly' responsible

for fiscal accountability, the operational question of who does what to

insure fiscal integrity becomes problematic. The Probation Department,

County Auditor-Controller, and Regional OCJP are all assuming partial
responsibility for various fiscal functions., Unfortunately, the gquestion

of where one agency's ta sk begins and another's ends has not been

set to policy. Consequently, the project's director and coordinator

have found themselves "caught in the middle" when agency assumed

tasks were not followed through on. As a result, the project coordi-

nator has insisted that a number of specific fiscal procedures be

placed in writing so as to prevent future ambiguity and confusion.

Regional OCJP staff have worked closely with project personnel and

all agencies involved, to clarify fiscal roles and responsibilities.

The programmatic adminjstration is rather straightforward. The primary
units assuming responsibility for and having an effect on the programmatic
aspect are confined to the Courts, Volunteer Bureau, Regional OCJP and
the project itself (see Figure 2). The Probation Department acting as
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Figure 1, Court Referral - Fiscal Structure
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the administrative unit on behalf of the County is only marginally
involved with the day—to—day operations of the program.

community service agencies, thereby establishing the parameters
of agency referrals and services provided.

hess of the Courts and more specifically on the personal idiosynecra-
sies of the particular judges., For example, the degree to which the
Program is successfuyl in placing felons in community service agencies
is for the most part beyond the control of the project., If judges feel
that felony cases are not appropriate for referral then there is little

Personnel
Lelsonnel

The project consists of three full time and four part-time staff
members (see Figure 3), The Project Coordinator is responsible for
the overall administration and development of the program, liaisonwith
the Alameda County Probation Department, as well as for required
reporting to the Office of Criminal Justice Planning. The coor-
dinator oversees daily operations in the Oakland office, works with

The Interviewer SCcreens, makes placements, does follow-up and
reports to the courts, The Branch Cffice Coordinator Supervises ajl
South County operations: interviews, doesg follow-up, maintains rec-
ords, and provides liaison with court and probation personnel. All
professional staff members keep Community service dagency requests up-
dated; the Branch & Project Coordinators develop new placements and

The clerk-typist books appointments, types correspondence and
Ieports, keeps files and daily statistical records, The efforts of
paid staff are Supplemented by interviewing, follow~up and clerical

10
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work done by several capable volunteers, some of whom have been
referred by the courts.

In addition a bookkeeper/accountant is employed for 10 hours per
week to keep accounts and prepare budget reports. An increase in
referrals from Southern Alameda County necessitated the employ-
ment >f a half-time placement secretary. There has been no staff
turnover since the beginning of the current contract year, All
personnel currently employed by the project meet job specification
requirements outlined in the CCCJ grant contract. The actual

duties of staff adhere to those described in the grant contract and
salaries are commensurate with the duties and responsibility of staff.

Figure 3. Court Referral Staff

1 ¢ 07T P o ¢
Project Coordinator /7 >
Interviewer /_7 >
Secretary [7 ' >
Branch Office Coord.* [— i >
Placement Secretary* [7 >
Projec.t Director* /7 >
Bookkeeper/Acctnt, * /7 >
* Part-time employee
/7 On Payroll

C. Project Philosophy
The Court Referral Program does not assume a strong advocacy position
for the purpose of improving the court system or to bring about judicial
reform. There is no attempt to single out judges who are not utilizing
court referral, There are no efforts underway to publicize the program
11
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nor to solicit defendants. In contrast the program has taken a rather
low-keyed approach, choosing to serve at the behest of the courts.

The philosophy behind this low-keved approach is historical as well
as pragmatic. The program was started in 1966 by a local judge as

an alternative to incarcerating select misdemeanants. With the co~-
operation of the Volunteer Bureau, the program had been operational

" for five years prior to CCJP funding. During these years, the program

served as a discretionary alternative that could be utilized by the
courts, This approach has continued to be the focus of the program.

The involvement of the Volunteer Bureau further deemphasizes "reha-
bilitating defendants" or "improving the criminal justice system."
The program continually emphasizes the fact that it is not an arm of
the criminal justice system., Defendants referred frcm the Courts are
treated and viewed as persons wanting to volunteer for community
service, not as criminals. In its instructions tc defendants, the fol-
lowing information is conveyed.

"The Volunteer Bureau of Alameda County is not a part of the
Court, the Probation Department, or any other law enforcement
agency. It is a private, non-profit agency which deals with
people who'wish to help their community on a voluntary basis,
and places them where their help is needed in schools, clinics,
Boys'Clubs, ecology centers, etc. People like you who are
referred by the Courts, make up only a portion of those volun-
teers performing community service in Alameda County."

The issue of rehabilitation or alternative disposition is a secondary
consideration. The program's primary concern is in exposing indivi~
duals to community service and to assist community based agencies
in obtaining temporary personnel. Perhaps it is this philosophy which
explains the success of the prggram and accounts for the high esteem
in which it is held by certain judges.

Project Activities

Programmatically the project involves three principle phases:
® Defendant referral from the court.

® Project interview and agency placement,
@ Follow-up on hours assigned to defendant.

12
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Court Referral

The first phase i.e. defendant referral, is at the discretion of the
judge. The project does not have interviewers in the jails nor in

the courts soliciting and informing defendants that they may

qualify for diversion into the program. Instead, judges are aware

of the program and use their discretion in determining whether a
defendant should be given the option of community services, On
occasions, judges may ask for the recommendation of probation
officers. Judges are asked to usethe followingguidelines in determining
the teasibility of referring individuals to the Court Referral program:

® Males and females must be 16 years of age: in the case of
minors consent of parent or guardian must be obtained.

e Individuals must have a stable pattern of behavior, free of
any known assaultive, aggressive, or hostil2 conduct.

® Individuals who have a physical or emotional problem could
be considered eligible. However, anyone recovering from
a serious accident or illness, or whe is taking medication
which could produce side effects impairing his/her working
ability or concentration, would not be accerptable.

e Individuals thought to be most suitable for referral are those
who have evidenced a clear understanding of the role of the
Volunteer Bureau as a helping agency and a real willingness
to participate in community service,

@ Above all, there must be reasonable evidence that the indi-
vidual has sufficient education and ability to enable him to
perform an assigned task - however simple - adequately
and willingly.

If the defendant accepts the option of community service, he/she is
given a specific number of work hours and placed on either court
or formal probation. The program is then notified of the court’s
dispositional alternative and the offender is required to make an .
appointment with the Court Referral project.

The majority of referrals are from Municipal Courts in Northern
Alameda County (see Table 1.) As can be noted by Table 1, the
courts utilization of the program increased substantially - up 35.3




percent from fiscal year 1972 , the largest increase coming from
Northern County Courts. The three municipal courts in North
Alameda County referred 47.5 percent more persons during fiscal
vear 1973 than 1972. The only decreases in referral rates were
among juvenile and superior courts. Reasons for this drop will
be discussed in section IV of this report.

Table 1. Source of Participant Referrals

Courts and Jurisdiction Referrals
. ‘ _ % changed
FY 1972 FY: 1973 ‘72 - '73
Municipal C:‘ourts -
North County 1244 (67.3%)] 1835 (73.4%) +47.5
® Oakland - Piedmont 887 1397 . +57.4
o Berkeley - Albany 269 284 + 5.6
e Alameda 88 154 +75.0
Municipal Courts - .
South County 520 (28.1%) 582(23.3%) +11.9
® San Leandro - Hayward 340 364 + 7.1
® Fremont - Newark - 4
Union City 159 ;186 +17.0 o
& Pleasanton 16 21 +31.2
® Livermore 5 11 +120.0
Cthers 84 (4.5%) 79 (3.2%) - 6.0
@ Superior Court 41 29 -29.3
® Juvenile Court 24 9 -62.,5
® Courtesy Placements 19 41 +115.8
- ]
TOTAL 1848 2501 +35.3

Source: Court Referral Quarterly Progress Reports

The ratio of North to South County referrals was 67 to 28 in

FY 1972 , and 73 to 23 in FY 1973 (see Table 1). An analysis

of 1972 Alameda County Municipal Court dispositions reveals

that for all non-parking misdemeanors, the ratio was 66

to 34 along the North - South County split (see Figure 4.)

that is , 34 percent of all non-parking misdemeanor

dispositions were handled in South County Municipal Y
Courts. Court referral statistics indicate that only 28 (FY 1972)
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and 23 (FY 1973) percent of all participants were referrals from
South County. It appears that there is a potential for a fifty
percent increase in the South County referral rate. Reasons
cited for the under-representation of South County participants
are numerous, They include the following:

Ty

el

limited program staff

reluctance of South County judges to utilize program

geographical problems pertaining to transportation

limited local placement agencies

part-time court referral branch office

greater ability of defendants to pay fines ‘ !

The branch office in South County is staffed by a coordinator and
placement secretary, both employed part-time. They are respon-
sible for the screening and placement of all court referrals within
the four judicial districts of South County. Their jobs entail con-
siderable travel and communication with the Qakland office. The
physical location of the Hayward branch office is a rented room in
a local church, In Fremont, staff utilize whatever space can be
made available by the City's Recreation Department. The South
County facilities and staff allocation are not adecuate to meet the

potential need for the program in this area.

Figure 4. Alameda County Municipal Court
Dispositions for FY 1972

100 - o L] North County
8 N © ~ {_| South County
Q O\(J ~ . i
4t 2 [ b\o 0 D (S
e s ©o _, o
. ™ g -~ .
© g >t~ S e I
8 % SRR
@] 50 -1 - : <t o
B a © e
S o L
8% }
o
o,
J)&-\p

Types of Cases

a~- some of the more serious traffic offenses, i.e., violations of
Sections 14601, 20002, 23102, 23103, 23104 and 23106 of the
Vehicle Code have been reported separately.
b= Excludes violations of sections specified in (@) above.
c~ Excludes intoxication cases.
Source: 1974 Judicial Council Report
15




Of all the offenders referred to the program only a small portion
are placed on formal probation (see Table 2). Since the majority
of infractions are traffic violations, judges feel that the formal
probation status is not warranted. In fact, the program fulfills

a quasi-probationary role by maintaining contact with the indi-
vidual until the completion of his/her assigned hours. This con-
tact often insures the courts that they will be advised of any

. change in a participant's status, thus alleviating the necessity
for formal probation.

Table 2. Court Referral Participants Under
Formal Probation Supervision

Number and Percentage
Status of Cases -~ FY 1973

On Probation ,
for Offense 498 (19.9%)

Not on Probation
for Offense 2003 (80.1%)

Source: Court Referral Quarterly Progress Report

Two-thirds of the court referral participants have been convicted
of vehicle code violations (see Table 3). Of the vehicle code
violators 23 percent were convicted of drunk driving. The major-
ity of vehicle infractions were misdemeanor moving violations.
Nearly 30% of participants were convicted of penal code offenses.
Penal Code offenses represent a wide range of infractions from
drug possession to grand theft. Over 40% of penal code convic-
tions were for petty theft or malicious mischief. The more seri-
ous crimes such as burglary, robbery, battery or assault repre-
sented only 4 percent of the total number of infractions. This
clearly points out that while the courts are readily disposed to
utilize the program as a dispositional alternative for minor
crimes, they are very reluctant to exercise this option for the more
serious misdemeanor violations. The implications for expanding
the program to felony cases thus become self-evident.

16




Table 3. Nature of Offense of Court
Referral Participants

I

Number and Percentage
Violations of Infractions
FY 1972 % FY 1973 %
Vehicle Code 1172 61.4 1732 66.7
Penal Code 697 36.5 753 29.0
Other Offenses 39 2.0 110 4.2
Total 1908+%* 99.9+ 2595%* 99.9+

* Totals exceed number of referrals due to multiple charges in
some instances.
+ Does not equal 100.0% due to rounding.

Source: Court Referral Quarterly Progress Reports

The number of hours assigned to an individual is determined by

the judge, taking into consideration such items as the nature

of the offense, availability to perform work, access to trans-
portation, family responsibilities, age and health of defendant,
The majority of participants are assignad less than
This again is a reflection of

the fact that most offenders are convicted of minor traffic offenses.
Court referral participants contributed over 100,000 hours of
community service work in FPY 1972 and over 140,000 hours in

FY 1973. This represents a substantial effort at providing
increased resources to the community.

skills, etc.

one week of work (see Table 4).

17




The majority of court referral participants are male, although

the proportion of females in the program has been rising. Females
now comprise over 47 percent of all participants (see Table 5).
Ethnic minorities have also increased their participation. During
PY 1972, minorities represented 42.5 percent of all participants.
IN FY 1973, this percentage had risen to 50.7 percent, an in-
crease of 19 percent. Black defendants represented the largest
increase in minority participants, increasing in numbers from

540 in FY 1972, to 965 in FY 1973, an increase of almost 80
percent. Nearly two~thirds of the participants are between

18 and 30 years of age. During FY 1972, this age group repre-
sented over 72 percent of all participants. With respect to educa-
tional background nearly 3 out of every 10 participants have not
completed high school. While 16.6 percent of the participants
listed their occupation as students, only a small portion of these
are high school students. Less than 3 of 1 percent of all parti-
cipants were under the age of 18, the normal age of high school
graduates. The relatively low educational level - 59 percent had
no education beyond high school - is also reflected in the occu~-
pational status of participants. Nearly one out of every four
participants is unemployed. This is significantly 1igher than
the local unemployment rate. These last two statistics -~ edu-
cation and employment - are indicative of the need for a Court
Referral Program. It may be inferred that for many individuals
the payment of a fine or incarceration would impose hardships
that serve neither the interest of justice nor the community at
large.

The type of work court referral participants perform varies consider-
ably. The majority —over 60 percent - perform maintenance or clerical
related work (see Table 6). Maintenance includes both skilled and un-
skilled functions such as: animal care, school watchman, recycling,
janitorial, repairs, etc. Clerical work includes typing, filing,
collating, addressing, etc. The type of work performed is often
limited by participants' educational level and occupational status

as well as the availability of supervision among the participating
agencies. It must be noted that the Court Referral Program is not

an employment and/or educational assistance project. Though
certain defendants, particularly those that are unemployed, may

be better served by employment oriented diversion programs, the
majority of participants are simply performing less than 40 hours

of work in lieu of a court imposed fine and/or incarceration.

18
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Table 4. Hours Assigned to Court Referral Participants

Hours Assigned Number and Percentage of Referrees
) FY 1972 % | FY 1973 %

4 - 16 538 29.1 749 29.9
17 - 40 575 31.1 702 28.1
4] - 80 326 17.6 460 18.4
80 - 160 274 14.8 366 14.6
Over 160 132 7.2 215 8.6
Not Available 3 0.2 9 0.4

Total 1848 100.0 2501 100.0

Source: Court Referral Quarterly Progress Reports
2. Interview and Placement

After being notified by the court of the hours assigned, the
offender contacts the Volunteer Bureau and schedules a personal
interview. At the time of the interview the individual is oriented
to the Volunteer Bureau and the Court Referral Program. Emphasis
is placed on the fact that the Bureau is not part of the Court,
Probation Department or any other criminal justice agency. The
offender is ccnsidered as a person who wishes to help the com-
munity on a voluntary basis.

Court Referral interviewers screen the individual as to background,
employment experience, education, interests, availability, and
other factors affecting community service placement. The program
staff then match these factors with community organizational needs
in order to find . .» appropriate placement. The project has over
400 community agencies on file from which it can select and place
.people.

Once a mutually agreed-upon placement has been worked out, the
community agency is contacted and the individual begins his work.
The agency assigns a supervisor to the court referral participant
and maintains a record of the hours worked. Aside from the super-
visor, no one in the agency is informed that the individual is a
convicted offender or a court referral placement.
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Table 5. Sociceconomic Characteristics of
Court Referral Participants

Characteristic Number and Percentage of Referrees
FY 1972 % FY 1973 %
Sex
Male 1022 55.3 1320 52.8
Female 826 44 .7 1181 47 .2
Ethnicity '
Caucasian . 1 1061 57.4 | 1217 48.7
Black 540 29.2 965 38.6
Chicano 186 10.1 241 9.6
Oriental 20 1.1 17 9.7
American Indian 19 1.0 24 0.9
Other - 20 1.1 15 0.6
Not Available 2 0.1 15 0.6
Age
Under 18 22 1.2 11 0.4
18 - 21 i 593 32.1 I 651 26.0
22 - 30 | 718 38.9 | 999 39.9
31 - 40 259 14.0 412 16.5
QOver 40 249 13.4 409 16.4
Not Available 9 0.5 19 0.8
Education
Some High School 500 27.1 740 29.6
Completed High School] 546 29.5 736 29.4
Some College 603 32.6 757 30.3
Completed College 177 9.5 242 9.7
Not Available 21 1.1 25 1.0
QOccupational Status
Student 357 19.3 416 16.6
Employed 545 29.5 866 34.6
Unemployed 426 23.1 617 24.7
Not in Labor Force 513 27.8 574 23.0
Not Available 7 0.4 28 1.1

Source: Court Referral Quarterly Progress Reports
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Table 6. Types of Work Performed by
Court Referral Participants

Category Velunteers Referred
FYy 1972 % FY 1973 %

Maintenance 406 22,0 767 30.7
Clerical 486 26.3 751 30.0
Professional 226 12.1 228 9.1
Recreation 181 9.8 221 8.8
Child Care 68 3.7 147 5.9
Para-Medical 101 5.5 135 5.4
Artistic Work 67 3.6 75 3.0
Tutors ‘ 40 2.2 91 3.6
Aide to Handicapped 42 2.3 55 2.2
Other 231 12.5 31 1.2

Total 1848 100.1%; 2501 99,9%*
* Does not equal 100% due to rounding.

Source: Court Referral Quarterly Progress Reports

3. Follow-Up

The final phase of the program concerns itself with the completion
of the hours assigned by the courts. Both the community service
agency and the court referral participant keep records of the hours
worked. Upon completion of the appropriate hours the Court
Referral Program is notified by the participant. The program in
turn verifies the participant's hours through agency records and
then contacts the courts. In the event the individual does not
camplete the hours assigned, within the designated time frame,
the matter is referred back to the court for further disposition.

FPor those participants that complete their assignment no further
action is taken.

E. Project Future

The Court Referral Program is completing its second full year under
CCCJ funding. The project is currently receiving an additional
seven month grant beginning in July 1974, for completion of its 36

21




month grant duration. Future program plans are contingent on funding
from the County Probation Department. The Department has currently
included the program in its 1974-75 budget subject to review and
approval by the County Administrator and Board of Supervisors.,
Though it may be premature at this time, it would be to the advantage
of the program coordinator, the project director and the program's
board of directors to develop those working relations and lines of
authority best suited for the program in the event that the Probation
Department assumes full financial responsibility,

One of the aspects which has enabled the program to be a success is
its ability to maintain an autonomy and identity apart from that of

the criminal justice system. To maintain this autonomy and identity,
it is suggested that the program continue to operate on a contractual
basis with the County rather than being integrated into the operation
of the Probation Department., If the Probation Department sponsors
the project in the future, the same degree of flexibility and autonomy
which presently exists should be maintained.

F. Recommendations

It is recommended that:

® The Court Referral Program expand into South Alameda County
on a full time basis. A South County office should be cen-
trally located to facilitate the interviewing and placement of
court referral participants. Thc office should be staffed with
adequate personnel to insure that 100 referrees per month can
be processed. It is suggested that the Probation Department
allocate the necessary resources to expand the project into
South County.

® Project Staff assume additional responsibility for following-
up on cases which do not report for (1) the initial court refer-
ral interview and/or (2) agency work assignments. It is
suggested that additional staff be hired to perform this func-
tion and that a systematic procedure be established with the
courts to provide immediate feedback on those cases which
do not report for their interview or work assignment.

® The County Probation Department supports the project by
funding for the 1974~1975 fiscal year. In addition, a mech-
anism should be established whereby appropriate Court
Referral administrative structure can be discussed and resolved
with a view toward allowing for the continued autonomy of the
project.

22




Iv.

PRCJECT IMPACT




A. Project Effectiveness

Effectiveness may be defined as the project's ability to achieve its
overall program objectives. The project's objectives as stated in
its second year CCCJ contract are as follows:

® Provide alternative dispositions, county-wide, for
selected misdemeanants, felons, and juveniles.

® Interview and place at least 125 offenders each month
in community service activities.

® Increase Superior Court placements by 25 percent.

® Achieve an 80 percent success rate among interviewees
for completion of community service assignments.

® Develop a written model of the Court Referral Program
for use in other jurisdictions.

Project personnel are operating on a full-time basis in North County
and part-time in South Alameda County. While the project is quite
successful in placing convicted misdemeanants in community service
agencies, judges are very reluctant to refer felons and juveniles.

Statistics for the two-~year period covering FY 1972-1973 reveal that
only 70 referrals have come from Superior Court and 33 from Tuvenile
Court (See Table 1). These referrals represent only 2.4 percent of
all participants. Juvenile referrals have dropped from 24 to 9 during
the second year. The difficulties associated in establishing a juven-
ile component are many. According to project staff and probation de-
partment administrators, it is felt that community service placement
is less appropriate for juveniles. While most juveniles intarviewed
completed their assignment, placement was difficult. Tuveniles are
available at hours inconvenient to most agencies, frequently have
transportation problems, and need close supervision. In addition
judges are reluctant to require parents to sign liability walvers, a
requirement of all participants.

The objective of increasing Superior Court placements by 25 percent
has not been met. The referral of felons decreased during the second
year from 41 to 29, a drop of 29.3 percent, Placement of felons is
limited in large part, by the nature of the offense. Very few judges
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hear cases that they feel are appropriate for referral, This is due

to judges' propensity against utilizing court referral as a dispositional
alternative in cases where the crime is punishable by death or im~
prisonment in a state penitentiary. Project staff have made concerted
gfforts at expanding the program to include felons. However, it does
not appear that the courts are willing to utilize court referral as a
dispositional alternative in these cases. It is concluded that unless
there is a considerable shift in public as well as judicial attitude
toward the "punishment" of convicted felons the project will continue
to be limited to participants convicted of minor crimes .

The objective of interviewing and placement of 125 offenders each
month has been exceeded by a wide margin during the first two years
(see Figure 5). During 1972,a monthly average of 154 participants

were interviewed. Of this total only 28 or 1.5 percent were not placed
because they were "unsuitable". In FY 1973, the average monthly
interview rate rose to 208, an increase of 35 percent. Of this total
only 50 or 2.4 percent were not placed. Those cases which are deemed
“unsuitable" are returned to the court for other dispositions. Reasons
for non-placement vary but include the following:

Lack of useable skill,

Inappropriate attitude

Lack of mobility

Severe mental or physical health problems.

As stated in its objectives, the completion rate for court referral parti-
cipants is expacted to be 80 percent. Completion rates were calculated
for all participants except those which were still working on assignments
or were returned to the court because they were "unsuitable" for place-
ment. Figures indicate that the 80 percent completion rate has been a~-
chieved (see Table 7). Although the completion rate dropped slightly
from 83.6 percent in FY 19 /2, to 81.4 percent in FY 1973, it continues

to exceed the stated objective.

A number of no hours are reflected in the statistics. This category
consists of persons who are directed to report to the program by the
court but who do not contact the program or report for their scheduled.
interview. When known, these cases are referred back to the court
which i turn issues a bench warrant or assigns another interview
date. Project staff assume only partial responsibility for following
up on no-show cases. If the no~show clients are eliminated from the
calculation, the completion rate is even higher: 88.7 and 89.3 percent
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Figure 5. Number of Court Referral Participants Interviewed
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Table 7. Completion Rate of Court Referral Participants
(Inactive Cases)
Status Participants
Fy 1972 % FY 1973 %
e Completed Assigned Hours 1285 83.6 1627 81.4
o Partial Completion 125 8.1 195 9.8
® No Hours 128 8.3 177 8.9
t Total Inactive Cases 1538 100.0 1999 100.1%*
* Exceeds 100% due to rounding

Source: Court Referral Quarterly Progress Reports
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respectively for fiscal years 1972 and 1973. Upon completion of
their assigned hours, a number of participants continue to provide
additional hours or volunteer on a regular basis. Over the two
year period covering FY 72-73, 345 individuals or 11.8 percent

of those completing their assignment, continued to volunteer.

The final objective stated in the contract, pertains to the develop~
ment of a court referral model. Under contract to the Bay Area
Social Planning Council a "Model Court-Ordered Work Program"
report has recently been completed. The model addresses itself
to four components of the Court Referral Program:

® Administrative organization
® Program Operation

e Staffing

e Tinances

In addition to a description of the various components several

sample forms and job descriptions are presented in the appendices

of the report. The program received 500 copies of the report for
general distribution. Many other jurisdictions from within

the state, aswell as other parts of the country, have inquired regarding
the function and establishment of such a program. The success of
the program would seem to warrant its replication in other communi-
ties.

Client Evaluation

Upon completion of their work assignment, select court referral participants
are requested to evaluate their experience with the program. A review
of these responses reveals a near unanimity of opinion regarding the
program's usefulness. The responses to the question: "Do you think
this program of referring persons for volunteer services is of value

as an alternative to jail or paving a fine? " indicate that there is -
overwhelming participant agreement as to the need and value of the
program. Some participants felt that the program provided an alterna-
tive for persons without the financial resources to pay fines. Others
thought that it provided them with the opportunity to serve the com-
munity and to gain valuable experience in the process.
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Some typical responses to the above question were:

e Definitely, serving time wastes time, serving people is
constructive both for the people served and the person
serving.

® Yes, personally I didn't have fine money yet I felt I
was doing something useful to help others.

e I am poor and could not have paid the money. Volunteer
service is a very good alternative to jail.

In response to the ’question: "Do you feel that this was a good place~
ment?", most people indicated that it was worthwhile placement and
that they learned something from their work. Participants felt that the
work experience oriented them to agencies within the community, the
problems these organizations are facing and attempting to ameliorate,
and how community groups are dealing with the social problems. While
most replies were positive, the question: "Has this work been of any
value fo you personally", elicited a number of negative responses.

In some instances, negative responses were the result of false expec~
tations, such as an unemployed person hoping to find permanent em-~
ployment as a result of the volunteer experience. In other cases,
persons complained about the mundane and boring nature of the work
to which they were assigned.

On the whole, the evaluations were very positive, implying that the
experience was more than an alternative to fine or incarceration, and that
it served to raise social consciousness and orient people to a part of
their community which may heretofore have been beyond their interest.

Court Responsiveness

Since the courts and specifically 'judges are the primary users of the
program, their utilization of the program's services is paramount

to project effectiveness. As such, the various ways in which judges
perceive the program will directly affect the day~to-day referral rate
to the program. It is this very issue which has precluded the project -
from impacting on juvenile and felony defendants. :

While not attempting to delve into the personal idiosyncrasies of

particular judges the following interpretations have been given for
utilizing the program:
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e Judge A feels that the program serves primarily as a
dispositional alternative for indigents.

e Judge B utilizes the program for thdigents, as well as
' those for whom a fine or incarceration does not mean
anything.

® Judge C uses the program in instances when the crime
does not warrant a jail sentence and/or a fine.‘

® Judge D sees the program primarily as showing defen-
dants that community service is a healthy and positive
thing to be involved in.

e Judge E utilizes the program only as a last alternative _
after exhausting other pre-trial diversion possikilities.

Although not mutually exclusive, the circumstances under which
clients are referred to the program vary considerably. For the most
part they fall completely within the discretion of the judges. How-
ever, regardless of the circumstances under which judges refer par-
ticipants, they unanimously agree to the need for such a program. In
a recent study completed by the Bay Area Social Planning Council, it
was found that 96 percent of the judges in Alameda and San Mateo
County felt that court work projects such as the Court Referral Program
were "very important" to continue.

Project Efficiency

Program efficiency focuses on the relationship between effectiveness
and cost. The relative cost associated with the achievement of pre-
stated objectives is often of great importance in assessing the "worth"
of publicly financed programs. The Court Referral Program is in its
third and final year as an "experimental and demonstration" project
funded by the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration. With the
termination of federal funds, local units of government must make the
difficult choice of whether to continue funding the project. The pro-
gram has demonstrated its effectiveness viz. meeting prestated criminal
justice impact objectives, yet the question of efficiency remains.

To provide policy makers with additional information in making crucial

funding decisions, Regional OCJP staff are planning to undertake a
cost~effectiveness evaluation of the Court Referral Program. The
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methodology for such a study is attached to this report (see Appendix).
It is anticipated that such a study will commence in January 1975,

Reccmmendations

It is recommended that:

e The project limit its activities to adult misdemeanor
~~cases. The inappropriateness of utilizing court referral
as-a dispositional alternative for juveniles and felons
has been well documented during the first two years of
project operations. It is suggested that the project
continue to expand its services in misdemeanor cases,
‘particularly for penal code violations.

® A cost-benefit analysis be undertaken to assess the
efficiency and relative effectiveness of the Court
Referral Program. Such a study should be undertaken
oy the Ofgice of Criminal Justice Planning or the
Probation Department.
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Approach

Several traditional research approaches were used to generate informa-
tion for the second year evaluation report. First, all extant data and
information were analyzed to provide an overview of project activities
and a context for the evaluation effort. Extant data included, but was
not limited to, project generated reports, criminal justice statistical
summaries, previous evaluation reports, legal contracts, and other
relevant literature. Second, new data bases were developed through
on-site visits, unstructured interviews, and non-participant observation.
These sources were used to provide qualitative and subjective data

on project operations.

T hree extensive site visits were made between the months of February
and August 1974, The purpose of these site visits was to solicit
information regarding various aspects of project operations. An
unstructured survey instrument was administered to the administrative
staff of the program. Data pertaining to the following areas was
collected and analysed:

® project administration and personnel
© project implementation
® technical and fiscal components

The site visits also served to facilitate extant data retrieval and i
provided for limited non-participant observation. Project records

pertaining to the subjective assessment of the Court Referral Program

by participants, judges, and agencies were also collected and analysed.,

During on~-site visits, a limited observation of the progrem's interview
process was conducted. This provided additional insight into the in-
teraction of the program staff with court referral participants. Finally,
an extensive literature research was undertaken to provide a full
understanding of the Court Referral concept as well as to provide a
complete context for the evaluation activities. The literature survey
included the review of pertinent journal articles, .previous evaluation
reports, various reference publications, project authored reports and
other relevant literature.

Project Effectiveness

Project effectiveness refers to the extent to which prectat=d objectives

have been achieved. The program's second year CCCJ contract lists
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five specific objectives which must be met for purposes of contract
compliance. These objectives were developed jointly by project
administrators and Regional OCJP staff at the beginning of the contract
year. The objectives are all quantifiable and readily lend themselves
to measurement,

All data used in the outcome analysis was collected and summarized
by Court Referral staff. Quarterly progress reports submittepd to the
Regional OCJP office served to provide information regarding parti-
cipant's placement rates and completion of work assignments,

Data was of sufficient detail to provide additional information re-
garding the interviewing, placement, and follow-up of court referral
participants,

Due to time and monetary constraints the information submitted by
the program was not verified for its reliability or validity. However,
based on the working relationship of this office with the project over
the past two years and the experiences of previous evaluators, it

is concluded that the data submitted is as accurate and complete as
Is possible. The data should be viewed as the best information
-available from the program, but not as conclusive,

Analysis of data was limited to frequency counts and percentiles.
Whenever possible,efforts were made to identify data trends that
were significant. However, the limitation of these trends must be
noted since no test of "statistical significance" was utilized.
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Introduction

This methodology is designed to determine the cost-effectiveness of the
Alameda County Court Referral Program. The Court Referral Program
provides the Alameda County Courts with a dispositional alternative

to incarceration, fine, or formal probation. Through this program,
judges may offer convicted misdemeanants the option of performing
volunteer work in a community service agency for an assigned num~

ber of hours within a specific time period. The successful comple-
tion of such an assignment is in lieu of paying a fine or serving jail
time.

The Court Referral Program is operated under the auspices of the Vol-

unteer Rureau of Alameda County, a private non-profit organization,

which has been in existence since 1947. When the court deems

that community service work is a viable alternative to

incarcerating or fining a convicted defendant, the individual is as-

signed a specific number of hours and referred to the Volunteer Bur-

eau. After being notified by the court of the hours assigned, the

offender contacts the Voluntezer Bureau and schedules a personal in~

terview. At the time of the interview, the individual is oriented to

the Volunteer Bureau and the Court Referral Program. Emphasis is

placed on the fact that the Bureau is not part of the Court, Probation

Department or any other criminal justice agency. The offender is i
considered as a person who wishes to help the community on a :
voluntary basis.

Court Referral interviewers screen the individual as to background,
employment experience, education interests, availability, and
other factors affecting community service placement. The program
staff then match these factors with volunteer organization needs in
order to find an appropriate placement. The project has over 400
community agencies on file in which it can place people.

Once a mutually agreed-upon placement has been worked out, the
community agency is contacted and the individual begins his work.
The agency assigns a supervisor to the offender and maintains a
record of the hours worked. Aside from the supervisor, no one in
the agency is informed that the individual is a court referree. The
nature of placements and the types of work Court Referral clients
participate in varies considerably.
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- The final phase of the program concerns itself with the completion

of the hours assigned to individuals by the courts. Both the agency
and the individual keep records of the hours worked. Upon comple-
tion of the appropriate hours the project is notified by the client.
The project in turn verifies the client claims with agency records
and then contacts the courts., In the event the individual does not
complete the hours assigned, the project refers the matter to the
court for further disposition.

This analysis, then, is focused on the marginal misdemeanant
offender, arrested for vehicle code viclation or “petty offenses".
These offenses comprise the majority of lower court filings and
present one of the greatest challenges toc the administration of
justice. -Due to the prohibitively large caseloads, the lack of op-
portunity to screen and prepare cases carefully, and the impossi-
bility to inquire into a defendant's background, sentences in lower
courts are often based on the charge, defendant's appearance, and
response to whatever questions the judge may ask. As a result,
short jail sentences and moderate fines are commonly imposed on

an assembly-line basis. However, for many defendants, imprison-
ment and fines are viewed as arbitrary and unjust. The imposition
of jail sentences and/or fines often places financial hardships on
individuals and increases the burden on already overcrowded correc-
tional institutions, What is needed are realistic alternatives that
are "acceptable" to the courts as well as the offenders. The Court
Referral Program is one such alternative and the question of its cost-
effectiveness will, in part, determine the extent to which alternatives
to traditional sentencing practices are feasible.

Measurement of Benefits

i

The two principle benefits derived from the Court Referral Program
are: the diversion benefit, and the community service benefit. In
addition, one other marginal benefit is realized by the program: the
employment benefit,

1. Diversion Benefit

The first benefit is an immediate return to the community from
the referral of defendants to the program. Savings are realized
to the extent that offenders are not involved in the criminal
justice system beyond the courts. The value to the community
of diverting cases from the correctional system is dependent on
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the number of offenc;lers that would otherwise have been incarcer-
ated, placed on formal or court probation.

2. Community Service Benefit

This benefit is a measurement of the participants' contribution
to the community's social welfare. It is assumed that the con-
tribution of personal services is a valid measure of a communi-
ty's productivity and that the rise in that productivity contributes
to the overall "well-being" of the community. Individuals that
are placed in non-profit, community organizations provide man-
power services beyond those which are rendered by paid staff.
Since many of these agencies have limited budgets, an actual
increase in service delivery is realized. The value of these
services is a function of the number of hours that a particular
type of work is performed.

3. Employment Benefit

A serendipitous benefit of the program is earnings resulting

from the employment of individuals at agencies to which they
were assigned. It is difficult to measure the effect of this
aspect of the program because of the paucity of data. However,
gross assessments canbe made on the basis of a follow-up on a
random number of service agencies.

For purposes of this analysis the recidivism reduction benefit
is considered to be an inappropriate bencfit for several reasons.
¢ First, the Court Referral Program was not devised, and in theory
is not intended for, the rehabilitation of criminal offenders;
second, the problem of subsequent offenses is a traditional one,
not limited to the Court Referral Program. The majority of the
program's clients are convicted of minor misdemearors. This
class of criminal offenders is not predisposed to a career of
c¢rime. They are for the most part law-abiding citizens that are
cited for such offenses as speeding, hit and run, driving while
under the influence, etc. The benefit in determining the recidivism
rate of this cohort population is outweighed by the limited value
of the results of such information.

The total benefit from the Court Referral Program is the sum of
the present values of each benefit measured. The benefits can
be expected to accrue over several years, vet for the purposes
of this analysis, a two-year period will serve as the time frame.
The cost effectiveness is a factor of the sum of the benefits.
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minus the cost incurred. The latter include all funds and in-kind

‘services expended for total program operations. If the benefits

exceed the costs, the project has resulted in a net gain and
improvement to the criminal justice system and society. More
precisely, if the benefit-cost ratio exceeds unity, the project
has been a worthwhile lnvegiment,

Several simplifying assumptions are made throughout this meth-
odology In order to make the estimation of a cost-benefit possible.
As in all cost analyses, the accuracy of the resulting estimates
depends upon the quality of the existing data and the magnitude

of the biases which result from simplifying assumptions, In this
paper, most assumptions are of a conservative nature; that is,

the bias results in reducing the estimated benefits of the Court
Referral Program.,

Data

-
A participant sample will be used for purposes of this analyses.
This sample will be drawn from the total enrollee population of
the first two years. A stratified simple random sample will be
selected from the over 4,000 individuals participating in the
project between July 1, 1972 and June 30, 1974, A sample pop-
ulation of 15 percent will be drawn. This sample will be matched
along the following strata:

sex
age

ethnicity

educational background
employment status

nature of offense

number of hours assigned
type of work assigned

Control Group

The benefits from the project will be estimated by comparison of
a sample of Court Referral participants with a control group.
Ideally, controls are selected simultaneously with or from the
same period as the subject or experimental group. However
since the project did not utilize an "experimental research de-
sign", controls will have to be artificially constructed. Since
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limited ccmnparative data is available for misdemeanor convictions
prior to July, 1972, it was decided to choose the control group
from the 12-month period of July 1972 - June 1973. Individuals
in the control group will be selected randomly from the court
records of those Judicial districts which did not utilize the court
referral service to an appreciable extent. This control group
population will be similar to the participant group on four main
criteria:

@ age

® sex

® nature of nffense
& ethnicity

The control group will be used primarily in determining the diversion
benefit. It is assumed that community service and employment
benefits are independent of controls, that is, no controls are deemed
necessary to calculate the cost of manpower sarvices resulting from
the work of participants. Similarly employment gained as a result

of volunteer work is independent of the constructed control group,

Cost of Project

Measurement of the cost cf the Court Referral Program is based on the

. total operating cost during the two vecar period previously mentioned.

Direct costs are identified in formal contracts with the Office of
Criminal Justice Planning. These include both federal and local allot-
ments. Local costs represent both hard and - ft monies. Summary
reports of actual expenditures will be used  stermine all exact -
costs. Indirect services and donated equipment and supplies not
reflected in the. contract budget will be calculated and incorporated
into the cost-benefit formula. The equation used for determining costs
of operating the program is as follows:

- 1

2 ,
Cy =§ Ce+Caq
1=

|

-

-
I

= year; July, 1972 - June, 1974

C¢ = actual yearly contract expenditure
Ca = additionai cost incurred, both direct and indirect, which
are not reflected in the OCJP contract.

il

On the basis of thig formula, it is also possible to determine the cost
per participant.
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F. Cost of Crime

This section will discuss the estimated costs of crime to the correc~
tional system. The costs of court, correctional and probation services °
are provided. These estimates will be used in measuring the value of
diversion,

as well as Oakland City Jail has been estimated at $15.00 per day.
This cost provides basic food, medical, clothing, laundry, security,
and recreational services, This $15.00 per day cost is based on
the formal agreement between the County of Alameda and the City of
Ouakland covering the procedures for handling prisoners.

The cost of probation services can be determined on the basis of pro-
bation officers' salaries plus supportive services. This cost can be
calculated by dividing the total departmental budget by the number of
budgeted positions. While it is recognized that the Probation Depart-
ment is organized along Adult and Juvenile Divisions, the average
cost per probation officer does not differ significantly.

Next it is assumed that there is some maximum adult caseload which
the community deems desirable. When caseloads grow to exceed
. this, expenditures will be made to expand the number of probation ;
officers. For the purpose of making this estimate the County Admin- i
- istrator's Office has utilized "vardstick cases" in determining per-
- sonnel requests. These yardsticks adopted by the County Board of
Supervisors are:

Adult Division
® 150 male supervisory casas per month
e 132 female supervisory cases per month

Thus, for the purpose of this analysis, it is assumed that if 150 addi-
~tional cases were given to a probation officer, it would resultinthehiring
- of additional probation officer. The cost perday, multiplied by one of these addi~
Y,',tional probationers would be the annual cost of the probation officer
{-divided by 150, divided by 365. Table 1, below, presents the costs
'kof individuals placed on probation in Alameda County.
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Table 1. Probation Costs

A}

1972 -~ 1973

Probation Department Budget $ 12,496,347.00
Budgeted Positions 732.67
Avg. Cost Per Probation QOfficer 17,056.00
Cost per Probation Case (Annual) 113,71
Cost per Probation Case (Daily) .31

Source: Alameda County Budget Message, 1972 - 1973,

The Div ersi_on Benefit

The first benefit to be measured is that occuring from diversion of
participants' cases from the correctional system. The value to

the community from diverting cases from the criminal justice system
depends on the number of cases that would otherwise not have been
diverted and the expected cost of the sentences. The expected costs
of a sentence depends on the costs of different types of dispositions
including acquittal, prison sentence, normal probation, etc.,
weighted by the probability that each disposition would have occurred.
The value of diverting cases from the criminal justice system would
be offset by those participants who fail to complete their assignments
and must therefore return to the court for further ajudication. The
cost of additional court services will be calculated for participants
that have incomplete assignments. Table 2 below will help to
{llustrate the diversion benefit.

The estimated value of the prison and probation resource savings

is offset by the loss of revenues obtained thr .gh fines had "con-
ventional"sentences been handed down. Thus the formula for the

diversion benefit could be as follows:

Bg = (Cp+ Cpp) - Bf

Cp = probation cost
Cpr = parole cost
Bf = fines not levied in lieu of rcferral
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Table 2. Estimated Differences of Dispositions
of Court Referral and Control Samples

Disposition Control N=100 Court Referral

Fine
$ 0-100
100 - 200
200 - 300
/300 - 500
over 500

Probation
3 mos.

6 mos.
12 mos.

Prison
0 - 15 days
6 ~ 10 days
11 - 20 days
21 - 30 days
30 days

bt

H. Community Service Benefit

The second major benefit derived from the project is the value asso-
ciated with the work performed by project participants. Court Refer-
rees are assigned to complete from 8 to 1,200 hours of volunteer
work in a community service agency. The type of work performed
falls into a variety of categories ranging from maintenance to child
care. The. calculation of community service benefits is a function
of the following variables:

type of work performed (W)
hourly value of each type of work (V)

percentage of clients performing a given type of work (Cp)
total number of hours assigned to clients (Hy)

rate of assignment completion (R

o)




The type of work performed: (W;) is based on standard job classifi~-
cations. Records of work assignments are maintained by the project
and are easily coded to reflect specific work assignments. The
hourly rate (Vn) used in the valuation of volunteer services is based
on State OC]JP fiscal standards. State regulations specify "accept-
able rates" for the valuation of over 35 employment classifications.
The project maintains data on the percentage of clients performing

a given type of work (Cp) . During the course of a placement, the
offender may perform tasks not originally part of his/her assignment.
Also, in some cases placements in more than one community agency
or organization are necessary to enable the offender to complete the
hours assigned by the Court. For purposes of this analysis the
difference in the value of the actual work performed compared with
the assigned has not been taken into account. It is assumed that
negative costs resulting from the performance of less valuable work
will be offset by the performance of more valuable work in other
assignments., In addition, the percentage of individuals performing
work other than what was assigned is only 17 per cent. No data

is available correlating the type of work performed with the number
of clients or hours assigned. As a result, calculations will be made
on the basis of the total number of hours assigned and percentage of
clients performing a specific type of work. The total number of hours
assigned (H;) is based on the following formula:

i = classes of hours assigned
Hyx = mean number of*hours assigned
Py = number of participants assigned

It

The rate of assignment completion (Ro) is based on the total number of
participants assigned to community service placements. Records of
assignment completion are maintained by the project and are verified
by community service agencies.

The value of the community service benefit can thus be determined by
means of the following formula.,

n
BGS = % (Ht ¢ Cp . Vn) * (Rc)
j=

i = type of work performed (Wy)
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Employment Benefit

An unanticipated benefit of the project is the employment which may
result from a participant's volunteer work in a community service
agency. A primary consideration in the referral of offenders to the
project is their indigent status. Quarterly project statistics show that
only 32 percent of those interviewed were employed. The remainder
were unemployed (26.3%) or not in the labor force (41.7%). The
employment of individuals in agencies for which they performed vol-
unteer work is a true social benefit. It is assumed that an indivi~
dual's employment is associated with his/her placement by the
Court Referral project. Thus, any subsequent earnings can be attri-
buted to the project.

Determination of the employment benefit is based on self-reporting
of a subsample of unemployed Court Referral participants. Telephone
follow-up survey will be utilized to obtain employment and earnings
data. The cost of the benefits will be as follows:

n
Be =ZEa
i=1

1l

i
Ea

individual obtaining employment at referral agency
annual earnings from agency employment

i

Totai Court Referral Benefit

The total Court Referral Program benefit is the sum of the benefits
previously identified minus the costs incurred (see below).

CRp = (Bq + Bog + Bg) - Cy

CRb = Total Court Referral Benefit

If the total benefits (Bg + Bog + Bg) exceed the total costs (Cy) the
project can be said to be cost effective. The value of the effectiveness

is in absolute dollars and provides an indication of the magnitude of
the benefit,

To determine the cost-benefit ratio, that is the rate of return for a
given investment, the following formula is applicable:
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Table 1ia. Chicago: Percent distribution of personal crimes of violence, by type of incident and number of offenders, 1972*

Type of crime One Two Three Four or more
Crimes of violence 19 20 15 . 16
Rape _ Th (B) (3) (B)
Robbery 33 29 22 16
Robbery and attempted robbery with injury 26 28 23 23
From serious assault 25 26 2l 25
From minor assault 27 30 22 21
Robbery without injury 29 31 25 15
Attempted robbery without injury L7 25 17 11
Assault 63 11 9 17
Aggravated assault 59 1k 7 20
With injury 52 16 (Bg 2L
Attempted assault with weapon 63 12 (B 18
Simple assault 66 9 11 1L
With injury 62 (B) 13 15
3 Attempted assault without weapon 68 9 10 13

*Excludes incidents for which the number of offenders was unknown or not available.
B Estimate, based on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable.
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Table 11b. Detroit: Percent dlsbllbubll on of peISOnal crimes of viol ence, by bype of incident and number of offender 57 1; 2

One Two Three Four or more
Type of crime - - [
51 23
. . :
Crimes of violence . ) lg (12
Rape 36 gi Y 1
b . - Y |
RDEoggry and attempted robbery with injury 3(5) 3 2 i(;
Prom serious assault 2 o (55 2
From minor assault % P 1 2
Robbery without injm o 7 % 118. 16
Atzi?ted robbery without injury A }2 9 1
Assay 3
Aggravated assault 53 1s 12 13
With injury 1
Attempted assault with weapon 25 i § ‘ gcé)
Simple assault o W (Bg 15
With inj 7
o Attenptggrgssault without weapon 63
o

i urknown or not available.
1 incidents for which the number of offenders was oW i .
BEx%]s-l‘bl?J?lit;? c':L:ased on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable

Table 1lc. Los Angeles:

Percent distribution of personal crimes of violence, by type of incident and number of offenders, 1972
Type of crime One Two Three Four or more
Crimes of violence 60 16 9 15
Hape 82 () (B) (8)
Robbery 43 27 15 15 N
Robbery and attempted robbery with injury 3L 24 21 21
From serious assault 22 23 30 25
From minor assault L7 26 (B) (B)
Robbery without injury 36 3l 16 1l
Attempted robbery without injury 59 22 (B) (B)
Assault 66 12 7 15
Aggravated assault bh 10 9 17
With injury 59 11 (B) 20
Attempted assault with weapon 66 10 9 15
Simple assault 68 12 6 14
With injury 61, 13 (B) 16
Attempted assault without weapon 69 12 6 13

YExcludes incidents for which the number o

B Estimate, based on about 10 or fewer s

f Jffenders was unknown or not available,
ample cases, is statistically unreligble,




Table 11d. New York: Percent 4

istribution of personal crimes of violence,

by type of incident and number of offenders, 1972

One Two Three Four or more
Type of crime _ 13
12
8 27
Crimes of violence L (B) (B)
67 (8) 4 13
%2%% 40 %é 20 15
e i s s
Robgry and attempted robbery with injury 22 2 21 (é())
From serious assault " 2 (B) >
From minor assaulb 3"7 39 13 o
Robbery without injury L 51 28 (B) Y
Attempted robbery without injury bl 12 (B§ 12
Assault ) 15
Aggravated assault 2; “33 gg g% .
With injury B
AMttempted assault with weapon ZZ (10 9 (%?
Simple assault 5L () (B) +5
With injury ye 11 (B)

c8

Attempted assault without weapon

€8

1pgcludes incidents for which the number of offenders
B FEstimate, based on about 10 or fewer sample cases,

was unknown or not ava::_lable.
is statistically unreliable.

Table 1le. Philadelphia: Percent distribution of personsl crimes of violence, by type of incident and number of offenders, 1972

Type of crime

One Two Three Four or more
Crimes of violence L5 18 13 2l
Rape 75 (B) (B) (B)
Robbery 32 27 18 23
Robbery and attempted robbery with injury 27 25 21 27
From serious assault 25 30 19 26
From minor assault 29 21 23 27
Robbery without injury 28 33 17 22
Attempted robbery without injury L2 20 19 19
Assault 55 12 8 25
Aggravated assault L9 iL 10 27
With injury L5 13 13 29
Attempted assault with weapon 53 14 7 26
Simple assault 61 10 7 22
With injury 63 (B) (B) 22
Attempted assault without weapon 60 11 6 23

1Excludes incidents for which the number of offenders was urknown or not available.
B Estimate, based on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable.
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Table 12. Percent of personal crimes of violence involving strangers,

by type cf incident and city, 1972

k Philadelphia
Chicago Detroit Los Angeles New Yor
Type of crime 7 9l 82
&3 78 3 91 76
Crimes of violence 80 72 'ég 36 93
Rape 9L o 89 96 %
Robbe: civ sos
Robbery end sbbempbed robbery with injury gg 89 P 32 93
From serious assaulbt 95 9L gé{ 98 93
From minor §S§U3:t 92 31 92 98 95
Robbery without injury . g6 3 86 73
Attempted robbery without Injury 7 65 2? o 7
Assault 75 62 3 90 &7
Aggravated assault 72 51 b 80 83
With injury ) 78 &1 0e 86 7
Attempted assault with weapon 72 €9 e 86 59
Simple assaulb 61 61 6‘8: 86 75
With injury i 76 71
Attempted assault without weapon
Table 13. Percent of personal crimes of violence in which the offenders used weapons, by type of incident and city, 1972
Type of crime Chicago Detroit Los Angeles New York Philadelphia
Crimes of violence Lb 52 L3 5l L6
Rape 38 36 28 51 (B)
Robbery 50 56 52 62 L8
Robbery and attempted robbery with injury L5 52 Wiy 50 L2
Robbery without injury 59 58 N 73 58
Attempted robbery without injury L0 55 L6 L9 L2
Assault 12 50 LO 37 L6
B Estimabe, based on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable.
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. : d by armed le 14b. Detroit:

: . i tion of types of weapons use . Table 1hb. Detroit:

R e e TR o M
offenders

incident, 1972

Percent distribution of types of weapons used by armed

offenders in committing personal crimes of violence, by type of
incident, 1972

Firearm Knife Other ] Type of crime Firearm Knife Other
e of crime - - i
il ’ L, R8 =8 Crimes of violence L, 33 23
Crimes of violence 52 L8 0 Rape (B) (B) (B)
Rape 50 30 20 Robbery L7 36 17
Robbery iy s s 33 27 40 Robbery and attempted robbery witn injury 27 38 35
Robbery and attempted robbery with injury 59 31 10 fovbery without injury _ 57 32 11
Robbery without injury L. L 33 23 Attempted robbery without injury 42 L5 13
Attempted robbery without injury 37 23 40 Aggravai:,eq assault IXe) 29 31
Aggravated assault 16 22 62 With injury . 21 21, 52
With injury ) 18 23 29 Attempted assault with weapon L9 31 20
Attempted assault with weapon - : .
1Exclud;as cases in which the type of weapon was unknown. . B iles cases in ihieh the type of om o Was unkmoun,

B Estimate, based on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliabile,

86
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Percent distribution of types of weapons used by

Table 1hce LOS Angeles:
armed offenders in committing personal crimes of violencey by
type of incident, 1972

Type of crime Firearm Knife Other
Crimes of violence 36 33 31
Rape (8) (8) (B)
Robbery 35 L3 22
Robbery end attempted robbery with injury (B) 12 L7
Robbery without injury 50 38 EBg
Attempted robbery without injury 34 53 B
Aggravated assault 36 26 38
With injury 17 30 53
Attempted assault with weapon L 24 32

of weapon was unknowne
is stat

lgxcludes cases in which the type
B Estimate, based on gbout 10 or fewer sample cases,

istically unrelisble.

i
|
|
i
b

¥
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Table 14d., New York:

Percent distribution of types of weapons used by armed

of f R sine
enders in committing personal crimes of violence, by type of

incident, 1972

Type of crime
Firearm Knife
Crimes of violence Other
19 60
Rape 21
Robbery (B) (B
Robbery and attempted robb 18 65 (?)
robbe ith inj
Robbery without Injury T wh nJury “3% 62 21
empted robbery without injw 66
Aggz.'ava?ed assault w ARy (B) 65 rlei
With injury 2L 38 38
Attempted assault with weapon (gg (B) 53
Ly 27

1 . I3 )
Excludes cases in which the type of weapon was unknown

B Estimate, bas
’ ed on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable




Table 1lhe. Philadelphia:

Percent distribution of types of weapons used by

type of incident, 1972

armed offenders in committing personal crimes of violence, by

Type of crime Firearm Knife Other
Crimes of violence 30 31 36
Rape (B) (B) 0
Robbery 3l 37 29
Robbery and atbempted robbery with injury 16 3l 50
Robbery without injury L9 35 16
Attempted robbery without injury 21 L5 3L
Aggravated assault 27 30 43
With injury 15 29 - 56
Attempbed assault with weapon 36 31 33

lmycludes cases in which the
B Estimate, based on gbout

type of weapon was unknown.
10 or fewer sample cases, iS S

tatistically unreliable,

Table 15a. Chicagos

Percent distribution of ictimi i
selected characteristics of victimgeggnf:;p;n g;:.?;?‘;:mil;’,mby

. 2 1, .
Characteristic All crimes Crimes of violence Crimes of theft
Sex
Male (L6)
Female (5L4) 15; 152 2
" 0
Race 5
white (66)
Black 232) % o &
Other (2) 1 l‘? ’%
1
Age
12-15 (10) 0
16-19 (9) iz,, T :
20~21, (11% 17 i Y
sk (17} 7 18 16
35-49 (20y 19 7 S
50-64 (20) 13 1 -
65 and over (13) 5 12 2
L

1 .
Number in parentheses refers to proportion of population in the group




Table 15b. Detroit:
selected characteristics o

Percent distribution of personal victimizatio
£ victims and type-of crime,

ns, by

1972

Table 15c.

Los Angeles:

Percent distribution of erso victimi i

- . D nal ti ation

by selected characteristics of victims and type Ofc crirz;xe 19?5
14

Charac’oeristiol A1l crimes Crimes of violence Crimes of theft Characteristict A1l crimes Crimes of wviole C
nce rimes of theft
Sex Sex
Male (L5) 5l 61 50 Male (47) .
Female (55) L6 39 50 Female {53) ig g’?] 51
49
Race Race
White (53) 50 L6 5k White (79; 79
Black (46) 19 Sl b5 Black (17 18 73 83
Other (1) 1 (8) 1 Other (1) 3 22 1l
3
Age Age
12-15 (10) 1l 18 10 12-15 (9; 13
16-19 (10) 15 20 12 16-19 (9 15 18 11
20-21 (11) 16 16 16 2021, glo) 12 17 1L
25-3L (15) 19 17 21 25-3, (19 o1 18 15
35-19 (19 17 13 20 35-49 (22 19 2 22
5061, (21 1l 11 16 50-6 (19) 15 1(5) 21
65 and over (1h) 5 5 5 65 and over (12) l, 5 13
L

2 yumber in parentheses refers to proportion of population in the group.

92

1 : .
Number in parentheses refers to proportion of population in the group
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. . s otimizations, by : Table 15e. Philadelphia: Percent distribution of personal victimizations,
. distribution of personal victimlzatlonsy ‘4 by selected characteristics of victims and type of crime, 1972
Table 15d. New York: Percent. ; rotims and type of crime, 1972 y selected characteristics of victims and typ rime,
selected characteristics of vic
. 4 £ theft | Gharac’oeristic1 A1l crimes Crimes of violence Crimes of theft
. ; Crimes of violence Crimes o :
haracteristic* All crimes

Chara .

Sex 58 12 Male (45) 56 67 48
Male (16) ng 12 58 Female (55) by 33 52
Female (54)

. ( Race

Race - 8L, White (67) 63 51, 69
White (78) 80 29 14 Black (32) 36 Iy 30
Black (19) 18 3 2 Other (1) 1 2 1
Oth

ther (3) o

Age 11 L 12-15 (10) 10 16 6
12-15 (8) 1 11 6 1619 (9) 13 18 g
16-19 (8) 8 13 11 20-2L (10 15 15 15
20-2/, (10 12 1 2l 25-3L (16 21 18 23
25-34 (19 <3 1 23 35-49 (19 18 13 22
35-19 (21 2L 1% 21 50-6) (21) 16 13 18

50-61, (20) (1) H 9 11 65 and over (15) 7 7 8
65 and over (1k

i i in the group.
1 Number in parentheses refers to proportion of population in group

9
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'Number in parentheses refers to proportion of population in the group.




i Table 163 chlcaSOU uiCbuﬂ-zat'ioll Iat'es for peISOIIS age 12 and overy by CIlaIaCteIistics of ulcbi-ms and bype of crime, 19;2
.

} ’ (Rate per 1,000 resident population age 12 and over)

Agsault Persona;lggg_e_g
tict Rape With injtm?Obb;ghout injury Aggravated Simple With contact Without contact
Characteristic
12 14 1L Vel
Total (2,426,000) 3 7 20
1 8 87
*ete (1,109,000) (2) ; 2 T % w | &
Female (1,317,000) 5
20 6 58
Ag22—15 257,000) (B‘)3 g flﬂg 3‘93 o 12 :1&
53 Gl S B 2 L
i (i l» j T i i
o (e o 'g i ;o i n
50 and over (794,000) (8)

Race 6 14 11 15 12 3
0 White (1,606,000) 2 1 18 72
“  Black z(mé other (820,000) L 8 30 15 i

Marital status s g 1 -

Mareied (1,198,000) 1 5 15 K 2 1 70
Never married (230, ) sted. and L 7 - ) |
Widowed, divorc separate "

sz:tu’s not ava:‘t‘iable (14,28,600) L 11 .20 8

Anmugl family income N 25 52
L:ss than $3,000 (231,000) 5 1g 3513 ig 1‘; 2 2
$3,000-$7,499 (549,000 4 8 1L 1 16 76
$7,500-$9,999 (276,000 () ‘f’; 1 14 1 . [
$10,000-$14,999 (592,000 2 ) 1% 5 13 5 9
$15,000 or more (505,000 (B; 5 1 2 > n o
Not available (271,000) (B 9

ion i i 3 because of rounding.
X Number in parentheses refers to population in the group. De'l:,aﬂ.. 1:3 not aiqaiégetotal shown g
B Estimate, based on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically wnrell .

Table 16b, Detroit: Victimization rates for persons age 12 and over, by characteristics of victims and type of crime, 1972 .

{Rate per 1,000 resident population age 12 and over)

Robbery Assault Personal larceny
Characteristic® Rape With injury Without injury Aggravated Simple With contact  Without contact
Total (1,035,000) 3 8 2l 18 15 9 85
Sex .
Male (466,000) (B) 9 35 27 19 7 98
Female (569,000) 5 6 16 10 12 12 75
Age
12-15 (107,000 7 9 L5 26 34 6 86
16~19 (100,000 6 10 W INA 32 10 107
20-24 (114,000 (B) 6 31 3L 26 10 128
25-34 (159,000 L 7 27 22 15 7 120
35-49 (192,000) gB; 6 17 12 9 9 96
50 and over (363,000) B 8 14 L 5 i1 45
Race ”
2 White (552,000) 3 7 18 14 16 8 86
Black and other {(483,000) 2 8 32 22 14 10 aL,
Marital status
Married (509,000) . (B) 5 16 11 8 7 8y
Never married (325,000) 5 10 10 31 28 8 101
Widowed, divorced, sSeparated, and
status not available (201,000) 3 11 22 13 12 18 6L,
Annual family income ’
Less than $3,000 (121,000) 5 15 32 22 11 22 43
$3,000-$7, 499 §231,000; 5 10 29 21 19 1 65
$7,500-$9,999 (116,000 (B) 5 27 15 14 7 78
$10,000-$14,999 221;9,0003 2 5 19 15 il 5 104
$15,000 or more (221,000 éB; 5 18 19 16 5 121
Not available (97,000) B 9 30 12 14 8 66

!Number in parentheses refers to population in the group.
B Estimate, based on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable,




Table 16c. Los Angeles: Victimization rates for persons age 12 and over, by characteristics of victims and type of crime, 1972
(Rate per 1,000 resident population age 12 and over) ;
Robbery Assault Personal larceny f
Characteristic? Rape With injury Without injury Aggravated Simple With contact Without contact
Total (2,101, 000) 2 5 1 15 19 7 99
Sex e ;
Male (977,000) (8) 7 17 23 25 5 110 |
Female (1,124,000) L 3 6 9 1k 8 €9
¥
Age i
12-15 (187,000) () 8 29 27 36 8 107 ;
16-19 (180,000) (B) 9 12 39 I3 8 160 |
20-21, (211,000 (B) (8) 17 28 33 11 151 ;
25-34 §397,000 '(Bg 3 10 19 19 5 117
35-49 (463,000 (B 5 8 9 12 L 100
50 and over (662,000) (8) 5 6 L 9 8 51
Race
9 White (1, 654,000) 2 L 9 13 20 7 104
Black and other (447,000) I g 17 2) 14 6 80
Marital status
Married (1,092,000) 1 3 6 10 1 L 8L ;
Never married (639,000) L 6 19 26 29 9 135
Widowed, divorced, separated,; and :
status not available (370,000) (B) 9 10 13 17 10 81 i
Anmual family income ‘l
Less than $3,000 (228,000) (B) 12 19 21 18 il 69 |
$3,000-$7,1499 (53L,000) 3 8 13 22 21 6 85 '
$7,500-$9,999 (226,000) (Bg 5 8 11 17 7 108
$10,000-$14,999 (1,1;5,0003 (B 3 10 11 18 5 98
$15,000 or more {535,000 (B) (B; 7 12 20 5 124
Not available (132,000) (B) (B 10 21 16 8 . 89
*Number in parentheses refers to population in the group. Detail xﬁay not add to total shown because of rounding.
B Estimate, based on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable.
3

Table 16d. New York: Victimization rates for persons age 12 and over, by characteristics of victims and type of crime, 1972

(Rate per 1,000 resident population age 12 and over)

. Robbery Assault Personal larceny
Characteristic Rape With injury Without injury Aggravated Simple With contact  Without contact
Total (5,666,000) 1 5 19 L 6 15 37
Sex
Male (2,589,000) (B) 7 25 6
Female (3,077,000) 2 L 1 3 Z .::g 3%
Age
12-15 (437,000 B) 7 26 B 1 B :
16-19 1;,38,0005 B 6 21 ('; 113; (1g 5.2']}
20-21, (585,000 B 5 23 7 7 12 L
25-3), 1,071»,000; B 5 22 5 8 11 5
35-49 (1,225,000 éB 5 17 5 L 16 39
50 and over (1,906,000) B 5 15 2 L 20 29
Race (
White (4,438,000) 1 6 1
8 Black and other (1,227,000) (8) 5 2:51 lz: 2 ig g’?
Marital stz(itus
Married (3,077,000) () L 15
Never married (1,683,000) 2 7 21 Ig 1'15 :ll.‘BL ﬁ
Widowed, divorced, separated, and
status not available (906,000) (B) 9 23 3 5 28 27
Annual family income(:
Less than $3,000 (421,000) 0 (B) 20 B 8 18 1
$3,000-$7, 499 él,h37,000) 2 6 22 ®) 5 16 22
$7, 500-$9,999 (725, 000) 0 8 19 5 IR 14 33
$10,000-$14,999 (1,242,000) (B 5 17 L 6 16 L6
$15,000 or more (1,074,000) gB L 16 L 10 13 67
Not available (766,0003 B 5 19 5 6 i3 22

1 s . .
Numbe:E‘ in parentheses refers to population in the group. Detail may not add to total shown because of rounding,
B Estimate, based on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable.
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Table l6e. Philadelphia: Victimization rates for persons age 12 and over, by characteristics of victims and type of crime, 1972

(Rate per 1,000 resident population age 12 and over)

Robbery Assault Persopal 1érceny
Characteristic! Rape With injury Without injury Aggravated Simple With contact Without conbtact
1 81
Total (1,386,000) 1 8 20 17 17 L
Sex
21 g 92
Male (627,000) ° 12 33 22 1L 17 73
Female (759,000) 2 >
Age 1 6 50
12-15 (133,000§ (B) 9 gg ég 37 ¢ A~
16-19 (122,000 (8) k4 20 33 33 8 129
20-2) (1414000) (8) $ % 17 23 12 128
25-3L (220,ooo§ ng ! o 9 o 15 92
35-49 (271,000 B 2 15 L 7 19 49
50 and over (499,000) (8) ,
Race
: 2 17 .12 85
= White (936,000) 1 & 1L 1
8  Black and other (450,000) 2 12 32 26 16 18 7
Marital status 0
Married (692,000) (B) 5 18 32 ;17 ]1.1 gg
Never married (4L7,000) o 3 10 3
Widowed, divorced, separated, . "
status not available (248,000) (B) i2 20 8 13 27
Annual family income 2 6
Less than $3,000 (147,000) éB) 1}, gz ;{; ;ltg 1&53 6?
$3,000-$7,499 (342,000) B 5 o 12 20 1h 86
$7,500-$9,999 (177,000) (B i = 15 15 g 9,
$10,000-$14,999 (336,0003 (B 2 1 12 17 7 99
$15,000 or more (230,700 ng 3 g 18 1 15 7L
Not available (154,007} B 8 1
Number in parentheses refers to population in the group. De’f,ai.'(__ may not adc'i to total shown because of rounding.
B Estimate, based on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable.
Table 17. Percent of personal victimizations in which victims of crimes of violence took self-protective measures, by type of crime
and city, 1972
Type of crime Chicago Detroit Los Angeles New York Philadelphia
Crimes of violence 51 51 62 L5 57
Rape 67 77 9 70 90
Robbery 38 36 51 39 48
Robbery and attempted robbery with injury L8 Lt 5l 52 57
From serious assault L5 L7 52 50 L9
From minor assault 50 1 57 55 65
Robbery without injury 17 19 31 19 23
Attempted robbery without injury 71 b, 73 &9 Th
Assault 62 6L &7 56 6l
Aggravated assault 59 6l 70 53 63
With injury 60 67 &9 L 57
Attempted assault with weapon 58 62 7 59 67
Simple assault 61 65 6l 58 65
With injury . 63 66 66 71 69
Attempted assault without weapon bl 65 63 55 bl




Table 18a. Chicago: Percent of victimizations in which the victims
of crimes of violence sustained physical injury, received
hospital care, and incurred medical expenses, by type
of crime, 1972

Table 18b. Detroit: Percent of victimizations in which the victims
of crimes of violence sustained physical injury, received
hospital care, and incurred medical expenses, by type
of crime, 1972

Item Crimes of violence® Robbery Assault
Sustained physical injury 31 25 30
Received hospital care 9 6 10
Emergency room only 7 5 8
Overnight or longer 2 (B) 2
Incurred medical expenses 6 5 7

! Tnecludes data on rape, not shown separately.
?Tncludes only those victimizations in which the victims knew with certainty

that medical expenses were incurred and also knew, or were able to estimate,

the amount of such expenses.
B Estimate, based on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically

unreliable.
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Item Crimss of violence Robbery Assault
Sustained physical injury 29 21 27
Received hospital care 9 7 10
Emergency room only 7 6 7
Overnight or longer 2 2 2
Tncurred medical expenses® 6 5 7

}Tncludes data on rape, not shown separately.

2Tncludes only those victimizations in which the victims kmew with certcinty
that medical expenses were incurred and also knew, or were able to estimate,
the amount of such expenses.
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Table 18c. Los Angelest Percent of wictimizations in which the victims
of crimes of violence sustained physical injury, received
hogpital care, and incurred medical expenses, by type
of crime, 1972

Item Crimes of violence! Robbery Assault
Sustained physical injury 32 32 28
Received hospital care 9 - 10 7
Emergency room only 7 8 6
Overnight or longer 2 (B) 1
Incurred medical expenses® 8 8 7

1Inc:ludes data on rape, not shown senarately.

®Includes only those victimizations in which the victims knew with certainty
that medical expenses were incurred and also knew, or were able to estimate,
the amount of such expenses.

B Estimate, based on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically
unreliable.

Table 18d. New York: Percent of victimizations in which the victims
of crimes of violence sustained physical injury, received
hospital care, and incurred medical expenses, by type
of crime, 1972 ‘

-

Ttem Crimes of violence! Robtery Assault
Sustained physical injury 27 22 31
Received hospital care 7 5 10
Emergency room only * 5 I
Cvernight or longer 2 (B) (B)
Incurred medical expenses® 6 6 9

-

1Tncludes data on rape, not shown separately.

?Tncludes only those victimizations in which the victims knew with certainty
that medical expenses were incurred and also knew, or were able to estimate,
the amount of such expenses.

B Estimate, based on about 10 or fewer cases, is statistically
unreliable.
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Table 18e. Philadelphia: Percent of viclimizatiors in which the victims Table 19. Household victimization rates, by type of crime and city, 1972 .
of crimes of violence sustained physical injury, received !
hospital care, and incurred medical expenses, by type : (Rate per 1,000 households)
of crime, 1972 L e

Type of crime Chicago Detroit Los Angeles New York Philadelphia
. . 1 urgl 118 175 148 68 109
Item Crimes of violence” Rotbery Assault B Firiﬁle entry 52 89 61 28 .50
" - T Inlawful entry _
Sustained physical injury 33 _8 34 without force 30 L3 L8 18 2l
Received hospital care 11 9 13 Attempted forcible
Emergency roor only 9 7 10 ertry 36 42 39 21 2
Overnight or longer 3 2 3
iead 2 Household larceny 77 106 131 33 87
Incurred medical expenses 8_“ 7 8 | Completed larceny 70 95 120 29 79
ilncludes data on rape, not shown separavely. Attempted larceny 7 11 11 L 7
®Includes only those victimizations in which the victims knew with certainty ' Motor vehicle theft 36 L9 L2 26 L2
that medical expenses were incurred and also knew, or were able to estimate, ' Completed theft 27 36 28 19 26
the amount of such expenses. Avtempted theft 9 13 15 7 16
NOTE: Detail may not add to total shown because of rounding,
106 i 107




Table 20a. Chicago: Household victimization rates, by characteristics of
victimized households and type of crime, 1972
(Rate per 1,000 households)
Characteristict Burglary Household larceny Motor vehicle theft
Total (1,075,000) 118 77 36
Race of head of household
White (735,000) 100 77 25
Black and other (340,000) 156 79 59
Age of head of household
12-19 §9,ooo) 151, (B) (B)
20-3) (293,000) 169 104 48
35~1,9 §277,000; 140 97 Ly
50-6l (292,000 92 66 32
65 and over (20l,000) 49 28 15
Number of persons in household
1 (265,000) 95 35 17
2-3 (490,000) 107 65 38
45 (221,000) 140 114 L6
6 or more (99,000) 18}, 17L 52
Arnual family income
Less then $3,000 (149,000) 119 61 12
372, 000-$7, 499 (262,000) 108 63 30
$7,500-$9,999 (126,000) 139 75 33
$10, 000-$1k, 999 5231,000) 115 88 L7
$15,000~$2/4,999 (142,000) 120 106 L9
$25,000 or more !3k,000) 164, 103 51
Not available (i%2,000) 107 71 L2
Tenure
Owned (LO®,000) 107 9L 35
Fented {{7u,000) 121 67 36
goddioer of units in structure
occupied by household
1 (272,ooo§ 108 106 39
2 (234,000 9L 75 28
3-4 (199,000) 129 72 13
5-9 (129,000) 138 61 L7
10 or more (212,0003 131 62 25
Not available (2U4,000) 159 51 57

*Number in parentheses refers to households in the group.

total shown because of rounding.

Detail may not add to

B Estimate, based on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable.
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Table 20b. Detroit: Household viciimlzation rates, by characteristics
of victimized households and type of crime, 1972
(Rate per 1,000 households)
Characteristic! . Burglary  Household larceny Motor vehicle theft
Total (160,000) 17., 105 49
Race of head cf household
White (25i,,000) 147 100 38
Black and other (206,000) 208 115 63
Age of head of household
12-19 (5,000) 249 (B) (B)
20-34 (121,000) 2z 128 63
35-49 (107,000) 193 143 6L,
50-64 (129,000) 160 100 L5
65 and over (98,000) 106 50 17
Number of persons in household
1 (115,000) 145 51 27
2-3 (208,000) 156 a3 16
1~5 (92,000) 220 L5 77
6 or more (45,000) 236 228 57
Anmual family income
Less than $3,000 (80,000) 152 67 18
$3,000-$7,499 (112,000) 185 97 35
$7,500-$9,999 (51,000) 182 115 66
$10,000-$14,999 (99,000) 173 132 62
$15,000-$24,999 (62,000) 192 122 &7
$25,000 or more (13,000) 189 196 90
Not available (43,000) 147 85 52
Tenure
Owned (287,000) 180 116 Ly
Rented (174,000) 163 90 1.8
Number of units in structure
occupied by household
1 (290,000) 185 120 50
2 ('75,000) 179 107 51
3~4 (17,000) 142 77 37
5-9 (11,000) 167 85 ()
10 or more (56,000) 125 £ LS
Not available (10,000) 151 7 (B)

*Number in parentheses refers to households in the group. Deball may not . add to

total shown because of rounding,

B Estimate, based on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is shatistically vrralisble.
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Table 20c, Los Angeles:

Household victimization rates, by characteristics
of victimized households and type of crime, 1972

(Rate per 1,000 households)

Table 20d. New York: Household victimization rates, by characteristics
of victimized households and type of crime, 1972

(Rate per 1,000 households)

Characteristic* Burglary Household larceny Motor vehicle theft Characteristict Burglary Household larceny Motor vehicle theft
Total (1,008,000) 148 131 L2 ) Total (2,702,000) 68 33 26
Race of head of household ‘ Race of head of household
White (798,000) 136 131 36 White (2,109,000) 63 32 28
Black and other (210,000) 192 129 66 Black and other (593,000) 87 37 18
Age of head of household Age of head of household
12~19 Elz,ooo) 302 135 (B) 12-19 (14,000) (B) (B) (B)
20-34 (291,000) 177 168 6l 20-31, (755,000 77 33 3L
35-19 5275,0003 159 156 L7 35-49 (707,000 83 43 32
50-6l, (252,000 136 112 3k 50-6l, (677,000 68 37 25
65 and over (178,000) 88 59 11 i 65 and over (548,000) 37 19 9
Number of persons in household Number of persons in household
1 (302,000) 146 71 28 1 (7145,000) 56 15 10
2-3 (1458,000) 140 134, L5 2-3 (1,291,000) 67 32 29
L5 (184,000) 157 174 146 45 (533,000) 75 53 41
6 or more (6l4,000) 183 267 85 6 or more (134,000) 112 70 29
Annual family income Amnual family income
Less than $3,000 (159,000) 154 87 38 Less than $3,000 (286,000) 52 20 (B)
$3,000-$7, 499 §279,ooog 143 12l 40 $3,000-$7, 499 2755,000g 69 18 13
$7,500-$9,999 (107,000 177 136 52 $7,500-$9,999 (346,000 80 36 30
$10, 000-$14,999 (192,000) 137 145 L5 $10,000-$14,999 (537,000) 6L, L7 38
$15, 000-$2149999 §139,000) 149 177 L $15, 000-$2145 999 §313,000) 81 56 51
$25,000 or more (67,000) 177 159 L1 $25,000 or more (110,000) 8l 53 39
Not available (65,000) 103 90 38 Not available (355,000) 58 29 23
Tenure Tenure
Owned (429,000) 136 141 34 Owned (627,000) 81 62 33
Rented (579,000) 156 123 19 Rented (2,076,000) bl 25 2l
Number of units in structure Nurber of wunits in structure
occupied by household occupied by household
1 §579,000) 151 144 12 1 (360,000) 71 61 32
2 (39,000) 165 154, L2 2 (412,000) 61 50 37
3-14 (58, ooo; 165 115 50 3-4 (207,000) 81 35 26
5-9 (78,000 116 111 39 59 (195,000) 69 23 27
10 or more (239,000) 141 103 12 10 or more (1,451,000 67 23 21
Not available (15,000) 200 162 L5 Not available (74,000 75 bl (B)

*Number in parentheses refers to households in the group.
B Estimate, based on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable.
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! Number in parentheses refers to households in the group.
total shown because of rounding.

Detail may not add to

B Estimate, based on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable.
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Table 20e, Philadelphia: Household victimization rates, by characteristics 8
of victimized households. and type of crime, 1972 ﬁg % RQ R no MR
(Rate per 1,000 households) T)E'g
Characteristict Burglary Household larceny Motor vehicle theft E%ﬁ
. . 42 0
o O
Race of head of household ; ‘ e
White (417,000) 83 87 37 8
Black and other (199,000) 163 86 55 ! N Eol Q8 Spagg  wyngood
} =~ o v('\(V\N — (N —
Age of head of household | 4 ﬁég
12-19 (6,000) 150 (B) (B) ! R
20-34, (153,000 176 129 57 | A 28 3
5-49 (149,000 112 118 | =le e
20-24 1'1;61000 8l 65 Zg E gg] ®AT TRIQR ARARATR
65 and over (131,000) 60 32 12 ; a 28
: o
)
Numb<(ar of pex)'sons in household 7 I
1 (153,000 115 8 22 g 2
2-3 52?35,000; 106 %5 L B | 3] BT TRR}T  AwEanen
L~5 (126,000 109 140 60 g 8%
? L £ oln, ©
A or more (53,000) 104 161, 51, s g
o R
Anmual family income g 8l g
Less than $3,000 (100,000) 115 52 1, 5|83 BFT  UREQR VURAAATY
$3,000-$7, 499 (161, 000) 107 &2 37 2 88
$7,500-$9,999 (76,000) 131 101 55 9
$10,00C-$14,999 (128,000) 102 101 51 E %
$15, 000-$214,999 géé,ooog 101 9l 56 ' 2
$25,000 or more (12,000 87 107 91 2 §81 IR “#BEE Qyggew
Not available (69,000) 103 90 L3 B - §§
- e ©
[o}
Tenure g gc.é. o
Owned (378,000) 89 88 Ll b Al
Rented (238,000) 140 85 40 % 83| RI™  “FREY  SFIA{EAN
“ [ Y-
Number of units in structure g a2
occupied by household o o
1 (1,17,000) 97 92 ‘ 13 3 fi
2 (58,000) 117 70 L2 3 §8| 8&"  ~“RAY® D93 ¥Y
3-1, (39,000 189 87 39 2 | o4
5-9 (26,000 121 71 21, = ™= ©
10 or more (59,000) 114 72 55 k| Al o
Not available (17,000) 138 102 B) g |8l.3
. o] = J =1 o™ - DN D~ ON -3 [5a%sa¥a
5 . -g o Q $ [3a% NNN A - O\~ 23 r-{ i
Number in parentheses refers to households in the group. Detail may not add to a § E
total shown because of rounding. H ke
B Estimate, based on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable. ,"g’ o
% f 3
8 @ 8 0
8 3 2 §
g 2 i8 . mae,
J 3|2 Y y RRRRssEd
. 513 3 5 BE5ete i
&~ A 4] e}
5 | B|Seuy faaag? 52888%
B4 5193848 LIRF3 NOMA o w =
[ o O o o'é“‘\(‘) 'gm....ou\u\p
HIFEEERNCEELUN REEE
112 sla 3
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B Estimate, based on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable,




Table 22, Commercisl victimization rates', by type of crime and city, 1972 Table 23a. Chicago: Commercilal victimization rates, by characteristics
! of victimized establishments and type of crime, 1972
(Rate per 1,000 establishments)

(Kate per 1,000 establishments)
Type of crime Chicago Detroit Los Angeles New York  Philadelphia ' _.—

: teristict Burgl Robb
Burglary - 315 615 311 328 322 ; c—h;afac eristic urglary ery
Completed burglary 231 412 223 241 2 0
Attempted burglary 86 203 88 87 124 Total (117’ >0 ) 315 7
‘ yind of establishment
Robbery 77 179 W7 103 116 - fnd o2
Completed robbery 53 137 36 78 87 ( Sﬁzi’i a:(L);3 (20%0) gg% ig’?
Attempted robbery 2L L2 11 25 29 ‘ Service ( 52, éOO) 270 13
" Other (16,600) 339 28
|
_ (ross annual receipts
| ILess than $10,000 (17,700) 38/, 61
$10, 000-$2L,, 999 (w.uoog 273 100
$25,000~$49,999 (12,000 R2L 90
~ $50,000-$99,999 (10,700) 258 92
| $100,000-$499,999 (17,300) 273 83
. $500,000 or more (1k4,100) 478 61
No sales or amount not
available (31,300) 200 70
- Mverage number of paid employees
1-3 §u3,1oog 278 85
-7 (18,800 290 78
8-19 (13,400) 311 L5
20 or more (13,900) 511 1314,
None and not available (28,300) 295 52

YNumber in parentheses refers to business establishments in the group.
Detail may not add to total shown because of rounding.
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Table 23b. Detroit: Commercial victimization rates, by characteristics Table 23c. Los Angeles: Commerciel victimization rates, by characteristics

of victimized establishments and type of crime, 1972 ; of victinized establishments and type of crime, 1972
(Rate per 1,000 establishments) \ (Rate per 1,000 establishments)
Cheracteristic* Burglary Robbery Characteristic* Burglary Robbery
Total {48, 300) 615 179 Total (154,100) 311 L7

Kind of establishment | Kind of esbablishment

Retail (16,700) 720 370 © Retail (42,000) 509 95

Wholesale (2,000) 628 (B) . Wholesale (8,300) 236 (B)

Service {21,300) 551 93 - Service (67,400) 250 36

Other (8,400) 567 37 . Other (36,400) 213 19
Gross annual receipts Gross annual receipts

Less than $10,000 (9,400) 619 209 i Less than $10,000 (24,100) 363 49

$10, 000-$214,999 (5,7003 612 221 1 $10,000-$2L,999 (23,300) 3y 53

$25,000-$49,999 (5,600 516 126 . $25,000-$49,999 (21,400 261 31,

$50,000-$99 999 (5,900) 537 145 £ $50,000-$99,999 (20,900 366 71

$100, 000-$499,999 (8,900) 771 259 ~ $100,000-$499,999 (27,100) 360 67

$500,000 or more (5,300) 766 232 . $500,000 or more (16,900) 266 32

No sales or amourt no% . No sales or amount not

available (7,L00) 156 39 1¢ available (20,300) 181 (B)

Avevrage number of paid employees © Average number of paid employees

.2 (17,300) 549 159 - 1-3 (59,700) 288 10

47 (8,300) 556 202 L7 (25,200) 328 70

g-19 (4,400) 77 232 - 8-19 (15,700) 292 58

o0 or more (5,400) 27 163 . 20 or more (15,400) 347 53

Nonme and not available (10,900) 593 168 ~ None and not availsble (38,100) 328 34

1N}1mber in parentheses refers to business establishments in the group. ‘ 1N}lmber in parentheses refers to business establishments in the group.
Detail may not add to total shown Lecause of rourding. ~ Detail may not add to total shown because of rounding.

3 Esbimate, based on aboub 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically | B Estimate, based on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically
unreliable. . unreliable.
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Table 23d. New York:

of victimized establishments amd type of crime, 1972

(Rate per 1,000 establishments)

Commercial victimization rates, by characteristics ? Table 23e. Philadelphia: Commercial victimization rates, by

characteristics of victimized establishments and type of

crime, 1972

(Rate per 1,000 establishments)

Robbery f——~

Characteristict Burglary
| characteristict Burglary Robbery
Total (661,000) 328 103
' Total (88,700) 390 116
Kind of establishment P
Retail (200,700) 429 212 Kmd of establishment
Wholesale (85,;,00) 291 1O ¢ Retail (32,300) 1493 234
Service (251,500) 292 56 ! jholesale (6 C00) 500 (B)
Other (123,700) 262 68  Service (36,200) 307 L2
- Other (14,200) 323 69
Gross annual receipts
Less than $10,000 (6é1,000) 348 113 MOSS annual receipts
$10, ooo-$2u,999 (178,200) 327 147 ! less than $10,000 (19,000) 28, 79
825, 000-$9, 999 §77,700) 371 92 © §10,000-$21, 999 (13,600) 393 10k,
$50,000-$99,999 (103,100) 309 121 $25,ooo-$49 999 (11, 3003 L72 152
$1oo ooo-&>1+99 999 (122,400) 381 103 ‘ $50,000-$99,999 (10,600 LL7 163
$500,000 or more (1%7,100) 271, 99 1 $100, ooo—$409 999 (11,800) 4,61 183
No sales or amount not ~ $500,000 or more (8,700) 129 90
available (78,500) 305 L9 ! No sales or amount not
available (13,600) 335 2
Average number of pald employees :
1-3 §2A9,?OO 266 92 - kverage number of paid employees
L~7 (113,800 371 108 13 ézs, 600 L1l 123
8-19 (88,800 L12 129 =7 (12,700 169 154
20 or more (80,200) 410 117 g-19 (9,000 1,89 209
None and not available (128,800) 300 95 . 20 or more (7,300) L52 93
. None and not available (31,100) 296 7L

! Number in parentheses refers to business establishments in the group.
Detail may not add to total shown because of rounding.
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unreliable,
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"Number in parentheses refers to business establishments in the group.
Detail may not add to total shown because of rounding.
B Estimate, based on 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically




Table 24. Percent distribution of commercial robberies, by city, place

of occurrence, and kind of establishment, 1972

A11 Retail and Service

City and place of occurrence establishments wholesale and obther
Chicago

On premises 8ly 89 73

On delivery or elsewhere 16 11 27
Detroit .

On premises 83 89 66

On delivery or elsewhere 17 11 34
Los Angeles

On premises 88 91 8,

On delivery or elsewhere _ 12 (B) 16
New York

On premises 87 91 81

On delivery or elsewhere 13 9 19
Philadelphia

On premises 87 93 68

On delivery or elsewhere 13 7 32

B BEstimate, based on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable,

120

Table 25a. Chicago: “Percent distribution of armed robberies of commercial

establishments, by type of weapon used by offenders, 1972

P em—

' Type of weapon Robbery Completed robbery Attempted robbery
Firearm 69 76 L9
fnife 6 (B) (B)
Other and unknown type 25 19 LO
B Estimate, based on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically

wreliable.
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Table 25b. Detroit: Percent distribution of armed robberies of
commercial establishments, by type of weapon used by
offenders, 1972

Type of weapon Robbery Completed robbery Attempted robbery
Firearm 73 82 40
Knife * 10 8 16
Other and unknown type 17 10 Lh

122

Table 25c. Los Angeles: Percent distribution of armed robberies of
commercial establishments, by type of weapon used by
offenders, 1972

- Type of weapon Ro‘bbery Cqmpleted robbery Attempted robbery
Firearm 66 , 71 Ly

. fnife 11 (B) ng

| Other and unknown type 23 23 B

B Estimate, based on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically

. ureliable, :
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Table 25d. New York: Percent distribution of armed robberies of
commercial establishments, by type of weapon used by
offenders, 1972

Type of weapon Robbery Completed robbery Attempted robbery
Firearm 62 70 35
Knife 17 16 20
Other and unknown type R21 1L L5

12

“*F?"”

Table 25e, Philadelphia: Percent distribution of armed robberies
of commercial establishments, by type of weapon used
by offenders, 1972

Type of weapon Robbery Completed robbery Attempted robbery
Firearm 75 82 51
Knife 8 7 (B)
Other and unknown type 17 11 38

B Estimate, based on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is stabtistically
umreliable,
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Table 26. Percent distribution of commercial victimizations, by selected characteristics of establishments and city, 1972

Chicago Detroit Los Angeles New York Phil 3
Percent of Percent Percent of Percent Percent of Percent Percent of Percent Percent of Percent
establishments of crimes establishments of crimes establishments of crimes establishments of crimes establishments of crimes

! Characteristic

9eT

LTt

Kind of establishment

Retail 37 48 35 L7 27 L6 30 45 36 52
Wholesale A 3 L L 5 L 13 10 7 7
Service L5 36 L 36 Ll 35 38 31 11 28
Other 1h 13 17 13 25 15 19 1) 16 13
Gross annual receipts
Less than $10,000 15 17 20 20 16 18 10 10 21 15
$10, 000-$24,,999 12 12 12 12 15 17 12 13 16 15
$25,000-$49,999 10 8 12 9 14 11 12 13 13 16
$50, 000-$99, 999 9 8 12 11 13 17 15 15 12 15
$100, 000-$499,999 15 13 18 2h 18 21 18 21 13 17
$500,000 or more 12 17 11 1L 11 9 21 18 10 10
No sales or amount
not available 27 25 15 10 13 7 12 10 15 12
Average nuniber of
paid employees
1-3 37 34 36 32 39 36 38 31 32 34
47 16 15 17 17 16 18 17 19 15 17
8-19 11 11 13 16 10 10 13 17 10 1L
20 or more 12 19 11 1k 10 11 12 15 8 9
None or not available IN 21 23 21 25 25 20 18 35 25
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Table 28a., Chicago: Percent of commercial establishments, by type of security measure and kind of establishment, 1972

Type of security measure A1l establishments Retail Wholesale Service Other
Building alarm 12 17 15 7 g
Central alarm—police or security service 14 16 32 7 21
Reinforcing device 32 39 32 26 32
Guard or watchman 10 10 13 8 14
Watchdog 5 9 (Bg 3 3
Firearm L 7 (B 2 (B
Camera 1 1 (B) 1 (B
Other 17 1k 21 18 20
B Estimate, based on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable.
Table 28b. Detroit: Percent of commercial establishments, by type of security measure and kind of establishment, 1972
Type of security measure All establishments Retail Wholesale Service Other
Building alarm 11 16 (B) 8 11
Central alarm—police or security service 17 19 32 12 21
Reinforcing device 31 37 36 27 29
Guard or watchman 9 9 (Bg 9 9
Watchdog 6 8 (B 5 5
Firearm 10 18 (B) 5 5
Camera 2 2 0] 1 3
Other 20 16 21, 22 22

B Estimate, based on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable.
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Table 28c., Los Angeles: Percent of commercial establishments, by type of security measure and kind of establishment, 1972

Type of security measure A1l establishments Retail Wholesale Service Other
Building alarm 10 19 12 7 7
Central alarm-—police or security service 13 23 22 6 14
Reinforcing device i5 27 18 11 10
Guard or watchman 18 13 8 22 17
Wz?Ltchdog 3 3 (B) 2 2
Firearm 2 3 (B) 1 1
Camera 1 1 0 (B) 2
Other 26 18 20 30 31

B Estimate, based on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable.

€T
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Table 28d., New York: Percent of commercial establishments, by type of security measure and kind of establishment, 1972

Type of security measure A1l establishments Retail Wholesale Service Other
Building alarm 16 29 9 12 12
Central alarm--police or security service 15 19 16 9 22
Reinforcing device 36 55 25 29 27
Guard or watchman 10 7 . 27 8 9
Watchdog 2 5 (Bg 2 1
Firearm 1 3 (B 1 1
Camera 1 1 (B) 1 3
Other 17 9 19 21 21

B Estimate, based on about 10 or fewer ssmple cases, 1S statistically unreliable.
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Table 28e. Philadelphia: Percent of commercial establishments, by type of security measure and kind of establishment, 1972

Type of security measure A1l establishments Retail Wholesale Service - Other
Building alarm 11 16 14 8 8
Central alarm—police or security service 15 15 32 9 20
Reinforcing device 31 37 L3 26 27
Guard or wabchman 7 L 5 7 15
Watchdog 6 8 (B) 6 3
Firearm 6 9 6 I 2
Camera 1 1 (B) (B) 3
Otber 16 13 17 19 17

B Estimate, based on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable.

€€t

Table 29a. Chicago: Percent distribution of commercial establishments, victimized and not victimized, by presence of security
measures and kind of establishment, 1972

Ttem A1 establishments Retail Wholesale Service Other .
Victimized
With security measures 7L 79 76 66 76
After victimization 18 12 (B; 22 23
Before victimization 34, 38 . (B 28 37
Before and after victimization 22 29 (Bg 16 16
Without security measures 21, 19 (B 31 20
Not available 2 (B) 0 (B) (B)
Not victimized
With security measures 61 70 83 51 65
Without security measures 35 27 16 L, 30
Not available L 3 - (B) 5 5

B Estimate, based on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable.




Teble 29b., Detroit: Percent distribution of commercial establishments, victimized and not victimized, by presence of security
measures and kind of establishment, 1972

Item All establishments Retail Wholesale Service Other
Victimized
With security measures L 80 9, 6L, 79
After victimization 15 13 (B) 15 20
Before victimization 37 43 L5 31 31
Before and after victimization 22 2L (B) 18 28
Without security measures 25 20 (B) Eu 19
Not available (B) 0 0 (B) (B)
Not victimized
With security measures 6l 70 71 59 66
Without security measures 34 27 28 39 33
Not available 2 (B) (B) (B) (B)

B Estimate, based on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable.

YeT

Table 29c. Los Angeles: Percent distribution of commercial establishments, victimized an

4

measures and kind of establishment, 1972

T L TR

d not victimized, by presence of security

Ttem A3l establishments Retail Wholesale Service Other
Victimized
With security measures 75 79 73 69 76
After victimization 23 21 (B) 22 26
Before victimization 33 38 (B) 30 29
Before and after victimization 19 20 (B) 17 21
Without security measures 2 21 (B) 30 20
Not available (B) 0 o} (B) (B)
Not victimized
With security measures A2 i 59 60 58
Without security measures 35 27 39 37 37
Not available 3 3 (B) 3 5

qetT

B Estimabe, based on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable.




Table 29d. New York: Percent distribution of commercial establishments, victimized and not victimi
vict i
measures and kind of establishment, 1972 ' imized, by presence of security

'

Ttem A1l establishments Retail® Wholesale Service Other

Victimized
With security measures 77 86
After victimization 22 21 2&1‘;‘ gh I
Before victimization 3L L 33 2l vs
Before and after victimization 21 21 20 lg %
Without security measures 20 12 Ié 0 %
Not available 3 2 () 36 (§§
Not victimized
With security measures 68
Without security measures 29 ZZ Zg o 2
Not available 3 3 3 3; Bz

B Estimate, based on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically umreliable.

[
W
o~

Table 29e. Philadelphia: Percent distribution of commercial. establishments, victimized and not victimized, by presence of
security measures and kind of establishment, 1972

Ttem A11 establishments Retail Wholesale Service Other
Victimized
With security measures 75 78 ol 70 71
After victimization 23 22 33 23 21
Before victimization 30 31 L1 29 2L
Before and after victimization 22 25 20 18 26
Without security measures 23 21 . (B) 29 27
Not available (B) (B) (B) (B) (B)
Not victimized
With security measures 61 6L, 81 56 60
Without security measures 38 36 18 13 38
Not available 1 (B) (B) 1 (B)

B Estimate, based on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable.

LET
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27
10
11

Philadelphia

New York
27
33
10
16
10

Los Angeles

52
33

Detroit

27
27
10
28

Percent distribution of reasons for not reporting commercial victimizations to the police, by city, 1972
7
Chicago

Table 30,
B Fstimate, based on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable.

did not want to become involved

Reported to someone else
Other and not given

Nothing could be done; lack of proof
Police would not want to be bothered
Too inconvenient or time consuming;

Reasons for not reporting
Not important enough

APPENDIX I
! Survey Instruments

For the housekold surveys, a basic screen q&estionnaire (Form NCS-3)
and a crime incident report (Form NCS—4) were used to elicit information
on the relevant crimes committed against the household as a whole or
against any of its members age 12 and over. Form NCS-3 was designed to
gscreen for all instances of victimization before details of any specific
incident were collected. It also enabled the gathering of pertinent

information on the characteristics of each household and of interviewed

household members. Household screen questions were asked once of an
adult member of the household, whereas individual screen questions were
put to all household members age 12 and over.

Once the screening process was completed, the interviewer obtained
details of each incident, if any, revealed by the screerning. Form NCS-4
included questions concerning the circumstances under which each reported
? crime occurred, the extent of economic loss or injury, whether or not the
police were notified, and other related details.

Tn the commercial surveys, basically comparable techniques were used
to screen for the occurrence of burglary and robbery incidents and to

obtain details concerning those crimes. Form CV5~101 contained separate

sections for screening and gathering information on the characteristics

of business places; on the one hand, and for eliciting data on the

relevant crimes, on the other.

138 :
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FORM

NCS-3

19:29-721

U.5. DEFARTMENT OF ZOMMERCE
SOCIAL AND ECONOMIC STATISTICS ALMINISTRATION
BURCAL OF THE CENSUS

NATIONAL CRIME SURVEY
CENTRAL CITIES SAMPLE
BASIC SCREEN QUESTIONNAIRE

statistical purposes,

NOTICE - Your report to the Census Bureau s confidential by law (Title I3, W.S,
Codel tt may be seen anly by sworn Census employees and may be used anly for

Contro! number
P3U :Senial + Panel  Household

|
i
i
i

 Segment

L. Interviewer identification

Code ‘lName
i
1

6. Tenure (ce 7y

1 . Owned or being bought

2 ' Rented for cash

2, Record of interview

Line number of household ‘Date completed

respondent

3 No cash rent

7. Type of living quarters tcc 111
Housing Unit

House, apartment, fiat

@66

3. Reason for noninterview (cc 26d)

TYPE A
Reason

177 No one home

Temporarily absent — Return date ____
' Refused
4] Other Occ. ~ Specify _

Reace of heod

TYPE B
£ 7} Vacant - Regutar
2 Vacant - Storage of HH furniture
3 ! Temporarily occupted by persons with URE
4} Unfit or to be demolished

5 Under construction, not ready
% " Cohverted to temporarv business or
7 Unoccupind tent site g Bt site
8 71 Permit granted, constrb tarted

9 " Other — Specify 7

TYPE C

t "1 Unused line of listing sheet
"7 Demolished

" 1House or trailer moved

[ "1 Outside segment

"1 Converted to permanent business or storage
i Merged

~j Condemned

"1 Built after April I, 1970

! Other — SDQCIfy7

2
3
4
5
6
7
]

2 HU in nontransient hotei, motel, etc,

3 HU - Permanent in transient hotel, motet, etc.
4 HUn rooming house

s "Mobile bome or trazier

3 Hy specified above — Dascribe ]

Quarters not HY 1n reoming o boarding house

Ot permanent in transient hote!, mote!, etc,
cant tent site or trailer site
10 Not specified above — Describe

oy

8. Number of housing units in structure {cc 23)

@y s 5.9

2 2 G 10 or more
E) 3 7 "Mabile home or trailer
a 4 8 Only OTHER units

9. (Other than the ... business) does anyone in this household
operate o business from this address?

t—
» ASK IN EACH HOUSEHOLD
@)

1 No
2 Yes — Whot kind of business is 'hu'?7

10, Fomily income (cc 24)

t " Under S1,000 8.

$ 7,500 to 9,999

2’ $1,000t0 1,999 9 10,000 to 11,999
3 2,000 to 2,999 0 12:000 to 14,999
a 3,000 to 3,999 1175 15,000 to 19,999
s 4,000 to 4,999 t2 7% 20,000 to 24,999
& > 5,000 10 5,999 137 25,000 and over

77 6,000 to 7,499

TYPE Z
interview not obtained for —
Line number

1. Houschold members 12 years
of age and OVER

Total number

12. Houschold members UNDER 12 years of age--

®

4. Household status
t {_] Same household as last enumeration
2 [} Replacement household since last enumeration
3{ ] Previous noninterview or not in sample before

13, Crime Incident Reports filled

; CENSUS USE ONLY

5. Special place type code (cc 6¢)

1
i

) PERSONAL CHARACTERISTICS
1. 22. 23, What i3 the highost | 24, Did
14, 15. 16, 17. 18. 19. 20a. 20b. 2 What 15 the highe
NAME (of household TYPE LINE RELATIONSHIP }AGE MARITAL RACE ORIGIN [3EX ! ARME.D ::;j;\r°5i{‘;';'¥'y"°u Z::_
respondent) oF NUMBER | TO HOUSEHOLD |LAST [5TATUS [ [ olFORCES | e e, | e
INTER- ficc 1 |HEAD BIRTH- e - a1 MEMBER | O T har
VIEW tre ar, Day [ yoor?.
1 e T f‘“" o P h h p 7\ .
KEYER-BEGIN NEW RECORD! 63y | 035) | (539 ) (6w @39 G |
! v
Last 1 ber v teat [N ' " . i ;e.
2 " Tel 2 Wife ot IO Do I > E '
3N T ERE SO0 MR TR oo
Frese Foif a O it a Sep. N
16-21 5 Nenerela oo rit -
\ Look at item 4 on cover page. |5 thiy the same 26d. Hove yuu been Isoking for work during the post 4 weeks?
CHECK P household as 11t enumearation? (3 x | macked, GE!) Yoo . Vihen did you last work?
ITEM A M i o ; Up 1o 5 yews ago ~ SKIF 0 (87
250. Did you live in this house on April i, 1970° 4 G mgre pears i Y

® ®€@

Irema [s : o

1 Yis - SKIP ta (

HNover worke!

b, \QIeIe did you live on April 1, 19707 (Siate, foreign country,
U.S. possession, etc.}
State, etc.

County

c. Did you live inside the limits of o city, town, villege, etc.?

3} 2 Yes — Name of City, tuan, ciluge, €',

d. Were you in the Ammed Forces on April 1, 19707

1 Yes 2 No

CHECK Is this person 16 years s o fer?
ITEM B ‘ "7 No - SKIP 1o 29 Yoo (’%

(048

260, What were you doing most of LAST WEEK - (worki

house, going to schoo!) or something else?

v Working — Sicp to 28a [3 dnanieds w

With a job but rot at work 7

N

3 Looking for work Bl
a " Keeping house

s | Going to ..cheol

b, Did you do any work at gl ST WEEK, Yo} counting work
around the house? (Nothy TIPS bus. v owrol oo baee l

ask abaul unpaid work,}

Yes — How muny*.mu)) [ e

0 No

¢. Did you have o job or business from which you were temporanly | (35¢!

absent or on loyoff LAST WEEK?

27. i there nny reuson why you would not take a job LAST WEEK?
) N Ve e Alrnady has ajob
Vg
I3 Hagi
2
(.’:d(' pUan ot at e bness (0 reent ar oSt recent)
28a. }w{‘w m did you {last) work? Name of ooy, bucness,

d.

o

o N iy - KPS oy

at kind of business or industiy is this? (For exampl

g Ao mto et Shee srare, Srars {atar Depeartrens, faomy
S Z -

Ware you ~

1 An employvee of 0 PRIVATE company, business or

individuoi for wages, salary or commissions?
. A GOVERNMENT employve {Federal, State, county or local)?
SELF EMPLOYED in OWN business, profesuionat

practice or farm?

3 Working WITHOUT PAY in fomily business or farm?

What kind of work were you do

Spomee, stk el Typn t, fragnes

Vihut were your most impartunt activities or ‘i‘mws" tFar exampie;

1 No 2 Yo Abnent - 5KiE Teprty, kg 1Ceaunt taoks, Selhee s, fiabae concret, ete
2 5 - Abient - 5
3 Yes - ayutf - ukifon
Notes
FORM NCSs3 (g uoi) Fage 2
141




HOUSEHOLD SCREEN QUESTIONS »
' . PER
29. Now I'd like to osk some questions about crime, 32. Did onyone toke something belonai ; Ta v ; SONAL CHARACTERISTICS
Thay refer only fo the last 12 months ~ batween Yy omething belonging ts you or ! . . b, 17. 18. 19. 20a. 20b. 21, 22, 23, ¥hat 15 the hl?hesﬁ 24, Oid
) to any member of this household, from o ploce K NAME g:PE lriluNMEBEn $g||.4A0TJ;)NsmP AGE  |MARITAL RACE  [ORIGIN |SEX |ARMED qgudleuﬁoz yeor of you
. L oisy ) N P ¥ chool you com-
1,197 ... and 197... Duri where you ot they were temporarily staying, | Tl At A b e e ER have sver artonded? | piste
E‘TTfZI hwd'd" e o197, During such as a friend's or relative's home, a hotel ! VIEW (cc9n) DAY o e (ASK far persons thet
e los months, did anyone breok into or ot motel, or @ vacation home? . (re i3y e 12-24 yrs. Transcribe yeor?
somehow illegally get into your (oportment ‘home), .. 1 for 25+ yrs.) 12 1) e
gorage, or ancther building on your property? No | KEY£R-BEGIN NEW RECORD . . . . . |
' No ) " Yes — How many times? - o o | Last e @ @ . [ . . . .
s » . ) | 1 1 Per 11 [Head 1M, e tiiM D ves {on T Never attended 10 Yes
es — How many times? m—— e e | 33. Whot was the tota! number of motor vehiclies | 2| ) Tet 2] ‘Wifeof head 20 W, &, Neg 2 F o7 N or kindergarten |, g
(cars, trucks, etc.) owned by you or any i o "1 None - First 3[TiNE— 1370w ety |3 D 1o L ___ Elem. (01-08)
30, (Other than the incident{s) just mentioned) Did . other member of this household during the . ! SKIPto36 fé’-’)l 417 Other relative a8 e i e 5 071
you find o door jimmied, a Jock forced, or ony : last 12 manths? } v 51 Nonwelative 5ONM ! : -~ Cotlege (21-260)
other si § in? ! Ty
signs of an ATTEMPTED break in? ! : :4 ; CHECK }l].ook .alliéem ,? on cover page, 7|s this the same 26d. Have you been looking for work during the past 4 weeks?
© }No , 1‘ ) ITEM A ousehold as fast enumeration? (Box | marked) 1t Yes No - When did you last work?
L Yes - . R . 4. _j4ormore Yes — SKIP tc Check ltem B No 2 Up to § years ago —SKIP to 280
_iYes — How many times? —-— — ——4= 34. Did T
S — + Did anyone steal, TRY to steal, oruse . 25a. Did you live in this house on April 1, 19707 37 Sormare years ago} P oo 36
{it."any of them) without permission? . 1 Yes — SKIP 13 Check item B 2 No & Never worked SKIP 1o 36
31. Wes anything at oll stolen that is kept outside . Ne | i i i
yout home, or happened to be left out, such o5 ) Yes - How many fimes? — k b, rjlhscm did yoslf live on April 1, 19707 (State, foreign country, 27, s there any reason why you could not toke o job LAST WEEK?
a bicycle, a gorden hose, ot lown furniture? many Hmes: el e +5+ possession, elc, @ t  No Yes—2  Already has a job
(other than ony incidents already mentioned) 35, Did onyone steal or TRY to steal part of State, etc. 3 Temporary iliness
i No (it ‘ony of them), such as o battery, hubcaps, 1 County 4" " Going to schoo!
tape-deck, ete.? : - 5. Other - Specify —p
" Yes = How many times? —---- — - 4 e © U Nu . c. Did you live inside the limits of a city, town, village, ete.?

®

Yes - How many any incidents already mentioned)

"Yes - H imes? — - - ; 11" Ne 2[ " Yes - Name of city, . village, etc,
- ow many times - e ——— - L ame of city, town, village. etc >z Description of job or business (Current or most recent)
INDIVIDUAL SCREEN QUESTIONS ‘ ] 286 For whom did you (lost) work? (Name of <ompany, v
. s , N orgar, 1on or other empioyer)
36, :’:e full:wmg qu:s'fcns refer only to things that i Yes -~ How many| 46. Did you sny evidence that someone T @ d. W‘evs you in th’er Armed Forces on April 1, 19707 \
ppened to you during the last 12 months - between | times? ATTEMRTED to steal something that 1 Yes ”n:“:’n;uﬂv 1l Yes 2{ No @ N ;‘%
1,197 and 197__.. Did you Ne hr'“"dg'-‘d R 3 (other than any incidents © Mo CHECK » Is this person 16 years old or older? . X u ;E,'\k"d ~ SKIP to 36
L T T ready men b i E { No - SKIP e . Whot kin iness or industry is this? (For example: TV
have your (pocket picked purse snatched;? ) ) . Q\ | ITEM B ! o-S w36 [ Yes and radio mXg,, retai! shoe store, State Labor Department, farmy
. n— 26a. What doi t of LAST WE - i i ~
37. Did anyone take something (else) directly fiom you | Yes - Hopemanp] 47. DMy 1 the police during the last 12 " * ho:sc‘:"::iz:l;o :::l%u"r)’sornsome'ﬂng eIEs§7 (working, keeping 039 D*, S R
:’Y";‘sll;gn‘or:e, such os by o stickup, mugging . " “Q months t8'report something that hoppened to . 1] Working — SKIP to 280 61  Unable to work — SKIP t0 6%\\ ¢. Tefe you -
reats 4 you which you thought was o crime? (Do : 21 "With a job but not at work 77~ Reured @ 1 A Aen_!Ploree of a PRIVATE company, business or
nat count any colls made to the police ’ 3|7 Looking for work 8 Other - Specy individual for wages, salary or commissions?
/\ \ - :olr;ceminbg the incidents you have just . 3 41" Keeping house N 2 A GOVERNMENT employee {Federal, State, county or local)?

38. Did onyone TRY 1o 10b you by using force of ~:s Sy old me about.) 5"} Going to schaot At 3 SrEfl;rmEMPLOYED in OWN business, professional practice
threatening t ? o T No — SKIP to0 48 . - ° !
ul::d’ﬂlﬂeg 'f, ha;r;\ you? {other than ony i ! 1 b. Did you do any V’;"k ot all LAST WE t countiny watk,) 4 Working WITHOUT PAY in family business or farm?

y mentione Yes ~ What happened? ' } un;(und the house? (fiore if farm or operataN PHH,
' ' : ask §bou( unpaid work.) > d. What kind of work were you doing? (For example: efectrizal
s o . ol iNo Yes — Howy houss? - \— SKIP ta 28a engineer, stock clerk, typist, farmer)
! . . . N -
39, Did anyone beat you up, attac hit you )\’} er rrow mam o : [——[—} c. El:;!eyno,uotu::‘clgylsfl; tI:vAlgqrs nE from wh'ch\; were temporarily | - R
something, such os a rock or botHe2 _(other than times? o : - ¢. What were i iviti duties? (F le:
i . . your most importont activities or duties? (For example:
any incidents already mentioned . 117" No 2 Yes - Ab SKIP to 28u typing, keeping account books, sclling cars, fimshing concrete, etc.)
Y Ne Ye L SKiP to 27
. 3, s - La to
Look at 47, was HH member 12+
‘ I ttacked of threatened, of was some- INDIVIDUAL SCREEN QUESTIONS

40. Were you knifed, shot o, or attacked with some ' Yes —How many thing stolen or an attempt made to 36, The following questions refer only to things that 17" Yes ~ How many | 47. Did you call the police during the fast 12 months |
other weapon by anyone ot all? (other than ) trimes? CHECK steal something that belonged to him? - happened fo you during the last 12 months ~ between | times? to f°}|71°" 5h°m¢*hi"9 thot ;Wfse""‘d to you which !
any incidents olread t d ITEM C \ . H No you thought was o crime? o not count any i

4 y meationed) No No i 1, 197 ,°"d et 197_. Did you calls made to the police concering the incidents ¢
I have your {pocket pickedpurse snatched)? ; — you kave just told me about.) ! EE]
PO _Yes - How many times? ————— 37. Eld onyor;e take something (else) directly from you |* " Yes — How many No — SKIP to 48 i
. 3 i b i i | ] ?

41, Did onyone THREATEN 1o beot you up or .. Yes—How mony | 48, Did anything h - ’ : ‘,Z:;;::,g,? orce, such as by a stickup, mugging No mes Yes — What happened? ) Dj
THREATEN yau with o knife, gun, or some other times? - Did anything happen to you during the lost 12 i\ - — | W
weapon, NOT including telephone threats? (other ! months which you thought was o erime, but . 38, Did anyone TRY to rob you by using force or {17 Yes ~ How many 1 |
than any incidents already mentioned) ! Ne did NOT report to the police? A ﬂ;reu:':ning to hu'r;;\ you? (othes than any incidents . N times? i

| ‘ already mentione 177" Na - -
' No - § i m - .
i KiP to Check ftem £ 39. Did anyone beat you up, attack you or hit you with Yes - How mony Look a1 47 - Was HH member 12
42, Did T hi h 4 K bottle? b h fimes? attacked or threatened, or was
. Did anyone TRY to attack you in some other way? ‘ Yes — What happened? : something, such as a rock or bottle? (other than “"No ) CHECK something Stoien or an attempt
'
t

1
|
I
3
b
made to stesl something that )
]
1

{other than ony incidents alreody mentioned) times? ITEMC
! . [—I_—l 40. Were you knifed, shot at, or attacked with some Yes — How many befonged to him? h
N ‘ other weapon by anyone at all? {other than any . times? " Ne Yes ~ How many times?a ., ——
: incidents already mentioned) “iNe —_—
) - ! .01 48, Did arything happen to you during the last 12 !
. anyone THREATEN to beat you up or i* " Yes ~ How mony h N !

43, During the lost 12 months, did anyone steal things | Yes —How many ' THREATEN you with a knife, gun, or some other v times? :B"-;h,se;:,':l'c,l; );;: ;}:i:‘::: wes @ crime, but did i —}
that belonged to you from inside any cor or truck, ¢ times? , ( weapan, NOT including telephone threats? (other -y, . ] , .
such as Puckﬂqes or c|aﬂ\ing7 ) | . thoa ony incidents nlvendy mentioned) : © No - SKIP to Check liem £ : ED

: ; No . t Yes — Whaot happened? |
! Look at 48. Was HH member 12+ I 42, Did anyone TRY to attack you in some other way? [ Yes — How many i T
! y y y o C
' * attacked or threatened, or was some- | (other than ony incidents already mentioned) e times? : -
YR -y - . thing stolen or an attempt made to i ! .
N ) anything sfo en from you while you were away ! """ Yes ~How many | CHECK steal something that belonged o him? ! 43. During the last 12 months, did enyone steal things 17} Yes ~ How mony Look at 48 — Was HH member 12+ i
tom home, for instonce ot work, in o theater or ' times? ITEM D N thot belonged to you from inside any cor or truck, | | times? attacked or threatened, or was !
restauront, or while traveling? ' No No ! such as packeges or clothing? L No CHECK something stoien or an attempt !
v oy i ‘ 44, Was anything stolen from you while you were away | [7] Yes — How many| |TEM D made to steal something that !
! es ~ How many times? ——— | —_— from home, for instance ot work, in o theater or b times? belonged to him? :
e H - 5 — restaurant, or while traveling? {71 Ne ["'No !77Yes -~ How many times?-~! —
(Ot . B T o any of the screen quest
( """ 'h:;‘ ::Y mmdef\ts you've already 3. Yes~How many for ""How man nmes'q'7 1ons contain any entries 45. (Other than ony incidents you've already mentioned) | [T] Yes ~ How mony Do any of the screen guestions contain
r'nen ioned) Was anything (else) ot all stolen H times? CHECK ) 4 Was anything (else) ot all stolen from you during ?he; - times? any entries for “'How many times’*?
rom you during the last 12 months? I ITEM E " No - Interview next household member, last 12 months? LI Ne CHECK - No = Interview next housenold member
: End interview «f fast respondent. 46, Did YWP‘EIS‘g any ,yidlenc., n,:g somecn; | J : {71Yes ~ now r!'wny ITEME . End interview if last respondent,
I “Yes — Fiif Crime Incident ATTEM D to steal something that belonge [ mes —
S— H 1dent Reports, fo you? (other than any incidents already o ,): [ Ne o {7 Yes « Fill Crime Incident Reports.
Page 3 FORM NGS-2 (9:204721 Pages L-8
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KEYER ~ BEGIN NEW RECORD

v orm NCS4

92910

©

L.tne number

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE
SOCIAL AND ECONOMIC S5TATISTICS ADMINISTRATION
BUREAU OF THE CENSUS

®

Screen question number

CRIME INCIDENT REPORT
NATIONAL CRIME SURVEY
CENTRAL CITIES SAMPLE

Incident number

0

NOTICE - Your report to the Census Bureau 1s confidential by law (Title 13, U.S.
code)s It may be seen only by sworn Census employees and may be used only for
statistical purposes.

lo. You said that during the last 12 months ~ (refer to appropriate

screen question for description of ¢rime).

In what month (did this/did the first) incident happen? (Show
floshcard if necessary, Encourage respondent to give exact
month,)

Month (01~12)

50, Were you a :us'omer‘emplnyee, or awner?

@ 171 Customer

Employee

37" Qwner

Is this incident report for a series of crimes?

a > Other — Specify

b. Did the person{s) steal or TRY to steal anything from the
store, restourant, office, factory, etc.?

CHECK “ 1No — SK! 2
ITEM A 11 e - SKiP o
27 1Yes
b. In what month{s) did these incidents take place?

(Mark ol that appiy)
"1 Spring (March, April, May)

2 ") Summer (June, July, August)
3 7] Fall {September, October, November)
4" Winter (December, fanuary, February)

1 Yes
2 INo SKIP to Check ftem B

377 Don’t know

Ga. Did the offender{s) live there or have o right to be there,
such as a guest or a workmon?

c. How many incidents were involved in this series?

"1 Three or four

i Five to ten
3. ! Eleven or more

4,7 Don’t know

(@) 1 "7} Yes ~ SKIP to Check Jtem B
2. N
3 "@on’t know

b. Did R oi{_e er(s) actually get in or just try to get in
the builjng?,

1 Acwally got in

} Just tried to get 1n

2, About what time did it hoppen?
1 _": Don't know N\

2" During the day {6 a.m. to 6 p.m.) ‘\\
At night {6 p.m. to 6 a.m.) \\ :
3.7 .6 p.m, to mdnight \
\

a’ Midnight to 6
s "' Don't know &

INTERVIEWER - If series, the following questions refer
only to the most recent incident. Q)

71 Don't know

<. Was there any evidence, such as o broken lock or broken
window, that the offender(s) {forced his way in/TRIED to force
his way in) the building?

@ e

Yes — What was the evidence? Anything else?
(Mark all that apply)

2 Broken lock or window

3{" " Forced door or window

®

3

Did this incident take plu;%i?he limits of this city

or somewhere else?

1.7 Inside hmits of this city ~SKIPto4
2. Somewhere else in the Untted States
3¢ OQutstde the Unites States ~ END INCIDENT REPORT

4 " Slashed screen fc';(lcieck
s ! Other - Specu{y7 ftem 8

o

. In what State and county did this incident occur?

State

County

d. How did the offender{s} (get in/try to get in)?

17, Through unlocked door or window
2 Had key

3 _ " Don't know

n

Did it happen inside the limits of a city, town, village, ete.?

1 No
2] Yes - Enter ngme of city. town, ezc.-;

4" " Qther — Specify

Was any member of this househald, including
respandent, prasent when this incident

CHECK occurred? (If not sure, ASK)
ITEW B 37| No — SKIP to 130

®

Fad

Where did this incident take place?

127" Ator in own dwelling, 1n garage or other
building or property (Includes breck-in

2" Yes

70, Did thé person(s} have a weapon such as a gun or knife, or
something he was using as a weepon, such as a bottle,

or attempted break-in) SKIP to 6a . or wrench?
2[ " Ator in vacation home, hotel /motel @ 1] No
2 77 Don't know
3| Inside commercial building such as store
restaurant, bank, gas station, public ' ASK Yes — What was the weapon? (Mark all that apply)
conveyance or station Sa 3 ] Gun
4{ 1lInside office, factory, or warehouse 4[] Knife
51’ ) Near own home; yard, sidewalk, driveway, 8] Other — Specify
carport, apartment hail (Does not include
break-in or attempted break-’n} b. Did the person(s) hit Kou, knock you dawn, or actually
?
6 [ On the street, in a park, field, playground, SKIP attack you in some other way?
school grounds or parking lot to Check @ 1[C]Yes = SKIP to 7f
7{ " Inside school Item B 2{INo
8 [} Other — Specify -
c. Did the person(s) threaten you with horm in any woy?
@ 1 [JNo~SKiPto7e
4 2[] Yes
Page G, 13
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CRIME INCIDENT QUESTIONS ~ Continued

7d. How were you threatened? Any other way?

* {Mark oll that apply)
@ 1 {7 Verbal threat of rape
2|7 Verbai threat of attack (other than rape}j

@

9b. Did you file a claim with any of these insurence componies or
programs in order to get part or all of your medical expenses poid?

1 No ~ SKiP to i0a
2 " Yes

c. Did insurance or any°health benefits program pay for all or part of
the total medical expenses?

] Not yet settled

2 None + ... e = SKIP to 10a
3 Al v
a Part

d, How much did insurance or a health benefits program pay?
{Ontain an estimate. «f necessary)

:

*

10a. Did you do anything to protect yourself or your property during
the incident?

177 No ~-SKIPtwo il
2’7 Yes

b. What did you do? Anything else? (Mark ai} thot apply)

1 Used or brandished a weapon 5: " Left scene, ran away
2 Hit, kicked, or scratched offender 6 " Held on to property
3 Reasoned with offender

4 Scream%ened for help

7'~ Other — Specdv—,

®

3 { " Weapon present or threatened with
weapon
4 {77 Attempted attack with weapon (for
example, shot at) SKIP
- to
s [~ Object thrown at person 10a
6 [ Foliowed, surrounded
7 [ Other - Specify
/
e. What actually happened? Anything siso?
- (Mark all that appiy)
@ 1 {77 Something taken without permission 3
2 {1 Attempted or threatened to take
something
3 {77 Harassed, argument, abusive language
4 " Forcible entry or atter-pte!
forcible entry of house
{7 Forcible entry or attempted entry of car MSOK'P
6 { ' Damaged or destroyed property 10a
7 {77 Attempted or threatened to damage
or destroy property
a{ " Other ~ Specify
J
f. How did the porson(s) attack you? Any

- othor woy? (Mark ali that apply)
@ 1 {77 Raped
2 [ - Tried to rape
3 [ Hit with object held in band, shot, knifed
a {7 Hit by thtown object
s 17" Hit, slapped, knocked down
Grabbed, held, tripped, jumped, pushdd, =

Other — Specify \
E [ ‘z N
Y ?

8a. What were the injuries you suffzn
* Anything else? (Mar, that cpp
t U None — SKIP Xg\;
Raped

Attempted rape

Knife or gunshot wol

" Broken bones or teeth knocked out

Internal injuries, knockad unconscious
Bruises, black eye, cuts, scratches, swelling
7 Other — Specify

b. Were you injured to the extent that you needed
modical attention after the attock?

@ 17T No = SKIP to 100
2| Yes

c. Did you receive any treotment at o hespital?
1IN
2 [ Emergency room treatment cnly

3|71 Stayed overnight or longer —
How many days? —

d. What was the total amount of your medical expenses
resulting from this incident, IhCLUDING anything
paid by insurance? Include hospital and doctor
bills, medicine, iherup(, braces, and any other
injury — related medical expenses.

INTERVIEWER —If respondent does not know
exact amount, encourage him to give an estimate.

0[] No cost — SKIP to 10a

x [ 7] Don't know

9

At the time of the incident, were you cavered by any
medical insurance, or were you eligible for benefits
from any other type of health benefits program, such
as Medicald, Veteran's Administration, or Public Welfare?

@ 'DN°“""}smewa

2 Don't know,
a[T} Yes

@

11. Was the cri itted by only one or mare than one person?

1, Only one 2. " Don't know — 37 More than one
N\ ~\ SKIP to 12

a. Was Yid\person male f. How many persons?
. g. Were they male ot female?
Female 1177 Ali male
“Don't know 2 7 All female

3{" Mate and female
47" Don't know

b. How old would you say

the person was? h. How old wculg you say the
177 Under 12 youngest was?

) t;7 Under 12 577021 or over—
2 1214 2. 12-14 SKIP to
3715417 37 15417 677 Don't know
4 18-20 4 18-20

How old would you say the
oldest was?

& Don't know 17 " Under 12 4™ 18-20
2:712-14 57 "2l or aver
371517 6 { ' Don't know

i. Wero any of the persons known or

! Stranger | J related to you or were they
afl strangers?

5 21 of over

c. Waos the person someone you
knew or was he a stranger?

H Don't know

KiP A SKiP
3 Know by ?a e v Al 'strangers } A
sight only z_‘Dontkncw
40" Casual AL reialnves } f::p
acquaintance 4" Some relatives

577 All known

5" Well known &7 Some known

k. How well were they known?
{Mark a’l thal apply)

d. Was the person a relative
of yours? *

1 No 7 By sight only
: | Casual SKiP
Yes - What relationship? " acquaintance(s) tom

2~ Spouse or ex-5pouse 3 [T Weil known

3 Parent I. How were they related to you?
. (Mark oli that apply)

)
hild
¢ _OW" < 1 {77 Spouse or 47} Brothers/
s Brother or sister ex-spouse si5ters
6 /" Other relative — 2 [ Parents 577 Other —
Specn{y7 3 {72 Own children SPect!y,,

m. Were all of them —
1 {1 White?

Negra?

e. Was he/she -

§ 77 White? 3 {’f‘: Other? - Specify—
2 {7} Negro?
SKip
7 Other? — Specifyy to 4 Combination - Sx:n:cn{y7
{2a o

— .
4 [, Don’t know 571 Don't know

FORM NCSw4 {9:28.72)

Page 10, 19
145




7

CRIME INCIDENT QUESTIONS ~ Continued

12a. Were you the only person there besides the offender(s)?
117 Yes ~ SKIP to 13a
2{ No

b. How many of these persons were robbed, harmed, or
threotened? (Include only those persons 12 years of

Was a car or other motor vehicle taken?
{Box 3 or 4 mark>d in 13)

GHECK ‘ i No — SKIP to Check ftemE
ITEW D ¥ '
es

age and over)

@ o  Nore — SKIP to {3e

. Number of persons

c. Were any of these persons members of your household?

@ o No

Yes — How many? -5

{Alsu mark **Yes’" :n Check item | on page |2)

13a. Was something stolen or taken without permission that
belonged to you or others in the household?

INTERVIEWER - Include anything stolen from un-

recognizable business in respondent’s home. Do not include
anything stolen fram a recognizable business ir. respondent’s
home or gnother business, such as merchandise or cast from

140, Had permission to use the (cor/motor vehicle) ever bren
given to the person who took it?

1 No...
SRIP to Check ltem E
Fl Don't know

3 Yes

b, Did the person return the {car/motor vehicle)?

1 Yes
2 No
s Box 0, I, or 2 marked in 13f?
CHECK No — SKIP to 150
ITEM E

Yes

c. Was the (purse/wallet ‘money) on your person, for instonce,
in o pocket or being held by you when it wos taken?

o register.
@ 11 " Yes - SKiP o I3f
zi 'No
S
b. Did the person(s} ATTEMPT to toke something?
@ 1 No — SKIP to 13e
2 Yes

c. What did they ;ry to take? Anything else?

1 Yes
2 /?
<
Was only cash taken? (Box 0 marked in 13f)
CHEC © Yes - SKIPto l6a

\ ITEM F No
paN

. (Mark all that apply)
1 Purse Q
2 Wallet or money

37 Car AY

a’  Other notor vehicle

B Part of car thubzap, tape-deck, Rtc.}

& Don't know

d. Was the (purse.‘'wallet.‘money) on your person, for instance
in a pocket or being held?

@ 1. Yes
: SKIP 1o 18a
""" No

150\ Al6gether, what was the value of the PROPERTY
at was token?

INTERVIEWER -~ Exclude stolen cash, and enter SO for
stolen checks ond credit cards, even if they were used.

S

b. How did you decide the value of the property that was
stolen? (Mark all that appty)
1 Original cost
2 Replacement cost
3 Personal estumate of current value
a insurance report estimate
5 Police estimate
6 Den't know
7 Other — Specify

e, What did happen? (Mark all that apply)

117 Attacked 3N

21 Threatened with harm
3:  Auempted to break into house or garage

4{  Attempted to break into car

5| Harassed, argument, abusive language < SKiP
to
6! Damaged or destroyed property i8a

7{ " Attempted or threatened to damage or
destroy property

8  Other - Spec:fy

f. What was token? What else?

Cash: % 00

and ‘or
Property: (Mark ail that apply)

o

{2 Only cash taken - SKIP to Check item E
1| Purse
2[7 % Wallet
3|7 Car

4 Other motor vehicle
s ; Part of car (hubcap, tape-deck, etc,)
& {; Other — Specify

16a. Was oll or part of the stolen money or property recovered,
except for anything received from insurance?

1 None
SKiP to 170
2 All

3 Part

b, What wes recovered?

Cash: § —

and or
Property. (Mark all that apply)

o ~Cash o ly recovered ~ SKIP to 17a

' Purse

2 Wallet

37 " Car

4 Other motor vehicle

5 Part of car (hubcap, tape-deck, etc.)
[ Other — Specify

c. What was the value of the property recovered (excluding
recovered cosh)?

M\ X

FORM NGS:1 12:204723
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CRIME INCIDENT QUESTIONS — Continued

17a. Was there ony insurance against theft?

VINe L

. P!
2 71 Don't know SKIP ta 180

3{]Yes

b, Was this loss reported to an insvrance company?

@ 1T No .

2" "} Don't know

SKiP to 180

37 Yes

c. Was any of this loss recovered through insurance?

@ 177 Not yet settled .

SKIP to 18g

20a. Were the police informed of this incident in any way?
1. No
2 Don'tknow — SKIP ta Check ftem G
Yes - Who told them?
3 " Household memner
4 Someone else
s Police on scene

SKIP 1o Check ften G

b. What wos the reason this incident wos not reported to
the police? (Mark off that apply}
' Nothing could be done — lack of proof
2 Did not think 1t important engugh
3 Police wouldn't v.ant to be bothered
4 Did not want to take time ~ tos inconvenient
& Private or personal matter, did not want to report It
6 Did not want to get involved
7 Afraid of reprisal
8" Reparted to someone else
2 Other — Specify

d. How much wos recovered?
~

INTERVIEWER - If property replaced by insurance comparny
instead of cash settlement, ask for estimate of velue
of the property replaced.

Is this person 16 years or older?
"No - SKiP to Checi Item H
Yes — ASK 20

CHECK
ITEM G

@) s_‘m...._

18a. Did any household member lose any time from work
becouse of this incident?

07" No ~ SKIP to 190
Yes — How many mcmbersi7

b. How much time was lost altogether?

@ 17" Less than | day

N
27 1-5days \>>
371610 days \
4 QOver I0 days ~
5. > Don't know %

19a. Was anything damaged but @/en in this incident?
For example, wos a lock or window hroken, clothing
damaged, or damage done o a car, etc.?

1.7 No = SKIP to 20a

2. +Yes

b. (Was/were) the damaged item(s) repaired or replaced?

() 1777 Yes — SKIP to 19d

2Ta. Did you have a job at the time this incident happened?
' No ~ SKIP to Check ftem H

2 Yes

dnizaticn o other employer)

d. What kind of business or industry is this? (Fur exampre TV
and radio mfg., retail shoe store, State L abor Department, fum:

T L

e. Were you .-

1 An eniployee of o PRIVATE compony, business o¢
individual for wages, salary or commissions?

2 A GOVERNMENT cmployee (Federal, State, county ot lacal)?

3 " SELF EMPLOYED in OWN business, professional
practice or farm?

a Workeng WITHOUT PAY in fomily business or farm?

f. What kind of work were you doing? (For example. electrical
enpinaae, stock clerk, typist, farmer)

I Ny —

9. Whot were yaur most important activities or duties? {For exampta;
ping, keeping accaunt houks, selling cars, firishing concerete, erc,)

2771 No CHECK BRIEFLY summarize this incident o series
B ITEM H of incidents,
¢, How much would it cost fo repair or replace the
domoged item(s)?
s Lok at flc on Ingidant K i
SKIP to 200 CHECK ot 'L'Hov. macﬂ ;p.t Kepert, 1s there an
x ] Don't know ) i
ITEM | " No
d. How much was the repair or replacement cost? - Yes - Ee Sun{ycu nuv;‘ an hv(;;ev‘t
leport for each household member
x{ i No cost or Don't know — SKIP to 200 12 years of age or vver wirc was
rohbed, karmed, or threatened in
this inc.dent,
5 {s this the 1ast Incident Report to he
CHECK filted for this person?
e, Who patd or will pay far the repairs or replacement? ITEM J No - Go to next Incident Report.
. (Mark alt that appiy} . Yes — is this the last household member
1 [7] Household member 1o be rnter viewed?
No - inie-view next houseicld
2 7] Landlord member.
3[7] Insurance Yes - END INTERVIEW, Enter
N tote! number of Crime
a{ ] Other — Specify e ineident Reports fifled for
this househotd o ftem 13
an the cover of NC3 3,
FORM NCSe4 (920.72) Pager 1o, 10
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weased oy for statistical purposes

1. IDENTIFICATION CODES

b, Sepment febane Noo fde Paneld e i

£ Intercivaer g Bt ihhishurnt he Total posicer
Cont nuwhe

71‘)“1;” idents 2V In cdent
~hets

o CYS.101 U.S. DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE
T lity SOCIAL AND ECONOMIC STATISTICS ADMIN.

BUREAU OF THL CENSUS

COMMERCIAL CRIME VICTIMIZATION SURVEY
CITY SAMPLE

INTRODUCTION

Good niorning (afterncon). 1'm Mrls.) your n

ame} _ _ frum the U.S. Burecu of the Census.

We are conducting @ survey in this arec to mecsure the extent to which businesses are
victims of burglaries and- or robberies, The Government needs to know how much crime there

15 andwhere it is to plan and administer progr
problem. You can help by snswering seme ques

ams which will have an impact on the crime
tions for me.

Part 1 ~ BUSINESS

CHARACTERISTICS

Person fumishing information?

DO NOT ASK ITEM 9 UNTIL PART Il AND PART Il
HAVE BEEN COMPLETED

117 Dwner or 4 . Acvountant
furtuer 5 7 Other - Speetfy 3

o Minager

377 Clerk [RSR—

Is this business owned as an individual proprietership,
a poiinership, o corporation, or some other way?

9. What were your approximate sales of merchandise
and/or receipts from services for the year ending
December 31, 197_ ot this establishment.

v i NDne

. o U e Ry
v dndividued a o Government - Cantins . N
proprictorship mitervien ONJY of 3 SRR bi’\l,ﬁ‘)(’
liquar stars o nv tepe - b
P N ot tmatire tation S5 000 to RO .80
| artnersnip
“ HEEh o Other - Fpe e 5 N0 950,000 1o 805,090
7 }
20 Charponrine e o 6 S to 2199,999

Hou riony estoblishments, including this one, \

o apnrated by you {the owner)?

1 e 5 11 or more /\\

LN ST

. fiy 10 $906,990
g 81,000,000 and over

< . )
w5 Other — Speeify _
\ by

) 3. Did you {the owner) operate this estubl en‘k\al\
‘this lecation during the entire 12 month p \KQL \
?

INTERVIEWER USE ONLY +

ending. ... .. .. ? k
‘ ‘\n',ri \ \>

2 Ny - How many monﬂu \*\1 vnth
the devignuted perio "i

Excluding you (the w:;‘?) (the por how
maay paid employ “%0 b raent average
?

duting the 12 mont hperfod ending

D Nom .ot
RN & RO TR IS
O

Ythat do you consider your kina of business
to be at this isgntien?

.E USE ONLY

A
Wasdo X one o

RETALL
N bood “Urng ael proprietars
i Fating and AL
dr'uhx»r a0 Other eetad
o0 Genead! REAL ESTATE
vermdie Apartmeits

4 3 Avpael v Other real vastate
s, b un‘A{h'r' and £ WHOLESALE
applian
b 1 SERVICE

T 1, havdware,
oL ,"‘r'_"‘“‘( e . MANUFACTURING
s At K ALL OTHERS . Snecihy
8 Vesohine service

station: ——— e -

ASE ONLY IF A BETAIL BUSINESS IS MARKED IN 70 ABOVE.
Did anyone cise operat: any departments or
concessions in this ploce of business during ﬂ\r-
12 month nenod ending ___ e ?

Yeu

OUtuin infornatron on depari
x the

Vit

1Go. Hos an incident < ~et been completed for every
incident reporter juestions 1] — 167

1 Yes 2171 No ~ Why net? 7

Ea

. Reason for non-interview
TYPE A
v Precent soner i business at end of
surves pertod but anable 1o contact.
Refusal
1, Other Type v

TYFE B

a7 Prescnt occupant not in business at end
of survey prriod.

g, Vacam

e 1 Other Tvpe B (Seasonal, eted

TYPE C

? ‘ Converted to residential use or o <_up|t-vl
by noplistable cstablishicent.

8.7 Deranlished

Giher Type C

{
1
¥
b

SCREENING QUESTIONS

Now I'd like to ask some questions about particular kinds of theft or attempted theft,

These questions refer only to this establishment for the 12 month period ending

11, During the 12 months beginning — e
andending________ did anyone break into
or somehow illegally get into this place of business?

Number
1 {71 Yes ~ How many times?m—s.

(Fill a Burglary Sheet for each incident)
2 "] No

12, (Other thon the incident(s) just mentioned,) during

the 12 months beginning—__________ _and ending

did anyone find a door jimmied, o
lock forced, or any other signs of an ATTEMPTED

break-in? |

Number
t [ Yes — How many :imes?—.

(Fill a Burglary Sheet for rach incident)
2{7]No

18a. Did you ever have insurence agoinst burglary

and/or robbery?

1 i_*Yes — What was the cost

of [
the annual premivm? > |8 Rl

2i }No—SKIP 10 19

3 .1 Don’t know — SKIP to 20a

-

lifting and emplnyee theft?
1{7]Yes
2 No

. Did the insurance also cover other types of
crime losses, such as vandalism or shop-

c. Did you drop the insurance or did the company

cunce| your policy?

7] Businessmon dropped it « . . ... .. SKIP 10
2 [:'} Insurance company vancelled polics 2a

oy
w

During the 12 moaths beginn/ng

and ending , were you or any
employee held up by anyone using a weapon, force
or threat of force on these premises?

: . Number
+ [ Yes — How mony times?——n ’

(Fill a Robhery Sheet for each incident)
2 [T1No

19. Why haven't you ever had insur
burglary and/or robbery?
1 1] Couldn’t afford it

2 i ; Couldn’t get anyone to insure you

1 Didn’t need it
L Othe~ - Spec:!y)?

ance against

14, (Other than the incident(s) already mentioned,)
did anyone ATTEMPT to hold up you or any
employee by using force or threatening to
harm you while on these premises?

. Number
1 [Z] Yes — How many times Pemmmms] A

(Fill a Robbery Sheet for each

2171 No

15, (Other than the incident(s) {
the 12 months beginning
, were you

1[1Yes — How fidges?
{Fill a Robbe
2] No

for each incident)

¢. Record of interview

1. Date 2. Length of interview

aun. dattie
petne peitis

Timie began | Time ended | Minutes

3. Name of respondem

4. Telephone

RUNHEr s————

Arca code ] Number Extension

16. (Other than the incident(s} just mentioned,) did

anyone ATTEMPT to hold up you or an employee
while delivering merchandise or carrying business
money outside the business?

20c. What secuity geasures, b,
if any, arc pres

When were these
security measures
first installed or
otherwise undertaken?

(Enter the
appropriate cade
from the list
given below. )

a. Mark (X ) all that apply

2 [} Central alarm . ..., ..

bars on windows ... ...
4 {71 Guard, watchman . .., .,
s JWatchdog oo ovvnn
6 jFirearms ...... ... ..
7{Cameras o ovieua,

8 [ Other ~ Sp(,-rz]y7

[T Alarm system ~ outside ringing

7 Reinforcing devices, such as

b. Codes

e

9 [_] None

Number
1 [} Yes — How many times?

Codes for use in item 20b

) . — LESS THAN 1 YEAR AGO MORE THAN 1 YEAR
('Ftll a Robbery Sheet for eack znmder:l) t - January 7 = July B = 1~2 years ago
2 [JNo 2 ~ February 8 - August
- 3 ~ March Q . September E - 2..5 years ago
17a. P ¥ 14
7a it;by:ru ;IOVO insurance against burglary and/or a - Aptil £ . October
'\l ers What is the cost of 5 - May 8 - November F - More than 5
the annual premium? = [§ Ay 6 - Jume © - December yours e
2 "} No — SKIP to 18a 21 INTERVIEWER CHECK ITEM
b. Does the insuronce also cover cther types of !5 'll:f entry “d‘ 0:' in II‘“) (Total number of
crime losses, such as vandalism or shop- incidents) under item 1 on page
lifting ond employee theft? 1 [1 Yes — Detach incident sheets
1] Yes SKIP 10 20a 2{"}No — DO NOT detach incident sheets
2 "] No
NOTES
FORM CVS:101 {8-7-72 Page 2
149
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Transcribe the identification codes from item 1 of
the cover sheet and complete a separate incident
page for EACH burglary or attempted burglary.

FoRM CY5.101 U.5. DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE
te-7-72} SOCIAL AND ECOMOMIC STATISTICS ADMIN.
BUREAU OF THE CENSUS

BURGLARY SHEET
COMMERCIAL CRIME YICTIMIZATION SURVEY

IDENTIFICATION CODES

CITY SAMPLE

a, PSU b. Segment

c. Line No,

d. Panel e. DCC

1 ¢ BURGLARY INCIDENT NUMBER
! Record which incident (1st, 2nd, etc.)
| ' is covered by*this page

Part Il - BURGLARY

—

incident hoppen?

V[0 January
2 [} February
3 [7] March

& 77 April

s [ May

6 [ ] June

and ending

You said that during the 12 months beginning

(refer to screen questions 11 and 12 for
description of crime)

In what month {did this/did the first)

7 177 July

8 [ August

9 7] September
a [ 7] October

8 {1 November

c [Tt December

8a. Did the person(s) take ony money?

1 [7] Yes — How mush money
was tolien? et
2 [ No

b. Did the pclson'(s) take any merchandise,
equipment or supplies?
1 {7} Yes — What was
the valua? —=-——
2 [INo — SKIP to 9a if 8a is yes;
= otherwise SKIP to 10a

¢. How was the value determined?
+ [7] Original cost 3 ] Other - Specify —

s 7] Non't know

2. About whot time did it hoppen?
+ {7} During day (6 a.m.—6 p.m.)
2 776 p.m. ~ midnight
3 ] Midnight - 6 a.m.
4 71 Don’t know what time at night

2 [7] Replacement cost

9a. How much, if any, of the stolen money or
property was recovered by insurance?

$

% [7] Don’t know
v [T] None — Why nof?—;

(=)

get in?

v 71 Actually got in
2 77 Just tried to get in

Did the person{s) acsually get in or just try to

1+ ] Didn'peegort it
2 [C] Doeg ne have insurance
1 [7] Not shit ot

his/their way in?
1 {71 Yes

2] No —5KIP to 6

4. Was there evidence, such as @ broken window,
broken lock, or alarm that the person(s) forced

PAAN

mdch, if any, olen money or property
ered by melpns pther then insuronce?

o

w

. What was the evidence? (Mark all thahg, M
1 [ Broken lock or window

105, Rid you or any employees here lose any time
fram work because of this incident?
\\ h Yes — How many people - Number

D 21 No ~3KIPto 11

1 [ Through u
2 7] Had a key
1 [} Don't know

a [] Other — Specify

; % i::;d door. ... {PrioTa b. How many work doys ware lost altogether?
1 [T} Less than 1 day 4 [7] Over 10 days-
4 [1] Other ~ Specify S 271 -5 days Spectfy number
6. How did the p %) (get in/’\§ g\ef/in)? 3{7)6 — 10 days s {7} Don't know
or or wiidow

11. Were any security measures taken after this incident
to protect the location from future incidents?

1 ] No

2] Yes — What measures were taken?

1 7] Yes
2 [7] No — SKIP

to 8a

7a. Was anything damaged but not taken in this
incident? For example, » lock or window
broken, domaged merchandise, etc.

(Mark all that apply)
1 {3 Alarm — outside ringing
2 ] Central alarm
3 [T] Reinforcing devicer.
4 [7] Guard, watchman
s [] Watch dog

replaced?

2 [1No

1 [ Yes — SKIP to 7d

b, (Was/were) the domaged item(s) repaired or

s {] Firearms
7 7] Cameras
a [7] Other — Specify

12a. Was this incident roported to the police?
1 1 Yes — SKIP 10 13 2 ] No

$

x 3 Don’t know

<. How much would it cost to repair or replace
the domages? (Estimate)

- }SKIP to 7e

b, What was the reason this incident was not
reported to the police? (Mark all that apply)
1 [7] Police already knew of the incident
2 {7} Nothing could be done — lack of proof

the dumages?

$

v [ No cost —
x [71 Don’t know

SKIP to 8a

d. How much did it cost to repair or replace

3 [7] Did not think it important enough
4 [ Did not want to bother police

s [] Did not want to take the time

6 (7] Did not want to get involved

7 {7] Afraid of reprisal

8 [} Reported to someone else

e. Who paid or will pay for the repairs or

9 [7] Other — Specify

replacement? (Mark ull that apply) 13, INTERVIEWER CHECK ITEM
1 7] This business Is this the last incident report to be completed?
2 [T} Insurance 1 {7} Yes — Return to page 1, complete items 9 &
3 [7] Don't know 10 and ENIL’) fNTERVI W,
4 [} Other — Specify 2 [ No — Fill the next incident report
FORM CVS5-101 (8-7-72) PEEE }' u
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Transcribe the identification codes from item 1
of the cover sheet and complete a separate
incident page for EACH robbery or attempted robbery.

IDENTIFICATION CODE

FORM CVS-101
(8772

U.S. BEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE
SQCIAL AND ECONOMIC STATISTICS ADMIN.
BUREAU OF THE CENSUS

ROBBERY SHEET
COMMERCIAL CRIME VICTIMIZATION SURVEY
CITY SAMPLE

a, PSU b.Segment [c. Line No. |d. Panel e. DCC

ROBBERY INCIDENT NUMBER
Record which incident (1st, 2nd, etc,)
is covered by this page.

Part Ill -~ ROBBERY

You said that during the 12 months beginning
ond ending (refer to
screen questions 13~16 for description of <rime)

1. In what month (did this/did the first)
incident happen?

1+ [T January 7 {1 July

2 [} February 8 [ August

3 [] March 9 [} September
4 [ April A {71 October

s ] May 8 ] November
61 June ¢ {7} December

a

2a, About what time did it happen?

1 [7] During day (6 a.m. — 6 p.m.)
216 p.m, — midnight

3 [_] Midnight — 6 a.m.

4[] Don’t know wkat time of night
s (1 Don’t know

b. Was an employee or somesother person prezent
during this incident?
1 {7] Yes — Continue this questionnaire
2 [} No —Discontinue use of Robbery Sheet —-n

go to Question 2 of part I (Burglary)
and complete part Il

6a. Was anything damaged but not taken in this

o

a.

.. Who paid or will pay for the repairs or replacement?

incident? For example, a lock or window
broken, damaged merchandise, ete.

1 [ Yes 2{"INo ~ SKIP to 7a

(Was/were) the damaged item(s) repaired orreplaced?
t [ ] Yes — SKIP to 6d 2, No

- How much would it cost to repair or replace
the damages? (Estimate)

S W

x[_jDon’t knu\;- SKIP to 6¢

How much was the repair or replacement cost?

S 00

v [T No cost — Go to 7a

(Mark all that apply)
1 [ This business

2 [, Insurance
3] Don't 1@6@

4 [_] Other — Spel‘if_V;

3a. Did this incident happen at this place
of business?

1 [ Yes = SKIP to 4a 2 [Z]No ™\ \

2TTINO N A - ~, .
3 [ 7] Don't know — Continue this questionnaire f) 3 77 Doy U kedw SKIP to 8a

b, Where did the incident toke place? * v

t [ On delivery
2 [] Other — Specify N

7a. Did the perso s)'ﬁ%ding you up hdve a
i
b

wegpon or some! that was used as a
wQopen, such as iﬂ\g or wrench?
' e e

What was The weapon?

1 7] Gun

3 [T Other — Specify
= Knife = i

8a.

4a. Did the person{s) holding you e ony
money belonging ) the busiyess?

money taken| frgl customers ore personnel.)
1 [ JYes — e :
2[[JNo 8 40

b.

b. Did the person(s) hoTding you up toke any merchan-

How many persons were involved in committing
the crime?

t "1 Don’t know —~ SKIP to 9a

2 {1 One ~ Continue with 8b below
3 ]Twe...... .

4 JThree ...... } SKIP 0 8¢

5 [7] Four or more

How oid would you say the person was?
1 [} Under 12 years 4[7118-20

2 [7] Replacement cost
3 [] Other — Specify

dise, equipment or supplies? (Exclude personal 2[J12-14 5 [7121 or over
property taken from cy.stomers or store personnel) 3[]15~17 § [ 7] Don’t know
1 ] Yes — ‘:/:’zfl V‘::ls f‘}'}c -1 c. Was the person male or female?

vs $ <001 1 ] Male 3 [7] Don’t know
2 [1No — SKIP to 52 if 4a is you 2 [[] Female

h ise Si
otherwise SKIP to 6a d. Was he/she —
c. How was the value determined? 1 ] White? 4[] Other — 5P905f77

1 [] Original cost 2 [] Negro?

¥

3 [Z1Don’t know

T TSET0ge

Sa. How much, if any, of the stolen money or
property was recovered by insurance?

x [ Don’t kno;v

v {T] None — Why nof?7
+ [T Didn’t report it
2 [] Does not have insurance
3 [} Not settled yet

b. How much, if any, of the stolen money or
property wos recovered by means other thon
insurance?

LS

1 [7] Under 127
2012 — 147
315~ 17?

Would you say the youngest person was —

4[7]18 - 20? _

s [_]12lorover—SKIP to 8g
6 [] Don’t know

1
2

f. Would you say the oldest person was —

+ [ Under 127 a[]18-120
27712 - 14? 5 721 or over
1115 - 17?7 6 [ Don’t know

g. Were they male or female?

1 All male
7] All female

3 [[] Male and female
4[] Don"t know

1

h. Were they —

[} Only white?

4 [} Some combination?

. 2 [7] Only negro? Spez.‘i/y7
$— L0 3 [ Only other? |
x {Z] Don’t know Specz/y7
v ] None
5 [ Don't know
FORM CVS5-101 (6-7-72) rae 5.7
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Part 11l — ROBBERY — Continued

9a. Were you or any of the employees injured, in
this incident, seriously enough to require
medical attention?

Number
1 7] Yes — How mony? ————upe

2[71No —SKIP to 11a

b. How many of them stayed in o hospital over-
night or longer?

Number

10. Of those receiving treatment in or out of a
hospital did this business pay for any of the
medical expenses not c~vered by a regular
health benefits prog.

1 1 Yes — How much

wos paid? ————— | $

2 {7} No
3 7] Don't know

12. Were any security measures taken after this incident
to protect the establishment from future incidents?

1 [QNe
2 [7] Yes — What measures were token?
{Mark_gs many as apply)

1 {7} Alarm — outside ringing

2 [ Central alarm

3 [] Reinforcing devices

4 [ Guard, watchman

s [} Watch dog

& [T} Firearms

7 7] Cameras

8 [] Other ~ Specify

13a. Was this incident reported to the police?
1 1 Yes ~ SKIP to 14 2 [ No

b. What was the reason this incident was not
reported to the polica? {Yark all that apply)

1 [ Police already knew of the incident
2 [7] Nothing could be done — lack of proof
3 (O3 Did not think it important encugh

11a. Did you cr any employees here lose any time
from work because of this incident?

4 ] Did not want to bother police
t want to take the time

1 ] Yes — How many people? —| Number

2 {1 No—SKIP to0 12

b. How many work days were lost altogether?

21 —5days

2 []6 — 10 days SD%@\

' [] Less than 1 day » [ Over 10 days 14. INT WER CHECK ITEM
Specify numbe Is ¢ e last incident report to be completed?

1 T} Yes — Return IOIWDI[;ZV’;‘?E%,V El;,te items

> 9&10an
2 (] No - Fill the next incident report

NoTs \%\\\)
e B

FORM CVS-101 [6.7.72)

Page 6, 8
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APPENDIX Il *
Household Surveys:
Technical Information and Standard Error Tables

Sample design and size

The basic frames from whick the samples were drawr. for the National
Crime Panel household surveys in bhicago, Detroit, Los Angeles, New
York, and Philadelphia were the complete housing inventories for each
city, as determined by the 1970 Census of Population and Housing. For
the purposes of sample selection, each city's housing units were
distributed among 105 strata on the basis of various characteristics.
Occupied units, which comprised the majority, were grouped into 100
strata defined by a combination of the following: type of tenure (owned
or rented); number of household members (five categories); household
income (five categories); and race of head of household (white and
nonwhite). Housing units that were vacant at the time of the Census
were assigned to an additional four strata, where they were distributed
on the basis of rental or property value. Furthermore, a single stratum
incorporated certain types of group quarters, such as rooming and boarding
houses, religious group dwellings, and college dormitories.

To account for residential housing units built after the 1970 Census{
a sample was drawn of permits issued for the construction of new build-
ings within each of the cities. This enabled the proper representation
in the surveys of persons occupying housing built since 1970,

On the average, approximately 12,100 household units in each city
were designated for the sample. Of these, about 1,500 were visited by
interviewers during the survey period but were found to be vacant,
demolished, temporarily occupied by nonresidents, or otherwise unqualified
for interview. Additionally; at some 600 other units visited by inter-
Viewers it was impossible to conduct interviews because the occupants
could not be contacted after repeated calls,'did not wish to participate
in the survey, or were unavailable for other reasons. Thus, the number
of household units where interviews were taken averaged roughly 10;000
per city, and the overall rate of participation, or response; among house-

holds qualified for interview was 94.7%. FEach interviewed unit was found
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to be occupied by an average of 2.2 persons age 12 and over, or a total
of 22,000 residerts of the relevant ages per cit;.

The tabulation below gives for each city spgcific figures concerning
sample size; rate of response among qualified households, and persons age
12 and over residing in the interviewed units.

Chicago Detroit Los Angeles New York Philadelphia

Dﬁii??iﬁiis 12,126 12,10C 11,981 11,913 12,173
Qﬁiii‘iiids 10,425 10,279 10,589 10,757 10,722
Iﬁgﬁi‘éﬁii 9,441 9,866 10,412 10,229 10,035
H?‘;iih"“ respoRee 90.6%  96.0% 98.3% 95.1% 93.6%
Rzzédgszs' age 12 21,378 22,266 21,702 21,489 22,671
Estimation

Data records generated by the survey interviews were assigned two sets
of final tabulation weights——one for crimes against persons and another
for crimes against households. For interviews conducted at housing units
selected from the Census housing inventories, the following elements deter-
mined the final weights: (1) A basic weight, reflecting the selected unit's
probability of being included in the sample. (2) A factor to compensate for
the subsampling of units, a situation which arose in instances where the in-
terviewer discovered many more units at the address designated for sampling
than had been listed in the decennial Census. (3) A within household
noninterview adjustment, applied solely in tabulating crimes against persons,
to account for situations where at least one but not all eligible persons in
a household were interviewed. (4) A household noninterview adjustment to
account- for some occupied housing units qualified to participate in the
survey but where an interview was not obtained. And, (5) a ratio estimate
factor for bringing estimates developed from the sample of 1970 housing
units into adjustment with the complete Census count of such units; there
was, however, no adjustment for bringing the survey=derived estimates into
accord with whatever independent, post-Census estimates of the population

may have existed at the time of the processing of survey results. The fifth
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step did not apply to interview records gathered from residents of group
quarters or of units constructed after the Census. For tabulating crimes
against persons, a further weighting adjustment was required in those

cases where the basic unit of tabulation was an incident involving more

: than one person, thereby allowing for the precbability that such incidents

might have had more than one. chance of coming into the sample.
The final weight used in generating tabulations of estimates of

criminal incidents against persons was the product of the five steps

{ described above, plus the adjustment for incidents involving more than one

i person, as appropriate. In producing estimates of personal victimizations

(as opposed to those of criminal incidents against persons), the weilghting
factor also was the product of the five steps, but the adjustment for in-

cidents involving more than one person was omitted. Such an adjustment

would have been inappropriate since each individual vietim was counted as
having incurred a victimization irrespective of the number, if any, of
other victims involved in the same incident.

For household crimes, the final weight, consisting of all steps
described above except the third, was that of each household's principal
persor. In the case of husband-wife households, the wife was designated
to be that person; for all other households, the head of the household (as
determined during the course of ihe interview), was considered the principal
person. In the household sector, victimizations and incidents are synonymous,
since each distinctly separate criminal act was defined as involving only one
household, Thus, the concept of multihousehold incidents was inapplicable,

{and an adjustment comparable to that made in the personal sector to account

for multiperson incidents was unnecessary.

The ratio estimate procedure was a key step, for it achieved a reduc—

| tion in the extent of sampling variability, thereby reducing the margin of

error in the tabulated survey results. It also compensated for the exclu—

| slon from each stratum of any households that were already included in

Samples for certain other Census Bureau programs.

Chiefly reflecting intercity variations in the relationship between

the number of persons age 12 and over who resided in the interviewed house-
{holds and the total resident population of the relevant ages, the average

final weight applied to data records used in tabulating survey results on
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crimes against persons varied from city to city. For comparable reasons,
the average final weight used in generating information on crimes against
households also varied among cities. The tabulation below displays for
each city the average final weights employed in each of those sectors.

Personal sector Household sector

Chicago 113.48 113.85
Detroit L46.48 L6.65
Los Angeles 96.80 96.83
New York 263.66 261,.18
Philadelphia 61.1L 61.39

Reliability of estimates .
Household survey results contained in this report and used in

preparation of the analytical findings are estimates. Despite the pre-
cautions taken to minimize sampling variability, the estimates are
subject to errors arising from the fact that the information for each
city was obtained from a sample survey rather than a complete tensus.
Moreover, the sample for each city was only one of a large mumber of
samples of equal size that could have been selected.  Estimates derived
from different samples may differ somewhat; they may also differ from
figures that would have been obtained if a complete census had been taken
using the same schedules, instructions, and interviewers. In addition to
sampling variability, survey results pressnted in this report are subject
to nonsampling errors. In household surveys such as the ones conducted
in the five largest cities, the incorrect reporting by respondents of
data or experierces relevant to the reference period is a major source
of nonsampling error. Other nonsampling errors associated with household
surveys result from incomplete responses during interview, milstakes intro—
duced by interviewers, and improper coding and processing of data. All
such nonsampling errors, however, also are inherent in complete censuses.
The standard error of a survey estimate is primarily a measure of
sampling variability, i.e., of the variations that occur by chance
because a sample rather than the whole of the population is surveyed. The
chances are about 68 out of 100 that a sample estimate will differ from a

complete census figure by less than one standard error. Similarly, the
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chances are about 95 out of 100 that the difference will be less than
twice the standard error and about 99 out of 10C that it will be less
than 2% times the standard error. The 68 percert confidence interval is
defined as the range of values given by the estimate minus the standard
error and the estimate plus the standard error; the chances are 68 in

100 that a figure from a compiéte census will fall within that range. The
95 percent confidence interval is defined as the estimate plus or minus
two standard errors.

The standard errors contained in this Appendix cover crimes against
persons and households. They are rough approximations and suggest an
order of magnitude of the standard errors rather than the precise error
associated with any given value. Table I contains the standard error
approximations applicable to the estimated number of personal incidents.
Table II shows the standard errors for the number of personal victimizations.
Standard errors pertaining to personal victimization rates are given in
Tables IIIa through IITe. Table IV displays the standard error approxi-—
mations relevant to household incidents, whereas Tables Va through Ve
show those for household victimization rates. The appropriate tables
display standard errors for selected levels (be they incidents or vic-
timizations) and for selected rates, as listed in the leftmost column of each
table. For estimated levels and rates not specifically listed in a table,
linear interpolation must be used to calculate the standard error.

The standard error of a difference between two sample estimates is
approximately equal to the square root of the sum of the squares of the
standard errors of each estimate considered separately. This formula
represents the actual standard error quite accurately for the difference
between two estimates for the same characteristic in two different cities,
or for the difference between separate and uncorrelated characteristics in
the same city. However, if two characteristics having a high positive
correlation are being compared, the formula will overstate the true
standard error.

To illustrate how to use the standard error tables{ assume that one
of the detailed data tables in this report shows there were 7,000 assault
victimizations in the city of Philadelphia. ZEstimates of this type are

considered personal victimizations, and their standard errors are given
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in Table IT. Linear interpolation in this table shows the standard error
on an estimate of this size is about 750. The chances are 68 out of 100
that the estimate would have been a figure differing from a complete
census figure by less than 750; i.e., the 68 percent confidence interval
associated with that level of victimizations would be from 6,250 to 7,750.
The chances are 95 out of 100 that the estimate would have differed from
a complete census figure by less than twice this standard error (1,500);
i.e., the 95 percent confidence interval then would be from 5,500 to 8,500,
Assume further that, for a Philadelphia population subgroup numbering
125,000, the recorded personal victimization rate was 56 per 1,000
persons age 12 and over. Two-way linear interpolation of data listed
in Table IITe would yield a standard error of about 6. Consequently,
chances are 68 out of 10C that the estimated rate of 56 would be within
6 of a complete census figure; i.e., the 68 percent confidence interval
associated with the estimate would be from 50 t0 62. And, the chances are
95 out of 100 that the estimated rate would bte within roughly 12 of a
complete enumeration; i.e., the 95 percent confidence interval would be
about 4L to 68.
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Table I. Standard error approximations for estimated number of personal

incidents, by city
(68 chances out of 100)

Size of
estimate Chicago Natroit Los Angeles New York Philadelphia
100 110 .70 100 170 80
250 170 100 160 260 130
500 250 150 230 370 180
1,000 350 210 330 530 250
2,500 550 330 520 830 400
5,000 780 480 730 1,180 570
10,000 1,110 710 1,040 1,670 820
25,000 1,780 1,230 1,660 2,670 1,360
50,000 2,570 1,990 2,400 3,830 2,070
100,000 3,790 3,390 34530 5,580 3,290
250,000 6,630 7,480 6,180 9,530 6,650
500,000 10,720 14,220 9,980 14,990 12,060
750,000 * 14,600 20,950 13,580 20,050 17,420
1,000,000 18,400 27,680 17,100 24,950 22,770

Table II. Standard error approximations for estimated number of personal

victimizations, by city
(68 chances out of 100)

Sige of
estimate Chicago Detroit Los Angeles New York Philadelphia
100 120 70 110 170 90
250 190 110 180 270 140
500 260 160 250 390 200
1,000 370 230 360 550 280
2,500 590 370 570 870 450
5,000 840 530 800 1,230 640
10,000 1,190 770 1,140 1,750 920
25,000 1,880 1,210 1,810 2,780 1,540
50,000 2,670 2,090 2,610 3,980 2,280
100,000 3,860 3,600 4,070 5,770 3,610
250,000 6,640 7,990 7,970 9,720 7,350
500,000 10,530 15,240 14,170 15,070 13,390
750,000 1,150 22,480 20,290 19,950 19,390
1,000,000 17,680 29,710 26,390 21,640 25,370
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Standard error approximations for estimated personal victimization rates

Los Angeles

Table IIIc.

(68 chances out of 100)

Base of rate

2, 500,000

10,000 25,000 50,000 100,000 250,000 500,000 1,000,000

5,000

2,500

Estimated rate

1,000

per 1,000 persons

NNN-FINCI-OO0OO0O

ES3333SHaam-d

33.14/080000000
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O —
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Ctandard error approximations for estimated personal victimizatiorn rates

New York:

Table IIId.

(68 chances out of 100)

Base of rate

100,000
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500, 000

250,000

5,000 10,000 25,000 50,000

2,500

Estimated rate

1,000

per 1,000 persons
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2,500,000

250,000 500,000 1,000,000

100)
Base of rate
100,000

>
50,000

(68 chances out o
10,000 35,000

5,000

Stardard error approximations for eaztimated personal victimization rates
2,500

1,000

Philadelphia:

Table Iile.

Estimated rate
per 1,000 persons

a

P ' Table IV. Standard error approximations for estimated number of
household incidents, by city
B A S SR b (68 chances out of 100)
OOOOOOOOHNNM
1 Size of
ostimate Chicago Detroit Los Angeles New York Philadelphia
e omeso 000 100 | 120 80 110 180 90
R B i B B BB St 250 200 120 180 280 140
500 280 170 250 400 190
1,000 390 250 350 560 270
2,500 620 390 560 890 430
MMI0R0Q0Q0QQ 1(5)'8008 280 528 770 1,260 610
7 R 1,250 7 1,120 1,790 870
SSSSSHANAIAS 25,900 1,980 1,240 1,790 2, 84,0 1,410
50,000 2,830 1,770 2,580 4,030 2,070
1081888 2,070 2,550 2,780 5;7%8 3,110
250, y 740 4,330 . y 720 13,5 54740
ggggiggziigi 500,000 10,210 6,890 11,040 20, 460 9,730
750,000 13,290 9,290 15,180 17,180 13,620
1,000,000 16,210 11,630 19,240 20,460 17,470
\O(DO\OOOOOOOO-O
oooa&&éidﬁmj
'O\OOOOOOOOOOO
OOOOOOOOOOOO
AN - 5u§<JC\Sjs;<(
OOOOOOOOOOOO
NNO’\\T\O&O\\?O\K\-@
OO
OOOOOOOOOOOO
RSt ddREAS
OObOOOOOOOOO
Gisoguddadsg
OOOOOOOOOOOO
SRR EEER TR
"
PN TR
AR & Sonol3R
RTRTQTREKT T .
88Ty B8
o} ] &~ O 0O0
RO o 8RE
u:'HNU\L\HNLr\HNU\ 165
164




- WN

991

Table Va. Chicago: Standard error approximations for estimated household victimization rdtes
(68 chances out of 100)

9T

Estimated rate Base of rate

per 1,000 households 50C 1,000 2,500 5,000 10,000 25,000 50,000 100,000 250,000 500,000 1,009,000
.5 or 999.5 12.0 9.0 6.0 4.0 3.0 2.0 1.0 0.9 0.6 0.4 0.3
.75 or 999..5 15.0 11.0 7.0 5.0 3.0 2.0 2.0 1.0 0.7 0.5 0.3
1 oxr 999 18.0 12.0 8.0 6.0 4.0 2.0 2.0 1.0 0.8 0.6 0.4
2.5 or 997.5 28.0 20.0 12.0 3.0 6.0 L.0 3.0 2.0 1,0 0.9 0.6
5 or 995 3%9.0 28.0 18.0 12,0 9.0 €.0 4.0 3.0 2.0 1.0 C.9
7.5 or 9%2.5 48.0 34.0 21.0 15,0 11.0 7.0 5.0 3.0 2.0 2.0 1.0
10 or 990 55.0 39.0 25.0 17.0 12.0 8.0 6.0 4.0 2.0 2.0 1.0
25 or 975 87.0 £1.0 39.0 27.0 19.0 12.0 9.0 6.0 L.0 3.0 2.0
50 or 950 121.0 86.0 54.0 38.0 27.0 17.0 12.0 3.0 5.G 4.0 3.0
100 or 900 167.0 118.0 75,0 53.0 37.0 24.0 17.0 12.0 7.0 5.0 4L.90
250 or 750 241.0 170.0 108.0 76.0 54.0 34.0 24..0 17.0 11.0 8.0 5.0
500 278.0  196.0 124.0 88.0 62.0 39.0 28,0 20.0 12.0 3.0 6.0

Table Vb. Detroit: Standard error approximations for estimated household vietimization rates
(68 chances out of 100)

Estimated rate Base of rate

per 1,000 households 100 250 500 1,000 2,500 5,000 10,000 25,000 50,QcC0 100,000 250,000 500,000
.5 or 999.5 17.0 11.0 8.0 6.0 3.0 2.0 2.0 1.0 0.8 0.6 0.3 0.2
.75 or 999.25 21.0 14.0 10.0 Te 4.0 3.0 2.0 1.0 1.0 0.7 C.k 0.3
1 or 999 25.0 14.0 11,0 8.0 5.0 3.0 2.0 2.0 1.0 0.8 0.5 0.3
2.5 or 997.5 39.0 25.0 17.0 12.0 8.0 5.0 L0 2.0 2.0 1.0 0.8 0.6
5 or 995 £.0 35.0 25,0 17.0 11.0 8.0 6.0 3.0 2.0 2.0 1.0 0.8
7.5 or 992.5 67.0 5L3.0 30.0 21.0 13.0 10.0 7.0 4.0 3,0 2.0 1.0 1.0
10 or 990 78.0 49.0 35.0 25.0 16.0 11,0 8.0 5.0 3.0 2.0 2.0 1.0
25 or 975 122.0 7.0 55.0 39.0 24.0 17.0 12.0 8.0 5.0 4.0 .0 2.0
50 or 950 170.0 108.0 76.0 5L.0 34.0 24,0 17.0 11.0 8.0 5.0, 2,0 2.0
100 or 900 234L.0 148.0 105.0 4.0 L7.0 23.0 23.0 15.0 10.0 7.0 5.0 3.0
250 or 750 338.0 214.0 151.0 107.0 68.0 48.0 34.0 21.0 15.0 11.0 7.0 5.0
500 3%0.0  247.0 175.0 123.0 78.0 55.0 3%.0 25.0 .17.0 12.0 8.0 6.0
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Table Ve. Los Angeles: Standard error approximations for estimated household victimization rates
(68 charces out of 100)

Estimated rate Base of rate
per 1,000 households 250 500 1,000 2,500 5,000 10,000 25,000 50,000 100,000 250,000 500,0C0 1,000,000
.5 or 999.5 15.0 1.0 8.0 5.0 3.0 2.0 2.0 1.0 0.8 0.5 0.3 0.2
.75 or 999.25 19.0 13.0 9.0 6.0 4.0 3.0 2.0 1.0 0.9 0.6 0.4 0.3
1 or 999 22.0 15.0 11.0 7.0 5.0 3.0 2.0 2.0 1.0 0.7 0.5 0.3
2.5 or 997.5 34.0 24.0 17.0 11.0 8.0 5.0 3.0 2.0 2,0 1.0 .8 0.5
5 or 995 48.0 34.0 24.0 15.0 11.0 8.0 5.0 3.0 2.0 2.0 1.0 0.8
7.5 or 992.5 59.0 42,0 30.0 19.0 13.0 9.0 6.0 4.0 3.0 2.0 1.0 0.9
10 or 990 68.0 48.0 34.0 22.0 35.0 11.0 7.0 5.0 3.0 2.0 2.0 1.0
25 or 975 107.0 76.0 54.0 34.0 24.0 17.0 11.0 8.0 5.0 3.0 2.0 2.0
50 or 950 150.0 106.0 75.0 4L7.0 33.0 24,0 15.0 11.0 7.0 5.0 3.0 2.0
100 or 900 206.0 146.0 103.0 65.0 L6.0 33.0 21.0 15.0 10.0 7.0 5.0 3.0
250 or 750 297.0 210.0 149.0 94.0 66.0 L'7.0 30.0 21,0 15.0 3.0 7.0 5.0
500 343.0 24,3.0 172.0 108.0 77.0 54.0 34.0 24.0 17.0 1.0 8,0 5.0

Table Vd. New York: Standard error approximations for estimated household victimization rates

(68 chances out of 100)

Estimated rate per Base of rate
1,000 households 2,500 5,000 10,000 25,000 50,000 100,000 250,000 500,000 1,000,000 2,500,000
«5 or 999.5 8.0 6.0 4.0 3.0 2.0 1.0 0.8 0.6 0. 0.
.75 or 999.25 10,0 7.0 5.0 3.0 2.0 2,0 1.0 0.7 O.é O.%
1 or 999 11,0 8.0 6.0 L.0 3.0 2,0 1.0 0.8 0.6 0.4
2.5 or 997.5 18.0 13.0 2.0 6.0 4.0 3.0 2.0 1.0 0.9 0.6
5 or 995 25.0 18.0C 13.0 8.0 6.0 4.0 3.0 2.0 2,0 0.8
7.5 or 992.5 31.0 22,0 15.0 10.0 7.0 5.0 3.0 2.0 2.0 1.0
10 or 990 36.0 25.0 18.0 1.0 8.0 6.0 4.0 3.0 2.0 1.0
25 or 975 56.0 39.0 ze.0 18.0 12.0 9.0 6.0 4.0 3.0 2.0
50 or 950 78.0 55,0 39.0 25.0 17.0 12,0 8.0 6.0 4,0 2.0
10C or 900 107.0 76,0 54.0 3.0 2.0 17,0 11.0 8.0 - 5.0 3.0
250 or 750 155.0 109.0 77.0 549.0 35.0 2L.0 15.0 11.0 8,0 5.0
500 179.0 126.0 89.0 58.0 540.0 28,0 18.0 13.0 9.0 6.0
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Standard error approximations for estimated household victimization rates

Philadelphia:

Table Ve.

(68 chances out of 100).

Base of rate

Estimated rate
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APPENDIX IV
Commercial Surveys:
Technical Information and Relative Error Tables

Sample design and size

For the purposes of sample selection, the five largest cities were
segmented into geographical units, each known to have contained at least
four but no mcre thar six commercial establishments, whether retail,
service, or a combination of the two kinds. Establishrents of other types
were not taken into corsideration in'designing the sample; nevertheless,
Visually recognizable establishments of all types located within esch
segment during the field surveys were eligible for inclusion in the sample.
As a result, the number of estatlishments interviewed varied among segments
and from city to city. Similarly, the number of segments surveyed varied
according to city, averaging 217. Segments already being sampled in con~
nection with the nationwide commercial victimization survey were excluded
from each of the central city samples.

On the average, approximately 4,560 commercial estab’ishments per
city were considered eligible for inclusion in the sampla.  Of these, an
average of about 990 were found to be out of buciness st the Lime of the
field surveys, no longer operating atnthe'designated aiiress, or otherwise
unqualified to participate. Also, at an average cf some YU establichn.nics
ot be
Thus, the effective sample size
averaged roughly 3,480 establishments of all kinds per city.

The tabulation below lists for each city specific figures concerring
sample size and the rate of response among eligible establishments.

Chicago Detroit Los Angeles New York Philadelphia

it was impossible to conduct interviews because the operator couls.
contacted or declined to participate.

Segments sampled 251 235 173 187 24,0
Designated

establishments 3,577 3,023 Ly 676 7,256 4,270
Eligible

establishments 2,861, 2,249 35446 5y943 34339
Interviewed

establishments 2,797 2,202 3,415 5,709 5,282
Response rate 97.7% 97.9% 99.1% 96.1% 98.3%
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Estimation
Data records produced by the survey interviews were assigned final

weights, applied to each usable data record, enabling the tabulation of
city-wide estimates. The final weight was the product of the following
elements: (1) a basic weight, reflecting each selected establishment's
probability of being in the sample; (2) an adjustment for noninterviews;
and (3) a factor to account for establishments which were in operation
during only part of the survey reference period.

The nonminterview adjustment was equal to the total number of data
records required for each particular kind of business divided by the number
of usable records actually collected. The factor to account for estab~
lishments that were not in operation during the entire 12-month time
frame was applied only to the number of incidents involving such
businesses and not to the complete inventory of those eslablishments.

This factor was obtained by multiplying the basic welght of gach part-year
operator by 12 and dividing the resulting product by the number of months
the establishment was active during the »eference period. Then, the
result was multiriied by the ratio of required records divided ty the
murber of ussble wecords, the result being applied to the record of each
part-vear operator.

Reflecting variations in the relationship between sample size and the
mumber of establishments per city, the average final weight applied to data
records generated by the surveys varied from city to city. For Chicago,
Liat weight was 42.00. The corresponding figures for Detroit, Los Angeles,
New York, and Philadelphia were 21.94, 45.13, 115.78 and 27.02, respectively.
Reliability of estimates

Survey results presented in this report concerning the criminal
wictimization of commercial establishments are estimates that were derived
through representative probability sampling rather than from complete
enumerations. The sample used in each city was only one of many of the
same size that could have been selected utilizing the same sample design.
Although the results obtained from any two samples within the same city
might differ markedly, the average of a number of different samples would
be expected to be in near agreement with the results of a complete

enumeration using the same data collection procedures and processing
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methods. Similarly, the results obtained by averaging data from a number
of subsamples of the whole sample would be expected to give an order of
magnitude of the variance between any single subsample and the grouping
of subsamples. Such a technique, known as the random group method, was
used in calculating the coefficients of variation, or relative errors, for
estimates generated by the surveys. Because the relative errors are the
products of calculations involving estimates derived through sampling,
each error in turn is subject to sampling variability.

In order to gauge the extent of sampling variability inherent in the
comrercial survey results, numerous relative errors were calculated for a
number of business characteristics. Generalized standard errors, such as
those developed in comnection with the household surveys, were not calcu-
lated. Instead, tables in this Appenrndix dispiay actual calculations of
relative errors from the sample observations for estimated values pertaining
to selected characteristics of business establishments. Tables VIa through
VIe apply to the estimated level of incidents of commercial burglary and
robbery, whereas Tables VIIa through VIIe relate to victimization rates for
each of those crimes. While the relative errors listed on those tables
partially gauge the effect of nonsampling error, they do not take into
account any biases that may be inherent in the survey results.

When used in conjunction with the survey results, the relative error
tables permit the comstruction of intervals containing the average result
of all possible samples with a prescribed level of confidence. Chances
are about 68 out of 100 that any given survey result, be it a number of
incidents or a victimization rate, would differ from results that would be
obtained from a complete enumeration using the same procedures by less than
the relative errcr displayed in the tables. Doubling the interval increases
the confidence level to 95 chances out of 100 that the estimated value would
differ from the resulits of a complete count by less than twice the relative
error.

To illustrate the computation and significance of these ranges, assume
that the total estimated number of robbery incidents for any given city was
10,000 and that the relative error assoclated with that figure was 16.7
percent. Multiplying 10,000 by .167 yields 1,670. Therefore, the 68
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percent confidence level for the estimated number of robberies would be
8,330 to 11,670, If similar confidence intervals were constructed for
all possible samples of the same size, about two~thirds of these would
contain the results of a complete enumeration using the same methodology.
Alternatively, for s single sample, the confidence level would be about
68 out of 10C that the calculated interval would contain the results that
would have been generated by a complete enumeration. If the interval
were to be doubled, then the chances would be increased to 95 out of 100
that the resulting interval, in this case 6,660 to 13,340, would contain
the total that would have been obtained from a complete tally.

1The calculated figure (1,670) is the standard error .f the estimated
10,000 robberies.
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. 4 Table VIa. Chicago: Relative errors for estimated number of commercial
. . | J ’ f i incidents, by characteristics of establishments

» : . B S ¥ (68 chances out of 100)

Burglary Robbery
; Estimated number Relative Estimated number Relative
‘Characteristic of incidents error of incidents error
:Kind of establishment
A1l establishments 37,029 12.6% 9,062 13.1%
Retail 16,198 1o L% 5,867 1605%
Wholesale 902 30.7% LT7L 3L 7%
Service 14,299 28.0% 2,253 20.6%
. Gross annual receipts )
Tess than $10,000 6,801 1o 6% 1,081 31.7%
$10,000~$24,999 3,939 18.6% 1,436 3h4e1%
| $25,000~$49,999 2,679 28.5% 1,082 30.3%
‘ $50,000~$99, 999 2,75k 15.9% 989 26.5%
; $100,000~$499, 999 s 725 16.3% 14429 13.6%

Table VIb. Detroit: Relative errors for estimated number of commercial
incidents, by characteristics of establishments

(68 chances out of 100)

Burglary Robbery

, - Estimated number Relative Estimated number Relative
- ' : Characteristic of incidents error of incidents error
Kind of establishment
4 A1l establishments 29,740 9.5% 8,629 11.6%
l Retail 12,021 11.2% 6,180 13.0%
§ Wholesale 1,226 20.5% 151 43.1%
! Service 11,740 11.1% 1,986 2L 6%
I Gross annual receipts
i Less than $10,000 5,837 21.8% 1,970 18.2%
| $10,000~$24, 999 3,504 15.4% 1,263 31.2%
B $25,000~$49, 999 2,883 17.8% 706 19.1%
| $50,000~$99,999 3,187 19. 5% 863 32.3%
- $100,000~$499, 999 6,85L 16.1% 2,301 16.6%
A
- |
\
|
1
o
175




Table VIc., Los Angeles: Relative errors for estimated number of commercial
incidents, by characteristics of establishments
(68 chances out of 100)
Burglary Robbery
Estimated number Relative Estimated number Relative

Characteristic of incidents error of incidents error
Kind of establishment ‘

All establishments 47,927 e 7% 7,191 14.3%

Retail 21,370 18,1% 3,967 16.5%

Wholesale 1,954 31.7% (B) 50. 9%

Service 16,862 18.4% 2,409 26.1%
Gross annual receipts

Less than $10,000 8,753 21.9% 1,179 26.4%

$10,000-$24,999 g,010 18.9% 1,222 3k 5%

$25,000-$49,999 5,582 18.4% 72l 38.7%

$50,000~$99, 999 7,645 32.4% 1,489 25.9%

$100,000~$499,999 9,778 18.7% 1,809 17.5%

B Estimate, based on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable.

Table Vid. New York: Relative errors for estimated number of commercial
incidents, by characteristics of establishments
(68 chances out of 100)
Burglary Robbery
Estimated number Relative Estimated. number Relative
Characteristic of incidents error of incidents error
Kind of establishment
A1l establishments 216,681 12.1% 68,315 11.4%
Retail 86,156 11.2% 42,520 12.6%
Wholesale 21,820 28,8% 3,416 31.5%
Service 73,319 16.6% 14,010 22.9%
Gross annual receipts
Less than $10,000 22,252 17.6% 7,25} 20.7%
$10,000~$24, 999 25,580 17.7% 11,509 19.8%
$25,000-$49,999 28,811 16.3% 7,115 254 5%
$50,000~$99, 999 31,823 12.5% 12,502 27.1%
$100,000~$499, 999 46,667 20.2% 12,583 13.8%
176

Table Vie,

Philadelphia:

incidents, by characteristics of establishments
(68 chances out of 100)

Relative errors for estimated number of commercial

Burglary Robbery
Estimated number Relative Estimated number Relative
fharacteristic of incidents error of incidents error
find of establishment
A1l establishments 31,601 8.2% 10,312 9.5%
Retail 15,899 11.5% 7,557 12.3%
Wholesale 2,989 22.7% 271 3345%
Service 11,112 12,0% 1,505 21.6%
frogs anmial receipts
Less than $10,000 5,381 12.9% 1,501 13.7%
$10,000-$24,999 °© 5,362 15.9% 1,42 2. 2%
$25,000-$49, 999 5,360 13.7% 1,72 18.1%
$50,000-$99,999 . Ly 750 13.7% 1,73L 19.2%
$100,000~$499, 999 5,430 17.2% 2,154 16.0%

Table VIIa. Chicago: Relative errors for estimated commercial victimization
rates, by characteristics of establishments
(68 chances out of 100)
Burglary Robbery
Estimated rate Relative Estimated rate Relavive
per 1,000 error per 1,000 error
Chgracteristic establishments establishments
Kind of establishment
A1l establishments 320 9.9% 80 1.5%
Retail 370 12.0% 130 15.3%
Wholesale 200 32.0% 110 33.9%
Service 276 19.7% 40 19. 5%
Gross anmial receipts
Less than $10,000 i 1e3% 60 26,0%
$10,000-$24.,999 PN 1L.6% 100 30,0%
$25,000-$49,999 220 25.6% 90 30.3%
$50,000-$99, 999 260 12.0% 90 29.3%
$100, 000~$499,999 270 9.2% 80 21 4%
177
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Table VIIb., Detroit: Relative errors for estimated commercial victimization Table VIId. New York: Relative errors for estimated commercial victimization
rates, by characteristics of establishments ; rates, by characteristics of establishments
(68 chances out of 100) ? (68 chances out of 100)
Burglary Robbery | Burglary Rob' 2ry .
Estimated rate Relative Estimated rate Relative ! Estimated rate Relative Estimated rate Relative
per 1,000 error per 1,000 error ; per 1,000 error per 1,000 error
Characteristic establishments establishments | Characteristic establishments establishments
Kind of establishment '%ind of establishment
All establishments 620 748% 180 8.3% | A1l establishments 330 8.5% 100 12.6%
Retall 720 6.6% 370 8.3% . Retail 130 6.6% 210 11.49%
Wholesale 630 11.8% 80 L1.7% ! YWholesale 290 27.6% 40 19.7%
Service 550 9u 1% 90 19.7% | Service 290 11.7% 60 27 4%
Gross annual receipts 'Gross anmual receipts )
Less than $10,000 620 17.4% 210 20.2% ' Less than $10,000 350 15.7% 110 23.9%
$10,000~$24, 999 610 14.8% 220 25, 6% . $10,000-$24,999 330 12.19 150 18.8%
$25,000-$49,999 520 12.0% 130 15.0% . $25,000-$49,999 370 14,..8% 90 19.8%
$50,000~$99,999 540 14.9% 150 28.3% ~ $50,000-$99,999 310 10.1% 120 30.1%
$100,000~$499, 999 770 13.7% 260 15.3% $100, 000~$499, 999 380 11.2% 100 18.3%
Table VIIc. Los Angeles: Relative errors for estimated commercial victimization i Table VIIe. Philadelphia: Relative errors for estimated commercisl victimization
rates, by characteristics of establishments 7‘ rates, by characterisbics of establishments
(68 chances out of 100) : (68 chances out of 100)
Burglary Robbery i Burglary i Robbery i
Estimated rate Relative Tstimated rate Relative j Estimated rate Relative Estimated rate Relative
per 1,000 error per 1,000 error | per 1,000 error per 1,000 error
Characteristic establishments establishments | Characteristic establishments establishments
Kind of establishment | Kind of establishment 4
A1l establishments 310 10,0% 50 15.9% A1l establishments 390 9l 120 13.7%
Retail 510 12.7% 90 15.3% Retail 490 9.9% 230 17.2%
Wholesale 24,0 3645% 20 68.2% Wholesale 500 31.8% 50 33-5%
Service 250 15.9% 4O 29,3% Service 310 13.0% 40 18.0%
Gross annual receipts { Gross anmual receipts
Less than $10,000 360 20.6% 50 26, 0% | Less than $10,000 280 13.6% 180 l;/i‘g
$10,000~824,999 340 10.2% 50 36.6% $10,000~$21, 999 390 - 12.5% “*08 29, 770
$25,000-$49, 999 260 20,1% 30 L7.0% $25,000~$49,999 470 14 9% .LZO %. 7@
$50,000-899, 999 370 26.7% 70 30.0% $50,000-$99, 997 i 125 160 g
$100,000~$499, 999 360 1.7% 70 19.1% ! $100,000~$499,999 1,60 17.1% 1 52.2%
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Table VIIT, Number of series victimizations, by sector, type of crime, and city
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Sector and type of crime Chicago Detroit Los Angeles New York Philadelphia
Personal sector 25,600 11,000 28,800 37,600 16,600
Crimes of violence 6,400 6,900 14,300 21,800 10,200
Rape (B) (B) (B) (B) (B)
Robbery 5,400 2,300 3,7C0 11,000 3,800
Robbery and attempted
robbery with injury 1,900 800 (B} 3,500 1,000
Robbery without injury 2,200 900 1,100 5,600 1,800
Attempted robbery without
injury 1,200 600 1,400 (B) 1,100
Assault 10,900 4,500 10,2C0 10,200 6,100
Aggravated assault 5,200 2,100 2,800 3,500 2,100
With injury 1,400 (B) (B) (B) (B)
Attempted assault with
a weapon 2,800 1,700 1,800 3,20C 1,600
Simple assault 6,800 2,400 7,500 6,700 4,000
With injury *,200 (B) (B) (B) (B)
Attempted assault without
a weapon 5,600 2,100 6,500 5,600 3,400
Crimes of theft 9,200 4,100 14,5C0 15,800 6,400
Personal larceny with contact (B) (B) (B) (B) (B)
Personal larceny without
conbact* 8,700 3,800 14,100 13,400 6,000
Household sector 17,900 9,600 27,100 27,200 9,800
Burglary 10,300 5,300 11,800 14,000 3,700
Forcible entry 4,600 2,700 5,100 6,900 1,600
Unlawful entry without force 2,200 1,100 3,600 2,600 (B)
Attempted forcible entry 3,600 1,500 3,100 4,500 1,500
Household larceny 5,400 3,500 14,700 10,600 5,300
Motor vehicle theft 1,300 800 (B) 2,600 800

NOTE: Detail may not add to total shown because of rounding.
For personal larceny without contact, the number of series was computed on the basis of a house-

hold weight rather than the person weight used £7r all other crimes in the personal sector. Had

the person weight been applied, the number of series victimizations for that type of crime would have

been greater, but not substantially so.

B Estimate, based on zbout 10 or fewer sample cas=s, is statistically unreliable,



GLOSSARY OF TERMS

Aggravated Assault — Attack with a weapon resulting in any injury and
attack without a weapon resulting either in serious injury (e.g.,
broken bones, loss of teeth, internal injuries, loss of conscious-
ness) or in undetermined injury requiring 2 or more days of
hospitalization., Also includes attempted assault with a weapon.

Assault - An unlawful physical attack by one person upon another,
including both aggravated and simple assault., Excludes rape and
attempted rape, as well as attacks involving theft or attempted
theft, which are classified as robbery.

Attempted Forcible Entry - A form of bvrglary in which force is used in
an attempt to gain entry.

Burglary - Unlawful or forcible entry of a home or business, usually,
but not necessarily, attended by theft. Includes attempted forcible
entry.

Forcible Entry - A form of burglary in which force is used to gain entry,
(e.g., by brezking a window or slashing a screen).

Household Larceny - Theft or attempted theft of property or cash from
the home, involving neither forcible nor unlawful entry, or its
immediate vicinity.

Incident — A specific criminal act involving one or more victims and
offenders.

Motor Vehicle Theft -~ Stealing or unauthorized taking of a motor vehicle,
including attempts at such acts,

Personal Crimes of Theft - Theft of property or cash, either with contact
(but without force or threat of forcg) or without contact between
victim and offender. Equivalent to Personal Larceny.

Personal Crimes of Violence — Rape, robbery of persons, and assault.

Personal Larceny ~ Equivalent to Personal Crimes of Theft.

Personal Larceny with Centact — Theft of purse, wallet or cash by stealth
directly from the person of the victimy, but without force or the
threat of force. Also includes attempted purse snatching,
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Personal Larceny without Contact - Theft, without direct contact between
victim and offender; of property or cash from any place other than
the victim's home or its immediate vicinity, Also includes attempted
theft,

Rape - Carnal knowledge through the use of force or the threat of force,
including attempts, Statutory rape (without force) is excluded.
Robbery -~ Theft or attempted theft, directly from a person or a business,
of property or cash by force or threat of force, with or without a

weapon.

Robbery with Injury - Theft or attempted theft from a person, accompanied
by an attack, either with or without a weapon, resulting in injury.
An injury is classified as resulting from a serious assault if a
weapon was used in the commission of the crime or, if not, when the
extent of the injury was either serious (e.g., broken bones, loss of
teeth, internal injuries, loss of consciousness) or undetermined but
requiring 2 or more days of hospitalization. An injury is classified
as resulting from a minor assault when the extent of the injury was
minor (e.g., bruises, black eye, cuts, scratches, swelling) or
undetermined but requiring less than 2 days of hospitalization.

Robbery without Injury - Theft or attempted theft from a person, accom-
panied by force or the threat of force, either with or without a
weapon, but not resulting in injury,

Simple Assault - Attack without a weapon resulting either in minor
injury (e.g., bruises, black eye, cuts, scratches, swelling) or in
undetermined injury requiring less than 2 days of hospitalization.

Also includes attempted assault withou’ a weapon,
Unlawful Entry.- A form of bﬁrglary committed by someone having no legal
right to be in the premises even though force is not used.
Victimization - A specific criminal act as it affects a single victim,
In criminal acts against persons, the number of victimizations is
determined by the number of victims of such acts. Because more
than one individual may be victimized during certain crimes against

persons, the number of victimizations is somewhat higher than the
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number of incidents. Each criminal act against a household or
commercial establishment is assumed to involve a single victim,
the affected household or establishment.

Victimization Rates - For crimes against persons, the victimization rate,
a measure of occurrence among population groups at risk, is computed
on the basis of the number of victimizations per 1,000 resident
population age 12 and over. For crimes against households, victimi-
zation rates are calculated on the basis of the number of incidents
per 1,000 households, And, for crimes against commercial establish-
ments, victimization rates are derived from the number of incidents

per 1,000 establishments.
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