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Tha Law Enforcement Assistance Administration (ILEAX)
was created by the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets
Act of 1968 for the purpose of improving law enforcement
and the criminal justice system in the United States. Tts
principal means of fulfilling this task is awarding of
grants to states, local units of government, private re-
seaxrch organizations and universities. Eighy~-five peréent
of LZxA funds is awarded to the states according to popu-

lation. These are referred to as "block" grants.. The

remaining 15 percent is awarded by LEAA at its discretion.

For fiscal years 1972-1974 a substantial propo rtion of
these "discretionary" funds is being directed to & high

impact anti-crime program.

Funding of this program involves concentration of

resources on .specific types of crime: stranger-to- stranger

(robberies, homicides, aggravated assaults, and rapes) and

on burglary. These crimes were selected because they are:

1. A sLatlotlcally 31gnlf1cant part of the total ‘crime
' proglcm

2. Crimes that can be affected by a concertcd efforL of
the criminal justice system.

3. A major concern of the general public.

Eight urban cities -- Atlanta, Baltiﬁgre, Cleveland,
Dallas, Denver, Newark, Portland, and St. Louis ~- Wwere
chosen for the Impact Program because the highest propor-
tion of crime victims live in cities and it is there that
the incidence of crime continues to rise significantly.
In Atlanta, the program is housed in the Atlanta Regional
Commission, an wnbrella planning agency which housed the

.

Criminal Justice program.
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Tha gozl oF the Impact Program is to reduce stranger-to-
stranger crime and burglary by 5 pertent in two years and
0 percent in Zive years.l Concentration upon spescific E
o ,
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crimes reprezonts a unique step in criminal justice g.
Earlier approachass were generally conducted through analysis

of one of two conceptual models:

1. Process HModel

Describes and studies the sequential processes which

comprise the criminal justice system -- apprehension,

adjudication, correctional supervision.

P e

Generally concerned with documenting these processes
and analyzing the flow of offenders moving through a
process (workload statistics) and comparing these to o

the resources expended to perform the process.

2. Componen£ Model

Studies of individual agencies comprising the criminal

Justice system.

Generally aimed at changing procedures in ordex to

obtain maximum effectiveness within the agency.

Each model gives a different perspective of the criminal
justice system. The process model is constrainad by the .

1 . . ' A
Punding has only been provided for two ycars, however, although
project funds can be distributed over a longer period of time.
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ses and optimizes a particﬁlar component while
ther elements or components of the system. .

1 focuses upon the bacic issues of reducing
rcing acctountability for expenditures. Analysis

fo
pproaches resulted in recognition that an approach

i
plete system. The complete system includes the offense,.

the victim, the offender, the processes applied, and the

components involved. Crime-specific planning initiated
under the LEAR Impact Program is such an approach. It pro-
vides a framework for criminal justice planning in which
the component and process models can be applied. It
approaches criminal justice problems by considering sub-
problems categorized by type of offense. and integrating
process and component activities to achieve a common objec-—
tive —-- the reduction of specific offenses. The steps in
crime specific planning are shown on page 4.

With crime specific planning as a foundation, a struc-—
ture was developed fbr the Atlanta Impact Program. Refer -
to Figure 2 on page 5. The Police Overtime Project was one

outgrowth of this.

UNDERLYING MOTIVATIONS IV PROJECT SELECTION

The Impact Program needed a visible;'opsrhtional pro—-
ject "on the streets” to offset mounting criticism of program
delay. It was determined that a police overtime project
would serve this purpose since it could be easily designed
to conform with Impact guidelines and could be guickly imple-
mented. The underlying motivation of the Atlanta Police
Department was to provide salary supplements for personnel

who participated.

\
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ANATYSTIS OF CRIME DATA

Aralysis of Offenses Analvsis of System Activitics
ctting-vVictin~0Offender Police-Courts—-Coxrections
2 . l
REDUCE CAUSES | TACTICS : | IMPROVE CONTROL |
Minimize Apply Intervention Reduce Opportunity Increasc Risk
Underlying Causes Technigues Harden/Remove Target Iwnrove Dokwotlon/
Social Encourage Behavioral Secure Target Apprchension
Economic ‘Change Assure Timely
Environmental Provide Useful Disposition
Alternatives
3

COMPARE AND EVALUATE ALTERNATIVES
Costs-Time-General Feasibility
(Constraints)

|
4
FPORMULATE PLAN AND IMPLLEMENT _
.Establish Program and Project Cbkjectives
Design for Evaluation
| Plan for Monitoring

SPEE——

T

EVALUATION O ,

Determine if Program and Project Opbjectives
Were Achieved

Determine Reasons for Successes, Failures,
and Their Significance ' :
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rertime Patrol was a six-month project to

+l

atrol in two high crimz areas of

increas

2 .
Atlanta™ during
project was to concentrate upon reduction of the incidence

Atlanta Police

high crime ‘hours on high crime days. The

of rcbbery and non-residential burglaries.
Dezpartment perscnnel were allocated to the preventive patrol
units on an overtime basis. No new employees or equlpmﬁnt

were reguired. Personnel in regularly deployed units of

the Atlanta Police Department were not decreased since the

patrol personnel worked overtime hours. Overtime uni“s

were to be utilized for prevention, interception, and appre~
hension only and were not to be responsible for answering rou-

tine calls for service.

to increase safety and apprehension capability.
twelve total hours in one day ox more:
The project was

No man

was to work more than.
than sixteen overtime hours in. one week.

implemented August 11, 1972, using eighteen men and nine cars.

METHODOLOGY

W

The purpose of this section is to explain and illustrate

the approvach to evaluation of the Overtime Project. This

purpose will be accomplished by detailing the evaluation

R )

cthodology in a step by-step fashion and applying the

methodology to the Overtime Project. Despite the emphasis
upon guantitative measures in the remainder of the section,
it is stressed that gualitative input is necessary throughout

5
The neighborhood names

¥iriwood.

n

\2

Personnel worked two to a car in order

for those areas are Bankhead and Bast Lake—
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ss xn order to supplement the quantltatlve input
3

and 2id in the interpretation of the gquantitative measures.

Clarifi cation of terminology was important in order to

avoid nisconceptions. The fOllOWlng definition of evaluation

Evaluvation 1s the process of determining .
the amount of success in achieving a pre-
determined goal or cbhbjective where the goal -
or ohjective may be either interim, thus
determining amount of progress, or final, Ty
thus determining level of accomplishment. ' !
In addition, wherever possible statistical
.- significance of the level of pelformance ,1
’ achievement will be determlned 1
%

While the above definition was useful conceptually it
was also importanf to have an operational definition.
To that end, evaluation was also defined according to
the step-by~step activities necessary to perform it,

It included the following:

Step 1: Séecification of the Measurable Project Coals
and Objectives .

The words "goal".and "objective” as used at this step )
referred to the specific accomplishments expected to _
result f£rom the project aCL1v1ty. Forxinulation of : .
thes= included identifying any 1mportant 11m1ts oxr
conditions under wnich the results were to occux, for( -
example, in a specit fic geographical area, with a
specific population having particular characteris ‘ics;

-

within a specified time frame, etc.

3Qua1itativ“ inputs were obtained primarily through: 1. Opinion
guestionnaires and discussions with participating police person-

nel, non-Overtime officers in the Overtime areas, and personnel
from the Planning and Research Department of the Police Department.
2. "Riding" with the Overtime patrol.
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FIGURE 3 y

A SCHEMATIC FPLOW MODEL OF TIHE PROJECT EVALUATION PROCESS

Sp=acify the Measurable <
Project Goals and Objectives

U2
> Formulate A Practical
Evaluation Design

. ~
Specify the Specify the Data
Project Collection Procedures
Evaluation : !
Budget and )
Make the

f A i
Necessaxry " Specify the Appropriate Review of
Cost/Benefit Data Reduction and ] Data and
Trade-Offs Analysis Techniques |~ Necessary
. Modification
A :

' ~7
"Establish the Appropriate
Reporting Mechanisms

Verify That the Reasons
For Conducting-the Project
Evaluation Will Be Accomplished

VY .
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The primary results expected were. designated as goals
‘ 28D

e were related to the overall LEAA specified .

orcgram gozls. The sccondary results were designated

as opjectives and were relevent, but not necessarily

related to the overall LEAA specified program goals.
The objectives typically supported the project goals

and were important for monitoring considerations with

(]

respact to interim performance.

I
3

The key to the output desired from this first step in
the evaluation process was the word "measurable." The
output from this step precis<.ly identified the basic

ata elements necessary to determine the amount of

.success in achieving the predetermined goals and

objectives. This was accomplished by a three-step

process:

1. Converting the'goals’and objectives to specific

criteria which stated the expected levels of accom-

plishments in numerical texrms -(number, percentage,
index) at specific points in time. Levels of
:acéomplishment vere required for botn final and
interim evaluation at selected points in time as.

project content and logic dictated.

2. Constructing, for each criterion, pexformance

measures which when implemented measured the actual

amount cf success for each criterion.
3. Identifying the basic data elements required in

order to compute the performance measures.

The goals and objectives had to be measurable in order
for the evaluation to be conducted. Thus, the process

was an iterative one which terminated only when all of

9
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he azbovs wzre accomplished and were internally consis-
tent. ¥ren it was not possible to convert the goals and
objactivas o critexria, to develop performance measures
for each criterion, and/or to identify the basic data
elements for each performance measure, then the process
iterated. it the next iteration the following kinds

of questions were addressed:

1. Are the key variables and parameters sufficiently
well-defined to be unambiguous? -

2. Are the goals and objectives sufficiently well-
defined that criteria. can be sporlfled°

3. Can meaningful performance measures be construc;ed
for each crlterlon7 .

4. Is it possible to 1dentify the basic data elements
from which the performance measures can be computed?

At each iteration, interaction between CAT program and
evaluation personnel and the project personnel frdm the
operating agency was considered essential in ordexr that
all elements be finalized in such a way that both -
interested parties were convinced_ that the output was

satisfactoxy.

In addition to being measurable, the goals and objectives
had to satisfy two other conditions. They had to be
feasible; it had to be highly likely that the specific
levels of accdﬁplishment coﬁid be achieved within the
scope of the project. ’Secondly, the goais'and objec~
tives were Lo be.cost—effective, i.e., tha eﬁnected con¥
tribution relative to program goals and objectives had

to be sufficient to justify the project cost.

The CAT? personnel performed a crucial role in_all aspects
of the first step of the evaluation process. In parti-

cular, the res pon¢1blllty for assuring the feasibility .

4 . . C s
'‘Criwme Analysis Team of the Atlanta Regional Commission..
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‘0of the project goals and objectives rested with the

aporopriate program planner and the agency personnel,

The basic question was whether or not the expected
esul

as
ts were realistic, a priori.

The assessment of the cost-effectiveness of the project
required an evaluation at the program level. Considera-

tions such as the following were reviewed: SR

1. Are the goals (ﬁrimary results) directly related
to the LEAA specified goals? Does the level of
contribution to the LEAA specified goals.warrant
the expenditure of the -required resources such

as budget, manpower, etc.?

2. Are there other on-going Impact projects which’are
attacking the same aspect of the crime problem?
Are there other proposed, or expected, Impact pro-
jects which attack the same aspect of the crime
problém? Are all the projects desirable? Are
they all necéssary? What is the most cost-effec~
tiv; combination of projects?

3. Is ‘the project.necessary (or desirable) because
it complements‘and reinforces other Tmpact projects?
Are there oﬁher Impact projects which complement

and reinforce the project under consideration?

5. Are there any external influences, such as projects
outside the Impact Program, which might signifi-
cantly influence the results or costs expected

relative to the project?

Lo

-11-

4 Will there by any side-effects such as displacement?.

b . e
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6. Are there any public or agency concerns, policies,
or attitudes which will assislt or restrict the

project?

In summarv, Step 1 provided:

.

1. Measurable project goals and objectives which
were judged to be feasible and cost-effective.

2. Internally consistent criteria, performance
- measures, and basic data elements.

Step 1 will be illustrated by application to the Over-
time Patrol Project.

1. Define the Project's Goals and Objectives:
Goals: ]
A. Decrease robberies in each of the two ovexr-

time areas within six months from date of
implementation. '

B.  Decrease non-residential burglaries in each
of the two overtime areas within six months.

from date of implementation.

5.
Obhjectives:

C. Raduce fear on the part of the residents

and businessmen in the overtime areas.

.5

In succeeding grants objectives typically are more directly ]
related- to the projsct goal. , , ,

" - I - B S a0
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FIGURE 4

A SCETMATIC FLOW MODEL OF STEP 1: SPECIFY MEASURABLE
COALS AND ODJECTIVES

Project Description

PROCESS _ v
. Define thes Project's <
Goals and Objectives ¢ _

Verify That

Verify %hat
the Goals and

the Goals and

Objectives are ‘ N Objectives are
Feasible Within Convert the Goals Cost~Effective
the Limits of and Objectives to- "I Within the
the Project Specific Criteria Limits of the
’ . Project
\Z

Construct Performance
Measures for
Each Criterion

N .

- Identify the Basic Data

Elements Required by the
_Performanc? Measures

. \%
Verify That All Goals

and Objectives are Measurable

and That Above Results are &
Internally Consistent

PROCESS . ‘:“M,r

ouUTPUT

Terminate Process With:-

1. Measurable goals and objectives
which are feasible and cost-
effective.

N

Internally consistent criteria, -
per formance measures, and basic
data elements.

K
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Construct Performance M

D. Increase citizen regaxrd.for police by the
residents and businessmen of the overtime
araas.

Convert the Goals and Objectives to Specific
Criteria: . .

Criteria:

A. Decrease robberies in each of the two over- V
time areas by 5% within six months from date
of .implementation.

B. Decrease non-residential burglaries by 5%
in each of the overtime areas within six

months from date of implementation.

C. Reduce fear on the part of the residents

>
P
and businessmen in the ovextime areas by
at least a three-point shift on a ten-
poilnt scale.
D. = Increase citizen regard for police by the . 4

residents and businessmen in the overtine
arecas by at least a one-point shift on a

four-point scale.
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Al.  Let Rll = Average number oOf robberies com-

mitted per month in area 1 for the three
months immediately preceding implemenﬁation
of ‘the project. Since the project will be
implemented in August, 1972,
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Number of Robberies in the Area
(May, June & July) '

11 3
_Let'Rl2 = Samg as Rll’ ex;ept for area 2.
| Let R21 = Average number of robberies com-

- mitted per month in area’l for the final

three months of the project (recall it -is

a six-month project):

Number of Robberies in the Area
_ . (November, December '§ January)

Fa1 T » 3

Let R22 = Same as RZl,‘except forbarea 2.

If (Rll - RZl) > .05 and (R12 - R22) > .05,
Rz 7 . R

then criterion 1 (goal 1) will be achieved.

Let Bll’ Bl2' B21, B22 be defined analpgous

B0 Ryyr Rypr Ropr Rppr
dential burglaries. Then, if

except for non-resi-—

(B;, —'B,;) == -05 and (B, = B,,) = .05,
B

S o Tl2

criterion 2 (goal 2) will be achieved.

Let fll be the average point on the ten-

pcint scale for "fear" in area 1 prioxr to

the implementation of the project. Let f12

be the analogous point for area 2.

- 15 - -
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2t fZl be the average point on the ten-

roint scale for "I
L

-

oy |}

ear" in area 1 at the end

ey ¥ Y

I the project. et f22 be the analogous

0

point for area 2.

~

Given 0 = "high fear" and 10 = "low fear",
then if ' .
' E
£, - £, 7 3 and £,, ~ £, > 3, I

21 11 22 12—

o £

criterion 3 (objective 3) will be realized.

x be defined analogous

Let Xyqgs Typr Toyyr Yoy

€o.fyyr £1gr Eoyr Fppr
to the "regard" scale. Let 0 = "high regard"

g g

except with respect
and 4 = "low regard."
Tip T Ty = tand my, mor, =4

then criterion 4 (objective 4) will be

realized.

Each performance measure was calculated at

the end of the three month period (October) for

the purpose of interim evaluation.

Identify Basic Data Elements:

A,

For each overtime area, the number of robberies

pex monﬁh for May, 1972, to Jgnuary, 1973.

For each overtime area, the number of. non-
residential burglaries per month for May, 1972,
to January, 1973.

N
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c. Average points on the "fear" scale for prior
to the project, at the mid-way (3-month) point,

and at the end of the project (6-month point).

D. Average points on the "regard" scale for priox
to the project, at the mid-way (3-month) point,
and at the end of the project (6-month point).

5. Verify ‘for .Feasibility, Cost-effectiveness, ahd
Internal Consistency:

It was verified by discussion between the'apprépriate
police department and CAT people that the goals and

objectives (as quantified as criteria) were reason-

able and could be expected, a priori, to be feasible

results. A reyiew at the program level verified
that the goals and objectives were cost—feasible.
All goals and objectives were measurable and .the
goals and objectives, criteria, and Basic data

elements were internally consistent,

Step 2: Formulation of a Practical Evaluation Design

Discussion of the Process

The key woxds at this step were "practical' and "design."

Consider first the word "design." In orxrder foxr the con-

‘clusions drawn from the evaluation to be valid, it was

necessary to separate the impacts of the project activity .

from the changes which were caused by exogenous factors,
e.g., other, perhaps non-Impact, projects. Thus the
purpose of the evaluation design was to assure that it
would be possible to isolate the changes caused by the

project.

vu
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There arse Dousically two types of designs which were
"aporoprizte -- "control group" and "before-~after"
designs. These designs are based on quite different

logic processes, namely:

he logic underlying the ”control;group” approach
is based on an assumption that it is possible to
dentify two.environments,; e.g., geographical areas,
populations, etc., which have similar characteris-
tics. One of these is designated the control group
and the other the experimental group. The basic
data elements are collected for both groups. The '
additional assumptions are made and must be verified
that all Factors influencing the experimental group,
except the project activity, also influence the
control group and that all factors influencing‘the
control group also iniluence the experimental group.
Under  these assumptions, any.differences between o
the performance measures associated with the experi?
mental group and -those of the control group can 5e
attributed to the project. ‘

2. The "before~after” approach is based upon one of
two assumptions. It is assumed that the project
activity or that the impacts of other changes on
the performance measures can be determined. In N
either case, if the basic data elements are collec-

ted before the project is implemented as well as

during and after the project, then the impact of o
. e .

the project activity on the performance measures

can be determined.

The two approaches ~- "control group"” and "before-

after" -- can be taken simultaneously and should be

~-18~
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when praczical. t least one of the approachas must

he taken in ordexr to conduct a valid evaluation.

In ordexr to test whether or not the control group was

satisfactory, such questions as the following were con-

sidered:

1. Are the crime rates the same and are they at the
same level and following the same trend?

2. Do the offenders have similar characteristics such

f=
as age, race, education, etc.?
3. Are police and/or court operations the same?

4. Are any exogenous factors which are not under CAT
control likely to occur with respect to one group
and not the other? . ' C

Recall that the other'key word was "practical" -- the
design was to be‘practical; It had to be possible to
collect and mnanage the required data elements within the
resources (both level of effort and number of people)
available for this purpose.’ | '
Clearly, several iteratioﬁs within Step 2 and betwéén
Steps 1 and 2 may be required before a practical design
has been formulated. The outputs frqm‘this step in the

process were: ‘ o S

: -~

1. A practical evaluation design.
2. Identification of required basic data elements.
3. Specification of interim goals and objectives

and a timetable of accomplishments.

~-19-
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‘Tt i important to explicitly recognize that the basic

daiaxeleme:ts identified at the end of Step 2 did not

ava o e the same as the data elements identified at
Step 1. Changes could have occurred for two reasons.
First, the specification of an evaluation design resultea
in baseline as well as performance data. Secondly,
consideration of the practicality of the design could
have necessitated reiteration through Step 1. This reit-
eration could have resulted in modification of the perfor-

mance data. Two classes of data elements were specified:

1. ~ Performance data ‘elements: = Data eleﬁents re-

quired in oxder to calculate the performance

measures specified in Step 1.

2. Baseline data elements: Data elements which

sumnarlze pre=project conditions and are suff1~
cient to accurately' forecast trends (1deal would

be the previous calendar year data and data to

date for both project and "control"” group).

Illustration of Step 2

1. Determine the Type of Design Which Will Be
Utilizad:

Aspects of both designs were utilized. Beforéj
aftdr data was collected for all the performance.
measures for both "conltrol" and "e tpari wenual"‘
groupé. Note that "after” rbf“rs to both the three-
month (interim evaluation) and the six~month (final

evaluation) data.

The overtime areas: East LaPQ~"1rkwoo% area and

Bankhead-Gordon Road area were selected as the

-20-
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FIGURE 5

FORMULATE A PRACTICAL

A SCEIZMATIC MODEL OF STEP 2:

EVALUATION DESIGN
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PROCESS

LT

> Basic Data Elements
FProm Step 1

e i e oy o it g ot e St Sa T e bt e T e ey o S ) £ iy P

> Detexmine the Type of Design

Which Will be Utilized

Control Group

Before-After

! |
Identify Potential Experi-
mental and Control "Groups”

v/
Check Such Aspects as Crime
Rates, Trends, Offender Popu-
lation, Police and Court
Operations, and Lxogenous
Factors

AN
If Satisfactory "Groups"
Exist, Designate Experi-
mental and Control Groups

!

Check to Confirm That No
Critical Exogenous, Con-
ditions Are Expected to
Change -

\
Specify Prior Data Neces-—
sary to Forecast Trends

' . Y . .
Identify CAT and Agency
Personnel Who Can Provide
Subjective Inputs Regarding
Exogenous Factors. '

T

~/
Check if the Design is

Practical:

Existence

Availability, Cost, validity,

PROCESS

e et s s it e i St St S Syt S S S A e By i S e i b e e v} ok ey e wome

ouTruT

Reliability, Neacessity

s e Simh s s it (i S Sed g oy Tt iy S b S s e, B e (0 s e S

v
Practical Evaluation Design

Required Basic Data Elements.
Interim Goals, Objectives,
and Timetable for Accomplishment
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overtime (exmperinontal) arecas by the police data.
Thuss arcas were sclected because they are high
robzary and burglary arcas (police data) and bascause
=xr2 relatively smull geographically. Both
areas were characterized by police as low-income,
large number of minority race citizens, and less
than satisfactory with respect to both "fear" and

n

"regard.
The Summerhill area was identified by the police
Department a5 the.control area. Polilice Department
personnel felt Summerhill was similar to the over- .

)

time (experimental) areas along all the above.dimen-
sions. The purpose of the control group was to
determine whether or not the project is causing .
the measured changes.or whether or not these

changes are occurring elsewhere and for exogenous

reasons. .

For a complété design,‘all the basic data sbecifled:
for the overtime areaé should also be collected

for the control arxea. The "beifore" data should be.
compared to determine that the control and the
experimentél areas are similar. In addition,
demographic and other pertinent descriptions should

be compared.

Check Tf Design Is Practical: .
The data oﬁ.number of robberies and burglaries
committed in a geographical area were readily
available to the Police Department personnel and
could beyprovided on a week-by-week bésis fof the
months of May, 1972, through Janvary, 1973, with

.

ninimal cost and effort and with high reliabilitv

prd
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and validity. ©The other performance data (cri~
teria 3 'and 4) were not routinely collected, were
less valid and »e izble, and reguired the design
and implementation of special data collection
systems, including a questionnaire survey of resi-

dents and businessmen. Thus, it was decided:

rd

Only the numbers of robberies and bur-~
glaries (the primary goals) weekly

for May, 1872, through January, 1973,
would be .generated for the control
area. The other performance data
would be collected only for the over-
time areas.

The potential control area would be judged
as satisfactory if the monthly robbery
and burglary rates were at similar
levels and following similar trends.

It was also decicded that:

The two overtime areas should be

treated as a single experimental area

and that this could be accomplished

with no loss of data validity ox I
reliability. '

As a result of this decision the goals and objec-

tives, criteria, and performance measures were

.

modified to remove the "for each area" considerations. -

All else in Step 1 remained unchanged.

A
-

Given the above decisions, the design was Jjudged

£

o
+o be practical. Interim accomplishment was
evaluated at the end of the first three months ﬁsing
the same goals, objec;ives, and performance measures.
Because of the short length of the project, interim
levels of acComplishmeht were not specified a

\

priori.



Stes 2: Spoeeification of Datn Collection Procaedures

Discussion of the Process _ .

The purpcses of this step were:

M ¥

L. To datermine how the data would be collcated.

2. To specify by whom it would be collected. - ‘ -

P

3. To decide upon the frequency with which it would
be collected.

‘.

4. To design the forms to be used for data collection.

The above was formulated for all the required basic

data elemants.

Some preliminary thinking with respect to data collection
was required in Step 2 when analyzing the practicality of
the design. 7o the extent possible, existing data systems
were utilized. ‘ ‘

To the extent possible, agency personnel were responsible-
for collecting the data and reporting it to the CAT ‘

" evaluation personnel. CAT personnel restricted their
project data collection to monitoring and validation
purposes, to the design of special studiestfor‘futufa
information and insights, and to survays ox special

data collections for additional information and insights.
In determining which data required validation, the follow-

ing were considered:

1. Which data were most sensitive in the sense of
resulting in an erroneous evaluation conclusion?

C —24-
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2. “hich data were fram existing data systems and
£from new systems?

YWihich data could be validated within reasonable
cost and time demands? '

The actual validation procedure was an audit of project
records using spot checks.

Data was collected with a frequency consistent with

the time phasing of the expected levels of accomplish-
ments specified in the criteria which were developed in
Step 1. It was also collected when unexpected, signifi-

cant events occurred.

.Data and report forms were designed with two character-

istics in mind:

NI Convenience of the individual and the agency in
' summarizing and reporting the data.

2. Consistency of the data format with the reguirements
- of the subsequent data reduction and analysis
mathodologies.

In some instances the data forms were structured inter-
view instructions or questionnaires. After grant
approval and before project implementation, it was the
agency's responsibility'to identify all data forms and

provide an example of each to the CAT forxr approval.

Figure 6 is a schematic flow model for Step 3. The
output is a specification of the data collection pro-

ceduxes,

0

-25~
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FIGURE 6

A _SCERMADIC MODEL OF STEP 3: SPECIFY DATA
e St e b DATA

COLLECY L0 PROCEDURES

Practical Evaluation Design
Required Basic bDatga Elements

_____,._.__._____,__._______.__,,,_______________.,_.______.__.._______,__,___,_.___._,____._,_._,__,_,._._,_,,_________,_‘

PROCESS

- - ’ N . . '
Check to See 1f Data
is Available From
Existing pata Systems

7
Identify Data Source:
Agency and Individual

Q , .
Specify Form of Data .

. - : /
Determine the Frequency
With Which the Data
Will Be Collected .

A\\'s
Design the pata Forms

PROCESS

..__.‘._._.—......._.__._....__..__.-._._.........._........._..__._ ~.._._.._._......._..__.__.-__.~._._.._........_—..' - e et g

Specify y
Data Collection Procedures
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tration of Step 3 -

;,—.‘\

Check If Data Is Available From Existing Data

VETemns
D ———

The dgta regarding numbers of robberies and
burglaries was readily available from existing
data systems. All other data was collected by
data systems specifically designed for the purpose

of this project evaluation.

Identify Data Sourcs ~ Agency and Individual:

Agency: City of Atlanta, Department of Police

Individual: Major Mike Edwards, Planning and
Research ,

Data Reported To: Ms. T. Sprott, CAT

All data was collected by the agency personnel,

except special data colilections.

Specify Form of the Data:

The form of the data is determined by the data
forms which arée included in the illustration.

(Figures 7, 8, 9, 10).

Specify Frequency oI Data Collection and Reporting:

Numbers of robberies and burglaries and apprehension
data were collected weekly and reported, by week,

on a monthly basis.

27~
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(Control Area)

(Overtime Area)

Bates
Burglaries Occurring .
During Overtime Perlod
Business
Residential

Burglaries Occurring:

During Non-Overtime
Period
Business
Residential

.

TOTAL BURGLARIES

Robberies Occurring

" During Overtime Pexriod

Robberies Occurring
During Non~0verti me
ri d

TOTAL ROBBERIES

.....
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SECURITY FEELING QUESTIONNAIREl \

Person Interviewed

Name of Business

. ' Address

How long have you been in business at this location?

2 How many burglarics have you had in the last two years?

Robberies?
When was your last burglary or attempted burglary?

Have you or any of your employees been injured as a result of

robberies?
5. Rate your, feeling in regard to personal safety in operating a business'

in this area on the following scale: , _
Very Safe ' . : Very Unsafe
- 10 S 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1.0 -
" 6. Rate your feelings in regard to fear of property loss in operating a
business in this area on the following scale: '

I feel confident that I feel sure fhat I
I will have no loss . , ' will have a heavy loss

10 .9 8 .7 6 5 4 3 2 1 0

. Have you had any problems in hiring persons to work in your business-
because of fear of robbery? ‘ '

8. What safeguards do you have Ep deter or prevent burglary and/oxr robhery

of your business? (Alarms, locks, lighting, etc.) ~~~~ = = o

9. Rate your feelings about the number of quality of police in this area.

Adequate Number 2Adequate Number Inadequate Number Inadequate Number
Well Qualified Not Qualified Well Qualified - Not Qualified

L0. What can the police do to make you feel more secure?

lDesigned by the Police Department. Question 9 was considered by the CAT

to be improperly designed but analysis of the pros and cons of reguesting
that it be changed resulted in the decision to use the form as presented

by the Police Department. ' '



FIGURE 9

OVERTIME EVALUATION SHEET-

For Week Ending Monday,

Officer
Shift
F s s M TOTAL
Robbery Arrests )
Burglary Arrests R
Other Felony Axrrests
Other Misdemeanoxr and
Ordinatice Vicolation Arrests
Total Arrests I
Total Arrested Pefscns Bound Over From City Court
F S s ’ M. TOTAL

Field. Contacts

Vehicle Mileage

List Suggestions or Comments About the Overtime Program

- . SRR

.
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FIGURE 10

OVERTINE EVALUATION SHEET
BY OTHER OFFICERS IN PATROI, AREAS

v , ~

officer.....“..‘ .........

................

Assignment -

Regular or Roustabout '~ -

s

Please list any comments or suggestions in regard to the operation
of the Overtime Patrol Program in this particular area. (Be as

brief and direct as possible.

......................................

..............................

..................................................

..........................

.....................

Please evaluate the effectiveness of. the Overtime Patrol Program in

this particular area on the scale provided below.

Very Effective T o . Not Effective
10 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 0

Total Non-Resident Burglary Arrests During Past Week Ending Sunday,

o



The guestionnaires designed to measure "fear" and
"regard" were to be administercd every three months-

and reported as soon as possible.

In-addition, the progress reports required by the
monitoring activity were submitted every three
months and were supposed to be when the agency be-
lieved that critical events had occurred which
should be repofted. They included the agency's
data summaries, observations, and explanations.
This was important subjective (qualitative) input

to the evaluation.

5. Design the Data Forms:
See the following:

Figure 7: Overtime Data Summary Form
Figure 8: Security Feelings Questionnaire
Figure 9: Overtime Evaluation Sheet

Figure 10: Overtimes Evaluation Sheet By
: : Other Officers in Patrol Areas

Step 4: . Specification of Data Reduction and Analysis
Methods ‘ -

Discussion of the Process . o .-

The output from the prévious steps in the evaluation
procass included guantified performance measures for
cach interim and final goal and objective (Step 1),
specification of the basic data elements necessary for
performance measures and for baseline measures (Step 2),
selection of a practical evaluation design (Step 2), ahd
appropriate data collection procedures for each basic

~32- | 3
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Tz  element (Step 3). The focus of Step 4 was on
etermining the data reduction and analysis methods

vould be applied to the data.

Data reduction and analysis methods were required for

two primary purposes:

v

v

1. To measure the amount of success in achieving

the predetermined project goals and objectives,

both interim and final.

2.  To describe and/or explain impacts and relation—

ships in order to provide knowledge which would be

useful in future planning and project activity.

Measures of success in achieving project goals and

objectives were critical' in order .to satisfy the follow-

ing needs:

1. Monitoring and direction during the project acti-

vity, primarily from the interim goals and objec-

" tives.

2. Assessment of project

success and contribution to

program goals, primarily from the final'goals

and objectives.

3. Recommendations as to whether or not the project

activity should be continued, subsequent to

Impact support, as an
from both the interim

Similarly, description and

satisfy the following:

—-33-

on-going agency activity,
and final goals and objectives.

explanation were important to

I3y
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zivsis of reasons for the degreb of success or
L4401
~ failure.

2. Identif 1catlon of possible dlsplacemmnt effects.

.
-~

3. Inmproved management practices for projcct operation.

Better information upon which to base future plans’
and project recommendations.

109

Thus, there were several considerations in the decision
as to what methodologies would be utilized, including

the type of - information or insight which was sought.

With respect to measures of success, there were two

important considerations:

1. Ascertaining the degree to which Lhe prOJect achlcved
the goals and objectives.

2 Determining if the level of accomplishrent was

statistically significant or if significance could
be supported by some Obhel argument.

The duantified performance measures of Step 1 and'the'
baseline data specified in Step 2 provided the input

for determining the degree to which the goals and obfec»
tives were attained. ‘ B

. IS

'Whilé the abovu determlned Lf the interim éhd/or final

goals and objectlves were realized, it was also impor-—
tant to examine if a valid argument existed for whethexr
or not the project activity had a cause-effect impact.
That is, given that the project goal or objective is
attained, could evidence be presented to support the

hypothesis that the project activity caused the shift?

T
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~It is precisely this question which motivated the dis-

i.on of "control group" and "before-after" evaluation

L]

cuss
desicgns in Step 2.  The two most applicable approaches °

to answering the significance (or causalities) question

n

were:

1. Determining if the actual level of accomplishment
was statistically significantly different from the
best estimate of the same measure if the project

had not been implemented.

2. Determining if the actual level of accomplishment
was significantly (not necessarily in a statistical
sense) different from what occurred in the control

. group.

The first approach entailed use of the concept of
hypothesis testing as developed in mathematical statis—
tics. The particular test selected was determined by
the underlying goals and objectives, the performance

measures, and the data.constraints and availability.

With reépect to descriptive and explicative purposes,
the key word was "opportunistic." The individﬁal(s)
responsible for evaluation had to be alert for any in- =
sights and knowledge that could be gleaned frbm.ﬁhe

available data. - e .

In addition .to specifying the data reduction and analy-
sis methods, the following were alsc accomplished at this

step:

L. Identifying the individual({s) responsible for the

evaluation analysis.

~35-
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2. - Deisrmining, based on interim goals and objectives
ané other monitoring considerations, the points in
tizz2 at which evaluations were to be performed.

3. Detziling how the results of the evaluation would
be used, especially with respect to the management .

and monitoring considerations, such as:

A, Assisting in overcoming implementation pro-
blems.
B. Identifying needs and opportunities for modifi-

cation or redirection.

C. Providing information for continuation decisions.

The output from Step 4 completed the specification of
the evaluation component at the project level.. It’
then became the responsibility of the designated indi- -

viduals to perform the evaluation.

Tllustration of Step 4

1. Determine the underxlying purposes for the ‘analysis:

A. Performance measures and the decision criteria -

were spacified in Step 1. However, modifica-
tions were decided upon in Step 2. The modi-"

fiad-decision criteria are presented below:

Criterion 1

Number of Robberies in Overtime Areas

L o (May , Juﬁg & July)




Number of Robberies in Overktime Areas
R, = " ‘(August, September ‘& October)
‘ 3

Number of Robberies in Overtime Areas
- __(November, December & January)
3 3 '

Interim (3-month) progress:

Final (6-month) project performance:

If Ry -~ R5'23 .05, then goal 1 is achieved.

Ry

Criterion 2

Bl’ B2, B3 defined analpgqus to Rl' RZ’

except for non-residential burglaries.

R3,

Interim (3-month) prdéress:
(By = By)
B1

Final (6~month) project pexrformance:

If (By - B3) > .05, then goal 2 is achieved.

Bl -
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FIGURE 11

. SCHEMATIC MODEL OF STEP 4:

DUCTION AND ANALYSIS IMETHODS

Quantified Performance Measures For
Interim And Final Goals and Objectives
Reguired Basic Data Elements:
Practical Evaluation Design
Data Collection Procedures
INPUT
PROCESS
Determine The Underlying
Purposes For The Analysis
(Peiormancé) ““““ Vo i’f'f"’(InteroreLac1on)
Design The Analysis To Design The Analy51s
Determine The Degree To Specific To The Description
Which The Project Has Met Its Or Explanation Desired
Final (Or Interim) Goals
And Objectives. CAT Evaluation Pefgonﬁeli
Verify Insights With Other .
Design The Analysis For CAT And Agency Personnel
Testing Significance
N )
CAT Evaluation Personnel : Ny
Verify Through Interaction C Perform Any Interesting
With Other CAT and Agency Follow-Up Analyses
Personnel : f

| : .. SR |
Determine Who Will Be Provided With
The Results Of The Analysis

. v .
Provide Mechanisms For
Disseminating The Results

e e T T e e U S S

) v
Full Specification OFf
The Evaluation Componeént
At The Projesct Level

2
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Criterion 3

£, = Average (ovexr all respondents in samplej
point on 1l0-point scale for "fear”
(quéstion 5) question prior to imple-
mentation of the project.

f25 = Average (over all'respondents in sample)
- point on l0-point scale for "fearxr"
“ (question 5) question at 3-month

(interim) period.

f35 = Average (over all respondents in sample)

point on 10-point scale for "fear"
(question 5) at 6-month (final) period. -

Similarly define flG' f26’ f36 for question 6.
Interim (3-month) progress:

(£y5 = £15) 2 (Fy6 = Fi¢)

Final (6-month) project performancei

If (f45 = £55) = 3 and (f5, — £1¢) 22}3,
then objective 3 is realized. :

Criterion 4

Xys Tys Iy defined analogous to fl, f2’ £3s

except defined on 4-point scale for "regard."
Interim (3-month) progress:

(r1 - 1‘2)

Lo

-30-



Final (6-month) project performance:
It (rl - r3) > 1, then objective 4 is achieved.

Design the analysis for testing significance of

project achievement. Data were available on

the number of robberies and the number of bur-
glaries for the overtime (experimental) and

for the control areas for the months of May-~
September. Figure 12 summarizes these data in
both frequency and trend-plot form. The August
data represent the data for the Ffirst month
after implementation of the project. The
control area data were sufficiently similar to

the overtime area data to be useful for checking -

significance with respect to goals 1 and 2 be-
cause the same underlying trends were observed .
in both areas. The only point at which there
was considerable discrepancy was for July;,
Non-Residential Burglaries. Since August and-
September data were in line for both areas,
this was not a serious diScrépancy. IF (1)
the trend in the overtime area decreased and
the trénd in the control area increased or’
stayed constant, or (2) the trend in the over-
time area stayed constant and the trend in the

control area increased, then the reduction would

be judged as significant.

Now consider objectives 3 and 4 and questions
5, 6, and 9 on the Security Feelings Question-
naire (Figure 8). Responses to questions 5
and 6 provided the basic data for objective 3

and question 9 for objective 4. Based cn the

.data from the questionnaire administered. prioxr

-40~ 2
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to the initia’ .2 of the project, it was
possible to compute a confidence interval for
the sample average for each guestion. Let

25, 26' and 29, respectively.

The 95% confidence interval estimates are:

-

R

[
2.01 = X, = 4.13
1.73 == X/ == 3.47
2.87 =Xy =3.27

where %5 = 3.07,VX6 = 2.60, X9 = 3.07

Thus, if the decision criteria were met, the-

cliange would be sufficiently large to conclude
that the change was statistically significant.

Figure 13 summarizes the data and calculations

for computing the confidence interval estimates.
The feasibility of these approaches was Veri—‘
Fied with the appropriate police and CAT

personnel.

Descriptive and Explanative Statistics

It is re-emphasized that being cpportunistic’ -
is important in_ evaluation. The statement,

"It is possible that the Patrol -has had some

~effect in shifting the high crime hours to a

different time other than those determined by

our research prior to the program," was noted

in an initial progress report (October 27, 1972).

Clearly, this was a displacement of crime --
displacement to different times of the day,

—-4]-
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60
NON-RPESIDEXNTIAL
LURGLAERIES 50 {. Overtime
TOTAL FOR 40
MONTH o 0
i Control
30 L.
‘\O
Zb - - - - »
: May June July Aug. Sept.
Non+-Residential v '
Burglaries May June July Aug.  Sept.
‘X - Overtime Area 29 47 62 44 24
0 ~ Control Area 22 30 27 40 22
60
50 X
46 OvertiﬁeA
30 Control
20
ld L - %, . . . . A4 L J

Robberies

X - Overtime Area
0 =~ Control Area

‘May June - July Aug . Sept.
May  June July = Aug. - Sept. -
29 20 17 50 18
10 22 22 45 .15
—4 2
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FIGURE 13

1 BASIC DaTA (F = Frequency)
QUESTION 5 . 'QUESTION 6 .. . QUESTION 9
X F XF XF X F XTF XF X F XF XF
0 11 0 0 11 -0 101 1 1
2 2 203 12 3 24 72 216
3 2 18 3 7 21 63 4 4 16 64
4 3 12 48 4 2 '8 32
‘5. 9 45 225 5 "3 15 *75
g8 2 16 128 7 4 28 196
°5 1 & _9 RN .
0o 92 536 . 30. 78 378 29 89 281 -
2. CALCULATE X = £°X'F o -
P 82=1ﬁfAF~££XTJ2 :
X, = 92 = 3.07 n(n-d) o
30 g2 -:30(536) = (92)(92) _jg o
_ ' 5 30 (29) g-’f. o
% T 107 200 g2 _ 30(378) = (78)(78) _ (4,
. 6 30 (29) B
X, = 89 = 3.07 2 29(281) - (89)(89) _ . .
° 35 Sq = 29 (28) = 0.28
3. The 95% confidence interval iski'i‘tﬁ/z S whéfé“t&yz = 1.96
. “ ' - B . B ’ - f—n S LI .

for guestions 5 an

QUESTION 5
Xy + 2.96(1.96)
V30

Er .
};5 x 1.06

& 6 and t. ,. =

2.045 for question 9.

QUESTION 6

X, + 2.45(1.96)

G
v/ 30
X+ .87

6 —

QUESTION 9

+ 2,045 (:54) M7 %6)
045¢

q;éfx sy

1

.20

s

4. If averages from later questionnaires fall outside these inter-
vals, it can be concluded that a statistically significant change

has occurred.

~43~
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wznely £rom overtime hours to non-overtime hours.

[

ortunately, the data were sufficient to test

Hj

if this insight could be suppofted by statisti-
cal analysis. As shown by the analysis summari-
zed in Figure 14, this insight was supported

by ths data through the second month of project
operation. In the overtime area the number of
burglaries committed during overtime hours in
the overtime area decreased. However, when
compared with the control area, it could not

be concluded that the total number of burglaries
was decreasing. Thus, there was statistical
evidence of ‘displacement in the overtime area
but not in the control area during the second
month of project operation. The most logical
interpretation of that data was'that burglaries
were being displaced from overtime hours to non-
overtime hours. However, this conclusion was
altered due to the results of the interim .
evaluation (3-month) which revealed that. the .
number of burglaries occurring in overtime hours
was decreasin§ in both the overtime and the
control areas. Therefore, it could not be con-
cluded that the project'acﬁivity'was.responsibie'

for the reduction. ° Hence, what appeared to be .

displacement in month two of operation apparently -

7as not. .

The interim calculation of the perfdrmance
measures for the overtime area indicated a
55.9% increase in robberies and a 32.6% re- _
duction in burglaries. If one formed conclu-
sions only on the basis of the performance
measures, one would conclude fallaciously that
the project was ineffective against robberies

- v
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and that the goal of 5% reduction in burglaries
in six months already was greatly exceeded in
three months. However, when one again looks at
the data for the control group, it becomes

apparent that factors othexr than the project

' activity were responsible for the changes since

similar changes were occurring in the control
group. Consequently, at this point the. evalu=
ation indicated that the project was not having
an impact in terms of reduction of goals. The .
attitudes of businessmen (Objectives 3 and 4)
showed shifts in the desired directibns. Busi=-
nessmen indicated they felt somewhat safer in
regard to personal safety and fear of property .
loss. The amount of change in attitude re-
garding fear of property loss was sufficient

to be statistically sign%ficant. A street _
awareness survey was also conducted for explana-
tory purposes. This was conducted by CAT per-
sonnel. The outcome was that there was only a
minimal awareness of the project by the "person

on the street."

Determine Who Could Use the Results of the Analysis:-

The results were distributed to:

e

AV Law Enforcement Assistance Administration (LEAA)

State Crime Conmission
Atlanta Police Department

Impact Task Force

and others as deemed desirable

A5
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FIGURE 14 )

CONTINGENCY TEST

OVERTINE AREA

Actual Number of Burglaries May June July Aug. Sept, . TOTAL

Overtime Hours ‘ 32 36 52 49 11 180

Non-Overtime Hours - | 25 43 57 73 57 255

57 7 09 122 68 435

Expected If No Displacement (gg gfyed;Row Total x Columq Totai =
Overtime Hours ' " 23.6 32.7 45.1  50.0 28.1
N§n~0vertime Hours ' 33.4 46.3 63.9 71.5 39.9.

X2 ==2i%Actual - Exp.)%]= 25.32
) Exp. ’

........

CONTROL AREA

Actual Number of'Burglaries May June July Aug. Sept. TOTATL

Overtime Hours 37 28 31 37 22 155
Non-Overtime Houxrs 26 42 33 53' 40 193
‘ , 63 70 . 64 89 . 62 ‘34
Expected If No Displacement ~
Overtime Hours : . 28.1 31.2 28.5 39.6 27.6
Non-Overtime Hours | 34.9 38.8 35.5 49.4 34.4
%2 = 7.90

o . -

Since){Z (Overtime Arca) = 25.32>13.27 =.¥2 4,.01
and ¥ % (Control Area) = 7.90<13.27
There was statistical evidence that the percent of total burglar-

ies occurring in overtime hours was decreasing in the overtime
area, but not in the control area.

—46-
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FINAT, RESULTS

alculation of the performance measures indicated that

9]

the goal of reducing robberies was not met but that the goai
of reducing non-residential burglaries by 5% was more than
met. Actual calculations are given in Figure 15. However,
achievement or non-achievement could not be attributed to the
project activity. Since the trend in the control area was
similar to the trend in the overtime area and the same types

of changes (although different in degree) occurred in the

- performance measures in both areas, it is reasonable to

conclude that the changes were due to some factor(s) other

than the project activity.

In an effort to attribute changes to the project activity,
the entire overtime patrol was piaccd in one area (Bankhead)
beginning the week of December 12, 1972. "Sufficient data
for com?arison was not provided since- the shorl time periqa
and. results to date did not warrant the data collection

.

effort.

For the three months prior to the project, 508 of the total

. numbexr of burglaries were being committed during overtime

hours in the overtime area. ' In the contirol area this percen-
tage was 49%. During the months of October, November, and
December, these percentages were 30.3% in the oveitime_area .
and 25.7% in the control area. This'displacement was ' |
statistically significant in both areas. ‘The‘féct that a
greater percentage change was found in the control area led
to the conclusion that this displacement could not be

attributed to the project but was due to other facfors. .

Although there was a decrease  in non-residential burglaries
and a displacement of burglaries from overtime to non-overtime

periods during the project, the same results were alsco observad
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A P.D. OVERTIME PROJECT

TR, BEVALURTION: PSR
I. Performance Msasures
(Calculated on basis

Oct: 10/10

Dec: 12/12 thro

ngn
—d il

h

13 weeks using

through 11/7 - 4 weeks
Nov: 11/7 through 12/12 - 5 weeks
1/16 - 4 weeks)

The performance measure for robbery was not met.

22 - 27 % .05 .

The performance measure for non-residential

By

it

22

—

By

~- 31.66 = 14.37

66 =

3

22

29 4+ 23 + 29 = 27

7

138 =

3

30

+ 40 +

46

25

B3

3

=

.05

46

46

5_.

31.2%

31.66.

burglaries vas met.



in the control area and hence there was not sufficient evi-
ence to attribute these results to the project efforts, . %
Although it was not possible to determine exactly the effects ¥
of this project, the results obtained did not seem to warrant
either additional analysis of the data or continuation of

the project.

The subjective interpretations for the apparent lack of
success of this project in utilizing police overtime personnel

to reduce specific crimes are: : ' -

-

1. Inadequate supervision and information.

2. Misuse of time. For example, answering routine calls,

arresting a disproportionately large number of indivi-

S . *

duals for misdemeanors, or due to lack of supervision,

+  sleeping, going home, or drinking coffee. All'bf these

activities were unofficially cited by more than one
policeman .once the project was discontinued. )

LIMITATIONS OF THE STUDY

N

‘The study was limited by the inaaequacies of presént )
evaluation methodology for social programs. The degree of
control that exists in a laboratory experiment simply does
not exist for focial programs. Assumptions must be made - -
apout change that are unlikely or regquire excessive data
collection and analysié to verify. For example, the
assumption that all factors influencing the experimental »
group except the project activity also influence.the‘control .

group and vice versa.

The necessity of manual data collection also limited
the study since its cost, time and effort often made collec-
tion of data that would have been useful in formulating’
‘conclusions prohibitive. ‘
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TP YT ONT
IBCOMMENDATIONS

If one were unconcerned with cost, time, and effort, the

following analyses would be warranted for this project: -

1. Analysis of data froﬁ prior years to establish trends and
seasonal variations. The data should contain a break-
down of robberies and burglaries by overtime and non~
overtime periods. This could be used to determine if the
project was effective in reducing crimes below prior ]

year levels and whether the change in the times the crimes

were committed was due to use of overtime personnel or
other causes.

2. A thorough analysis of the control area to determlne, for
‘example, whether or not there were non- Impact projects
underway in the control arez, but not in the overtime
area, that could have accounted for the changes in that
area. - ’ |

3. DMnalysis of effects on the specific crimes of removing

the overtime patrols.

The effects of various concentrations of patrols>should
be studied. It might be that doubling the number of meh
has no aubreCLabln effect upon crime while tripling the paurol
might lea@ to a significant reduction. Comparisons between . .

the effects on reduction of specific crimes of adding new

personnel and using current personnel on an overtime basis also’”

neced to be made.

~ In summary, I would propose that hypothesis‘testing be
instituted in action programs and related to specific crimes.
Knowledge derived from tested assumptions is the key to effec-
tive decisions. ) '

'd -
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tvoes oI changes (although different in degree)
the pariormznice measures in both the control and
‘exeas, Lt is reasonzble to conclude that the changes
<o soma factor(s) otner than the project activity.
=2 Ccmmants
Zfort to attridbute changes to the projact activity
Lre overtina patrol was »laczsd In one area (Bankhead).
¢ the week of Decewmdsr L2. Suificient data for compari-
not provided sinca the short time period and xesulis
&id not warrant the date collection eifort.
nths pxioxr to the project 36+45+48 = 50% of the
- hi ot s b (I 3. 3 . P
burglaries were being committed during overtins
overtime area. In the control area this percentage
49%. During the months oif Octobex, Noveibar
ese vercentagas werxe 30+33+28 = 30.3% in the
' - . J 0 - »
overtima area and 14+30+33 = 25.7% iIn the control area. This
2
displacemsnt has been Shown to be statistically significant in
hoth axeasz. The fact trhat a creater percentage change was found
in the control area lszads to the conclusion that this displace~
ment cannot be attributed to the project but is due to othexr
2y yde ey . *
Tagctors.,
Conclusions
Although there was a decrease in non-residential burglaries
&zd a displacament of burglaries £from overtime to non-overtime
periods during the project, the same results were also observad
in the control area and hence there is not sufficient evidence
to attribute these results to the project efiorts. Although
it is not possible to determine exactly the effects of this
project, the results odtained to date do not seam to warrant
eitner zdditlonal analysis of the data or continuation .07 the
projiect. ’ ‘
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a

sra sama types of changes (although different in degree)
soou7 in the verformance measures in both the control and
ovartiwe ereas, it is rozscacble to conclude that the changes
are Gue to some factor(s) othexr than the project activity. -

P T 4 - n P
Aéditional Corments

@ changes to the project activity

ol was nleaced in one &area (sanknead)
cember 12. Suificient data for compari-
ce the short time pveriod and results

the data collaction efifort.

Tor the thred months »vriox to the project 56+46+48 = 50% of the
total number of burglarias were being committe 3 during overtime
hours in the overu_me area. In the control area this percventage
Wwas 59+4:0+48 . et s A tobar, N 3

= = 49%. During the months o Octobez, November
end Dacenbex, these vercentages were JO*“"*ZQ = 30.3% in the
overtime area and 14-+30+33 = 25.7% in tha control area. Tnis

]

- e - . v . s . . .
displiacemen:t has been Ehown to be stetistically significant in’
both areas. The fact thet a greater percan uage change was Zfound
in the control area leads to the conclusion that this displace-
ment cannot be attributed to the project but is due: to other
factors

although there was a decrease in non-residential burglaries

gnd a displacerment of burglaeries from overtime to non-overtime
oeriods during the project, the same resulis were also obhserved
in the control area and henca there is not sufficient evidence
to attribute these recults to the project efforts. Although

it is not possible to deterrlnc exactly the effects of this
vroject, the results odtained to date do not seem to warrant
gither additional analysis of the data or continuation of the
project. .
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