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Phase II Proposal 

Citizen Crime Reporting Projects 

'fhi.s proposaJ presents a plan of research Hhich Hould fill the gaps. in 
lm{,JVlled8(~ c~()nccr.nj.ng the effectiveness of the Citizen Crime Reporting Proj ects 
(CCnl'n) rcv:Lcwed in the Phase I segment of this research. This plan is in­
tended to provide this :Lmportant information in the most efficient manner. 

1. Do CCRPs Vlarrant Further Study? 

On the. bos:i.s of our assessment of CCRPs (see Volume I: Final Report) it ~\Tas 
concluded thaL, in general, data collection methods used by projects were not 
ndNIUtltc cnoup,h to allow the drm.,j,ng of firm conclusions regarding CCRP effective-
I,1(Wfl. 'l'lll.lfl, :Lt is c.lesx that the present knowledge of CCRP effectiveness is 
:l.ncoll1plctc. Yot, on the. basis of our conceptualization of the area of citizen 
cr:(mc rGport'lng) Our s:i.te visits, and the opinions of proj ect operators and 
experts tn the field of crime prevention, we recommend that some types of CCRPs 
(Flpo,c:tf:Lc<llJ y Radio Hatch proj ects and Home Presentation proj ects) warrant 
cont:l11,1.1(!'\ ltn)rl:l.ng and further evaluation. These recommendations are based on 
th('. folJ ol·lj.ng £:Lndings: 

/I. CCJUlfl have an important l:ole in the criminal justice system. Since most 
nc:tivity in the criminal justice system can be traced back to citizen 
reports, any project w"hich effects reporting can have major effects on 
thc sys tem as a ~ilhole. For example, an increase in the quantity of 
reports can lend to the perception of an increase in crime; ~vhile an 
~ncroose ~l the quality of reporting can potentially lead to more arrests. 

B. Fl:Olll both site vj.sits atld re::;ponses to the questionnaires and telephone 
illtm7v1.cw8, it is clear that many communities are making a strong effort 
to deal with their crime pJ:oblem through the CCRP format. Civic and 
(;lcnd-Co. assoc:i,lltions, governmental agencies, as Ive11 as police departments 
are. (\c:,eply involved in CCRP activities. In addition, national organi-
Z<lt::i ons, as \vell os state and local citizen groups, are actively 
S\,iPPol:ting CC1{])s. 

C. Although. \ve noted that it :i.s not certain whether CCRPs are affecting 
crimG' reporting :i.t is clear that in many communities citizens are re­
spond:tng to tho efforts of CCRPs by attending presentations by CCRP 
stnff. The il1lpact on crime reporting of this citizen involvement needs 
to be syste.maticnlly assessed in an adequate manner. 

n. 'rhNn:y in.dicntl~s that CCRPs .::an have an important: impact on improving 
conulH,mity cohcs:Lvcncss, social responsibility, police community relations 
IJnd in d(~crco!';:lng citizens' unrealistic fear of crime. CCRPs offer one 
of the few opportunities for citizens to do something positive about the 
c.1;'in1(:". situtltion. 

.. 
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E. CCRrs, as opposed to target hardening ap-'roaches (such as security 
surveys and Operation I.D.), represent a more witness-oriented, 
community-based approach to crime prevention. It is less likely, in 
our judgment, that CCRPs will lead to the development of a "fortress 
mentality". In addition, Home Presentation CCRPs attempt to achieve 
many of the goals of LEAA's "Crime Prevention Through Environmental 
Design" program by changing the social environment instead of the 
physical environment. 

F. Both project operators and experts in the field of crime prevention 
generally believe that CCRPs are having positive impact. But hard 
data does not exist to refute or confirm these impressions because 
adequate evaluations have not been performed. This lack of adequacy 
is attributable more to lack of evaluation eX1)ertise than to lack of 
interest in the evaluation of projects. 

II. Components of Phase II Design 

A. ~onent 1: Evalua.tion of Home Presentation CCRJ?s 

It is our judgment that one of the potentially most effective types of 
CCRPs is the Home Presentation Proj ect and thus deserves further study. Ho~'7-
ever, we suggest that Home Presentation Projects be studied within the context 
of the larger ccmmunity crime prevention effort. The typica.l presentation in 
a home consists of an Operation LD. presentation, an illustrative home sec.1.ld.ty 
check, ,"l.s "~vell as emphasizing how to report crimes. Thus, a comprehensive 
evaluation of the Home Presentation technique, as a general community crime 
prevention strategy is proposed, CCRP activity should not be evaluated in 
isolation but within the context of an indepth evaluation of the Home Presentation 
approach to community crime prevention. In particular, this component calls for 
using the five critical assessment issues (from our final report) in the evalua­
tion plan. Figure 1 shmvs the measurement points that will be used in this 
Phase II evaluation component. 

1. Critical Assessment Issues 

a. Selection of ,target area. There has been a lack of adequate consideration 
in choosing target areas for many of the projects. It is strongly 
recommended that,. ~7here possible, projects designate sub-areas within 
their jurisdiction. If possible, some areas should serve as target 
areas while others can serve as comparison areas. In this vJaY, Home 
Presentation projects can lend themselves to evaluations using true 
experimental designs. As part of a Phase II design, reliable data con­
cernin~ the demographic characteristics of target alld control area residents 
as well as participants will be collected. As shown in Figure 1, the 
first step will be to select comparison and target areas. Thus, it is 
proposed that this component of the Phase II be implemented using an 
experimental or quasi-experimental design. 
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b. Creation of awareness and ..Eositive att.itude. Host projects did not 
effectively collect information concerning creation of awareness and 
the project's impact on the attitudes of the target population. Simple, 
but competent, surveys will allow for the assessment of awareness and 
attitude. As shmm in Figure 1, effort measures relating to host 
contacts will also be collected • 

c. Commitment. Projects, in generals did not collect information necessary 
'to measure citizens' commitment to report. As noted in the Noclel 
Evaluation Hanual (Volume III) there are many ,·mys in which to measure 
the commitment to report a suspicious/criminal event. One such method 
is the use of a survey; such information will provide evidence concerning, 
not only the degree of commitment, but the longevity of this effect. 

d. Education. No CCRP measured the effectiveness of the educational 
techniques employed. Neasures proximate to the educational methods 
Hill be included in this evaluation component. These \ViII include such 
measures as a simple test of knowledge of hmv to make a good report. 

e. Impact on reporting behavior. Fe';v projects attempted to measure the 
impact on the quality and/or quantity of calls generated by their 
project's activities. Examination of such accessible statistics as 
number of calls concerning suspicious activities, in-progress calls, 
and calls providing descriptions of suspects will provide a measure 
of the impact on actual reporting. As shown, in Figure 1, comparisons 
,vi11 be made between the comparison and target areas. 

2. Potential Side Effects 

As shmvn in Figure 1, measurements concerning other goals of the Hom~ 
Presentation approach will be developed. Thus, community cohesivE:ness, police­
community relations, social responsibility and fear of crble will be assessed. 
In addition the specific goals of I.D. and Home Security will be evaluated as 
well as the total community crime prevention's impact on crime. 

3. Site Selection 

Two sites for tha in-depth investigation of Home Presentation Projects 
have been selected (Seattle, Ha.shington and st. Petersburg, Florida). These 
sites were selected for the following reasons: 

a. Both proj ects are civilian operated amI under the direct supervision 
of their local civilian government. It is our belief that such city 
agencies will in the future be dominant 0nainly for financial reasons) 
in the field of crime prevent:Lon. Thus, it becomes critical to examine 
the viability of this non-1m.;r enforcement approach to crime prevention. 

b. Both sites are willing to cooperate with a Phase II investigation. 
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l
' f p'r:o'J' ect administrators (Hr. Robert: Anderson of St. Peters-
~ettenJ;r.om. 
burg and Hr. EJvT~rcl Good of Seattle) document.ing this cooperation are 

attached. 

who 
n 1 't ·'n. Qur opinion, currently have proj 8ct administrators )jot,l G:J.'e.s, ... 
{ite innovat:Lvc and willi:1g to cooperate with nm'l crime prevention 
tcclmiques, m(;lthociologies and evaluations. 

Du'dng the Phase. I proj ect, both CCRP sites were visi~ed. . ~n these 
site visits an attcmpt was made to discover the relatlonshlp between 
tIl(! GClD? and the police department. It was' found that both CCRPs ~ave 
V'''l-Y l,oc'itive and close relationships ~.,ith the police departments In 

.. , '. ,j, t t' tics 
their J:cspective cities. Thus, they have ready aecess to s a lS 

regard~lg crime reports. 

In nrldition to the access to these crime statistics, ,the police ~e­
pnrtmcnts in both cities have cl;ime an~lysis unit~ Hl.tl: compute:rlZed 
recOl~ds. Thus, n number of indJ.ces ,!;qluch ''le conslder l1l1pOr~ant to 
cvnJuntion (such ns crimes in progress, wh~ reported ,the crlme'hn~:ber 
or J:(,\portcc1 B\.tspic:Lous activities, etc.) wlll be avallable at t e 

pro:\ Get sites. 

selected ,:,)'_th, the J',dea of geographical diversity. The sttes wcre w 

Both the St.. J?ctersburg and the Seattl~ projects have home presentations 
whJe.h :J.l1,cll.1cie SCC\.1r:Lty Surveys, Operation LD., and crime reporting 

cd\lcntion, 

[I. 1'J.2Q..J.:!llIH\Ct of Unreported Crime 

An mldHicmn1. reason for selecting these two s~tes is that th~y pre:entl
y 

eoudu(' t v:J.(~t:~lmi;~(lt:Lon SU1~veyS us part of ~heir ongol~g prog:8r::' Of s~ec~~; act 
lm

l
)ntl.;'l11('(' hi the relationsh:Lp betw(?en erJ.me preventlon actJ.vlty and ltS lP 
l ' < £.1. . _ " ces of CCRPs and of genera 

on lU11'I.'POr'tt
'
ll crime. OnO o. tl1e ma] ox consequen - , , . 

"()ll'ln\ll~l t'y c1.·jnw nrevent:ton act:i.vities appears to be the impact of these a~tlVl.tles 
"., " • ' I,' , • "t '1 preventlon 
on UU1'(ll)OJ'ted crime. There is some eVldence that commUlU y crlne . _, 
u('t:Jvit:tN1 1,l1.CX:C'I1SC the percentage of crimes that are reported. by Vlctlms. '~e 
l'YI'l()'t'l"'" tz" thnL U sim:L1ot- :i.u.C'l:case :i.n reporting occurs with '\Vltnesses to crlmes. 
,. k ..... ,,,.~ ,. .' • l' , C! stem and a 
'fllta Orr(~et t~an lHl.VQ lit l11t'I.101: lnfluence on Lhe cr~m~na ~us~lce,,~ stem He 

C()llf()lltld:!w~ of th(~ stnt:i.Ht:.i.cs used to :1ssess actlvlty wltllln that, sy , . 
. t' • ..' t d' d an ~ntenslve 

prOplHH' that ·w;!.tlt the;!. two 11omo l?res~ntatl.on proJ ects s u le , , 
CVahl<lt:Jon Q[ impact on l:CP01:tcd crl.me be made. 

5. J Sc.'fence Knmvledge to Project Development .0-Jll'l11 c 'l.~, i on 0 r H chnv~?1r.:3. n!±... ~::;-'-~~=-':~~:!:.::::~=':-'::'::::'--=-=-:::'..L._ =.::.-:::..=.-.:.-::.c..:-A.----

A 1l\n:lo1~ dcf:tciency :Ln tho. planning of: C~RPs is the ,lack 0: applicat~o~ of 
lH:hnv:lol;'(ll Sei('lICO k\10\,:1 l:~d gt'. to C'.om!nunity cn.me preventl.on: A~ noted V:~I ller, 
H: l.H Otll: jtldg1l1cnC t:hn.t the. eonccptunl level of CCRP plamung lS not y 
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sophisticated concerning behavioral science knmvledge. As a demonstration, 
ass~stance ~:70uld be provided to these two specific projects in applying b.e­
havloral SClence knowledge with the aim of increasing pl:o:]ect effec.tiveness. 
For example, translating knm'lledge of the dynamics of commitment or diffltsion 
.of responsibility into specific program activities should prove valuable. A 
systematic evaluation of these techniques will provide important information 
'vhich could have national significance. 

B. Component II: Commmlity Crime Prevention Hodel Evaluation 

Given the overlapping nature of the three activities in the typical home 
presentation (CCRPs, Security Surveys, Operation LD.), it is proposed that a 
comprehensive model evaluation (similar to Product Six) be developed which 
''l,mld combine the best features of the three model evaluations developed in 
those Phase I Evaluations. This is a very practical consideration since many 
community crime prevention projects ",ould find a general crime prevention 
evaluation manual more useful than thre~ separate evaluation manuals. 'rhus, 
it is proposed to combine and modify these manuals to produce a comprehensive 
evaluation manual for eommunity crime prevention programs. Included in this 
manual will not only be an overview' of the techniques of evaluation but 
specific instruments necessary for data collection. However, '\·Jithout adequate 
pre-testing these instruments have unkno'\offi validity. Then:fore} these instru-­
ments will receive a thorough testing to assess their reliability and validity. 
Such a manual, which ~vould be useful to project operators and evaluators, will 
be tested in the Seattle and St. Petersburg projects. 

C. Component III: Evaluation of Radio Watch CCRPs 

Another type of CCRPs which we consider useful ir.: dealing with 
crime are Radio Hatch Proj ects. The ~vide-spread adoption of these proj ects 
indicates that they appeal to police departments and other agencies concerned 
\'lith crime prevention. He have found that these proj ects are re18 tively easy 
to implement and can be operated at practically no cost. H.oweve.r, we have also 
noted that no adequate evaluation of these Radio Watch projects has occured. 
Demonstrated effectiveness of an easily implemented program can result in wide­
spread adoption. Thus, we propose to provide an in-depth evaluation of this 
type of proj ect. 

1. Implementation of a new Radio 'vatch proj ect 

In our judgment, Radio \,1atch may have a measureable impact on suppressable 
street c.rime. As opposed to studying existing projr-><:ts, we propose to study a 
Radio ~iatch proj ect fr.om its implementation. This :l';') financially feasible since 
these proj ects are implemented at 10vl cos t unlike the previously described 
nome Presentation projects in Seattle and St. Petersburg. 
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He hav~ obtai.ned a commitment from both the city manage.r and police 
d<lP;:lXtIl1Cm.t of Evanston, 1J1:1.noi8 to Hork. with us in setting up a Radio Watch 
proj eel.: and CVal\.lil bng :1.t. A letter specifying this commitment is attached. 

2. l'~lflt Racl1,o Hatch pro;j eets 

In addition to studying one Radio Watch project from its inception it 
\-'Quld lw informative to study Radio Hatch projects not investigated in ~ur 
T?hiWC'. J Htudy. In particular, no attempt lo1aS made to study projects that 
pruvJolloly cxj.stcd but as of June, 1975 had been discontinued. Hotorola, Inc. 
cacimaLuB that botween 600-700 Radio Watch projects have existed at one time 
or Mwtiwr. This facet of tlw Phase II evaluation 1'70uld involve contacting 
Jnd~vldllnls who were involved in these projects to ascertain the reasons for 
thl! d;JIJ(:()nt:i.numtc~c:>. of their Rad:J.o Hatch project. Such factors as presence 
or ohncnca of newsletters, training sessions and awards will be examined to 
dL~tormirw. :i f tlwy have an impact on the longevity of a Radio Hatch proj ect. 
The maln pUTponc of this eValu[ltion effort will be an attempt to learn from 
prcviouR project failures. 

n. .QQ!lli2,OlH'.nt IV: H:i.tne.ss SurvcY.:, 

One of the>. J\1oj 017 gaps in knowledge con.cerning the reporting of crimes by 
w:l t;tl('./H1CW is the lac.k of any sys tcmatic survey of witness behavior. Although 
thQ)'(\ t'xi n!~n H number of lnboratory end field experiments concerning IVitness 
bnhnvJ.cll: :{n :rc1.at:Lonshj.l1 to crime, there has been no systematic survey which 
ntt:.01U1'Co<1 to nr,Sc?'FlS factors that influence vlitnesses to report crimes in 
nntlltnlJlitir. sit,ul1t:ions. It :is obvtous that such knowledge exists in re­
laL:Lol1tll1:Lp to v:Lctlllls since the creation of the LEA!\, crime victimization 
mlJ:'V<.'YH. liB part of: a 1)110.80 :n cvalurtion w~ would develop a witness survey, 
nntl pJlot' t(',:.t Buell a survcy in the Chicago area. '1'his survey will provide, 
Illnon),; lltany other things, uC!ec1cd information concerning the incidence ~'lith 
,. . 
wldch lH:'oplc Iyl,Cncws Duspicious/c.17:tminnl acUvities an.d the rate at I'lhich 
tlwy 'J:('j1orC tha~,c nct:Lv:tties. This \vould give us an impol'tant understanding 
or h()\~ \V':f.t:ru:'BH 1;0.hl.1.vio1: con n:Efect crime statistics. 

11.$ pnrt of the development o.f the survey, a sample of witnesses obtained 
,hom poL! e.(~ llnd COttT t 17(>,cord s will be intervie~ved. In order to keep cos ts at 
(I ).'oHsonnbl(\ level for this pilot survey) we propose to sub-contract this 
Burv0Y to D pror~ssionnl survey corporation which Hou1cl administer the survey 
throllgh I.h0. usc. of telephone contact. Recent advances in both sampling 
tcchnlqu~ nnd methodology (Rlckn, 1975) indicate that telephone surveys can 
be. nsC!fuJ :ll'l.ll incxpens:tve. 

1'h18 nntrnt:lyc to the ;.)1l111l?le \-lork Plan (see Figure 2) presents the 
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chronological development of work required by the Phase II Components. The 
first year budget (see Table 1) is proposed so as to allow for work on all 
four components simultaneously. Table 1 also provides a breakdmm of the 
budget for each individual component. A reduced budget is expected for the 
second year, but the specific needs will be contingent upon the progress 
during Year 1; as such, a second year budget has not been generated. 

1. Home Presentation Evaluation 

Hork on the evaluation of the Home Presentation type of Community Crime 
Prevention project (CCPP) IVill begin with the Phase II staff creating an 
evaluation plan and translating behavioral science findings into "applicable" 
CCPP activities. Follmving an iterative process in liThich the two proj ec t 
operators react to our proposals, a final evaluation plan Hill be settled 
on and those activities deemed acceptable by the project operators ~iTill be 
built into the CCpp's approach. 

While this process is going on, the sites will be visited by our staff 
members and an on-site research assistant will be trained at each site. This 
person's first responsibility will be to pilot test proposals from our office 
to provide an empirical basis on which the project operator and our staff 
will come to an agreement on steps (a) and (b) (in Figure 2). 

Following the completion of steps (a), (b) and (c) data ~vill be coJ.J.ectec1 
at each site on a monthly basis and progress reports will be produced by the 
on-site research assistant. Our staff will assume the reponsibility of 
monitoring the developments on a monthly basis by maintaining a cumulative 
record of developments and providing the project operator with evaluation 
information and suggestions for future project modifications. Verification 
of project records and provision of technical assistance (e.g", training 
sessions to the project staff) will occur during monthly site visits. In 
this way, progl'ess will be made both towards improving the mode of 110me 
Presentation implementation and evaluating the impact this CCPP approach has 
on citizen crime reporting, the local crime rate and community variables 
(e.g., cohesiveness, fear, etc.). 

2. Community Crime Prevention Nodel Evaluation 

The first step in the development of an evaluation manual for a CCPP 
will be an integration of the model evaluations developed from the Hickman, 
Girard, and Heller Phase I projects. In addition, exploration will be 
made to determine if any new major community crime prevention approaches 
are being developed and/or implemented. This Hill assure the likelihood 
that the overall CCPP Evaluation Manual Hill be sufficient in its breadth. 
Along with developing the integrated Hanual, model data collection instruments 
will be designed and pretested. The Hanual "'ill then be employed at the two 
Home Presentation sites by the on-site project staff. Based on the usefulness 
of the Hanua1 during the first year, a detailed examination will be made in 
order to determine if any revisions at the start of the second year will be 
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Table 1 

Total Estimated Budget (First Y~rt 

Dir(H:!tor 
lHuHH..::fate IJin!ctot' 
I!cl!iV:ll'eJt A'w:/ G tan t 
HC'!H'rtrdl A~if;Jfjt:QT1tfi(2) 
!i(~('r(d(lry 

l~'(>l/e:l'n;h Awrf~; l'tlIl ts C~) 
(f 1 (,1 cl ni t.;(w) 

Annual 
Salary 

$28,000 
18,000 
12,000 
12,000 

8,000 
12,000 

h} 1'1' inge llerwfllo (12% ()f aalad.M) 

f') JIlt ot 1(> 

d) 'l'nlV(~1 

(\) El[ufpmcmt n'ntnJ 
1) C(ltw1l1 l:m(.fl (udvloCl"Y conu:nittec) 
g) !;llppl1 <!II 

h) Pr InL1nf~ ilnd dupl:J.cnting 
I) CllltlllU I. tn' 

J) Wltnpun Survey (cantrQctunl) 
}.) F 1 {~ltl Sllrv(\y~J (I,) 

Total <lh'{'('t, ('harr.~·H 
~'n(iil ind il'ec't {'harl~(W (90.1I! of salllr:!cs) 

IV. WILnrH~ Surv~y only 

Project 
Time 

3 mos. 100%, 9 mos. 33% 
100% 
100% 

50% 
100% 
100% 

Sub Total 

Total 

$14,000 
18,000 
12,000 
12,000 

8,000 
24,000 

$88,000 

10,560 

5,500 
10,000 

3,000 
3,000 
2,000 
2,000 
8,000 
8,000 
3,000 

49,500 

lLf8,060 
-.JJ...,. 288 

$227 ~ 3Lf8 

Budget (1 year) 

190,356 

69,236 

70,930 

85,116 
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neceqsary. Following its use during the second year, the Nanual will again 
be s'JDjected to revision so as to produce a more useful and efficient: final 
product. 

3. Radio Hatch Evaluation 

Hork on this component will begin with the implementation of a new Radio 
'-latch Proj ect (permission to implement in Evanston, Illinois has been secl11;ed) 
at no cost to LEAA. Our staff will help conceptualize the pl~ojcet and ~vill 
design a data collection system that police dispatchers, under the direction 
of the project operator (a police officer), will employ. Once the project is 
fully implemented monthly progress reports ,(1ill be prepared by OU1: staff 80 

as to provide formative evaluation. KnOlvleclge gained from this eva1ua,tj.ol1. 
will he incorporated :i.nto a proj ect revision at the end of the firs t year. 
The monthly reports will continue during the second year, at the end of which 
a final report ,vi11 be prepared. 

A second pArt to the Radio Watch component will be a survey of defunct 
Radio Hatch projects. This will involve: (a) locating formally existing 
Radio Hatch projects; (b) interviewing former project operators; (c) analy~.;ing 
the information gathered; and (d) prepad.ng a final report which will inc11,1(lC!. 
recommendations for future Radio Watch projects based on the learning 8X­
periences of defunct ones. 

'I. Witness Reporting Survey 

Our staff will begin this component '-lith a brief but comprehensive review 
of past findings with special attention paid to the methods used ill the 
construction of victimization surveys. Following the. construction of an 
initial witness reporting instrument, pilot tests will be done by the Phase II 
staff in diverse regions of the Chicago metropolitan area. After adequate 
revision of the instrument, a subcontract \vill be plac.ed with a survey C01;­

poration to perform a demonstration study of the revised Witness Reporting 
Survey. The results of this subcontracted study will be analy~?cd and a final 
report will be prepared. 

During the second year the revised Hitness Reporting Survey .vill be used 
at the Home Presentation sites by the on-site research assistants and CC11P 
staffs. This ,(1ill allow for additional field tes ting of the ins trument and 
also will provide d'ata relevant to the evalua tion of the Home Presentation 
CCpp itself. 

IlL Products From Phase II 

He expect seven specific products to be developed out of the Phase II 
plan: (1) a comprehensive evaluation in two Home Presentation type P1:oj (;~cts; 



• 
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(2) a study of the impact of community crime prevention activities on unreported 
crimes; (3) development and a field test of the general community crime pre­
vention evaluation manual; (4) a cowprehensive evaluation of Radio Watch project 
from its implementation; (5) an analysis of previous Radio Watch project failures; 
(6) the development and a field testing of a ~V'itness to crime survey instrument; 
and (7) a study based on the findin.gs of the witness to crime survey. 

IV. Conclusion 

The study of community crime prevention efforts in two large crime pre­
vention programs~ specific study of a Radio Watch project and the testing of a 
pilot survey of witnesses, should result in filling in many of the gaps of 
knO'\vledge found in our Phase I Evaluation. The Phase II proposal is multi­
faceted in that it takes advantage of already existing projects, creates a 
new project (at no cost to LEA.h.) , develops a practical tool (model evaluation) 
and contains an important research element (the v7itness survey), In summary, 
community crime prevention projects in general, and specifically CCRPs, 
potentially have a major impaC't on our criminal justice system. In the absence 
of necessary data, hm\"8ver, such an impact can not presently be documented. 
It is the purpose of the Phase II design to provide such documentation. 

• 

• 
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Your Citj~ Seattle 
Community Crime Prevention Program 
Edward L. Good, Director 
Wos Uhlman, Mayor 

Dr 0 Leonard Bic}~an 
Psychology Departlnent 
Crime Reporting PJ~oject 
Loyola University 
6525 Sheridan Hoad 
Chicago, Illinois 60626 

Dear Dro Bickman: 

January 5, 1976 

I'm glad that I phoned you today because, in addition to learning 
about the progress of your Crime Reporting Study, you mentioned a 
fascinating new idea • 

. 
Your idea, if I interpreted correctly, is that a continuation of 
your study might include field assignments, to projects such as 
ours, of evaluators funded by LoEcA.A. I assume tllat SUCll loaned 
expertise would be for a period of at least one year. 

'l'hat concept is \'lOrth further discussion. Such a loaned or out­
stationed evaluator might be of ~reat benefit to projects willing 
to test nevl arrays of crime reduction services and new methods 
of delivering such services. Of course, no such testing should 
occur without an evaluation plan and continuous monitoring; hence, 
the value of your idea Q 

Color me interested! 

Sincerely, 

OJ .-!Jt;(fc;/ 
Edvlard J~. Good, Director 
Conununi ty Crime Prcven tion Progral)l 

ELG:njm 

606 Alaska Building, 616 2nd Avenue, Seattle, Washington (206) 563-6090 
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't'~"" 'I r"'" y~ -~ (.1, I ,. '" J ,J( J ,,J fl. Tho SvnslJine City 

l-r. l!'! .. ',:n'\ Z;~d' "itt 
l,j; ! • (i ~ ';f. 

l~~·~~)~Y, ~'.:;;~ ;;r";) ~~.",:('; tt)·'IS"~;'~~l 1}r(~:;r;}r~1 

L*t.~',~~l",.1 ~~~~ \~: T ',.t ~.; C~i?{ ~if,~(t 
t'~~f/~'cl t;;':, " t, ~~ It a~ t l' ~.ttJ l~t;'J~l 

la fdlt.[i.l" to ,-.\r ;!>·n,· ~'l'lw!'r::;H;on yt'f'/t'nlny thin h>t:lel" 
~"Ht " ,.1 iLl ",n' lul,;,-:,! lu ~;'!lll' l'h;H:t' Il Scudy. It':is our 
l.J~,~,~: d : , ' I iH~ :,,'d~~ tv,,"H ill /.I,th'l'nt rat {:' (In r(>l"taill erilJw 
l'~"""Jl j"i. ! "Il"q·; ;m<i :,llltl;,' H l~l';atL1t· Prol'.r~m nnd tn.!l'S. 

OHiCf} 01 CfitN~ £1"';'-: 'O'j 
1510 . r orr! A,·ct,'.;~, I ~., ['b 
rip ~n7D!J 
Ph(w'; 1813)013 76;.: 
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MUNICII'AL. OUILOItlO • 11301 OM( AveNue. eVANSTON, ILLINOIS /)0:':04 • 131:':) "',5,3100 

EOWAI10 ,\. t.l;\RTlN 
CITY ~tAN"'C;r.R 

Dr. Leonal,'d 13i ckrnfl n / Di:r:ec tor 
Applied Soc,ic:!l Psychology Program 
J..oyol.a Uni vers,i ty of Chicago 
6525 North Sho.dClal1 Rou.c1 
ChictJ.go, Illino.is 60626 

Dear Len: 

N<iJ:cIl 10, 1976 

r\Te have reviet-,rcd yom:.' l,'esecu:ch proposa.L relative to tho 
communi. ty Radio Platch Pl:OjOCt C111d I uS pcn: our discuss.ions I :£1; 
is our intent to partic.ipatc in Pl,'ov.1:d:Lng such Cl. pJ:ogl.'tun ,in 
tl,e City of BI'c1llston. TO this end, (-/13 iU'C pl.'opa.rod to COOj)Ol:rJUJ 
1'I.ith you ))y providing tIw necasslu'y data on CJ:imCJs as long as \'10 

sot fOl'th the;; necossUJ:'Y guidelJ:J1os J;elative to confic1Qnd.lt.7 .. i.ty. 

Also / as inClica.tcd, we will be modifyi,ng our recor:c'l kC(1)­

ing pl'ocedurt-; so that \'10' cun iclontify 'the ca}].8 coming f:com 
J..'adio (Iratc/J l1Dxt.icipants. 

rYe look fOl.'lw:u:c1 to .imp.Lement:ing this project ana .to Tocoiv­
ing assistance from you l,'olfltive to it. 

EM!: ct 

cc: Chief NclJugh 
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