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TEMPLE UNIVERSITY

COLLEGE OF LIBERAL ARTS
PHILADELPHIA, PENNSYLVANIA 19122

DEPARTMENT- OF SOCIOLOGY

i Paul Synnamon .
| Police Administration Building
: Room IL.-5 -

N " Franklin Suare

- Philadelphia, Pa, 19103

Deay Mr. Synnamon:

Please {ind enclosed two copies of the IPinal Evaluation Report on
. the second year éperations of ACTS I and II. The belated production
of the report was in part due to the delay in receiving a final conlract
from the city specifying what was required in the evaluation, In this 5
’ ‘ case, there was no changes made from carlier negotiations to the final i
contract (save only a stafement on whether previous evaluation recommendations '
had been carried out). In previous occasions, I have found to my chagrin
~ that the final contract contained conditions and requirements which I did
not learn of until the contract finally arrived. In cffect, I have hecome wary
of doing evaluations without a final contract, which in this case arrived

f
; ' the third week of November of this year. In sum, I should have started
i

EETET

earlier given the fact that no additional claims or requirements werce made
} of the proposed evaluation, but my caution triumphed and resulted in this
, i . delay. In any eveut, I personally find the Final Evaluation Report quite
U SN interesting as in fact you may also.

e b L

o

- It would seem that this letter would also serve as my formal request
for payment for this double evaluation (of AC'TS I and II) which amounts
) to $2500 for cach, or a total of $5000 {or this combined evaluation report,
L - Ihave, I think, met all contractual specifications and with the presentation
o of this report, 1 should apply for full compensation. [Should further discussions
be required about any textual material, or should further copies of the report
be desired, Iwould, of course, be happy to oblige you in thesc matters.]

Sincerely, ‘
\ \ "
No (/\(\ \\v\ E‘ — :.»,\ ~ \

c | i

i

i ' - . Leonard D. Savitz
. '!f b Professor of Sociology
‘ l ‘: : N ‘ '
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e b L JOSTAH F. O'NEILL ]
ﬁ’l”\:}\:"?' 2 - Commistionar :

December 2l, 1975

.

_ : ' Deputy Director
Mr. Cornelius Cooper ’

Regionel administratorf Region IIT

Law Enforcement Assistance fdministration
325 Chestnut atreet o . :
Suite 800, Hall Building RECTIVED
Philadelphisz, Pennsylvania 19106

N .t
e

Governor's Justice
Compission

Re: ;§~g§~g§~gggé (. . REFERRED (I
S -U5-U0C =

| | = Fossett o |

Dear Mr. Cooper:

Attached are the completed ecvaluations of Acts I
snd ITI for their second year of operation.

These eveluaticns are eddressed to step #7 of the
Special Gonditions on the Philedelphis Folicc Department
Tor above subgrants. :

According to the directions from LEAA, this submis-~
sion will finelize ths epplication for seccond year fund-
ing and permit the payment of funds awarded these sub-
grants.

.
\ T . .

. ~ Sincerely,

(770

g ,
, ‘ OHN A. CRAIG
: - ! . ' hicf Inspector =
> S : : v Cormunity Reldtions Bureau
W 7+ JAC:sn _ _ ;
. , ~cc: Yvonne Haskins, Regional Director G.J.C. , "
: ) Charles Morn, Acting Director G.J.C.
o : : James McCauslend, Finance 0fficer, P.P.D.
. . . R “ !
. 5|
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The fundamental purpose of ACT I and ACT II projects has becn to

- focus police attention and a new and disproportionate amount of manpower

and resources in these areas of the city of Philadelphia which have extremely

high crime rates and where such programs were calculated to have the "most
immediate impact." Primarily the program was concerned with. reducing
stranger-to-stranger crime [burglary and robbery] reported tv the police;
with increasing arrest rates, and with othe'r‘be'nefiis to the serviced

communities.

Emphasis was placed upon highly mobile, tactical units without

" ties to police permanently assigned to the area. Task force would be

3

@"2 'ﬁ@sfricts 12, 16, 18 and 19] and it became operational in April, 1973.

deployed at locations and at\times determined by lates.t [computer] analyses
of current criminal activity., }The underlying belief is that ssrious, pre-
meditated, economic crimes (burgiary and robbery} could be significantly
reduéqd by the quick utilization of ‘;he best available computer information

\

to allocate extra law enforcement personnel in the most efficient manner

poss%ble.

) ACT 1 operated in four police districts in West Philadelphia [Police

Hd

The Task Force consisted of 59 uniformed. police officers ranging in rank

from patrolman to captain who had beeﬁ assigned to this West Philadelphia

& i

_Cr’ime Reduction Program. They were veteran officers (averaging five years
\ \ '. . c * " -
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on the force) who had been selected from rﬁany volunteers largely on the

i
]

4
basis of superior performance and no disciplinary citations. They traveled

originally in marked identified police cars (but subsequently in unmarked

‘but identifiable police cars), and they were all part of a team policing

effort. While there was a four platoon schedule, any of the officers were

technically available at any time. Their major thruut invelved responding

to burglaries and robberies for indeed, the West Philadelphia area had been

_deliberately selected because it had (in 1972) the highest burglary/robbery

 fates. The operation 2lso was involved with juvenile offenses (including

treancy), drug cifenses (particularly “dealers" and "pushers"), gang

"warfare, and a varicty of preventative eflorts aimed at increased unit-

hardening and enhanced community awareness of the extent of crime and

techniques and practices calculated to reduce specified crimes. In fact,

’ hbwever, ACT I did soon begin to concentrate on robbery/burglary to the

\

exclusion of its other functions.

ACT 1I operated within three police districts in North Central and

~Northwest Philadelphia [Police Districts 22, 23 and 39] and it also became
operational in April, 1973. The Force was planned to conglist of 64 plain

"clothesmen and to deal with the same range of concerns as ACT I, but duc

to the "severity" of burglaries and robberics in ACT 1I districts, in fact,

newly appoixited police officers were usecd in highly mobile (and unidentified)
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cars within .flc\xibl'e police units and with an almost exclusive preoccupation
witf; robbery and burglary. They were not to answer routine calls but focus
on responding to stranger-to-stranger crimes. It was hoped that despite
‘their relatively low visibil%ty, there would‘ develop an "aura of omnipresence®
to deter the rational burglar/robﬁer or to reduce his fundamental optimism,
i.e., 'his belief that he would succeed with his crime.
The evaluation of the effectiveness of ACT I and ACT II projects in
its second year of existence could have involved emphasis upon: |
‘1) Comparisons of éecond year results with first year resulf;é (end
L little if any‘ concem with the two-year impact of the ACT programs;;
2} Data could have been presented in terms of month-by-montn
changes and val:iations in crimes known to the police and arrests;
3) Data could have been presented almost exclusively on stranger-
to~stranger, serious property crimes, and almost no-qttention

), " be paid to other Part I property crimes [auto theits and larceny],

serious personal crimes or drug offenses;

¥

4) Analyze each of the seven ACT I and 1I district separately and
“attempt to etfﬂaiz‘l”the‘ enormous variability that would obviously
arise among the studied districts.

“There seemed to be strong and compelling reasons for doing none of -

the above four techniques of evaluation. In all candor, the purpese of this




evaluation is to determine in a relatively crude, ex post facto manner

(after the projects were in operation and normally collected data might or
might not be useful for evaluation purposes), the relative success that a
program has had as\regard-s clearly defined units of'int.erest (specified
types of crimes) upén a wide, diverse popula:z“ion or who‘ happen to reside

within a number of arbitrary police boundary lines.

'
'

It seems clear that proportionate cnanges from the first to the

second year of operation are surely of vital evaluative concern but at least

*

as much attention must be paid to the total impact the ACT programs have

‘had from their inception until the end of the current evaluation period.

Thus, much attention will be paid in this report to changes taking place
in ACT I and II districts since 13872 through 1974 (as compared to non~-ACT
police districts in Philadelphia).

Secondly, the time units of analysis could be "months" [as was

done sporadically in the previous evaluation]). But what this produced was

1

- enormous variability from one month to another. which variability could

not be attributed to the presence of ACT but other fac;tors 'which could only
be éuessed at. This evalue;tion will deal with large, rough time units,
"years", which hopefully may reduce time spent on attempting to explain
1nexpiicable monthly changes. The comparative years invo.lved are:

i 1972 - the pre-ACT period when the stimuli of these Crime

N T




- Reduction programs were not yet present.

B}

13873 - the Iiirst vear of ACTs I and II. It is known that in fact
both ACT programs became operational in early April,‘. 1973, and
perhaps a "neater" categorization m‘igh.t hav.e be:en Apfil-to»)—\prﬂ
years instead of célendar years, but it was felt that such |
ciassiﬁcation would not preduce findings significantly different
from thc'ase of cale.ﬁdar 'Qéaré. .[In fact, data wés compared for
one ACT police Qistrict for three calendar yéars (1972, 1973,

1974) and three other twelve month periods I(April, 1972 -

- March, 1973; April, 1973 - March, 1974; and April, 1974 -

March, 1975). No striking, let alone éigniﬁcant differences

C)

t

in total numbers, percentage change and overall impact:;quld_y be

found.] N e Lo -

1974 ~ the present evaluation year.

Thirdly, while emphasis {s still given in this evaluation to burglary

- and }obbery;_ much attention will also be paid to other rational, economic

© crimes (auto theft and larceny), as well as serious (Index) personal crimes,

"such as homicide, rape, aggravated assault, and narcotic offenses.

Fouﬁhly, it seemed reasonable that ACT should apply with moré or

less equal

impact on all police districts falling under its purview; Of

~course, each police district is quite distinctive demographically and socially

.
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but it was hoped that dealing with the average data for all districts within
ea-ch ACT,.prégram would permit adequate evaluation of program Su.ccess.
{In the "Conclusions" of this report, it.will, be argued that perhaps district-
by~distribt analysis rﬁight have produced som‘e inter‘esting‘fipdings.]
Finally, it seems imperative in this evaluation to compare ACT I
and 1l overall averages with one another, but also with all other Remaining
Police Districts in Philadelphia and for 1873-1874, the Remaining Police

Districts, minus ACT I1I districts (Districts 14 and 35) which' came into

existence in 1974.

There were, in essence, limitations to the evaluation undertaken,
but we feel that the most reasonable, if impearfect, decisions were made. on

" how to proceed, the data to be used, and the manner of énalyses.

-+ I. "ANALYSIS OF DATA

A. Number of Crimies Known to the Police

Our first form of analysis, as indicated in the evaluation proposal,

involves the core issue of whether the additional police manpower

P - and resources supplied by ACTs I and II had a significant impact,

- .

- in terms of reducing crimes reported to the police (by deterring the

rational, premeditated, economically—oriénted criminal) within ACT

e ot s s o s




Police Districts (con'xpared to non—ACT districts).

This will be tested {irst of all, by examining com'parative changes
in specified crimes known to the police in ACT‘and non~ACT distficts
from 1973 to 1974 and, to a slightly lesse.r extent, chan;ms from 1872

" through 1974.
" The most clementary analysis (Tables I through VI) deals with

. total numbers of particular crimes repoited to the police for each ACT 1

*.and II police district, and by constz;u_cted average figures for both
ACT I and ACT II districts, as weli as f{or the Remaining {non ACT I or II
distric};s) Police Districts. [It must be Lept in mind that in 1974 ACT IiI
) becéme operational for Police Districts 14 and 35 so that the Remaining
Police Districts in fkle‘1973—74 period are c'ma‘lyzed hoth totélly and by
subtracting data for Districts 14 and 35.]

Let us examine, then, each major crimme one by one., Table I shows

guite clearly recgarding the crime of_ burglary that from 1973 to 1974, the
;lumber of burglaries {known to the police) dramatically increased 28%

. for ACT I districts and'Zl%. ‘f‘or ACT 1I districts, whereés the city~wide‘
;'. .lncfease had been only 13%; non-ACT I or II districts (Remaining Police
_.Districts) ro'se only» 8%; if ACT III districts were then su}?t-x‘acted,‘all

.remaining non-ACT districts’ (exciuding, then ACTs I, Il and IlI) had

experienced only a 5% rise in number of reported burglaries.
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__ TABLE I

NUMBER OF BURLARIES KNOWN TO THE POLICE
FOR ACT I AND ACT II DISTRICTS

AVERAGE ACT I DISTRICTS

District 12
16
18

13

AVERAGE ACT II DISTRICTS

"District 22
23

39

- REMAINING POLICE DISTRICTS
" Districts 14 & 35

Without 14 & 35

ITY TOTALS

1,175

.1,024
. 797

1,713

1,166

982
973
718
1,256

13,535

3,821

9,714

21,182

FOR 1972, 1973, 1974

e
/

1973

698
690
476
429

13,295
3,148

10,146

18,790

1974

1,092
1,051

635
1,542

1,141

843
814

566

1,150

14,396
3,798

10,598

21,285

% Change % Change
1972-73 1973-74
-28 +28
-10 +15
-39 +31
-33 +36

-25 +31
~29 +21
~-29 +18
-34 +19
-26 +24
-02 +08
-18 +21
+04 +05
_—

- /'-‘
=11
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Therefore, the ’enormous reduction in this crime from 1972-73
" {down 28% and 29% in average ACT 1 and II districts) was not maintained
in the current evaluation year; indeed reported burglaries rose sharply.

" It should be noted however, that from 1972 to 1974 the average

"ACT1 police district had 7% fewer burglaries, the average ACT II
district 14% fewer burglaries, while the Remaining‘Philadelphia Police
Distri.cts showed a 6% increase in reported burglaries.

Thereféare, as measured by burglaries known to the police, ACT
was remarkably s‘uccessful in its first year {1973); it declined ?recipi-

'tous;y' in impact in the present evaluation year (1974); but over two

" ‘years it showed a significant level of success compared to non~-ACT

.

- districts.
The same form of analysis for robbecies repofted to the police
(Table II) shows that the average ACT I district increased 22%; the
, average ACT II district incteased 5%; tha Remaining Police Districts
increased 23%; without ACT III districts, the R.emaining Districts
increased Ié%, whilg the city total showed a‘n'1.8% rise.
In th'év two year period, from 1_97.2 (before any ACT program) to
1974, it can be determined that the average ACT I District }.l.ad an 11%
'-decre.ase in robbery; the average ACT II District had a 14% decrease,

whereas the Remaining Districts showed a 21% incicase in number of

_______
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o TABLE 1I
NUMBER OF ROBBERIES KHNOWN TO THE POLICE
FOR ACT I AND ACT II DISTRICTS
FOR-1972, 1973, 1974
P4

- i . ./

B

l\ ) . % Cﬁange % Change
- o T 1972 1973 1974 1972-73 1973~74
AVERAGE ACT I DISTRICTS . 700.5 S511.5 624 -27 +22
District 12 ’ 412 370 490 -10 +32
16 _ 499 367 412 -26 +12
18 1,032 684 809 ~34 +18
1 o . 859 625 785 ~27 " 426
| DVERAGE ACT IT DISTRICTS 733 603 633 -18 +G5
.District 22 . 958 682 699 -29 +02
23 y , 627 540 583 -14 +10
39 - bB1S 587 606 ~-05 +03
" REMAINING PQLICE DISTRICTS 4,?08 4,626 5,675 -02 +23
: i : ! B
;'Di.stricts 14 & 35 1,028 1,133 1,548 +10 +37 .
- Without 14 & 35 . 3,680 3,493 4,127 -05 +18
iy roraLs _ 9,710 8,481 10,069 ~13 +18

Ey
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reported robberies.

4
1

Thus, here as with burglaries, it is found ACT had stunning impact

in its first year, which dropped precip.itously in this evaluation year, but

a significant level of success over a two year period.

‘While not of central concern in the ACT programs, it seemed reason-

|

able that attention ought to be paid to other forms of major {Part ‘I) i
-~: ~.property cr.imes, as well as burglary/robbery. Table III shows another \
i strong decrecase in number of auto th'efts in ACT districts {on the average §

‘down 15% and 9%.from 1973-74) whereas for Remaining Police Districts

it rose 2% {(and without ACT III districts it rose 6%)

i -

i

In Table IV we examine larcenies. The problem here is that in 1972
only Grand Larceny was a Part I (serious) crime whereas in 1973, all

larcenies became Part I crimes as defined by the F.B.I. for their

. i
ﬁniform Crime Report. We were faced with the problem of comparability
?(consisten-cy) of larceny data over the three year periodA. Since the focus

“of this particular evaiqation was on the 1973~74 period, and for these
*l“j--tWO:»years at least all -1arcen§es were classified as Index Crimes, we

.concentrated on this time period. The same broad base of larcenies

-could not be ascertained for the 1972 peried.

_“Thus, Table IV-shows enormous larceny increase from 1972-73 (but

this is as indicated above, clearly a function of changing definition).

9
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NUMBER OF AUTO THEFTS KNOWN TO. THE POLICE

TABLE III

FOR ACT I AMD ACT LI DISTRICTS

AVERAGE ACT I DISTRICTS

bistrict 12
16
18

ig -

AVERAGE ACT II DISTRICTS

District 22
.23

39

‘REMAINING POLICE RISTRICTS

)

* Districts 14 & 35

" Without 14 & 35

ITY TOTALS

i
f

.
¢
b
1

T
PG

ot
E A

7”
i

O — v

-

1972

1,193

1,260
KER
1,648

1,465

641

406
751

9,469

2,370

7,098

16,040

FOR 1972, 1973, 1974

1973

1974
1,113 941
1,277 902
426 454
1,534 1,304
1,216 1,104
604 552
532 535
474 412 .
805 711
11,131 11,382
2,744 2,482
8,387 8,900

17,395 16,804

tChange

1972-73

~07

401

+06
‘~O7

-17

+01
-17

+16

+07

- 418

+15
+18

+08

% Chanqge

1973-74

-15
-29
+07

-15

~-09

09
+01

-13
© =12

+02

- =10

. +06

3y
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AVERAGE ACT I DISTRICTS

District 12
16

15

AVERAGE "ACT IT DISTRICTS

District 22
23

39

“REMAINING POLICE DISTRICTS
Districts 14 & 35

Without 14 & 35

o
[
0¥

CITY TOTALS

- 13~

TABLE IV

LARCENIES XNOWN TO THE POLICE
FOR ACT I AMD ACT II DISTRICTS
_FOR 1972, 1973, 157

ey J.:J/‘l

NUNBER OF

'\ JRP o ‘/:‘.
- e % Change % Change
1672 71973 1974 197273 1973-74
254 799 1,074 +31 +34
223 777 1,171 +34 +51
141 473 572 +33 +21
429 1,186 1,450 +27 +22
222 . 759 1,103 +34 +45
282 564 674 +20 +20
244 " 563 627 +23 +11
211 341 514 +85 - +31
390 739 882 +89 +19
4,188 _ 16,604 20,743 +39 +25
776 2,478 3,263 431 +32
3,416 14,126 17,480 +4] +24
6,048 21,490 27,062 +35 , +26

SUPLUISTE,

i



I Lt
PEERE SR

f‘;\‘
< ) i
i"’:A . k;‘
N \21
" From 1973-74 city totals rosec 26%, while the increase was only 20% in .‘?;‘
- ~ . |
the average ACT II Districts; but 34% for-average ACT I Districts., %“
. v 7 ' ‘
The four remaining Part I crimes are crimes of violence against ) \
. N {‘
the person {murder, manslaughter, rape and aggravated assault). Dealt !‘
v with on TableV, crimes against the person show no discernible pat:'cern; . ?“w

4
From 1973~74, the city totals rose 6%, whereas it rose 15% for average !

ACT I Districts, but it declined 5% for average ACT II Districts. This

confirms the expected lack of impact of AGT on parsonl

a2}, violent crimes. |
Combining all Part I crimes (Table VI) it is further confirmed that

ACT programs have little impact on this polygot grouping of crimes. The

1973-74 clty total rose 13% whereas it rose only 7% in average ACT II

Districts but 14% for average ACT I Districts.

Thus, these first measures of number of crimes reported to the

police, reveals ACT had a considerable and significant impact on
burglaries and ro_bberies from 1972 through 1974, The evidence is
ambiguous regarding other property crimes. The data shows no ACT

impact on pérsonal, violent crimes, but then, of course, it was not -
intended to. '

Rate of Crimes Known to the Police

The fundamental findings of the previous séction still remain, of

course, when we construct rates-for each of the specified crimes known

R
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NUMBER OF REMAINING PART I CRIMES (MURDER, MANSLAUGHTER, RAPL ,AGGRAVATED ASSAULT)
- KNOWN 10 THE POLICE, FOR ACT I ARD ACT IX DISTRICTS

TABLE V

FOR 1972, 1973, 1974

-

AVERAGE ACT I DISTRICTS

pistrict 12
16
18

19

_ AVERAGE ACT 11 DISTRICTS

District 22
23

39

"REMATNING POLICE DISTRICTS
Districts 14 & 35

Without 14 & 35.

i

i
i
CITY TOTALS .
5 -

5

!

¢

1

!
%
%A
|

e R

f e

—

e

1972

1973
401.5 367
275 342
403 316
472 410
456 ' 399
534 580
836 844
531 535
296 360
2,335" " 2,968
454 -629
Coa,881 2,339
..5,604 _ . 6,174

% Change

N
g

et
st

% Change
1974 1972-73 1973-74
422.5- -09 415
351 +24 +03
413 ~-22 +31
453 -13 +10
473 -13 419
555 +05 05
740 401 ~12
537 +01 +01
387 +21 +08
3,181 +27 +07
800 +39 +27
2,381 +24 +02
6,535 +10 +06 .
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AVERAGE ACT T DISTRICTS

' District 12
16
18

19

AVERAGE ACT II DISTRICTS

District 22
23
39

w

' REMAINING POLICE DISTRICTS

Districts 14
' \

I)istrict‘ 35

Without 14 & 35

{CITY TOTALS

A 2 BT
i i 5

s

3,699
3,194

2,238

5,295
4,068

3,151
3,652

2,493
3,308

34,335

4,270

4,179,

25,886

58,584

3,640
3,683
21065

4,945
3,866

3,048

3,311

2,416
03,418

48,624
4,630

5,443

38,491

72,330

N

.m’\'_‘. .

4,154

3,965

2,486

5,558
4,606

81,764

»

fﬁ , %
',"‘( §
1 : z
L TABLE VI ;
NUMBER OF ALL PART I CRIMES KNOWN TO THE POLICE :
FOR ACT I AND ACT II DISTRIC’I‘S S\‘
i i FOR 1972, 1973 and 1974 %
Sy "
- - . 1‘
> /" }
!
> ) %Change %Chanqc;
1972 1973 1974 1972-73 1973-74 g

+15

-08
-07

-05

~03
~69

+03

+42

+20
+49

+23

X

+14 i
+08 i
+20 -é
+12

+18

+03

g
+07 \
1

i
+10
+09

.
s ISR
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+14

+17
+13

+13
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_to tho police on the basis of population nﬁ;};bex's within ACT and non-
ACT police districts, Such rates were constructed {per 10,000 residents
"within each police(district) and are displayed on Tables‘ VII through XII.
As regards burglary (Table VII), it may be seen that from 1972
through 1974 the city rate rose trivially from 108.7 to 109.3 per 10,000
persons, whereas average ACT I Districts dropped from 126.3 to 117.4
‘and a'verage A‘CT II Districts declined 132.7’to ‘113.9 |
- It is instrumental to note at thié time, the enormous di’fferenc;es in .
burglary produced_ by districts falling within the ACT programs. "Thus .
folicé District 16 had a burglary rate in 1972 222% that of Dist}ict 19.
(By 1974 the égeatest differential among ACT I Districts [in.volving the

same Districts 16 and 19] was 181%.) The reverse cccurred within ACT II

* Districts., District 39 was 155% higher than in-District 22 in 1872,

T T X
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but by 1974 the differential between t‘hesevdistricts rose to i?OfX;.

!3’, It should also be noted that ACT I and ACT II projects had differ-
entiai levels of success. First of all, ACT II Districts seem somewhat
more successful than ACT I as regards bhurglary. Thus, on the a'v.erage,
AC'.(“ 11 districts declined 29% from 1972-73, {compared to 28% for ACT I
vDistricts) . put the rate increased 21% from.1973-1974, as compared

to é 28% increase for ACT I Districts.

. Further, the impact of ACT was not uniform upon participating
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. TABLE ‘ A E
RATE OF BURGLARIES KNOWN TO THE POLICE (PER 10,000 PERSONS) ' %
- FOR ACT 1 AND ACT II DISTRICTS FOR 1972, 1973, AND 1974 4
1
% Change % Change é
1972 1973 . 1974 1972-73 1973-74 '}
AVERAGE ACT I DISTRICTS , 126.3 91.4 117.4 -28 +28
District 12 106.9 95.7  109.6 10 #15
16 192,5  116.6  153.4 -39’ RYR
| 18 170.9  112.9  153.9 ~34 436 "}
- 19 86.7 64.6  84.8 - -25 +31 X
AVERAGE ACT II DISTRICTS’ 132.7 - 94.3  113.9 -29 +21 :
' District 22 .105.3 74 .6 88.0 ~29 . +18 §
: 23 136.2 90.2 107.2 ~34 +19 X
39 163.5 120.9  149.7 -26. +24 f..k
- i
REMAINING POLICE DISTRICTS 8g9.9 98.1  106.3 -02 +08
1 ' . ' -
Districts 14 & 35 132.7 109.4 131.9 -17 +21
Withéut 14 & 35 81.1 95'1‘ 09 .4 +04 © +05
CLTY TOTALS 108.7 96.4 - 109.3 ~11 +13
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districts., From 1973~74 Police District 12 had only a 15% increase in

L
burglary, whereas District 18 experienced a 36% increase. From 1972~ : ‘ |
i - . i
1974, the burglary rate rose totally 3% for District 12 while it declined . o
v i
ii; 20% in District 16. ACT I had a generally more variable and less certain |
' . ‘
» impact on burglary than occurred in ACT 11 Districts. - ‘
i As regards robbery (Table VIII) once more the great variability in -

h |
3

X \
the impact oﬁ ACT is confirmed. ACT I Districts declined in reported. - -

. robbery 27% in the first year of operation, but increased 22% from 1973~

1874. The comparable percentage for the average ACT II Districts was

a decline of 18% in the first year and an increase of 5% in the second

.

year., Within ACT districts, District 12 had a robbery rate which rose

E&
19% from 1972 to 1974 whereas it dropped 22% in the same period in
] District 18.
5 ’

A}

.Genérally the same findings uncovered by use of gross numbers

were also found for rates as regards auto theft (Tablé IX) and larceny

(Table X). ACT districts dropped more sharply than non-ACT districts
b '

for auto theft. ACT I districts dropped more precipitously than ACT 1II
L ,
districts. Whether these declining rates are in any way attributable to

ACT or.not is highly speculative. Deterrence of auto theft was not among ‘<=
the specified objectives of the ACT program. Also great variability was-.-  ~re -

- = SN

found among ACT Police Districts with auto thefts in District 16 -
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‘. i TABLE vIII :
,§ RATE oOF ROBBERTES KNOWN TO 7HE POLICE. (PER 10,000 PERSONSG) - - - %
o FOR ACT 1 amnp ACT IX DISTRICTS ror 1972, 1973, 1974 i
E v . . . . *‘;‘
o N 3
'}» H k
‘ =

% Change

% Change i
' 1973 1974

. 1972-73  1973.74

AVERAGE ACT T DISTRICTS 75

.3 5.0 671y, f22- |
7 Dbistrict 12 43.0 38.6 51.1 ;10 +32
gf | 16 - 1205 86.6 995 ¢ +12 ;
i S :18 ' " . 103.0 ;, ‘. -34 +18
E o 18 : 85.9 465 553 | ~46

AVERAGE ACT T7T DISTRICTS 99.1 81.5 85.5 T -ig +05
———=-2CL 11 bistricry

District 22 , 103.6 73.8 756 -29 +02 :
) © 23 . . '

118.8°  1p2.4 112.4

~14 +10 S
39

, 8000 76,47 95 -04 403

i REMATNING POLICE DISTRICTS 34.8

: . 3.1  41.9 02

+23
- Districts 14 & 35

35,7 39.4

53.8 410 +37
?é Without 14 &35 Co34.5 - 32,7 389 +09 +18

i
ri

[

EITYUUTALS 49,8 . 43.5 S1.7

T i i
it R -

ey S
-

=13 +18
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‘ _TABLE ¥
i RATE OF AUTO 'I’IjEFTS KNOWN 1o THE POLICE (PER 10,000 PERSONS) : i‘
. N FOR AcT_1 Anp ACT II DISTRICTS FOR 1972 1973, 1974 ";
| ’ e
- % Change % Chanqek_
o . 1972 1973 1974 1972-73 1973-74
I . . . . . iy
& . < . . ;
AVERAGE acy T DISTRICTS 128,3 119.7  101.5 -07 -15 |
© -« District 1o 131.4 133.2 84.1 +01 ~29 |
¢ ‘ :
16 ' 96.4 102.9 109.6 +07 +07 ‘
18 164.6 153.1° 1434 -07 T _pg
, |
19 108.9 © g9 4 82.1 ~17 -0g
. AVERAGE act II DISTRICTS T 81.0 81.5 74.7 +01 -08 ’
District 22 69.3 S7.5 57,9 44, +01 :
8 23 77.0 . 89.g 78.1 +17 . -13 :
i . - %A
39 87.7  104.8 . 92,5 +07 ~11 “
I REMATNTNG POLICE DISTRICTS 69.9 82.2 84.0 +18 +02
Districts 14 & 35 82.3 95.3 86.2 +16 ~10
- Without 34 ¢ 35 66.6 - 78.6 83.4 +18 +06
- CITY: ToTars 78203 89.3  gp.3 +09° -03 :
T D
!
—— i
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“TABLE X
RATE oF LARCI-INIES ENOM

- FOR acy 1 AND ACT 1I pr

11973

AVERAGE acr I DISTRICTS 27.3 85.9
———="_% DISTRICTS

District 12

23.3 81.1
16 34,1 114,72
8 42.8 118.4
19 16.5 56.4
AVERAGE ACT II?“JIS'I’RICTS ) 38 .1 76 .1
Districe 22 26.4 60.9
23 40.0 74,1
39

50.8 959

REMAINING POLICE DISTRICTS 30.9 122.8

Districts 14 5 35 . 27,0 86.1
A - i .

" Without 34 & 35 32.0 . 132;0

310 19,3

W TO THE porycy |
STRICTS FOR 1972,

PER 10,000 PERSONS)

1973, 1974
- \-“'

- ">% Change
1974 197273
115.5 +3]
122.1 +34
138.1 .,
144, 7 +27
82.0 +34
91.1 +10
67.8 +23
97.4 +85
114.8 +88

153.1 +39

113.3 +31

163.8 +41

138.9 +35

+20

AH
4
:
B
A
i
% Change
1973-74 :
|
+34 ‘
+51 ke
+21
+22

+11

+31

i‘i"‘
w

+25 i
+32

124

+26
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{‘, increasing 7% each year (1973 and 1974) whereas in District 19 it

. declined 17% and the'n further 9% in 1974,

i i et

. - An even less clear pattern emerged as regards larcenies {on Table X).
The generally increasing rates for all districts, the higher than city
average sbowed'by the average ACT I Districts, and the lower than
city average by the average ACT 1I Districts confirms the unlikely

o nature of any significapt impact of ACT on the: grirpe of larceny.

"_‘--. 'Pinall'yA,-for serious personal, violent crimes. (Table XI) in addition . %

to what was found in the earlier discussion, once more seems no

. patterned impact of ACT on these offenses could be found .‘
Overall'f the ACT prdgrams seemed to have no systemat’ic_: impact
‘ on the tota;l of all Part I crimes (Table XII). While from 1972-73 the
'cify total increased 23%, ACT I and II Police Dist;icts declined 3%;.
for 1973-74, however; the city rate rose 1 3% and 1t increased 15%

for the average . ACT I Districts but only 8% for the average ACT1I

]

' Districts.

C. Number of Arrests

S P

-~ The avowed primary objéctive of the ACT programs was to reduce
the amount of stranger-to-stranger economic crimes (or at least

- ~burglaries and robberies) reported to the police; that is, it was expected

~ -to significantly diminish the officially known extent of specified, e

!
i
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i
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i
i
i
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AVERAGE ACT T D
—=0E ACT T D

District 1»
16
18

19

24 _

. TABLE I

TE OF REMAINTHNG PAR? I crIp
' KNOWN 10 g POLICE ¢
FOR ACT T AND nCT 1T

1972 1973

ISTRICTS 43,2 39.4"~
28.7 35,7

97.3 76.3

47.1 40.9

33.9  29.7

AVERAGE rner 171 DISTRICTS . 74.8 78.3
—————=—="_1I DISTrICTS .

District 22
23

39

REMAINTNG POLICE DISTRICTS 17.2 21.9

\ . . - .
Districts 14 g 35 : 15

Without 14 ¢ 35°

CIry TOTALS
\u\_‘

90.4 91.3
. 1008 101.4
. 38.5  46.8

5.8 C21.8

17,6 21.9

‘ES (MURDER, mangra
PER 10,000 prRgOyg
DISTRICTS 1973

» 1973, 1974

1974 ' ; Cha;gu
1974 972-73

=== ==len /3
45.4 -08
36.6 +24
99.7 k_-22
45,2 - -13

35.2 g,

74.9 +05
80.0. +01
101.7 © Lo
50.4 gy

23.5 497
47.8 +38

22.3 - +24

33:5 +10

JCHTER, RAP&AQ

| =
SR

G. ASSAULT)

Moman oW e e e

¥ Change
1973-74

4158
+03

+31
+11

i
H
+19 §

+06
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RATE OF ALL PAR
FOR actr 1

v

AVERAGE ACT T DISTRICTS
District 12
16
18

19

AVERAGE ACT IT DISTRICTS
District 22
- . 23 -

39

- REMATNING POLICE DISTRICTS
- ——=—=1 POLICE DISTRICTS

Districts 14 & 35

14 g 35

A

CITY r0TALS

+ TABLE XII

426,
333.1

540.7
528.4
302.3

432.6
394, 9

472.5
430.5

253.5
283.4

247.4

300.6

T I CRIMES knowy T0 THE
AND ACT T1 DISTRICTS
FOR 1972,.1973, 1974

1973

416.1
384.2

498, 7

4935

288.0

420.2
358.0

457.9-
444.8

358.9

351.9

358.7

371,2

TR A e AT BT e TRl .

POLICE
%Change
-1974 1972-73'
477.8 -03
413.5 +15
600.4  _g4g
554.,7 -07
342.4 -05
453.4 -03
369.3 ~09
504.6 -03
486.2 +03
408.5 +42
413.0 +20
407.8 +45
419.6 +23

% Change
1973-74

+15
+08
+20
+12

+19

+08
+03

+10
+09

-+14

+17

+13

+13

gl




"‘ 1973 1o 1974 ACT I'arrests roée ‘s

- arrests rose 4%,
: Remaining Police

"~ 14 ang 3§,

e ot e
T

4
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» evidence addiceq confirms the

ata-discussed earlier ip this report
Feveals howgver,. that in th'is bresent ¢valuation Period, 1973-1974,
:ACT_Districts had a Soaring Number ang rate of burglarl'es and Fobberiesg
“reported to the police, far beyoﬁ'd that displayed by non~ACT Police .

Nevertheless, given the ferm

mal design of the ACT brograms (payi;
“larly AcT IT) it ig diff

ticu-
licult 1o beli;':'e that even ap ideally execu‘ted
ACT Program coyiq Continue tg f‘e”uca the reported universe of Stranger-
tp~stranger Crimes or even rpduce rates down over a severa] year
- Perlod of time | | |

In effect, attention Must also he Placed op arrests which méy
reflect enhanéed police efficiency in dealing with non ~deterred Ccrimes,
Arrests fér ~burgiar')'r”are.shb\,x'z) on Table XII: It cap be seen that frc;m
harply (30%) whereas AQT I'Ivarrests e
.Tose far Jesg 4%), while the cfty~wide Increasge waé 12%.

ts dropped 6%, the .
District arrests rose 6y (and without ACT 117 Districts

the change was less thap 1%).
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TABLE XIII
. NUMBER OF ARRESTS FOR BURGLARY o
S -FOR ACT I AND ACT II DISTRICTS ’ i
s FOR 1972, 1973, anp 1974 . o
. - % Change | % Change
q - N ‘,
1272 1973 1974 . 1973-93 1973-74 ;
AVERAGE ACT I DISTRICTS 266 212.5 277 =20 +30
Distriet 32 . . . : T 207 235 3127 414 +33 ;
16 ‘ 254 118 211 ~54 +79
£ .18 +369 297 355 ~20 420
19 o So.232 0" 200 229 14 T+13
KVERAGE ACT II DISTRICTS 33 301 313 -12 +04
‘District 22 ‘ 42) 412 413 -03 o
23 .. 302 - 263 252 -13 -0 4
39 S 280 229 274 K18 420
- REMAINTNG POLICE DISTRICTS ' 3,244 : '3",083 3,444 ~-05 CHlz e ’n
. 3 . , _ ‘ :
District 14 & 35 "548 . 577 757 - +05 - 432 1
. Without .14-¢ 35 - 012,696 2 506 2,687 -07 ST
. CITY TOTALS . - 8,087 _ 4,837 5.490 ' =04 H12
|
I
i
a
' “*\mL._....N_'..M~_~_“::_;~_=.'.;::;::’_~:. T R N i St e e sl
1
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Thus, for ACT I Districts the 1973- 74 period saw

in reported burglaries and a 30%

7 a 28% increase

increase in burglary arrests,

For ACT 11 Districts, for the same period, there Was a 21% increase

in reported burglaries but only a 4% increa se In burglary arrests.

. Por Remaining Police Districts (e excluding ACT III) there was a 5%

increuue inr egortec burglaries and a 7% increasec in bvrglary arrests,

Accordingly, the only inconsi istent arreot pattern is that of ACT 11

Districts whose increased renorted’i 11

idence of burglaries far out-

stripped the increase in burglary a acts,

The number of arrestg for robbery are displayeci on Table.XIV. It

-Will be seen that for 1973~74 both AC Tand ACT 11 Dlstrlcts on the

average had a hzoher percentage of increase (23%) than occurred for the

‘city as a whole (21%).

i
it
it

Over the three year period (1972-74)

.‘-‘arrest:sézd‘eclined‘7%, the average ACT 11 District arrests rose 20%,

.whereas for the Remaining Police Districts, it rose 15% (and without

ACT III Districts 14 and 35, it rose 6%) .

-Thus, for the aver

22% increase in robberle.,

age ACT I District the 1973-74 period saw a

feported to the police and a23% ann.,a.u, in

the average ACT I District

robbery arrests.

For average ACT II Districts for the same period, there was a 5%

B I T s ity e e r—— s, e e e
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TABLE X[V . i

NUMBER oF ARRESTS FOR ROBBERY i

FOR ACT 1 AND ACT T1I DISTRICTS
FOR 1972, 1973, anp 1974 A

. - ‘ , ) /'—ﬁ A

- \‘ % Change = 4 Change
972 - 1973 -+ 197 -7 -

) . 1974 1972-73 1973-74 ‘

"AVERAGE ACT T DISTRICTS . 245 - 186 228 ~-24 +23
=== PISTRICTS ,

District 1o 147 108 212 -27 +96
16 205 96 170 -53 +77
18 L 362 243 299 "33 . 43
9. 265 ., 298 232 +12 -22

o AT T S R S
.

i AVERAGE ACT TI DISTRICTs: . 272 266 328 -02 +23 - ‘
b : . ;

District 22 AR 384 345 404 ~10 +17
= ) 250 256 362 102 +41
39 182 . 198 218 +04 +10

- REMAINING POLICE DISTRICTS 2,025 1,937 2,325 -04 +20

Districts 14 ¢ 35 . 356 310 - 5852 -13 © 478
Without 14 & 35 L 1,669 1.627 1,773 =03 +09
| CITY TOTALS ST 3,820 . 348 4,222 -09 . +21
i
N :‘ ‘\‘
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increase in reported robberies, and a 23% increasc in robbery arrests,

Once more, there is secn a major inconsistency with average ACT II

PR

-+ .Districts, whose increased‘perccntége of rob}.;ery arrésts far outstr:lpped
the increase in robberics reported. [Thus, ACT II Districts produced
"unusual® patterns for both burglary and robbery reported to the police

..-~vand arrests compared to bo{ll ACT I and -RCJﬂaining Police Districts.]

I;xs regafds the other economic, property crimes, auto theft arrests
- (Table XV) rése in the av‘eraqe ACT I District in 1974 3% (lérge_ly due
to huge increase in-arrests in Distri:ct 19). Arrests in the average ACT II
- Districts declined 209, whereas in non-ACT police distric:fs (éaxcluding
Di.stri‘cts 14 and 35) the d‘ec'line came to 13%. There was a strong disparity

between reported auto, theft rates from 1973-74, for all groups, and

the arrest figures for this crime.
" With larceny arrests (Table XVI), the average ACT I District increased
66%, the average ACT II Disirict increased 8%, and non-ACT districts

Y .
" rose 18%. Once more changes in arrests and reported larcenies showed

-~ - no strong level of agreement.

»

Arrests for serious personal crimes, on Table XVII (murder, man- = <" .

. slaughter, rape and aggravated assault), showed no strong pattern differ-

entiating ACT from non-ACT districts {(as was to be expected).

Exa:nining-héxt, total Part I arrests'_, Table XVIII. shows that while

2
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A
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NUMBER oF ARRESTS For
FOR.ACT T AND

: L . % Change
: - 1972 1973 1974 igyp03
;
? .
: AVERAGE ACT T DISTRICTS 157 163 168 +04
; B
Pistrict 12 162 180 151 411
16 101 91 96 ~10
T 224 245 211 . 49
i 19, M40 136 g ~03

‘ AYERAGE ACT II DISTRICTS - 159 133 106 -16
; District 22 217 141 114 -34
g 23 ’ 112 116 89 +04
Co- 39 149 142 11s - _gs
| REMATNING POLICE DIsTRICTS 1513 - 1,753 1 503 +16
District 14 & 35 B N 1 RT
?‘ ' . -
| without 14 g 35 1,271 LAl 1,230 4,
| CITY TOTALS 2,618~ 2,804 2,494 +07

=LTY, ToTaLs -

|
P '*"M““*”““ IR *‘j;w::-:-;_

- 31 -

TABLE xv

FOR 1972,

AUTO THEFT
ICT IT DISTRICTS
“1973, anp 1974

¥ Change

1973-74

+03
-16
+05
~14
+58

-20 -
~19
23

~19

.~14.
-21

~11

o b
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TABLE XVI
NUMBER OF ARREﬁTS FOR™ LARCENY
FOR ACT T AuD Act 17 DISTRICTS
FOR 1972, 1973, 1974*
P —/—-’__-
- 972 1973
AVERAGE ACT I DISTRICTS 199 227
District 12 " 173 176
. s )
16 © 116 106
hR: 344 407
19

AVERAGE ACT IT DISTRICTé

District 22
T .23

. 39 .

 -REMAINING POLICE DISTRICTS

: !

f Districts 14 & 35

ST Without 14 g 35

i

| crry rorars ST
h T :

e s

|

T e e vt e nars e b

-~

164

258

2427 -

248

283

4, 681

802
4,279

- 6,251

218

248
109

267 T

4,786 5,760 .

398
4,388 5,

6,377 7,

1974

‘377

320

139

" 458

214

246

239

215

283

563
187

628

¥ Change
1972—73

+39
+02
~09
+18

+33

-12
+02
-32

-06

+02

-01

+03

+02

-~

% Change
1973~74__i

+66
+82

+31
+13

108

-04

+27

+06

.+20

+41

+18

+20
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THE GENERAL ASSEMELY OF PENNSYLVANIA

-

- SENAETE BILL -

[¢

dr Ty el i PANT S j"..sﬂ S

a0

. ‘ T 'ﬂ T £ r‘i .SESSiAon of FEB 131976

R t{ \\(1
EAd i U\ e 1976

. - . .
- T e T R N
»

INTRODUCED BY MESSINGER AND NOLAN, FEBRUARY 4, 1976

E AL TR, A LA L T I A TR T WP SV W M-SV s X8 PR OO OIS KR AR S IR IO W TR
H
]
IR, REFERRED TO STATE GOVERNMENT, FEBRUARY 4, 1976 ‘_
U LB AR IS e 23 TR S AT S AN AR S A BRI LA AT O IR S L U TR L5 xR
w
b l;l AN ACT .
A . .
) IR S AU S .
) g]:!gﬁw Relzting to the ragistration and tegula ion of purchasers of
3 o ige used. or.scrnap mztaliy imposing” dut esfﬁéon'the‘Sg::?th:j of
4 -4 o3 gpmﬁercq'ani.;epq;;;gg;dcf uomretqg;bgagxpggm;qgnq p?'l 18,
H E l;] E !-‘ [T IYS G (NI g hd =¥ TR ’;-;o- ',,“.:A._‘:‘L
H F'U)O u The Gereral Assemnbly of the Commonwealth of Pennsylvaria
R R -
, g JE g 5 hereby eracts as follows:
: ¢ -
40N :
o o C!6 Section 1. Short Title,~-~This act shall be known and may be
S T 11 ] . .
. ~4 7 «cited as the "Pg:cwpans cf . Used.0r-S¢rap. rietels Act:
. | =l nanars, MR L R AP BREA R0 G g
: 8 Section 2, Dafinitions.--The following vords and phrases -

9 vhen used in this act shall have, unless the conéext cléarly  %
. 10 indicates otherwisa, tha neanings civen to them in this section:
T 11 “Dealer."  Any person engaged in the busine ss of purchasing
12 used or scrap metéls.

. .
13 . “Department." The Depariment of Commerce of the Coamonwealth

~
ClJ 14 of Pennsylvania,

1

PP S . s L L IR LR 2

15 "Person.” Includes singular and plural, masculine and

16 ferinine, “and any individual, firm, copartqership, corporation,

_— e
®

17 company or agent or employee thereof,

I S T

18 “Secretary." The Secretary of Commerce of the Commonwealth
l.\
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