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" EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

‘fTURECOMMDNDATIOVS

R

"jThe Offlce of Pplicy- Plannlng/Law and. qutlce Plannmng Offlce,fi”e
offers the. follow1ng recommendations: baseﬁ«on 1ts analys1s of
'tht Communlty Crlme Prevent:on ?rogram.

1.

3 fully operatlng prcject.

ST e ‘Q'
~ ‘ RS
The Communaty Crlme'PreventAon Program‘shoul .
ThHe- Communlty Crlme Prevention. Program has been
to be-an™ effectlve‘mcans of reducxng

of burglary. It makes exfensxve use

The Communlty ‘Crime Prevéntlon Pﬁogram should.be

with City general fund résource’s, when its: present'gfahtg5‘r
~funding expires in Augusﬁ“1977 The project will have e
been supported by LEAA" gﬂ nt -funds for approxlmately o

‘four years at the explrat on of thc presentggrant i

Enough experlcnce ‘has bcen\galned to determln
progect s worthy of Gity. } ] .
grant support,: ‘the day of reckenlng would only be. de-ﬁ

'layed. R

-tutionaliéed'inﬁb'fhe Department of Commun:fv Deve]op-,
ment-as of- January 1, 1977 f;,r‘fn' 1ts demonstratlon j,
wephase, the Communlty Crime Preve

managed by the Law and Justlce Pla

!
11 E
i
i
|
|

of thc p0351b1e departments,‘includlngythi
~of Human Resourcesr

 'that the Department of Communlty DeVelopment be c e
~to house aﬂd manag e~the: Communlty Crlme Preventiolj ﬁ’

gram.w~DCD s management style,: characterlzed by

"nelghborhood lmprovement orventatlon, s;rlct adh
to: achlevnment of goalo, objectlves and

flex1blllty of staff worklng hours,

";:anﬂ, lhnlj\f"\l“nj . 1<I-L Pw-msan‘}‘ 1n\yn]

atlng at dts. present level will.: achleve full.City cover-i
age at thc 407 percent Jevel of partlclpatlon}ln elght




the'Prlmary

~.of eitizens..

.. The Community Crime Pre:
tiﬂually mon‘tOrea ahd”

Offlce, to prov1de over51g t of ‘the proj




- GXECUTIVE SUMMARY . -

;/‘

"H?COMMUNITX CRIME ?REVENTION PROGRAM IMPACT ON BURGLARY-} Q"

"Q;Tne cverafl gmal of the ,emmun:t" "rlme Preveution Program is to‘fgj”"'

,_ifreduce re51dent1al burglary. The  pelelc, techn:cally stated V
Q'objectlves of thc program are. follows”.'.C_

_Objectlve One.' To produce a statrstlcally 51gn1flcant de-tg
crease in’the number of resxdentlal burglarles in the pro~!

:gram g target areas.;

‘ Object1Ve Two: - To demonstrate a statls“ cally sxgnmf;cantfﬁ
vlncrease in- the number {ox: percentage) of o .

To determlne whether the objectlves were achleved, data"“
~three separate and- 1ndependent eources ‘were: analyzed

sources were official Seattle Pollce‘Department records onkre-vfif

'ported re51dent1al burglarles, three separate- v1ct1mlzatlon,cfo“
S surveys . and off1c1al Seattle Police Department dlspatch records.;
Analysis of these data allow the followxng conclus;on‘ :,v S

‘ fv1ct1mlzatlon, bj bctween 48 percen

cent to 76 percent folibW1ng‘CCPP’
~also holds for the proportlon of
agcalls,

“_census tracts was found. ,‘e'~~

objectlves.[ﬂ~3




E_SUMMARY  °

\,ANALYSIS OF ALTBRNATIVES

.~Alternat1ves for the Communlty meme Preventlon Program s, future; A
range from cancellatlon of the. program to massive. expan51on. i Sl

. Using’ productiﬁlty quotas of the" ex;stlng program- and a goal of Lo

f40 percent acceptance of ffer~d;dCPP servzces, the follow;ng *Ygijjﬁ‘f

.projectlons can ‘be made. : i ' Cohtaninn

S Malntenance of current CCPP resourc'”“ommltment (ten,7ﬂ
'~'kfleld staff). w;ll allow Primary Service to be offered
1 Clty w1de 1n elght and one-half years,’ : i sl

TW1th a 50 percent expansmon to 15 fleldvstaff; the en

: The natlonal experln c e

of serv;ces by c1v111an pald staff. , 1
subseantlally le S

< gests, however, that parthlpatlon would cQ
‘(2 percent to 17 percent).@,,' ‘ : 5

e 2.

;,gfmxew

part o-‘a bloc %é H._

lclpatlon are des;rabl'

"tlally.e The: proportlon of v1ct1mlzatlonsx €
1ncrease, buezreported re51dent1al burglary

,!Malntenance of prcgram effects 1s the most quest Qnabﬂe'assu P
‘,fftlon of the CCPP “strategy.- Cltlzens change thelr places of
' 're51dence at a surprlslngly ‘high rate (about Swlpercent 1n'a
- five~ year perlod),kand evaluation results suggest a”decayup
',program effect between ‘six to. 18 months aftej;servxces are pro
< videdys Future program plannlng and evaluatlon should focué"up‘n
«;remedles for thls weakness. " e T ;




*fcomwma:y CRTML PRLVF‘NTION PROGRAM BACKGROUND s O o

: 1n late~lq72 and early 1973, the Seattle Law and Justlce Plannln
- Qffice condu;ted an extensive analy51s of the crlme of burglary"
That analysis revealed the follow;ng.n"' : : g

bl.ffthat the majothy of res;dentaal burglarles c>cc:ur"'dur-w
~ing dayllght ‘hours when 1t is pOSSlble for 01tlzeqs to
‘.Wltness thema e - L e Loge

2. Lhat in about 40 percent cf*qeattle s burglarles
‘try is gaancd through open door_aand w;ndcws, :

3. ‘that pollce patrols cannot be reascnab,
prevent many burglarles,,and .

‘tlon Program (CCPP) de51gn.a
Organizers and ‘lome Service Technxczaﬁs wh”‘
ba31s, perform the follow;ng tasks.a,

l;a Organlze Block Watch groups.” These bI'ck‘af},"‘
-fare made up: of elgnt to twelve nelghborlng famll“

,port unusual occurrences to pollce

72Q‘1Conduct Home Securlty Inspectlons. CCPP staff go L
: ‘through “the re51dence and pomnt out se#urA y_waaknesses .
and of fer adv1ce “on how the weaknees could be femedled.~5;;ﬁ

3.'aPerform Prqperty Marklng CCPP staff engrave an lden—fa’"
’~,t1fying number, usually ‘the driver' s llcense number,
on freqnenfly stolen property 1tems and posL a deca3

=that so 1nforms would be burglars._,‘ R :

:The program 8- goal has been tc 1nvolva ax”’east 30 pelcent of e

" the single~family and duplex res;dences.~ a~ne1ghborhood in: at
’»fleast one of “the above achVatxes or)"PLJman erVLces.ri : 5

fwh'"MalnLenan¢e Servmce i also provxded.‘flt is des;gned to
sustain block watches which have been establashed.; Bleck Watch
captalns are recqntacted ‘at wsix- month 1ntervals, .and.a monthly
_newsletter is pu lished, 1n order to re;uvenate antl-burglary
ﬁnterest in a community L R




The Communxty Crime Preventxon'P,o ram has

l973.~ Its/purpose has been to testvthe stratjgy‘outljnca;
to see 1f Kt/would reduce re51dent1al‘burglary e :

Between September, 1973, when the program b gan,
approxlmately 20 census tracts: (20 percen‘

‘tracts in- Seattle) have received- the program'
(block watch, home 1nspectlon and propefty.marklng)

(nducatlon and 1nformat10n)

By June 1976, the prcgram had 1nvolvedu8 708~households
watch, conducted 8 0&7 homef >

The cost of the prog:am 51nce Ats b
years) has. been $562 813 E




"~:1‘ﬁ'rrioi’mc ToN. /i'f

The Commu/z%y Crlme Prevent on Program (CCPP) 15 a’Cxty of -
Seattle esponse to- the pr ,ty'crlme of burglary ! he pr

progragi
7.s;ah report stated

p:og;am, lt lakespe01al;y11mportan

-faet} has the des;re& effect o:

"This neces "x'toelnform ourselves A

thi .presentatlon In the ‘arena. of :
] Qn51stent1y outnumbered succe

w1th natlona .reputatlons are: clalml%g that ~

Crlme reductlon ‘programs. whlch offexi an ‘hone tvprom s

cess are extremely rare.‘ The current flsca ) n

program whmch resgonds to adopted Clty goals
has demonstrated success.‘gj;q : :







o / ‘4 i
gnt 1on Program;(,







‘program?‘: of . ,

In the. second part of Sectlon TWO, !
“tion Program methodolooy 1s descrlbed

hork1ngs of- the program in terms of sery Te
tion,vstaff product1v1ty, dutles and respon51b lltles
gram costs are devnlopedq ; ‘ G :

i yeafs of nxpericnce.*;s ECl&lC con;
the pr%grnm st success in reduc1ng burglary?

1mpact of
. dential burqlary.; The analy51s
“w-woxk fow dlscuSSLOn for :

sumpt;ons based on prog am performance durf
;phase are. made, and program s;ze and levels of

Sectnon Flve, Pollcy

s1on o potentlaL admlnls
“;n Sectlon Flve,,as wcll as comput@







- SECTION TWO:. COMMUNILTY CRIME PREVENTION PROGRAM DBACKGROUND = '~

’7 Lo

",_PRoGRAn uismonx'

'Plannlng and Ana ysis

'wInﬂlatc 1972 and early 197a, the Law and Justlce Plannlng Offlceffr

sults of this analysis ware' preSentcd to a- Law and Justice- task o
' force eon51st1ng of . planners, c1t1&ens. pollce and pollcy makers,

with other serlous predatory crlme,~emerged as:. a: prlorlty crime:
for the Clty.ﬁ In addition to its hlgh frequency, cltlzens were‘?
more conceéerned about becomlng burglary v1ct1ms than any other :

~-crime. The crime of burglary represents an’ 1nva510n of: personal
- security, as well as property loss._ ‘In terms of,severlty, bur- s
.glary exceeds all other property crlmes because of the: element of y
forcible or unauthorized entrance to. the E;ctlm s dwellmng, -
~dition to¢ theft or othex. relonlous acts;
the premlses has been galned. ’

'Spe01f1c flnqrngs of the analyses 1nd1cated that burglary mlght

be amenable to reduction through cxtlzen actlons.» These 1ncluded"
the following: : ; , : ,

1. that the majorlty of burglarles occur durlng dayllght

i\

try: 1s galned throuqh open doors and w1ndows.?'

3. that- pollce patrols cannot be reasonably expected tof*
L preven many burglarles,tand S L . i

4. .that the maJorlty‘ur»ylctlms were. not able to prov1de»w
* eldentlfylng numbers of their- dlost property whlch would T
-aid. pollce 1n apprehendlng offender~ .an ~return1ng re~ N
covered property. : » : o

f;These problems became the ba51s for the second major dec151
and the Communlty Crime Preventlon Program de31gn.' Bas1cally,
_the program provided: for a- systematlc block~ by block personal S
contact of citizens by: City staff.~ In these contacts, the fol-~

‘[low1ng actlvxt:es occur;: , B s e

“.,,‘

;‘l. lxnformatlon is provxded to c1tlzens about the burglary
- ,problem ih thelr nelghborhoods, .

2. home - securlty 1nspectlons are prov1ded, ‘and citizens _
‘-are encouraged to. make- thelr homes less vulnerable to |
burglary by mdklng phy51cal securlty merovements,;

", conducted an extensive’ ‘analysis of the crime of burglary. - The re- . ' =

-and resulted in two major . dec1sxons.g Plrsﬁ burglary, as comparedff;,f

vhich occur after entry of;iff*

yhours when 1t 1s p0551b1e for101tlzens to w1tness them,vgf«;f“

2. that in about .40 percent of Seattle s, burglarles,len—iuliyf-7’r;



and

can be 1dent1f1ed,

should a burglary,occur,

4. 'block watches _are. organlzed,'and partxcrpants are asked
%o watch each other s homes for susp1c1ous act1v1t;es‘f=>ﬁﬂ
3and to report that 1nformatlon to the Pollce._jk TRl

‘Deflnltlon of Terms‘

There are four functions whlch are referenced 1n the following e
'descrlptlons of program act1v1t1es.e These functlons 1nclude the' &
three Prlmary .Services and an Educatlon and Informatlon Se1v1ce, ’;
whmch is "advisory.’ For these functlons, the follow1ng deflnl-*n‘V”
tlons,apply-' s SO e 5

‘51, Home Inspection: A tour of the home bv tralned, pald
- CCPP staff who adV1se the res;dent of vulnerabllftles
"_‘nd remedles._ : . s :

2 »Prggerty Marklng”’ Engravrng of the arlver sﬁ
number (or other ‘identifier) on frequently t
1property and postlng w1ndow decals that so lnform I

‘ would be burglars.v‘ - : e .

3. Block. Watch SR group Ofg&lght to twelvc nelghborlngfff]'t
- homes with an elected leader organlzed around a- col-o¢?i
lectlve concern about burolarv.vka o i T

4. Education and Informatlon- Clty-W1de serv1ce for;the
general puollc, using’ mass medla, mallers,ispeaklng
engagements and events._g R B -

Program~Purpose

_;=The Communlty Crlme Preventlon Program was sp,c'frcally
.taken as. a demonstratlon program.; It was desr ne‘

method as a permanent part of the Clty publl
“Because of its: demonstratlon nature, the Commu
. tion Program has been subjected to substantial ,

~planning- offlce, ‘in. order that spec1£1c quest ong. 1t
fectlveness could be answered These lnfluenc"s have‘"

.lnten” »eemonltorlng to malntaln the desxgn 1ntegrity ofgthe
s“program and” annual evaluatlons of crxme 1mpact.;ﬂj;.o R




ﬁPrbgram'Resources"f’“

City .and State casH match requ1red to receive grant fnnds.; In” .
March, 1975, funds from the Comprehen51ve Employment and " Tralnlng'

 The fourth source congists of small donations to the program fromﬂff"'

From nrogram 1nceptlon in late August, i973,»untll March, 1975

field staff titled Communlty Organlzers.r In March, 1975, CETA

¥or the first year and one- half, CCPP. fleld staff was comprlsed

_The program's method of operatlon is characterlzed by focus upon

‘residential'burglary. Because of both. ‘the- systematlc geog

k cooperatlvely with, the Seattle Pollce Department.; The arrangee 

The program 5 de51gn lncludes two fundamental operatlng ax1oms

‘T"flryaThat a 100 pcrcent partlclpatlon of any Seattle nelth

Thc Communlty Crlme Preventlon Program has been funded durlng lts
demonstration: pha e from four sources. The prlnclpal sources haVe
been Law- Enforcement ‘Assistance Admlnlstratlon funds,-along with

Act (CETA) were used’ to expand the staff-level of the program.!,{

private” 1ndustry for prlntlng of llterature and program support ffifgCW
costs.  The three ycar cost for the program exceeds one half mll-? ' '
lion dollars. $562, 813. o R P S .

(gne and one-half years), the staff totaled eight 9051tlons alv
Director, a half-time Clerk Typlst, a ‘Data Coordlnator and flve

funds»permltted the addition of two Communlty Organlzers, four RS
Home Service Technicians and a full-time;Clerk. Typlst fIn July,_‘; :
1975,'one of the Communlty Organlzer poeatlons was lost due to fj:

a budget reductlon, leavzng 51x Communlty Organlzers. w e

._0 e

of five Community Organlzers. For the latter year and one~ half,
the field staff has been comprlsed of 51x Communlty Organlzers‘#
and four Home Service Technlclans.}i - :

Prqgram Qgerations

R

one nelghborhood at a tlme, and focus: is on solely one Subjeft\3 

and subject matter focus, the program has operated “outside, but

ment 'is viewed as preferable ‘in that metropolltan pollce agen-
cies, by nature, are pr1nc1pa11y response orlentcd. “The’ block
watch function recreates a proactive mechanlsm for . 1nformal :
nerghborhood norm-setting to reduce’ burglary That procesg f'
typlcally includes meetlngs with pollce offlcers who provmde
pollce serv1ces in that nelghborhood. o ~ 5

¥

borhood in the program is unreallstlc.,,Thus, the’ pro- ‘Q~“‘

gram has sought a - mlnlmum saturatlon ‘of 30 percent of'f“ s

all occupled single- family -and duplex households incan oo
area. As a practlcal mattek, the program has achleved@jggé-i~
‘a 40 percent minimum saturation in all areas where it
has recently opcrated, thls JSgthe ba51s ‘upon’ whlch a ﬁ»‘
new mlnlmum part1c1patlon quota of 40 percent As. recom-"
mended for future CCPP opera%xon.' o ' :




k'control 1n 1ts c1t1zen pa*tlcxpatlon Lhrough pald 4’1eld’
_,staff maklng the 1n1t1al contacts and: organlzlng ‘the - i
ulnelghborhood bloc? watches.f Thls 1s found to be more ef- i

“nelghborhood volunteers because Clty pald»staff wor.“°“
;a degree of OfflClal formhe :

able- to cover the . entlre Clty at one tlme w1thout éreat cost,
clear geographlc selectlon of nelghborhoods to be,covered each

'tlacts have been serv1ced wlth the Pnlmar ‘
Adv1sory SerV1ce %as been prov1ded Cltyw1de w
i_munlty groups have requeehed 1nformat

'Jfrom burglary., The'
“years is 20/98 (20 D » Py
page‘lﬁg follow;ng Program Methodology sectlon




;Vlnterv1ews«the block

.. area- w1de llnkages.*l

:',~Watch and.- related activity and
o erty marking and home security

N N e e R e s
SECTION TWO: COMMUNITY CRIME PREVENTION PROGRAM BACKGROUND = . '

i’,PROGRhM METHODOLOGY

L'What the Communlty Crlme Preventlon Program does can be lelded
'-lnto three general categorlesa~~g:fxa, ST : i

,The Prlmary Service is the prOgram 5. pr1nc1pal operatlonal meth-f G
,odology. Target neighborhoods receive advance mailed notice of-
services to be available, followed by doorbtlllng and: telephonlng,
““then by home 1nspectlons and property marklng servxces, and fi-
nally by the organlzatlon of block watch meetlngs. ‘The progect‘
rattempts to "saturate" the community with ‘anti- burglary ‘actions;
with a 'goal of enrolllng at ' least 40 percent of the nelghbo hoodwsajrpjﬁ
foccupled single~family and duplex households.i Iin the thir
‘gram year, nine of the ‘program 's ten# fleld staff spent“ i
of their time renderlng Prlmary Servmce. (See Commu'lty Crlme
Preventlon Program Flow Chart, page 16« ) L B

'xAn Advxsory Service is prov1ded to some communltles.ﬁfwf
demonstration phase of the program, this service has be
~‘only outside the boundarles of the program-selected nelgh
and to a limited extent
, c1tlzens requests for 1nformat10n and a551stance 1n7
anti=burglary: programs.; The - program provrdes»educa‘
‘rlal ‘and advice,’ organlzatlonal adv;cc, homc ecuri
v for volunteers and’ crlmlnal Justlce system
~speakers at. meetlngs andfgatherlngs) ( oxrh v
conduct .block watch meetings and carry out ho e inspe
pr0perty marklngs._ Also 1ncluded among Adv1,

iv1tat10n of c1v1c organlzatlons and clubs,
»Preventlon Program Plow Chart, page 16 )

The Malntenance Serv1ce 1s de51gned to sustaln
already establlshed Each Communlty Organlz

intervals after each.
evaluate 301ntly the
meetlngs desired and

'quantl burglary 1nterest 1n a commun;ty.u”w+%~

LﬁyProgram Staff and Resources‘,‘f“r

0.

"CCPP fleld staff con51st of six. Communlty Org
" Home Servxce Tedhnlclans, with

';zers and f
the former responsrble for '

"put requlred of each communlty




The o

;nfhome Servace Technicaans are requlred to supply both proPerty;’
;‘jmarklng and home 1nspectlon serv1ces to an average of ‘no 1essq°
*Jthan 25 households per workwaek S . :

,Hpositlon descrlptlons The act1v1tles of fleld staff are .:1e“j‘;1,~.,7

’fscrlbed as follows.t

’:Conduct pre lmplementatlon contacts
”two or. three weeks 1n advanca,ﬁiy‘,
,nltYIt

”munlty neWSpapers._
. ‘contacts durlng the thlrd year are the : akerx:
“qnlty Club, the" Communlty Acoountablllty*Progran,

RlverVLew Communlty ‘Club;,. South Park" Area Redevelopme

vCommlttee, West Seattle Herald and Whlte ‘Cente

‘,vwhxcn»householdq desnre what serv'
'fPost all doorbelled or telephonedvhous'
]master log, ‘and send standard “dud" le
nholds that could not be contactede“

f?Conduct block watch mettlngs for an av

i than 20 new hOUSeholds per week

_toPass to the Home Se”\
75-requested at block,_ﬁtch meetlngs.; L

' CCPP Home Serv1ce Technlclans )

zﬁ‘i ;f

,‘aCommunlty Organlzers) that de31re ho
‘1}and pz»‘ ty marklnge._y“ 8 :

",:-“ E

f;]erty,
,‘_,needed by the Communlty




Provrdzva home 1nspectlon and a property marklng in f;ffd?"xﬁ

an average of no less than 25 homes per week.

véFor elaboratlon of these tasks applled to the tota‘:program‘ef?,
‘fort, please refer to the Communlty Crlme Preventlon Program

‘erow Chart, page 16

‘sMobxle Cltlzen Involvemcnt Unlt

WfInvolvement Unlt, a converted recreatlonal vehlcle recently pu
" chased by the City from the State. Department of Labor and xndus
tr;es w1th Law and Just:ce funds. ‘ :

are at least two condltlons that elther llmlt 1ts covelage or
crease the cost of its coverage.' By de51gn, the progr@m attempts

‘a systematlc, but time consumlng, fashlon.
limitation was dlscovercd in- the flrS year operatlnq expe:
of the pro;ect. It was found that some re51dents oannot

v otaff commltment requ1red to galn more than 30 percent par
htlon causes the. unlt cost of serv1ces to be hl*h'”'

Vteserves only llmlted arget areas—-necessarlly‘ex ludes iar
of the City. 'To expand the staff of the programb, 5+,
the entlre Clty is covered 51multaneously would requlre a

of the Communlty Crime Preventlon Program..f
~‘dresses the problem of limited citizen dinvol
‘convenient for residents to ‘avail themselves

‘tlon information. The mobile van is equlpped w1th
~ing displays, literature and engravers. A,CCPP'
gavallable to prov1de 1nformatlon. f_‘— S

The moblle unlt w1ll facxlltate the C




tlon Program seeks to sérve a'mlnlmﬁm
" The program. has served approx1mately 10,
Therefore, 44 800 homes remaln tp be se

v1ceu offered (G Commqnlty Organlzers at_
‘weeks per year) : g o

year of 0perat10ns,;the program enro ledﬂl 602
watches and in 1ts thlrd year enrolled 3 624

‘mary Sexvice respons1b111ty._ A°f'vv
“the team thus provldes block watch?me
) workweek.u All four Home Setvi
Prlmary Serv1ue f1e1d7team‘

‘f'calendar year, as a base for productlvity qu tas |z

1973,'was as follows‘f f’

e

"gBLOCK“WAwCH“‘“

,8 709%f

flned a8 rece1v1ng\at leastuone of fhe %hree
?households as of December: 31,‘1975
exceeds 10 000 households. “~,

lemary Ser1ce can ‘be estlmated to have been
proxlmately 24 800 c1t1zens. ‘ o




The three year,tctal program cost 1
"dollars,flncludlng CETA funds. $562

fDepartment spends approxlmately that three'ye' itoLalVSum 7ve
five days. In the. ‘year 1975, 01tlzens lost °C resident*al bur
glars- eight times ‘the total- *hree"year cost of mu?

 ’Cr1me Preventlon Program ($4 073 0 stolen and_no

‘fFon an ll month perlod from“August‘l,
- the Community Crime Prcventlon P gr
]'$20 301 per month.”

ﬂ* was $68,'
“$28 56+~ TE ahould be noted, however,
_llmlted to the Pr;mary Serv1ceaan |

'tlon by c1tlzens-;i,.'

 Program Comleance wj 

In the thlrd nrogect year, the Commu
“gram organlzed 3,421 01tlzen;'—
_block watch groupS‘”»' :

J,..,‘.RESPOND TS WITH
HOME TNS}?FCT.[ONS
1,279
T 8500
Apr11~June, l976 R 589"

P I/(-)/l?

1sFuture Cover~ge'

fthe fourth yeax “has’ ended 1h Augu ]
u*fundxng) lS netv'xpectqd to change.!'
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';fSEdT;ONfTHREE@@rcoMmUNITr*CR:ﬁE*raEquTLdn_pRoGRAM41MPACT*0N'BURGLARY}};L

e

‘x;caxmnvr PACT QBJECTIVLS

.. The Communlty Crlme Preventlon Program has two crimereduction

“in. the number {or percentage) of burglary 1n—progress calls. reﬁ“
‘{celvcd By the Seattle Police Department.A Changes are’ con51dered
o to be statlstlcally 51gn1f1cant if “the observed dlfference would
. happen five ox. fewer tlmec'out of 100 by chance alone‘,hyp- -

“elal rnuorts and by. v1ct1mlzat1pn‘survey o the past,. eported

. of "actual" burglary. However, to measure the program.effect on ;gf"‘
‘actual burglary. occurrence,:the'number of” reported burglarles can—f

in the number of residential burglaries ‘occurring . in the target

S

crime data

]uatlon deslgn, and vrctlmrzatlon surveys have been. used to,
.»crease the rellablllty of the evaluatlon
“is the ‘bést available method of determlq
jBasicalny'the method- consrsts ‘of asking cltlzens in a struct

,of tlme : for . example, in‘ the last smx months or year, orﬁednce,
‘1some eVent took place--for example, since becomlng 1nvolved in”

objectives: (1) to produce a "statistically s;gnlflcantrdecrease’““

areas, and (2)  to demonstrate a statistically’ 51gn1f1cant 1ﬁbxeasemﬁ;-

Res;dentlal burglary rate .befmeasured 1n two ways-’ by\offl—‘,

reSLdenLial ‘burglary in Seattle ‘has been: approxlmately 50 percent o

not 3ust be doubled ~There arextwo reasons for this

h Burglary reportxng rates vary w1dely from one area of,_

‘ the City to another.i Some census .tracts in the’ Crty
may. have a low: reportlng rate, whlle others have hlgh
'reportlng ra*es.' Slnce thlS progf : emat

: known in order to determ newnro
:tlon— 1nformat10n on crime . ‘xepo
in Portland,.Oregon,,shows thatk,,

upward or downward for,fhe same~;f’

rpz.' Program. ‘action: de51gned to sens‘
‘ "Qburglary problem may produce an‘

Proc ‘vfreuuces burglar& cannot depend on reported
‘alone,‘*Thls problem has been recognized in the eva

A v1ct1mlzat10n sur
L1g actual burglary‘

1nterv1ew whether they ‘have been vrctlmlzed durlng a set perlod'

’mmunlty Crlme Preventlon Program.,j}~

a,-‘



i
i

« With these data, it is possmble to answerx the following ihpotfg

‘ﬂ4i§;fé“jsh,

stng both v1ctlm1zatlon surveys and o£f1c1ally reported data as

" measurement tools, the followzng analyses were perlormed.

‘Objective One: Td produce a statistically signiflcant decrease
~in the number of residential burglarles in the project treated
. areas as compared with those areas before project operation and-
’ with other non-treated areas during similar . tlme perlods.

- There are three groups for whlch buxglary data are necessary Lo{“:
_ assess Objectlve One. These groups are as follows' :

1, Households which chose to recelve at least one of the
three Primary Services offered by the program 1n cen—‘
sus tracts where the program prov1ded servxces.

2. Households which chose not to receive any progect ser-7>»”

vice in the census tracts where the program operated.

3. Households which Were,not offered any of the Prlma:"’ 7
Services by virtue of” «‘\:;heeng out51de th M~ensus*:

Aol

tracts where the program‘operated.f-

tant questions, ' ‘ R R R i
1., 1Is the Community Crime Prevention Program’effective
in preventing burglaries for households receiving at
least one of the three Prlmary Serv1ces7 5

2. Do the non- partlclpatlng households in a treated ‘
neighborhood benefit from their ‘neighbors® part1c1pa-,“
tion, even though they do not partlclpate themselves? '

3. How long are the effects of the progect‘s burglary ‘re= .
' duction efforts malntalned w1thout addltlonal pro:ect
”‘efforts? :

~The ‘answer to the £1rst questlon 1s yes. fThe Communlty Crlme T
Prevention Program is effective in reducmng resmdentlal burglary
for households participating in the program.‘ : : L

oo

Vlctlmlzatlon Data

"To reach this conclusion, three sets of . v1ct1mlzat10n data were Sl
:ﬁollected CCPP project victimization survey, ‘Law and Justlce <
1Plann1ng Office in~person vmctlmlzatlon survey and Law and Jus-;

tice Plannlng Offlce telephone vxctlmlzatlon survey. ’ ~

Progect v1ct1mlzatlon data are collected by CCPP staff members
at two different times. First, prior to entry into the: program,

each household’s residents are asked if . ‘they have been burglary ﬂﬁﬁ’

v;qtlms xnlthe past six months..,Sccond, these same households~'




Sk, 0 - -

3 ;]lefQ"dﬂ"‘d,},lh‘d:'f s _f5;20;.ﬁ

'are recontacted and asked rf they have been v1ct1mrzed durrng
.‘the szx-month perrod. .

. 84 percent to 89 percent, thls dlfference was not statlstlcally -
rIn early 1975, 1, 474 randomly selected households 1n federal

917 additional randomly selected households lu the same areasi

calendar _Year 1975. - ,‘, e

CCPP personnel. Durlng the same tlme,'no CCPP servrces weref

For the control. tracts 96 and’ 105, lO 43 percent (G;;f

© 57.1 percent (24 of 42) wore reported it
- burglary ‘nox 1ncredse 1n reportlng was’ srgn i

vFor the experlmental tracts 97 and 98, ,,f”ﬁ

) of: . the resrdences were burglarrzed An’ 1974,h
”(29 of 57) being reported to the: pollcey

',Although the precedlng results are 1mpressrv

. project- collected data and,vthus, thelr obJectlvrty could be

SR

Analyses of these data show that there has been a slgnnflcant o
decrease din burglary victimization. ' For 9, 129 ‘residences. 1nter—"°
v1ewed at program entry, there had been 4,46 burglarles pexr lOO
households per six months. For 5, 9203 resrdence=~1nterv1ewed ‘af-
ter! six .months of program 1nvolvement, there had been 2. 34 bur—@ =
glaries peyx 100 households. after services were provrded.: Whlle ‘
reported burglary rates (accordlng to CCPP . data): 1ncreased from_i

smgnlflcant.

census tracts 96, 97, 98 and 105 ‘were’ questloned about their - )
crime victimization during calendar year 1974, In early 1976,

were interviewed concernlng thelr crlme vrctlmlzatlon durlng

e

Census tracts,97
is, during early
in tracts 97 and’ 98,
ity 1nspéctlons,'2 089 or 37 7 percent had property marhe,‘
2,224 or 40.2 percernt were oroanlzed into. block W&tCh gro':

provrded to the 2, 861‘s1ngle or. duplex resmdences 1n,tracts 96
and 105 (the two control tracts contlguous to tracts 97 and‘98,-
to the lmmedrate north and south) SR o

the resmdences ‘were burglarlzed dn 1974,.
of 60) of. the burglarles being: reportedrlj
9.95 percent (42 . 0f 422) resldences were b

(20 .0f 495) "of both CCPP, partrcrpants ‘and - non partlcrpan

gburglanrzed, with 76.5 percent - (13 of 17"
‘known égj three cases) being reported & % . c
'decrease ‘in .burglaries and the 1ncrease in. reportl
~‘glnally srgnlflcant (that 1s,cthe drfferences Were_
“what wouﬁd be expected by chance - five: tlmes\ln 100 but greate
" than wuqt would be expected by chance 10 tlmes in: 100, S 15 one
p'talled statistical tests are used, these dlfferences are sta~
ﬂtrstrcalJy srgnlflcant, 1 €.y p <. g05) i T e

they represent’




ifguGStioﬂed’i To lnsure Lhe ob3ect1v1ty Of" the present evaluatlon,f“j
'4in- 1975 and 1976, the. &cattle Law. and- Justlcc ‘Planning Office’

- victimization and reportlng rates Lo ‘the Seattle Police. Depart—,‘flf'

ment. ALl surveys were performed ln-person at the respondents

- Wlthln the experlmental tracts, vxctlmlzatlon data for both 1974 SR

“and 1979 were analyzed separately for households part1c1pat1ng / .*'<a Ry
" and households not part1c1pat1ng. This allows us to ansyer. ques~~“»"
* tion number two abOVe. Do the non- participating households in-a

“vention Program that carries over to non-partlclpatlng house-
fpar?rcipants' burglary v1ct1m1zatlon rate dropped SLgnlflcantly
©100 households For households in the target census tracts who '

‘there was also a drop, although not s;gnlflcant, from 6.5 bur-;
‘glaries per 100 households in the pre- program period. to 5. 7.

‘have some 1mpact on those households who choose not to partlci-
’pate. B S ‘ *

v Since we can'answer‘both questions one and twokaffirmatiyely,'b
" we can also draw an important conclusion about-'displacement of

“venting- burglaries at participating- households, offenders would
simply choose another target, ~Since the. burglary rates of both

,there is no evidence that’ burglary 1s dlsplaced to non=-..

_part1c1pants. Further, there is no. evxdence that more dlstant :

"dlsplacement took place, i.eo, from the experlmental to the ad-‘“"
Jacent control census tracts.;f . T :

'q West Scattle. Therefore,fto broaden the base for the present
ranaly51s, a thlrd data source was obta;ned.w;ef ‘ e

‘Thls thlrd v1ct1mlzatlon survey was performed by telephone as’ R
‘a means- to obtaln more. lntervrews at less cost . and more qulcklylgf

© . was conducted in August,and“Septemher, A976,, ?efyi

conducted two’ v;ctlmlzatlon surveys ‘to determlne actual burglary

re51dences.y

treated nelghborhood beneflt from their nelghbors partlclpatlon?

There is a. slgnlflcant decrease in burglary for part1c1pat1ng
households and an apparent benefit of the Community Crime Pre= -

holds in the same'neighborhood. 1In the two surveys,; program
from 6.2 burglaries per 100 households to 2.4 burglarles per

chose not to part1c1pate in the services offered Dby the program,"

burglarxes per 100 households ln the post program perlod.w

The Community Crime Prevention Program can'be shown to'have‘a'
definite impact upon burglary for those. partlclpatlng and may -

burglary. “Many have hypothe51zed that by successfully pre=- -

partlcxpatlng and non- part;c;patlng households went down’ (al—?
though the decrease for non- part1c1pants was not 51gn1flcant),

/“‘

'Although tﬁzga"alY51s of the in- -person’ vxctlmlzatlon surveYs*”:"””}

fzvorable to the proyect, all of the. data were collected- in

than could be obtained with in-person: intervxews. The survey

& J;q,_.»v S

LN e e




iThe telephone survey sought v1ct1m:zatlon data for the prccedlng
“six months from bot h,program partlclpants and non—partlc;pants «
_ within CCPP treated areas. A total of 3,292 telephone interviews = - -
‘were condut¢ted in five CCPP census tracts and 711 additional non-},;"
ccpp re51dences Cltyw1de.> The flVe tracts were chosen ‘on two '
criteria: = (l) ‘census tracts recently tfeated by the progect
‘ (hav1ng been completed no more. than 18 months nor less than 51x
‘months prior to’ August,_1976), ‘and (2) census tracts in. wh;ch
" the Communlty Crime Prevention Program met or eXCeeded mlnlmumr
~standard parthlpatlon (30 percent or .more offall 51ngle and :
duplex re51dences in a census - tract recelved burglary reductlon R
services). Telephone numbers of ' program participants were ob-bff e
tained from CCPP recordsi an equivalent number of non=CCPP tele-i'?t~"w
phone numbers ,(excluding : bus;nesses and. apartments Wlthln the .
census tract boundarles) were- randomly selected from. the. Paclflcfj’
Northwest Bell Street’ Address Dlrectory for . Seattle.& Thls tele-ng‘.
phone survey provided data for a later time period: for: both CCPP;l”\
participants and non~ part1c1pants to’ supplement the 1975 in= 'm;;'
person. surveys. ~ . : L o

The results of this- survey show that partxc;patlon in . the Commu-
nlty Crlme Preventlon Program 1s 51gn1f1cantly,llkely, 3

there Were 51gn1flcantly feWer burglary occurrences 1n partlcmf
pating households than non- part1c1patlng households. For hou_
holds whlch dld not choose to parthlpate Vthe burglary e

How long do the pos1txve results last?#i

WaS :

“nent Clty response in- the £orm of the Communlty
Program would need to cons1de1 the degree to whicl -tr
for nelghbozhoods ‘once serv1ced 1s necessary to susta1\*7
lower burglary rate., ooE Sl ; i

3

: The results show ‘that. the program effect holds up : i .
~and 18° months after service. A decay effect does Occur at thls, ,
time. This may be due to ‘a combination of factors: , (1) It is -
likely that citizen voluntary 1n1t1at1ve lessens wlth tlme, w1th-
out reinforcement. (2) A Clty w1de household turnover rate of




'j51 6 ercenL over flVG years 1ndlcates that homeowner moblllty
‘may contrlbute to a decay effect. ‘ :

‘ Reported Burglary Data.

'effect did the Community Crlme Preventlon Program have onoffi-

b‘rates have on official data? . e AR A R

‘Data were organlzed into flrst—'*second~ and thlrd year treated
~areas and a Seattle-minus treated: (City- w1de control). area.. The]

post-periods were identified. . The. LWelve month: pre perlod was:
vices in the last- tract served that year. Off101al Seatt

year.

_Twosconclusions are cleax from”this»andsthe'precedihgwanalyseséﬁfff

. “tracts when compared to the City- wide: control “area. o
. ported burglary in the City-wide comtrol area 1ncreased ll per-
“cent (from 5, 949 to 6,586 reports), the flrst-year CCPP tracts
'decreaSed by 2 percent. SR

R

When we began’ thls dlscusszon of Objectlve One, we began w;th
victimization information. It- is also approprlate to ask,»"What

cial reported burglary’" Spec;flcally, what effect’ does ccep! s,qfftV*5'ﬂ
efforts to reduce burglaxry and 51mu1taneously 1ncrease reportlng

Rk Youth Service Bureau- Communlty Accountablllty Program census
tracts were excluded from the Clty w1de control area¢, : B

For each'operational year, twelve month prc—'and twelve month 7jfd,:;;;
defined as those months 1mmed1ately prior to enterlng the flrst,‘, S
tract served in that year.. The twelve- month post~= perlod was’ de—j{ﬁ‘“

fined as. those months lmmedlately followmng completlon of ser—“

Police Department re51dent1al burglary reports ‘were. summa "
for the pre- and post- periods for the City-wide control area andVW ;
the tracts the Communltj Crlme Preventlon Program served in eachff”

Tl. Burglary reportlng rates 1ncrease for both partlc1pat1ngﬁ

and non- partlclpatlng houséholds as’ a, result of -CCPP acaj

- tivities w1th1n treated areas (from- v1ct1mlzatlon survey
~data) . ' S

S2. Off1c1al pOllce data for census tracts treated by the
*proyect are inconsistent lndlcators—of cecrr effects. ,
This is likely due to the comblned effect of decreased, -
incidents with increased- reportlng Addltlonally, of-~+mj

/. ficlal police data for the first year ‘include the ef~
"~ fects of other programs operatlng in the same tracts

A comparlson of pre~ and post—perlod reportcd burglary rates5f”
for the City-wide control "area and for areasrserved by the pro—
gram ‘in the first year showed a s;gnlflcant decrease 1n CCPP

For the second -year CCPP areas, only ll months post data.w e
available for- analys;s.;‘Tnese data were converted,to X twelve_s_t




p«ﬁfrom 7 066 to -an adjusted 5 925), tracts served« ”the program'V’,
~in the second year had a.~9 percent: decrease (from . 906 toanads o
~ justed 828) in burglaries. 'Although both areas ‘experienced a
f*krdecrease in reported burglarles, post data for. the CCPP tracts o
1ndxcated a marginally. 51gn1f1cant lncrease relatlve to the Crty-“
w1de con@rol .area.. Sn T R : S S

The 1ncon51stency between flrst~ and second year reported bur—‘
'glary data and the v1ct1mlzatlon data. prevzously presented 1s
;most likely due to the increased reportlng rates for -areas; N
- hreated by .the program., However, it. does: not: explaln why" thereiﬁ'f‘,
was a significant drop in reported burglarles for- flrst-yearffqu“"'””"'
,=CCPP treated tracts. It may be that ‘the off1c1ally reported
,;results of the first operational year of the: program. represents S
,not Just CCPP efforts buL also the efforts of the varlous coor— :,g[-

f ventlon Program, there Were no such spec;al pollce progect_ j
/>ﬁerat1ng 1n the treated areas.; ' s S « v

lice department from c1tlzens llVlng in - the target areas
,pared with other non trcatod areas of the city. . 7

NI"

,ﬂ'to dlscuss why an 1ncrease 1n calls 1s an 1mp)

. program success. Firlst, .
‘crease c1tlzen observatlon of susplclous nelghbo
as -a prelude to burglary Second, .as nei hbors?be
,51tlzed to burglary and pre burglary actr
,more llkely to report burglarles 1n progr

, 'portlng of that art1v1ty.
','quallty of 1nformatlon provrd

-,and arrests generated).'

, The results of the analy51 can be summar z"*.

7_1’.{ Tl

nlflcantly for those areaSg rea
‘Crlme Prevcntlon Program.nf' S

! arrests
have 1ncreased,~although non sxg' el




C used to as-
5ess . the 1mpdct—n£;the CommunltV«vrln‘“

he - TN reventlon P ogram\' "
ported burglary.‘ The CCPP~ target dreds Were ‘put 1nto one category

and the remainder of Seattle was deflned as control areas for com—-{““

parlson purposes. ,
‘From the pre- to post- perlod in the C1ty~w1dc control area, the
burglary—ln -progress call rate increased 4- percent, or . from 8. 5
percent to 8 8 percent of the total calls.: ‘For- the treated ‘ T
tracts, - the burglary -in- progress call rate 1ncreased 27 percent,;,f
or from 9.1 percent to 11.6 percent of the tot,l]calls.. There . -~

was a sxgnlflcant increase in burglary 1n-progress,calls in the
treated areas -as. compared with the Clty w1ae con,

ulven that Obaectlve Two was achleved, addltlonal questlon
~lating to the objectlve were asked. concernlng
from which burglary in-progress calls orlglnated,
there was an increase in suspect 1nformat10n,'and
these burglary in- progress calls resulted 1n moyx
scene. -

In attemptlng to anSWer these queetlons'

analy51s m
above. -

: areas,
‘infOr

result ‘of CCPP act1v1t1es
Doos the increase of: burglary in- progress calls in CCPP areas’

‘ eause more 1mmed1ate -response: dlSpatchlng of patrol offlcers to
g crlme scenes w1thout/a corresponding lncrease 1n favorable outcomes

ws to analyze the outcome of such"calls. S




1{1.e.,

arrest of susyects)?




BCTION FOUR. '.AIJA,LYSi_S" OF ALTERNATIVES

+

INTRODUCTION

?'Thc precedlng sertlonSuof thlS report have descrlbed in detall
~whgt the Communlty Crln Preven,xon Program 1s, how lt operates,'

relatlvely 51mple operational modnf
oped

aaddltlon,
rates from”
medlately




Por dlrect servxée>h‘
The decrease in

creases, there 1q K;net decrease
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‘households and unserviced households (Bvlh1and Bvuh) can be: ap-‘

- -number of burglaries as a flnction of tlme suld be represented
~as: v : {. T

/Thus, in this example; we would expect'the'actual number of burt

. crease from 12,232 to 5,975 nn a perlod of Lol. 8 months,'or;

,‘Reported burglarx : The ctlme 1mpact evaluatlon also ShOWS th i
‘the proportion of burglarles reported ‘to pollce chances as‘a. oo
resu]t 0of CCPP treatment. If we defzneﬂaddltlonal Varlable;"

‘households, respeotlvely, it 1s possxble to wr;te_the fo;low1hgl

=318
‘Number'of‘hoﬁeehOIds % victimizatiOn rate

Thus, burglarles in servmced hohseholds would be the numbexr of ; D
serviced hocuscholds multeplled »y their victimization rate (BV h) , R
Similarly, burglary v1ct1M12atlon ratcs fors 1nd1rect servigce s T

plied,; respectively, to the“equatlons llsted above. Thus, ‘the

Burglaries, serviced. households = BVsh[lO 000 + pnt]

Burglaries, indirect servxce households = BV h{ls 000 + (l~p)nt}
BV;p, [15,000 + nt - pnt)

Burglaries, unserv1ced households'= BVuh[lll 972 - nt]

Using the victimization rates observed in West Seattle durlng

the second year of the project (BV sh = +0243; BV, = .0565; and
Bvuh = ,0995; see crime impact: evaluatlon) and solvmng these - Lk
equations at t = 0 months and t = 101 8 months produces the fol-p
lowing results, shown 1n Tahle 4-1.

Table 4~ l-*Burglarles by Type of Household , fé‘i‘ -

: : ~ ]t =0 months lOl 8 months LTRSS S

. [ Serviced houoeholds b 243.00 , 1,331 34 : ' o
| Indirect servicc households | = 847.50 . .4,643.25 , S
Unserviced households~ R 11,141.21  F e e T e
Total : , 12,231,71 .} - 5,974,59 . Vi ' ‘ B

g

glaries occurring -in single-family and duplex households, to de-,_:”>i

approxlmately 51 percent.

sh Rih . and R h’as the proportlons of burglarles repo:ted ln,",,ﬁ,
serviced householdq, indirect serv1cn households and unserviced L

relaflonshlps.

‘vReported burglarles, serv1ced households *dRsh{BVsh[lO 000 + pnt]} Mti"“‘?é:?f

Reported burglaries; lndlrect service household'? FA;'

Ry {BV3,115,000 + nt - pnt]}

‘ Reported burglarles, unserv1ced households Ruh{BVuh[lll“972 - nt]}




-If these equatlons are solved at the beglnnlng of program 1mple—f
- mentation (t = 0) and at the p01nt at which all households have
: 10T 8 months) and uslng reportlng
rates observed in West Seattle of Ry = 1007 ‘
Ryp = -57 (see crime impact evaluatlon),
‘are. obtalned, shown in Table 4 2.

been offered CCPP services (t

~32-

‘ =.64; and
the follow1ng results_'

Table 4—2—-Reported Burglarles by Type ofyhousehold

o : 0 months i lCl 8 months
Serviced households 243.00 o -1,331.34 '
Indirect Service households ©:542.40 ) 002,971,680 7.
Unserviced households 3 - 6,350.49  f. o e "o
Total »77135;89' -4 4, 303;021:.~?»

Thus,yln thls exemple, we . would expect reported burglary to de-

crease from 7,136 to 4,303 dur;ng the time requlred to’ offer , :
~C”PP services to all Clty s;ngle famlly and duplex households.:ts,

- ot




hf\eFour alternatlves for CCPP operatlons in the future are presented

qpfentire City  to be covered within an estlmated two years.'

B I R TR B L

o SECTION FOUR: ANALYSIS OF ALTERNATIVES |

FOUR ALTERNATIVESvFOR COMMﬁNITY'CRIME”PREVENTION PROGRAM

hére to examine. their possible impact upon the occurrence and re-
'portln\\of res;dentlal burglary in the next one, flve,.tenﬁand‘
fifteen yea*s. : , S -

ml-.
&

:1rst alternat&ve (present opnratlon) env151ons ‘no. change in
st aff level, mode of operation or number of people being offered o
and acceptlng CCPP services. As prev1ously mentloned, this al- 5f»;”eﬁ;ﬂ
ternatlve would requlre approximately elght and one-half addl-"'. TN
tional years to cover the entire C1ty.1 : : RS R

Alternatlve two (moderate expanSLQn) env1s;ons a- 50 percent im=
provement in the number of households being offered ‘and. acceptlng

' CCPP services. This mlght be achieved in one of two poss;ble

ways. First, a 50 percent 1ncrease din stafflng levels (to nine.
Communlty Organizers and. six Home Service. TechnLCLans), with no.i
change in method of operation. A second way to achieve. such an
increase would involve the. conversxon of the present four Home

Service Technicians to Communlty<0rganlzers and’ rellance upon - ERIE S
citizens to perform their own property marking and home securlty”,f"'
inspection, following a training session. .The Communlty Organi-f» ; -
zers would later inspect such c1tlzen—performed services and . T
either approve them or make suggestions for. ‘additional work. at S
that time. Alternative two would, ant1c1pate serv1ces belng of-‘pp‘
fered to 1,650 households a month, with 40 percent of them ac- =~
cepting such services. At this rate, the entlre Clty would be f;f'
serviced in five and two- thlrds years.r ' o

Alternative three (massmve expan51on) 15 based on’ the assumptlonf}V‘
that the entire City should be offered prOJect senvices ‘within
three years, using ourrent prOJGCt methods.~ To achleve ‘this,

3,110 households a month would need to be offered project ser-.ﬂvw
“vices.  This would represent an ‘increase of. 183 percent over: oo
present levels of opération. . If the staff levels needed to- pro-fV’"

- vide these ‘operations are llnerally expanded, thls would. repre~ -
~sent a need for 17 Community Organlzers and 11 Home Service~[s¢
NTechnlcians. : T : < S

“»Alternatlve four (meala recrultment) would lnvolve a drastlc S
_ departure from present methods of operatlon. ‘Rather than: re- ..
-lying upon door-to-door: canvassxng, c1t1zens would be - subjectedis‘
" to massive media. (telev1s10n,< adlo,»newspaper and malllno) cam=. .
. paigns w1th1n varyous nelghborhoods of the ;ty. The adva tage .
- of this method would be that staff time spent recrultlng house-‘:,rg
“holds could be- USed in prOVldan serV1ces.A “This would aXlow. ‘the
How— e
Tever, the dlsaavantage of such an approach lS that past experlence"'




::n74 ‘percent of the present level.: Thls alternatlve might allow

- ries. Assumed values for (n) (number of households‘

~34-

.both‘natlonally and locally lndlcates that only a: small propor-f-
tion of people become 1nvolved (from. 2 percent to l7 -percent, - a
- with the majority of such programs recrultlng less. than: 10° per~ -
cent of’ those informed). - Based on first- -year experlence of the :
Communﬂty Crime Prevention Program ‘in the Ballard areaj; a 7 per-f”'
cent recruitment rate would be considered extremely high. ‘ong a
monthly average for the two years to cover the Clty, thls'would
represent the: provxslon ‘of CCPP serv10es to. approxlmately 3277
. (7 pexcent acceptance of 4,666 offered a month) households, or’

. a"reduction of staff to four and one—half Communlty Organlzers
© and thnee Home Serv1ce Technlclans. : S

,Te defermlne the relative merlt of these four alternatlves, o
jections of the total number of resxdentlal burglaries in singlef";}.
family and duplex households that would occur and would be re—' o

‘ported to the pollce within one,. flve,iten and flffeen years e
were developed. The pro;ectlons were made usmng the equatio S
prev;ously presented for the number of households serV1ced" he

services per month) and: (p) (proportlon of households ccept
services) for each model are presented 1n Table 4- -3 be‘ow."

Table 4~ 3--Assumed n -and p_Values for Varlous Alternatlves

kvAlternatlve . ﬁ«f. t”P7

1 1100 [ 40 |
2. . | 1650 {1 40|
'3 '+ | 3110.3 | 40

4’”f o f4665 5. ,f;o7

Burglary v1ct1mlzatlon and burglary:reportlng‘rates for*se
households are presented in Table 4= ' 16
these estlmates are as. follows.f The un 2
glary rate was ‘based upon ‘a telephone Sur’
chosen, non-CCPP households within’ the City
in August and September, 1976..  0Of ‘those ca'>~y : 3
cent) indicated that they had been’ ourglarized“ln the preced ng -
six months. . Converted to an ‘annual rate,fthls represe tl
burglarles per lOO households per year. L : e

-Table 4- 4-—Burglary Vlctlmlzatlon and Reportlng Rate’
: " for leferent Households

Type of Household . .-~ Burglary Rate per 100 Reportlng Rate
Serviced household (CCPP member) S 3,83 o i -
Indirect service household - ,'k,f; 8.04- '
Unserviced household (not yet .- ';'”:;.v LA
offered CCPP services) .~~~ | - gL72




~Within the West Seattle census tracts for whlch pre—~and post—

victimization data were avallable for both serv1ced and- 1nd1rect o
service households, v1ct1mlzatlon rates for 1nd1rect servmce
households decreased 12 4 percent, whlle in two adjacent non-‘
treated tracts burglary decreased 4.6 percent.ﬂ Therefore,»theg;
net decrease in indirect sexvice households due to being in a
treated drea is estlmated at 7.8 percent. . A 7.8 percent ‘de-

crease in the City-wide burglary rate would represent a rate of
8.04 burglarles per 100 households pex year. L , o

Foxr servmced households, the decrease was: 60 7 percent whlch,
when adjusted for the 4. 6 parcent. decrease in nelghborlng non—?,
treated .kracts; represents a decrease of 56 1 percent.j Such a;

' decrease in the City-wide rate. would represent 3.83 burglarleS‘

per 100 households’ per year.,

Burglary v1ct1m reportlng rates were taken from West Seattle

“wvictimization data previously presented in ‘this sectlon.. Theb

one exception was for serviced households. GLVen ‘the'!low num~yfi”“
ber of burglary cases (n = 6) upon ‘which ‘the reportlng rate:

(100 perceht) was determined, it was felt that such a: flgure

was unrealistically high. - Therefore,,for present’ purposes,iawf'

90 percent reporting flgure was used as one. 1ntermed1ate be-n-

tween CCPP pro;ect figures and. the Law and Justlce Plannlng
Offlce conducted in~person surveys.

For each of the four alternatlves, the estlmated nUmber of bur-fgf*
glaries that would occur and that would - be reported on.an annual
rate are presented in Figure 4-2 and Table 4=5 below.’ All_proe
jections are based on the assumptlons that., ~ S

1. actual residential burglary and‘reporting'wouid‘remainf‘u
constant over ‘time w1thout further CCPP actlvrtles, and

2,; no decay of program effect would occur.f‘ St SR

With these assumptlons, the number of estlmated actual burgla~75=

rles within single- famlly and duplex reSLdences would be 11,353

a- year, of which 6,682 would be reported if no. further CCPP ser-.fff;fﬁw‘
v1ces were provxded.k - , i : -

In Tabie 4-5, the number of burglarles ‘that would have been pre~ffﬂ717;d
~vented .is given as a. cumulative figure from. ‘time = 0, oxr the =~
beglnnlng poxnt of- tHe pro:ectlon.f For example, alternatlve 4

a

2leen an assumed CCPP. populatlon reportlng rate of 90 percent

.or prooortlon equal . t°:'90ur ty.of randomly se~
lectlng Six CCpP- resrdences ] were, urglarlzed and in ‘which -
akl were reported would be p = (assumed population p opor- :

f‘txon to the power equal to the nu%ber of samples, or .90 )

1
i+
H

’;1




Figure 4-2--Number of Burglaries per Year
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in Table 4- 5 would result in lO ?61 burglarles uccurrlng, w1th
6,745 belng reported after five years of operation. Wlthln that g
- five years; a total of 4,368 burglaries would have been prevented.;,m
‘Alternative 1 would result in 9,793 burglaries, of . which 6,350
.would be reported and’ a cumulatlve 1, 560 burglarles would have e
been prevented in five years. , 5

An addltlonal alternatlve ‘would- be to dlscontlnue the Coﬁmunlty
Crime Prevention Program.{ If this were to occur, the estlmatedu ;
present number of re51dent1al burglarles per year in: s1ngle—~ o
family and duplex residences (ll 353) would increase to 11,94
(5 percent increase) w:thln is8 months as pro:ect effects.begln
to decay. Assumlng that reportlng rates would revert to'pngv g
treatment leVels,kthe present level 6,682 reports would lncrease
to 6, 808 (2 percent increase) . ‘These flgures are based,{'
-assumption that_in the absence of CCPP efforts,
rences and reports will remaln constant If the assum‘-
‘no future decay is made, ‘
ports would remaln unchangea 1n the absence of other

a glft worth dollars.
and please contlnue.t.%

‘tally or partnally ellmlnatlng the observed decay effect



. SECTION FOUR: ANALYSIS OF ALTERNATIVES

thISCUSSION OF. ALTERNATIVES S ;,';“Qg{v' *sf'_gm.f' ‘ ,,7&1*j5,~%7.,h551

The: progectlons generated ln the precedlng paragraphs allow some
addltlonal dlscu551on of the alternat:ves for: the ‘Seattle. CCPP
~-efforts The model. focuses upon. three esseéntial varlables as:
predlctors of future levels of burglary v1ct1mlzatlon and re= .
'portlngu These are the capac1ty of the Clty;t offer: CCPP ser—"’”
vices  to households,,the program s methodology for recrultment
of participants ahd. the level of partlclpatlon achleved by the :

recruitment methodology. t?ee

-AlLernatlves T, 2 and 3 dlffer only in. terms of . the‘CLty's ca—‘{
pacity to offer servicesa Alternative 1 is basicall dest—up—’v,,‘
tive of the current effort. nAlthough ‘the minimum standard for,"
the program ‘has been 30 percent acceptance of. CCPP sexrvices, ” T
pregram experience .shows that: hugher levels may be: obtalned,na?fvw;f zo
especially with the addition of ‘the Mobile Citizen Involvement Rt
Unit. Thus, we would expect: to achleve apprOXLmatjly 40 per—\~f5;
cent part1c1patlon +through, the systematlc door- to—door, block-’&l
by-block methodology. This methqdology is" 1nherent 1n Alterna—?‘
tives 1, 2 and 3. Capac1ty to offer CCPP serv1ces can be .
increased in two wayS'V Sl C S

l.bllncrease the ‘CCPP- staff by hlrlng addltlonal Commu-
nlty Organlzers and Home Serv;ce Techn1c1ans,:or

- The prlnclpal advantage of the use;of VOlunteers;;of course;_g"77
is that the program. 1mplementatlon/costs could be reduced.tt,
s Tt is usefuls, however,fto con51der*other somewhat ana10gous
publlc safety services prov1ded by the Clt" ~F ,yexample,
‘the ,conduct of inspections with motives of e p%eVehtion,
‘malntenance of health, construction: and hou51 g adequacy stan—
;dardS\ there appears to be an element of teob lcal competencef‘.

*and must be able to conv1nce c1t1zens, from a marketx g p01nt
of v1ew, that suggesteo remedles should be 1mplemented.w_p




e Flnally,,there is some ev1dence ts [
L ogy which uses’ program ‘staff ln,an off1c1al Clty capaclty wlf

';ralses several 90551ble problems.; ‘At this- tlme, we do not ha"é

;'makers should be,thlnnlng in terms of a permanen

v‘;sons). While thls information’ does. not;/ relate dlrectly t -
;!thls questlon,’lt represents the best avallable lnformatlon‘
}gat thls tlme. A S : S : ,

~regarding’ the avallablllty of volunteer assxstance in dlfflcultfdiﬂll“

the four alternatlves present two related

achleve greater compllance and partlclpatlon dn ‘the program
However, the use of. voJunteers to: perform CCPP staff activi

suff1c1pnt data to assess these potentlal concerns, but the

of recrultment and tralnlng of v_ unteers, and replaclng'volun-s
teers ‘who qu1t.~ Second, data on’ communlty acceptance of such ,
volunteers as’ authoritative sources “of “information and comp11-~7”
ance with’ such - suggestions dre’ lacklng.' Thlrd, we: have no data .

nelghborhoods im the City.: Fourth, prqgect experaence with' : e
volunteer workers through its Adv1sory ‘Service cannot presentlyf;f'“
be said to have had any ‘impact upon either burglary v1ct1mlza— S
uicn or. reportlng rates,’sxnce no such data presently exlst.;_g*

In summary, the best alternatlves formlnu;“l
of the Community Crime Prevention Progra,_"’
pears to be addltlonal staff.m Proceedlng

1. At what rate should CCPP services
8 remalnrng unservxced households’_”'

2. What level of resources should befcommittedjto«an
cJ.nst.l.tut:x.onallzed CCPP capac1ty°7,oﬁf;e*'°”V1”* '

appr xlmately 50*
~te&spectively) is ¢
First, the level o
tion program-and 1ts demonstrated success sugges‘

~In. other words, the Conmunlty Crlme Preven

3Evalu}tvon of the Procram'é“uffecf veness; I
. ational Identification, Volume. l,:Instltute ro'
ram: Analysxs, St. Lou1s, Mlssourl, 19'5;

'"(e g., approxamately 2 percent to 17 per




'for controlllng resrdentlal hurklary@‘~Thls bellef 1§
several lessons learned in the”demonstratlon program and"
'evaluatlon,,as well as 1ntu1t1ve argument.'k ' - :

p0ne 1mportant factor whlch should be consrdered 1s the rate at
'whlch c1tlzens change thelr place of reSLdence.' :

'fAs mentloned above, the: fact that c1tlzens frequently change
thelr place of ‘residence is somewhat troublesome to the CCPP
‘kconcept., Census data for 1970 show that 48.4 percent of
Seattle's res;dents occupled the same owelllng in: l965.,j@
other words, 51.6 percent resided at a different. loc’ o3
they did in 1965.5 These data suggest that, ‘to the extent
gram-’ 1nfluence depends upon citizen- actlons,.there would be a’

natural decay in program effectlveness.’ That is, ‘to the extent;'/4'h

Vprogram success depends upon part1c1patlon in block watche_y

patlng occupants would move each year.; On the othe
jget hardenlng beneflts (securlty lmprovements)'
/be urdaffected by a- change in occupancy becaqu

- *{sfrom’phy51cal changes to the dwelllng 1tself.

not sold, exchanged or burgled, wo ld ccntlnue to cont’lb
overall program 1mpact. S o 2 L

. to any attempe by government to organlze nelgnborho
“the motivation - ccrlme reduction or some other: goal
kjtloned in Sectlon Two, the Communlty Crlme Preventlon
is attemptlng to reduce the impact of the turnover ph:
fthrough block watch Malntenance Serv;ces.;ﬁ}v S

the change of re51dence problem.;
4rloi of tlme, we would expect that

?51A discu351on of the proper length of the be ween thtipr_;
\p %clackf




most rapld,
of lowarlng annual




Program shou]d contlnue.;g'
of the Clty1{5y5eattla;°

~t10nal respo u

and’ apprehenSAOn.

'\ <
. Prevention: The target‘ &t
measures: encourageﬁ ﬂy.the
gram are theqkest known mez
is subs”antlal that where” burglarsAarQ Scourage
f*rlng, the burglary dons not take place. ff{]jﬂ

’very sllght.- It takes only secqnds for m
entexr a home, and it is mathemat ra,iy 1mp
llce to be strateglcally 9051

Crlme Preventlon Program ogerates'

Detection ib‘also enhanced ny he ccep

portlng to pollce.g In thlS way}
pol;ce obtalnlnggmore comgle&efburqlary




«City‘pubiic'Safety“serﬁicefv
 _P5ngram -shotrld be” v1ewed as
‘ity of the Clty.,

burglary, but costs ]ess,
proven., ‘

f;QThe b‘attle Communlty
 t1ally different from
o tives by othar means.

.o of this- prO}ect whlch
’;permanent.a,




{TThe Communlty Crlme PreVentlon Program should not sacr;flceh7
. qdallty of servlces dellvered for 1nducements of dellverlng‘
”the serv1ces more qulckly or more broadly.;” :

.staff, the use of volunteers ‘has - not been tested and mayh,zf
xnot be ao effectlve as. serv1ce dellver : : ;

‘exposed to ‘the criticism that c1tlzens are being asked to
’contribute more than thelr falr share to the burgiary pre-a

e

&

‘y“.

1

4 ; S i :
The Communlty Crlme Preventlon Program should retaln 1ts
systematic block= by block. approach,,W1th a ‘minimum of un~
controlled: experlmentatron.; The ba51c program. methodology

7should not be - changed. ~The: Communlty Crlme Preventlon Pro~f»

gram should continue:to" Offerx: pr1n01pally three servmces-

(1) home securlty 1nspect10n, (2). property marklng,;and (3);f?ﬁhhiu
block watch organlzatlon.’ Although the work is repetltlous“
~for staff, it is these three’ Prlmary Servmces whlch form

the methodology which has been - exposed to test for. the las* o
three years. These are’ the tasks that work to reduoe bur-;;f
glary. o - - Y : o

It is known “that there are cheaper and faster waYs to cover;Vi”
‘the City with anti-burglary 1nformat10n. However,'lt is.

not known if cheaper and faster. dlspensatlon of ‘services -
works as well. Once the progran has: been lnstltutlonallzed,

the same high expectations for results must be" malntained.

Experimentation with the de51gn which could adversely af-,ﬁ*‘7

fect burglary impact by the Community Crime Prevention Pro-lQV:‘

gram ;should be avoided. - That is not to say. that different
techniques to reduce COSto and speed servmce dellvery should
not be tried. However, program reflnements should: ‘be” at-““~
teﬂgted in a cautlous, systematlc and experlmental way.

The offer of CCPP. eerv1ces should contlnue to be made by
paid professional Home Service Techn1c1ans and Communlty
Organizers. Although less costly than professxonal fleld

tective services thh tax dollars.» In the Co'munlty Crime
Prevention Program, c1t12ens go--one: s ep further.‘ They B
volunteer time and energy in formlng block watch groups,’f

and they spend ‘their money to make" securlty 1mprovements;*
In this way, the citizens a551st the ‘City in provrdlng ;
them protection from burglary.a If the Clty addltionally
were to expect. the organlzatlonal efforts also to be the -
responsxblllty of citizens, the City could potentxally be

ventlon effortp; ' T Sy

[/
i

Addltlonal'lnformetion on'maietaining“program effect"shoﬂia“

" be generated. The Maintenance function must:be refined end
expanded as the. proportlon of the Clty oovered by the pro-

gram expands.




T A T

‘Some work has been done in an attempt to understand how to"
- maintain the burglary preventlon effect of the Communlty

" to continue, and perhaps be: enlarged, in the next several

S

Crime Preventlon Program.r It is- reasonable to expeéct some>

loss of sustained energy on the part of c1tlzens volunteer—y»w”f‘ L

ing time to burglary reductlon. . Somé experlmentlng with-
rejuvenation methodologies currently- belng done will have

months in an attempt to "fine- tune" the. complete CCPP re-

-sponse, In this way, it is hoped more preclse unders tandlng

of the effective use of«several ‘mechanisms to keep program
lnterest hlgh in nelghborhouds can be obtalned and descrlbed.
The progxam part1crpatlon qyota should be 1ncreased from 30
percent to 40 percent of "‘single~family and duplex households'
in an area. - The 30 percent. participation minimum. saturatlon'

quota for 51ngle famlly and duplex househdlds in- an: area.

should be increased to 40 percent- minimum partlcmpatlon satu—ijj-
-’ratlon. We should contlnually attempt to 1mprove on the pro=- ..’

portion of citizens acceptlng CCPP services. - Most areas in ‘
which the Cummunity Crlme Prevention Program worked ‘in the“L
second and third years had a participation rate of betweenf W

.40 and 50 percent. With the addltlon of ‘the Mobile: Cltlzen )
Involvement Unit, a 40 percent minimum for cltlzen part1c1pa-

tion appears to“be realistic. 'The Analys;s of Alternatlves
shows that with 40 percent oart1c1patlon, ‘the burglary reduc-
tion capabilities of the Cqmmunlty Crlme Preventlon Program,
1mprove cons;derably. , L o Bt A SRR

Productivity quOtas for staff'sbould be'maintained,'andbade,‘
ditional productivity reqULrements‘related to the Mainte-
nance function for staff who have had several years to '

aevelop and. refine skills should be con51dered. e

The'Community Crime Prevention Program shehld be placed in
the City's general fund budgegp_ Fot 1977, five months of
operatlon costs to cover the perlod from August l, 1977,

December 31, 1977, $109,625,.should be budgeted in the 1977_5 o

annual City budget. The present size’ of the staff should
be maintaired. ' The larger the fleld staff, the greater: the
Primary Service coverage, whichiresults in greater burglary.
reduction benefit to: the City. However, ‘1t -is known that
the Clty faces serious budget problems; and increases in

staff size are, therefore, not recommended.‘ The present ,kwvff_ﬁ

staff size €0n51sf1ng of ten field. staff 1nv°lves 1,100 new

households per month; at this rate, the entlre Clty w111 be ﬁ%g#

covered 1n 10 4 years.

: . & : I3
i \

The. Communlty Crlmt Preventlon Program should ne permanently, S
placed in the Department of Community Development.  During g

its demonstration phase, the Community Crime Prevention Pro-

~gram has been placed admlnlstratlvely under the Offlce of
“Policy Planning/Law and Justice Planning Offlce.i”It appears
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*'that 1t is the program®' s strlct adherence methodology whlch‘ 
has ‘allowed- the Communlty Crime Preventlon Program to suc~-
ceed where othars which pursue similar objectives have"
failed. Therefore, malntenanoe of program methodology is a
principal ‘issue in dec1d1ng into whlch Clty department to
place the program. ’ :

The services prov1ded and the malntenance of hlgh levels of
productivity in the provision of those services depend to a
great extent on flex1b111ty in work schedullng and disci- .
pline with regard to attentlon to the phllosophy of system—'
atic treatment; as opposed to response.' ‘

The work. belng accompllshed by the Communlty Crlne Preven- .
tion Program is tedious and: can. be boring. Consequently, E
‘suggestions for work act1v1t1es dlfferent from those pre-.
scribed by the 1mplementatlon design can be eXpected to
receive positive reception by the staff.’ The‘ﬁemonstratlon
experience has shown that there is a tendency for staff to’
become distracted and to substitute a work agenda for. that
which is prescrlbed by the objectlves,,as a solutlon to L
routine. , : : S
The Community Crime Preventlon Program could. be placed in ,
one of several City departments including the Seattle Po-f
lice Department (SPD), the Department of Human Resources
(DHR) , the Department of Licenses and Consumer Affairs -
(DLCA), the Department of Communlty Development (DCD) and
the Law and Justice Planning Offlce (LJPO)

The Law and Justlce Plannlng Offlce can be qu1ckly dls—\fw
mlssed as a reasonable alternative becauoe it ig not an ...
operating department, and because’ the City Council has
provided clear instructions that no permanent operating
programs are to be placed-in the Office of Policy Plan-
ning, of which the Law and Justice Planning Office is’a

The Seattle police Department<would be a poor vh01ce to. .
manage the ‘Community Crime Prevention Program.~ The Seat*le,
Police Department appears to lack the flexlblllty needed toﬁ_
accommodate the Community- Crime Preventlon Program.“ SPD. L
work <“ules are necessarily strict and structured, v1olatlongf”

of these rules nofmally results in disciplimary action.. In . .
order for the. Community Crime Preventlon Program to- operate;[gg
in the Seattle Police Department, many SPD. work rules would
have to be set aside. To do 56 would practlcally guarantee |
morale problems in the lelSlon “to, whlch ‘the Communlty Crlme
Prevention Program wovld be- attached and. would probably - '
create substantlal managpment and superV1slon problems.,,'f
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*HiStorically, the police’ department has malntalned a response
‘orientation. ~Generally, the pollce department responds to. .
',complalnts and calls and prov1des pollce services thereafter.
‘There is a hlgh probablllty that th;s response orlentatlon i
would have a negatlve effect on the’ Communlty Crime Preven—. =
tion Program.  LJPO experlence with management of the Commu-~-7“
nity Crime Preventlon Program has shown “that there are. many ,
requests or calls from citizens and ‘groups to apply CCPP re—~
sources in other than a systematlc ‘fashion.: ‘No: doubt the S
Chief of Police and his staff recelve multrple requests of "

this sort daily. It is 1mportant, and expected, that the :
police department be responsrve to c1tlzen requests for %er—'~w"
vice. 1In order to do its job, the pollce department needs""

to have the support and cooperation of the- c1tlzenry, one:
way of gaining that support is to be respons;ve to:- c1tlzen
requests. Consequently, a major concern ‘is that AE CCPP :
resources were. under the control of the" Ch;ef of Polace and
his command staff, the Communlty Crlme Preventlon Program B
might become primarily . a communlty relations unlt whose’ re-,’:”“
sources would be applied to meet the specific demands of"; S e
current situations’, as opposed to malntenance of the roven‘;vff
systematic block by block treatment methodology.dﬁﬁu S

In order to maintain. the 1mplementat10n deSLgn, the‘Commue
nity Crime Prevention Program will have to ' be: 1nsu1ated o
from day-to-day requests . for a response dlfferent from that
preccrlbed. , : : :

Ee

The other'alternative departments) DCD, DHRhand DLCA““havé;
a lesser tradition in being response- orlented ALl have:
tended to take proactlve approaches to thelr act1v1 -

evenlng and weekend meetlngs and work und.,
supervxslen, all of whlch are characterlst'

Both DHR and DLCA could operate the Communlty Ci me. Preve
tion Program. However,‘lt appears that DCD wouldh,“ res
the best overall cholce.'

DCD has a strong nelghborhood lmprovement orlentat*
~management style of DCD,.whlle allowlng for’a w;de rang
f1ex1b111ty, is characterlzed by & str‘ t ‘ '

quallty may be a functlon of 1ts programs-that?often'réqumre’
meeting certaln schedules ‘as’ a prerequmsxte for ftrther :
'fundlng. v e o e ,

, »The Communlty Crlme Preventlon Program should be'co{tlnually55
monltored and evaluated The Communle Crlme Preventlon :

C
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clearly remains an experimental Pprogram, although 1t has a‘t_

. history spanning more than: ‘three years.  Upon. 1nst1tutlonall- o
zation into the Depaxrtment of Community Development, fhe i
experlmental character of the program will ‘be: further con=
firmed. . Placement of a publlc safety program in that depart- -
ment is a direct challenge ‘to tradltlon. ~ :

The'Communlty Crime: Prevention Program should be. carefully
monitored in. its ‘early institutionalized state.v The Offlce'

of Management and Budget (OMB) should apply ln its . strlcfest
possible way a -program budget process to the lnstltutlonal—’

ized CCPP. - That is,; OMB should requlre, through the budgét R
preparation and review process, that the productxvmty of the‘,'"'
Communlty Crime Preventlon Program 1s malntalned.~f v

The Law and Justice Plannlng Offlce should contlnue to eval-
uate the effectiveness of the: Communlty Crime Prevent;on Pro-"
gram in reducing burglary: In-addition, LJIPO" should ‘design
and carefully monitor in controlled experlments new approaches’~
to providing CCPP servmces.vju ,

A project steering commlttee should be formed to provxde &
forum for on-going discussion of any new developments re~‘”
lating to the Community Crime Prevention Program.u This: =
project steering commlttee should be made up of representa-
tives of OMB, DcD, LJPO and SPD.’, ddltlonally,,a Standard:
Operating Procedure (SOP) should be- prepared ‘that outllnes -
specifically what will be done, by whom and on what schedule" :
regarding the Community Crime Preventlon Program. This: SOP ‘
will provide the basis and means for. regular Clty Couﬂc11
review of the pro;ect. T : '
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" The Communlty Crime Preventlon Program (CCPP) is an attempt to

| 'eThlrd Year Lvaluatlon Lo : e flfa g»]ﬂ le o : fff
- Community Crime Prevention Program : s

Grant Award Contract #1161, #1485,
#1701 and. 75-C-0137

© July 1, 1973, to August 31, 1976

Project Description and Funding

Like almost all metropolitan areas, Seattle has experlenced a .
rapid increase in reported residential burglaxy 'During .the .

ten years from 1965 through 1974, reported burglary,'both resi-

dential and non~residential, increased from 4,‘65 to 14, 219~-an
increase of 186 percent, while the populatlon decreased by 7
percent (from 545,000 to-507, 000).

0

use citizen~based action as a burglary reduction strategy.t The
project consists of a number of communlty organlzers who help
neighborhood residents plan and carry out. burglary preventlon
and reportlng measures consisting of three prlmary act1v1t1es.?

First, organizers offer to engrave an. identifying nunbexr (usu—ff'
~ally the driver's license number),  on certain ‘types of- eas;ly

stolen property, such as Lypewrlters, televlslon sets and .
stereo equipment. Second, the organlzers offer to conduct a

security inspection of the residence, looklng at common poxntsvjjffﬁ‘?*VV

of entry by burglars and suggestlng various 1mprovements in
security devices. ‘ Third, a system:of block watch organ17a-}

tions is set up in which members of the nenghborhood agree towzefﬂjb

watch their neighbors' residences and to report any su5p1c1ous
circumstances ox probable burglarles. f~,“ﬁ>‘wu S :

‘The basic hypothesis tested by CLPP act1v1t1es ls that the es-F"“

tablishment of block watch organlzatlons and- the prov151on of -

" home security 1nspectlons and property marklng wills smgnlfl-’”

cantly reduce the occurxrence of. residential burglary for those
residences and areas receiving CCPP services, when. compared to
residences and areas not_receiving these services. ‘ :

During the period examined in'this;evaluatlont CCPP was’ funded flﬁn’

through the following LEAA .grants: ,

© . FLIe

- *Thls grant included a number of pollce pro;ects runnlng concurrently w1th- ,
- Ccpp operations. The total comblned CCPP and pollce operatlons were funded;_

‘at $333,333.

a

Award Number . Title .. ‘Period - - Amount Funded
1181 Burglary Reduction Program* 7= $100 ooo* o
1485 Burglary Reduction Program-5 8~l—74/7 31—75 l’ 139 855;
1701 - Expanded Community Crime ; g
‘ Prevention : ‘ 7-1 75/6—30—76 '”,‘ 42 383
75-C~0137 Communlty Crlme’PreventioneC 8-1—7a/lO°3l~76"' 151,927



'Brejectgﬂis

f'The follOW1ng presents a capsulated hlstory of the major events;;g

during the.

-August 31,

July 1’11973

August,ls, 1973

September'—

October, 1973

May, 1974
May, 1974

June, 1974

”July},1974

‘October, 1974

s March, 1975 .
August,41975
;,y“Augnst,:1975 :

' october, 1975

G

February, 1976

' March, 1576

CCPP period of operatron between July l,

-and.
1976, :

1973,

- official beglnnlng date of grant #1161 fundlng CCPP as's ﬁ;~.
part of a larger: burglary reductlon progect R :

Pro;ect dlrector and 1n1t1al staff hlred (fxve commu—."
nlty organlzers, data coordlnator and clerk-typlst)

; CCPP began field operatlons, w1th serv1ces belng pro—~
vided in SPD census tracts 91 and 92 . : o

‘Decision to 1nvolve at least 30fgercent of all s1ngleu&
family and duplex re51dences w1th1n target tracts in

each of the three services and to exclude aparcment*
dwellers from actlve orgaanlng efforts

Decision to de~empha51ze mass medla and profe551onal - R
public ‘relations approach: to ozganlzlng communities AQ;;*"“
because of minimal response in pollce sector Boy gy
(Ballard area) ’ SR

~First comoleted tracts (91 and 92) wa_th '%0 percent
of single and duplex resldences recemvmng progect
“serv1ces S e _

‘Clerk~typ1st posmtlon made half~t1me p051t10n fl'

(ﬁt

Four tracts begun in flrst year completedu(SPD census
tracts 91, 92, lOl, lll) e S ;

,Nlne CETA posxtlons added to CCPP sta”
nity organlzers, six home serv;ce “techni
clerk=- typlst) ' oy

Seven Lracts begun in second year complet;
sus. tracts 100, 102, 114 141, 142,160

Plannlng began on the pro",
followup servrces ‘to: resm;ences w1th1n CCPP

m




 Bugust, 1976

i

k »~'”.V'U7Au<jus{:, 1976 " Seven tracts begun in th: rd year compLeted (aPD census
0 txacts %0, 154, 161, 171, 188, 191, 193) -

i

o
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Tve-iSexvices Pro;vid:e'd S

During the first 34- 172 months of OPeratlon, CCPP services pro- o
v1ded bv Projﬁct jear were the f°l1ow1ng.

B _ : Servxces ' T
: : Home Security  Property R . Informatlcn and v\:
5 .Time Period Inspection: ‘Marking = Block: Watch“ nducatlon .
8-15-73/7-31-74 . 1,067 1,345 1,404 ,g«,f, ,'. 2,285»,’
8-1-74/7-31-75 3,788 3,728° 3,209 . 11,917 o
8~1-75/6-30-76 2,775 3,172 3,420 o, '14 14,962
’ Total 7,630 , 8,245 8 034 . 28, 962

In the period July 1, 1273, to June 30, 19’6, ccpy personnel
conducted 7,630 home security 1nspections, performed property
marking in 8,245 residences and organized 8,034 resxdences 1nto
753 block watch groups. The majority of prlmary serv1ces (9°
perxcent, or 22,031 of 23, 909) were prov1ded in 17 census tracts
in Central, Scuth Central and West Seattle in which at least: 25 plen
. percent of potential program part1c1pants have received at least @
e ' one of the project services. Based upon pro:ect smx«month fol-.*g ,jg_x‘;ﬁ
5 lowup during September, 1975, to June, 1976, 40 percent (1,093 A
of 2,718) of residences receiving hone ‘service irnspections had.
1mplemented at least one of the suggested securlty 1mprovement5v

e

During the thlrd year of operdtlon (August l, 1975, to June 30, i
1976), 9,368 primary services were. provxded {3,421 block watch,-w
3,172 property marking and. 2, 775 home security lnspectlons)

with an additional 14,760 education and 1nformdtlon contacts._u
CCPP staff estimated that cost per service. unlt during thls‘
perlod (including educatlon and Lnformatlonal contacts) was

$7.14. If only prlmary services are. con51dered the cost per
sérvice unlt was approg;mately 18.39 (24, 128_% 9 368 X $7 14)

‘,.&, oot
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(R ~Crlme Impact Obje thes

'Data‘Aﬁalysis,' Z‘g'? SRIEEE 3 , oo

; 'Durlngjthevpast tnree years of program operation, the c¢ PP' "rlme o
'limpact objectives haVemvaried;from grant to grant.

. The- orlglnally stated . goal of the Communlty Crlme Preventlon com~.,“k
by 10 percent." sSubsequent discussions conducted among the Com u~

Sgrant staff and Seattle Law and Justlce Planning. Offlce research iy
and evaluation staff resulted in a‘'res

served burglary rates as a data base.

1.
the comparable prior. months resmdentla'f'k n.
sector (pre- post) and the residential. burglary act1v1ty fom
v the same mOths in the Clty of Seattle (mlnus Charlle, Boy
~and George ‘seators) . : o o
2. Given the implementatioh of a”burglary reductiah'ﬁfogéam‘ln

ponent of the Burglary Reduction grant, #llSl,vwas the'".fareduc-,
tion of ‘predicted burglary rates for all areas of program act1v1ty

nity Crime. Preventlon Director and personnel Burglary Reductlon

tatement of CCPP goals and‘“
objectives. The restated goal was to.! rlng about a Suatl tlcally
s1gn1f1cant reduction in the number of. sldentlal burglaries 1n;;~ﬂ~**
test communltles durlng...operatlonal months of ‘the proyect.; :
The reasons for this restatement were to‘eet statlstlcal crlterla
for evaluation rather than an ‘arbitrary standard,_l&

cent reduction and to ellmlnate the use: of pred;cted;?ersus ob-<f

The restated objectlves aga‘ ‘h ch the CCPP was to be eval-VT

uated were the follow1ng(

l. Given the lmplementatlon of a comm\nlty crlmeppreventlon
fort within patrol sectors, . al statlstlcallv slgnlflcant de—
crease in the numper.of resldnntlal burglarles w111 be
demonstrated when these sectors’ are compared w1th the City
as a whole mlnus these sectors.j [ : -

T

fort within, patrol sectors, an statlstlca
crease in the number of burglary 1n progre
demonstrated. ; ;

upon these objectlves,
were Lhe follow1ng

specmflcally, the cr_me lmpact object'

. Charlie and Geoxrge sectors; a- sgatlstlcally s;gnlflcant ;
increase in "burglary~1n~progress calls will be demonstrated -
“Wwhen these: emergency calls axe compared w;th comparable prlbr ;'
_months (pre-post) : : : g L

-\-.~ Tai




ifCharlJe and Georg

“increase in on- scene appre‘ ior
dstrated when apprchensron rates for prev1ous’comparableu;
’months ln tho e sectors are compared (pre.post). !

“leen _the 1mp1ementatlon of a burglary d
Charlle and George. seotors,,a statlstlcally

be demonstrated ‘when acceptance rates f
months are compared (prewpost).,t

_leen the 1mplementatlon of & burglary ”f
-Charlle and George sectors,~
blncrease in the number of

o
‘-acnm
.L B

= S Tl \') ﬁ—l d ﬁ e“o (=3 u“r\f' ub—-. ra-teﬂ

oteness of these measure

‘To demonstrate a statlstlcally s;gnlflcantd

k'}re51dent1al burglary rates in the target arees'as com~.;.f
“pared with that area before the progect 5. o%eratlon and~

with other areas durlng and after the . proge

‘tlon.‘aﬂﬂ

i S

!

‘fTo demonstrate a statlstﬁcally 51gn1flca
“the humbexr of burglary 1% progress calls-r
pollce department from

Add
~eva

but

’areas as: compared w1thj*

1tlonal 1nformatlou of potentlal 1nte1est to'fhe progeot's‘
1uatlon was 1dent1f1ed in the supplemental third year grant
#1701. - These. 1ssues were not objectlves in.and of thems

rather. related to the specific: effectlveness of - Cd?P‘f°

glary reduotlon actlvltles._ The 1ssues were the follow;ng‘tf

ol




~,_Whether the progect produces any. s;gnlflcant’dlsplacement.
of burgla Yy to unserved communltles. j?c v

The duratlon of«the effectlveness of a. communlty crlne pre-ia
vention campaign "and the timlng and ‘amount of followup ze-,gqgf
quired in order to sustain or prolong effectlveness.;:; R

The relatlve effectlveness of the components of the.proj
ect, i.e., Block Watch, home 1nspectlon, property marklng

5. A thorough. analysxs of cost effectlveness.

6. Whether the rate of recovery of stolen property is hlgher
in the case of marked property than in the case of un~'z
marked propertyf - L n '

L e

7. Whethex demographlt patterns of burglary vxctlmlzatlonf
: are observed.‘ _ o ER S R o

As a result of - the evolutlon of progect objectaves,;y””
‘evaluatnon was performed to assess the follow ng crlma
obJect1Ves. ‘ : ; = :

Objeotlve One: To. ,roduce ‘a
in the number of resndentlal
- areas as compared with those areas before pro;ect ope a
: w;th other non- treated areas durlng srmllar tlme perlod

' o assess thls objectlve more completely,
formed to examine three: related questlons.:_one
~1f .any, does- CCPP Operatlon produce dlsplacemen £
ngurglary to;: adjacent, non= partlclpatlng househ ds?

long are the- effects of ‘the project's bvrglary
- forts maxnta*nediwrthout additional’ progect efi”
. what is the relative effectiveness of the thre proj
“vices (block watch, property marklng and home securlty InSpec
’tlon)? . ;._R‘f” . - I '

I

Sy Object1Ve Two- To produce & statlstlcally sxgnlflcant lncreas

" in the number of burglary-in-progress calls received by the

L police: department from citizens 11v1ng in the target areas as
tl*compared with other non treated areas of. the cxtj.f;_;

'TgThree addltlonal analyses to assess . this ob}ectLVe were per-*

‘Vformtd ‘One, what proportlon of burglary-in- progress calls

‘jorlglﬁated from addresses other than the v1cflm1zed site?

. Twoy, ‘what proportion of burglary-ln-proqres calls 1nclude

i suspect descrlptlon .information? Three, what proportxon of
,these calls result ‘in arrests of" suspetts?’ c -

&

5y
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Whlle the question of recovery of ~arked property was to be eval-‘
uated, the lack of oystematlc and rellable data ‘sources with P
- sufficient numbers of both program an ‘non- program partlca.pants R AR .

made such an. analy31s nmp0551ble. o . , e L ‘

Reductlon of'Re51dent1al»Burg1ary

Objective one, to redvce smgnlflcantlj Lhe number of re51dent1al
,burglaries (hereafter referred to as burglarles) 1n project : .
, treated areas, was evaluated using . two different types of" data e
'sources.( One type of data’ used cons;sted of official law en=
forcement data.- Speclflcally, these data - ‘Were the off 1c1al ;"
Seattle Police Departmcnt (SPD): datafpxoce531ng summarles of DR
‘residential’ burglary offense,reportsmrecelved on a month1y bas1s;"
by census tract for the city. These;summary reports represent

all such 1ncrdents that are regorted to tne pollce.j :

@

~Victimization surveys conducted both on a natlonal ba51§ by LEAA"
and locally by the Seattle Law and Justice Planning Offlce have '
found that approxlmately 50 peroent of 1es1dent1al burglarles:e b
are ‘reported to law enforcement agen01es. - The LEAA victimiza=-
tion survey (1975) of 13 Amerlcan cities found ‘that the medlant;i
average reporting rate acro 58 c1t1es was 52,0 pexcent, ‘with a .
range of from 46 to 58 percent A VLctlmlzatlon survey of " ap-k’[w
proximately 1,500 resrdenceseWLthln flve Seattle ‘census-: tractsﬁ‘h_
found a comparable 52,2 percent reportlng rate for burglarlesf%f

in 1974 (source: SEA~KING Victim. Informatlon Project). An |
earlier Seattle v1ctﬂm14atlon survey. /(Schram;, 1973) found a’
45 9 perceat reportlﬁg rate for burglary v1ct1ms in 1972/= ‘

A

vﬁBecause off1c1al polhce department data do not represent all(ib‘
.burglary incidents tnatAoccur, ‘and since reportlng rates may,AVV‘
- show marked changes‘withln short time- perlods (e.g.y. "; e
~ Schneider, 1975),'the exclusive use of off1c1al data.as an.in-
dication in the change in burglary 1ncrdents can be, mlsleadlng.,"(’

Fox example, SChnelder found that whlle ‘the. actual burglary ‘
v1ct1m1zatlon in; Portland Oregon, decllned‘from 151, . (
households 4in 1971 1972 *o ‘130 -per 1, OO'/households;lthe per—

centage of “suchy crimes that were reported to. poylce 1ncreased

from 50 percent to .71 percent (as 1nd1cated by ﬁnformatlon ob-
tained from crime- victims rather than POllCe records) S This TV
‘resulted in’ che off1c1al Portland Police statl*tlcs shOW1ng~an"£wf?
apparent 1ncrease in-the official’ burglary rat ~“4ffrom 75.3"
"per 1,;000. (t¢tal 1971 and 1972 data) to- 84 .8 per 1,000 (1973
fand flrst half 1974 data), when 1n fact burglary occurrences
had decreased. S : : ; e S

. Because 'o£ the above £1nd1ng, v1ct1m1zatlon informatlon r, P e
;gardlng the actual rate of occurrence and reportlng was con~;”ﬁ S
”s;dered a crucial second data source in the ‘present.. evaluatlon.‘{f

‘This was espec1ally true s;nce one of the aims of CCPP 0pera—,;' N
g tlon isito. encouragc v1ct1ms ‘to report burglarles to the pollce ot Te T '
Sodin those cases in whlch they are not successful in preventlng L : S
'Ithe crrmes occurrence.,- . : £ S

.v/ .

i




' Victimization data to assess whether CCPP services were instru-
mental in reducing residential burglary were obtairied through
three major sources: CCPP data, SEA-KING And an LJPO telephone
survey. CCPP data consist of project-collected victimization
data. At the time a household joins the project, project staff
ask participants whether they have been burglarized within the
preceding six months (CCPP pre-data). Six months follow1ng pro-
gram entry, participants are recontacted and asked if they have‘
“been burglarlzed since becomlng involved in the project. (ccrpp
"post-data). While these data sources prov1de pre- and post=
treatment data on actual (as opposed to offlcmally reported)
burglaries for program participants, several,methodologlcal o
questions arise (cf. Campbell and Stanley, 1963, pp. 7-12, The
One-Group Pretest-Posttest Design). ‘Specifically, the,ques-f
tions are as follows: (1) Do program participants accurately -
represent the general population, . in terms of ‘prior burglary
v1ctimxzatlon (self-selection)? 1If not, pre-post. comparlsons

of project data may include a stat&stlcal artlfact which 1ncor-,f
rec;ly represents program impact. (2) Does the fact that proj--

ect staff collect the CCPP post-d&ata influence respendentsvto
understate followup victimization rates? © (3) Does the manner
in which CCPP post-data are ¢ollected lead to understatement
of burglary rates because participants have moved (conceivably
because of burglary victimization) and, therefore, no followup"
information is obtained for some number of program part1c1pants
who had been burglarized after progect 1nvoLvement? ' : ‘

To resolve these questlons, a secong majox qource of v1ct1mlza-‘
tion data was used. - This data source (SEn-KING Victim Informa-,

tion Progect) consisted of two sets of in- person vmctlmizatlon
surveys in West Seattle (federal census tr#cts 96, 97, 98 and
105) and the Green Lake area (tract 28).71 ﬂThe surveys were.
conducted under the suparv151on of the: Seattle ‘Law and’ Justlceﬁv
"Planning Office. The first survey conducted in mid-1975 dealt

with crime victimization in calendar year11974 and - 1nterviewedu]' SRy
1,494 residences (SFA KING pre~). ~The:sdcond survey conductedg’gfut'

in mid-1976 inquired’ aboet crime v1ct1mlzat10n in' calendar
~ year 1975 within 1, 216 residences (SEa- KING, post— ) Wlthl L
- all five census tracts, approximately half- were. re- interv;ews
of residences interviewed in the prior year. Wlthln the.

treated tracts (97 and 98), half of the re51dences 1nterv1ew0drﬁr;
were randomly chosen on the ba515 that they had recelvtd CCPP ’,

1The areas represented by, federal census’ tracts 97 and 98fwere
"randomly chosen for program treatment in late 1974 and began
treatment in early 1975. Census tracts 96 and 105 wexe chosen

as adjacent control tracts to establish what the. trend. of: bur- 3

glary would have been in tracts 97 and 98 in the absence of
program efforts. Census tract 28 was randomly chosen jas . a-
distant control tract to assess the p0351b111Ly that burglary
was ‘displaced from tracts 97 and 98 to tracts 96 and 105.‘
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<} services, while the remaining half had not received such ser-~

; vices (e.g., had refused, had not been offered servrces, were -
unaware, had recently moved 1nto the area) ‘

o3 . The SEA KING surveys provide data for a non- equLValent control -

- group desrgn (Campbell and Stanley, 1966, PP.‘47 ~50) and prov1de
information cong¢ernin~ surglary victimization without the prob-

‘7lems 1dent1f1ed with c,’J victimization data. ;That is, data -
.were collected for non- program. part1c1pants on ‘a comparable ‘pre= -
:post -basig; data were collected 1ndependently under ‘the direction
of the Seattle Law and . Justice Plannlng Offlce;iand the p0551~1
bility of victims movxng to flee. crime:. ‘was equally present in
both project. treated and untreated residences. In addltlon, the
use of a distant control group theoretlcale allowed the. assess—"
ment of burglary dlsplacement -from treated census tracts to - :
adjacent non-treated tracts. Unfortunately, followup telephonej S
verification of in-person surveys conducted in- the. dlstant con='
trol tract indicated an- unacceptably hlgh rate of" surveyor '
fa151f1catlon of: data and had to be excluded from the present
analysis.’ v

s

= e The third source of v1ct1mlzat10n data: was the Seattle: LJPO
' 'telephone survey, conducted in August and September, '1976.  The
survey sought victimization data for the preceding six months .
“ from both program participants and non-participants (n = 3,292) -
in five census tracts (federal tracts 87, 89, 95, 97 and. 98)
and 790 additional residences city- -wide. The five tracts wexe
“chosen on the basis of being Lecently ‘treated (having been com~‘
pleted no more than 18 months nor less than 51x months prior = -
to August, 1976) and having met CCPP criteria for successful
treatment (i.e., 30 percent or mo¥e of potentlal ‘single and
duplex residences received burglary reduction services) .
Telephone numbers of program participants were obtained from
CCPP .records; an equlvalent number of hon~CCPP telephone num=
bers (excluding businesses and apartments within, the census'
o ‘ tract boundaries) were randomly selected fron the Pacific
I Northwest Bell Street Address Directory for Seattle. The
A T Sedity=wide sample was chosen. by taklng the first resxdentlal ‘
1 - ' phone number ogccurring. in the second, ‘third and flfth column
of each page llstlng for the area Zip codes at least 50 per~”
“cent in the Clty.‘ ' :

The LJPO telephbne survey prov1ded addltlonal data for & later
time: perlod for both CCPP participants and non- part1c1pants
'~a supplement the ln person SEA KING ‘post= surveys.

i

m “ : e

VlctlmlzatlonvData.

 ccpP datas If pxoject v10t1mlzatlon data are examined (see s Lo
~Table 1), there has been a statistically. 31gn1flcant decrease
(p < .05) in burglary vmctlmlzatlon, Erom- 4. 46 burglar1e° per
100 households per six months prlor ‘to program entry to 2.34
‘burglaries per 100 households per six months. ThlS represents

3




Table l—-Total CCPP Vlctlmlzatlon Data

Bu_g;ary Vlctlmlzatlon Eer 6 Months

PostPCCPP

.~ Not -
Burglarized

-~ Pre-CCPP

‘Burglarized*

Reported

Yes.

-No . ‘Unknown .

Total.

Not:

Burglarlzed*

Reported ].;ﬂ~l

’ No Unxnown ;{

620
2,894
5,208

56
148 . -
203

43
‘I19
164

L 2

.27’ « 12]?{

l[1:208 |
2,641
1,964

| Burgiarizea |

1,252 )
2,584
1,929

46
57
35

8,722

co 407

326‘

63 18

5,903

138

5,765

~*Burglarized one or more times




.-12‘-\ . L o

1407 burglarles thhln 9, 129 resmdences 1nterv1ewed at program en- Lo
try: between Septembcr, 1973, and December, 1975, and 138 burglarles,*”f

:)yfwithln 5,903 residences after six months of program lnvolvement in= s

,iterv1ewed ‘between February, 1974 ‘and 'June,. 1976, (x? = 46, 13,
- dafg = 1, p.-< .001) ‘While. reporting rates. (accordlng to Cccpp data)
for. burglarles that: occurred have increased from 84 percent to 89
"opercent, the’ dlfference was not 51gn1f1cant (x3‘= 2427, df,: 1,
p = .22) : : B

SEA‘KIN data: Durlng the year 1974, ll7 (7. 94 percent) of the"
1,474 re51dences 1nterv3ewed in federal census tracts" 96, 1, 98 -
~and 105 were burglarlyed of those burglexrzed, 48,7 percent 1n—‘
dlcated they had reported the burglary to the: pollce. Wlthln the
experimental area (tracts 97 and 98) for Lhe ‘year ‘prior to pro-"°’
gram entry, 57 (6.34 petcent) of 899~ 1nterV1ewed resxdences had e
been burglarized, and 29 (50.9 percent) Were reported to the’ po-"“'
lice. In the adjacent’ ‘control tracts, (10.43 percent) of 575 -
residences had been burglarlzed, and 28 (46 7 percent) were re-{ S e
ported to the police. While the burglary rates were 51gn1f1-5" G
cantly different during 1974 (x% = 8.04, df =1, p < .O1) with
the adjacent control trxacts- exper1enc1ng more burglarles per '
capita, the reportlng rates were non- 51gn1f1cantly dlfferent

(x2 = 0.207, df = 1,.p = .65).- (See Table 2. ) g :

2

During 1975, of the 5,536 sxngle and. duplex re51dences in tractsfggu.
87 and 98, 2,111 (38.1 percent) received home 1n<pectlons, 2, 089j“,,
(37..7 percent) had property marked and 2,224 (40.2 percent) Werefc"
organized into block watch groups by CCPP personnel, w1th the - ’
majority (58.8 percent) being performed in the first. ‘six months.~‘ﬁ
During - the same time, no CCPP ‘servigeés were provzded to. the 2 861
SLngle or duplex: 1csidences in tracts 96 and 105.4 o :

Within the contrml area, 42 (9 95 percent) of the 422 re51dences;*
interviewed: 1nd1cated a: burglary had. occurred, of whlch 24 (57.1 -
percent). had been reported to: theﬁpollce.% When comparedmto the
preceding year, . the change 1n v1ct1m1zatlon rate from 10'-5f”.;7"ﬁ
cent 'to 9.95 percent was nonw smgncflcantly dlfferent (x2 :
df = 1, p ='.85), as . was' the repqrtlng rate xncrease from 4¢
' percent to 57. L percent (x -‘l 08, df )Y W L

Within the experlmental area, for. both rion- partlclpants
- gram part1c1pants, 20, (4.04 percent) of: the 495 re31dencesb
terviewed had ‘been- burglarlzed of the 20 burglarxes, 13 wvex
ufreported to the pollce, four wcre not reported and ‘the report. :
status was . wot “known . in: three cases.t If the three unknown caqes
are excluded the reportlng rate was 76 5 percenc (13/17) If
they are assumed to be/not. reported, ‘the. rate was 65, 0 percent
- When compared to the precedlng year,:. the ‘change in VlCtlml at'o
rate from 6.34 percemt to 4., 04 percent 1s marglnally slgnlflca It
(x2 = 3,245 = l,:; =y.07) ‘In terms-of reportlng to police,
“the: change from 50 i percent to 76.5" percent was also marglnally
'y31gn1flcant (x 3 49, df = l, p —Y‘OB) : : : 5




o Table 2——SEA—KING Vlctlmlzatlon Data

SR Burglagy Vlctlmlzatlon per 12 Tl L S

N e P;e—Treatment (Jan.-Dec., 1974) R Post—Treatment (Jan.,Dec., 1975),];

S ook T T Nee : ' Reported ?;}~;;" ~Not .- ”; ‘Reported

‘HQAreéh;ﬂm,“”aﬁi‘ Total- el zed: | Bu:glarlzedl Jy'Yesr_; No*‘ Total»' Burglarlzed Burglarlzedl Yes B e
eqeral tract oo e R S R Jos R L e T SR e

96 and 105) - - 0575 1 .515° . |60 (10.43%) | 28 (478)| 32 || 442 | 380 . | 42 (9.95%) |24 ( 57%)

Q'nxoerlmental
“{federal tract
97 and 98) DR R i i N A o ST B e R Ao S I
==cepp: o | 356 | 33¢ | 22 (6.18%) | 15 (e8%)| 7 | 247 - 241 | 67(2.43%) | 6 (100%) | 0 "

-—Non~CCPP. 543 508 . -1 35 (.6.45%) | 14:(40%)| 21 4 248 |- 234 14 (5.65%) | 7 (eas) | &2 |
 Total - | 899 842 . 57 ( 6.34%). 1 29 (51%)] 28 || . 495 | f 20 (4.04%) 13 (778) | 42 |

lBurglarized one or more times .
2Doés»notiihclude three cases where
reporting data were unknown




'~ In summary, for total areas, when total treated areas (tracts 97
fand 98) ‘are compared pre- and post CCPP treatment, there 1s a
‘marglnally significant decllne in the burglary rate (- 36 3 per*,
cent, from 6.34 ‘burglaries perx 100 per year to 4.04 per 100 per-

'“portlng rates (52.1 perxcent, from. 50.1 percent to 76.5 percent)
~rienced a non=~gignificant and minimal change in burglary rates

(=4.6 percent, from 10.43 burglarles per- 100 per. year -to 9.95. per‘v.
. 100 per year), with a non-s ignificant 1ncrease 1n reportlng (22 3 o

~other hand, if the majority of the observed change occurs ln'

To determlne the precise effect of CCPP on bhrglary, 1nterv1ewc

. rately tallied on the basis of whether 1ntervlcwcd householdﬂ‘
- joined the progect in- 1975. (See ‘Table 2,‘rows 2:and; 3 ) fg
 treatment data (1974) are examined, 356 (39. 6 percent) of " the 89 o
‘interviews conducted in the treatment area. were of" res;denfes th't\
were to join the’ prerct in. 1975., ‘of these,'zz (6 18 perce;" ‘

”,therefore,
'of pre—

j;A comparlson of reportlng rates-for the 1974 d]ta 1ndlcates that
‘»fcantly hlgher reportlng ‘rate (x2 4 29, df p < .05) than

“those who ‘did not . jOln. Given that 52 percent of persons falllng

jtﬁnlflcant difference is not too surprlslng.f One . would expect thataﬂo
- those who do. report buxglarles aré: those who expect the porlce to

-14-

year), with a corresponding ‘marginally 51gn1f1cant increase in re-: ..

During the same period, adjacent dreas (tracts 96 and 105) expe- "ﬁ

percent, from 46.7 percent to 57. l percent)

© . .
While these results are favorable to the pro;ect, they do not nec-/
essarlly reflect the true project effect. Since- approximately 60 .
percent of the single and duplex re51dences in- the treated area ',,
did not become actively involved in.the pro:ect, it is concelvable,_”
that factors other than CCPP caused the observed results.v On  the:

treated residences, while non-treated residences reflect the rate.*
of change noted in the control area, it would- estahllsh that
first, CCPP actions are respon51b1e for the observed change, sec47j7r e
ond, displacement of burglarles to nelghborlng non Lreated hous_«7~_""*
holds did not occur. L T SRS FEE

conducted in the treated: area for both 1974 and 1975 were sepd-

been burglarlzed and 15 .(68.2 percent) were reported to £he p:
Of the 508 residences that did not join CEPP in 1975, 35 (6.4
cent) had ‘been burglarlzed and 14 (40.0° percent) weref
the pollce.. A comparlson of pre treatment burglary‘r

«self selection is not a blas bullt into
and post program v1ct1mlzat10n rates, second

; ~post treatment burgl%ry rates for the twoyé

to report burglarles in- Schram s (1973) survey of Seattle ‘resi~- . ft_i
dents gave as-a reason, "police: couldn t do/ anything," thlS sig=

‘take some p051t1ve actlon, by loglcal extensron, Lhose 1nd1v1duals
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~might be. expected to take positive action in the future to pre~
‘vent reoc%prrence. At the same time, those who do not report
~such crimes would probably feel that, just: as the police can. do
nothing, nelther can they to prevent future burglaries.. ’

A comparzson of 1975 data. for the two groups (CCPP and non-éCPP

" members) in the treated area shows a statlstlcally 51gn1f1cant S

_lcwer burglary rate for CCPP members {z = 13 818, ‘P = .03, one-~
tailed test). 1In terms of" burglary rates, this reflects a 61
percent decrease in the risk rate for treated residences (6. 18 o
per 100 per year to 2.43 per 106 per year). Given the extremelyt
small number of burglary cases occurring for these two’ groups in
1975, it was not possible to perform a valid statistical test to
determine if CCPP reporting rates were 31gn1f1cant1y higher than"
non-CCPP reporting rates. However, it should be noted. that all.
‘burglaries {n = 6) occurring in CCPP member res;dences were re-"
ported. o B PSR s

LIJPO telephone survey: An extensive telephone vrctlmizatlon
survey was conducted under the direction and- control of the;

-~ Seattle Law and Justice Plannlng Offlceydurlng August and :
September, 1976, to determine the burglary rates for both: CCPP_f
‘members and non-members within treated census tracts. Thls

was believed necessary because of the relatlvely small number

- of CCPP participants (247) and CCPP "refusers" (248) "included o
in the SEA- -KING post~ survey.  In addition to increasing the,gi
numbers of interviews, the telephone survey allowed data to
be gathered from three additional CCPP tracts (for a total of
,flve out of 17, or 1 29.4 percent of all treated tracts as of
June 30, 1976) : : ¥

When the raw data for the 1,970 ccpp members ‘and 1, 322 ‘non=- CCPP ,,"“

members (see Table 3) are converted to a yearly rate2 .and- added -

~ to the SEA-KING post-survey (see Table 4) , there wére srgnxfl-
cantly fewer burglary occurrences in the ccep membershlp ‘than. -
non~-CCPP members (z = 1.90, p < .05, one- talled test). An un-~-

.~ expected flndlng with regard to reportlng rates was- that non~“
CCPr members indicated a srgnlflcantly hlgher rate than d1d ‘
CCPP members (x? = 6.07, = lip <ol rr,r,

In ‘the process ‘of recordlng addresses and phone numbers from

- CCPP files of program partlclpants,‘data on services . recelved
f(proPerty ‘marking, home security insg spection and block watch :
membershlp) were also recorded.' This allowed ‘the collectlon ‘
of burglary v1ct1mlzation information on the. bas;s of: service(s)
received, However, the subsequent ana1y515 should be vlewed

_'ZConver51on from six months to 12 months was performed by
doubling the victimization. rate and subtracting the resultant

figure from the total number interviewed. Reportlng data were o

obtained by doubllng the rate obtalned for six months.:;*




_ Census
" practl

Re51dent1al Burglary'Rate»fo- Preced g

‘Dafedaef

" No .

Burglary

.wBurglary7“

CCPP Members

Reported2

Not\

87,

g9
- 95°

97,,"‘

o8

xTCompleted

5/75:¢>

‘7/75
12775

9/75

177

3-0.)‘» ;

12 6.4% |
|23 6.a% |
‘424;’%
445

490 -

129 6.4%

13 2.8% |-
220 4.3% 4

16 76% |

Reported
8 67% ) 4
© 15" e5% .} - 8
22 768 )
o8 le

TTotal

},4/75  ¥

1871 -

'"99,~5 0%

69 71w | T

1Federal census traces

k 2Totals of "reported"vand "not reported“ may not add up to:total

because, 1n some:- cases, respondents were not sure =

Table 4——Comb1ned SPA-KING Post- and LJPO Telephone 1' :
Vlctlmlzatlon Survey Data 2

S
R

‘Total Interviewed

NofBurglary‘

Burqlaryrr

Renorted.

.:Not Reported . .

“CcPB

‘Non=CCPP

2,217

1,570

72,013

1,396

204

174 11.1%

'9,2%1

1447 723

140 83s~.uif

258

3,787

3,409

YSSI"

. Total

378  10.0%

284_77% |




?,zatlon ‘data collected at dlfferent tlm“S for dlfferent ‘areas’

17~

only as- suggestlve and by no means deflnltlve. ‘These problems
arise both out of the" manner in which the data are initially re~
corded ‘and errors in the manner in which the data were recorded
for the present survey. . When individuals initially join the
project, the services to be received are recorded, along with
CCPP-pre victimization information. In the case of home secu-
rity inspections and property marking, these services have al-’
ready been performed, have been scheduled to: be’performed or.
"have been refused. In the case of block watch partlclpatlon,ﬁf
the decision is frequcntly not known until some time later.
Although eventual participation in. a block watch: organization
is recorded by CCPP, it is routinely recorded in a different ‘7‘
set of records that are not readily cross- matched with indi-
vidual residence ad@resses, although the pro;ect makes an at-
'tempt to enter block watch status on- the records used for this
survey. In the process of recording services for part1c1pants
in federal tract 98 (SPD tract 141), errors were made in all
412 contacted residences, in terms of bHlock watch memberehlp .
in that "no block watch" status was confused w1th unknown :
block watch" status. ' po

In total, there were l 676 completed calls’ to CCPP members 1n
- which services received information was totally oxr’ partlally
available (1nclud1ng 408 from tract 98/141 and excluding 294
calls to addresses which either were in the program: but ser-
vices received 1n£ormat10n was not. recorded, or the- addresses
~were initially selected es control aaulesses but durlng the’ ,
interview clalmed membership in CCPP). -QE- the 1, 676, complete
vinformation was available for 790 re31dences, in 886 re51dences,
block watch status was unknown. For purposes of the present
analysis, "unknown block: watch“’status was’ counted as non~e'
, lpartlclpatlon in thls serv;ce.- , LT i

For those res;dcnces in: block watch organlzatlons (elther 1n SR
combinafion with other services. or alone), 4.84. percent 37 off:HW

'~ 764) had been burglarized in the precedlng ‘six months.. Whlle e

- lower rate .than the 5.59 percent {51 0of 912) of these were .. ..

known not to be in block watch groups; the dlfference ‘was non-y;‘ﬂavu. e

51gn1f1cant (x2 = 0.47, df = 1, p = .50). For ‘those rece1v1ngﬂ;ﬁf7‘1““' :

property marking in comblnatlon with. other serv1ces ‘or in- lso~;‘3~

lation, the burglary rate was 5.29 percent (71‘ot 1, 36 ), com-'ef,,u

‘pared to 5.33 percent (16 of 316) for those not: rece1v1ng thls’ﬁ

service, This dlfference was non—s1gn1f1cant (x2 =.03,. o

df ‘l,vp = .86) The residences receiving home securlty 1n—f,° o

- spections had a 5. 28 percent burglary rate (72 of 1,363) whlch.

’j‘was non- sxgnlflcantly dlfferent from the 5,11 percent (16 of L

1 1313) of those not’ receiving home securlty,lnspectlons
‘(xz = .01, df =1, p = +90). AR S

'Summary of vxct1m1zatxoh data All three sources of v1ctim1—.:

~~and .in. different manners lndlcated a statlstlcally 51gn1f1cantjeta‘
f:(p < .05) decrease in. the occurrence of resxdentlal burglary

e




Yo was: hot included in the data for the’ T3 treated group,

5

‘for program partlclpants when compared bn, (a) pre post ba51s
for program partmcrpants only (4.46 burglarles per 100 house—
holds per six months to 2.34 burglarles per 100 househons per
vs1x months), {b) comblned pre=-post, program partlclpants .and-
non-program partlclpants {on’ a rate per 100, households per 12
months, pre- CCPP = 6.2, post= CCPP 2.4; pre non=CCPP = 6.5,

post non-~CCPR.= 5.,7), and {(c) post comparlson of progect par—
t1c1pants W1th non-project part1c3pants (9 2 burglarles per ‘100
_households per 12 months versus ll l per household pexr 12
'months. R : s .

.Data from ‘the SEA- KING surveys 1ndlcate that burglary dlsplace-’
ment dld not occur to any detectable extcnt, and’ that CCPP mem-
_bers do not appear to be self- selected on.the basis of eitherxr.
highexr or lower than average v1ct1mlzat10n rates. There does..
appear to be some ‘self- selectlon of those ‘that join CCPP .on the
basis of tendency to report to pollce if victimized: However,
this tendency to report is further 1ncreased by.. ccepp lnvolve- ‘
ment and tends to occur also for non ccrp members, in that SEA—
KING data indicated that. whlle reportlng of burglary 1nc1dents E
increased from 47 percent to 58 percent in a- control ‘area (fed—
eral census tracts 96 and 1035), during the same- tlme, reportlng
in an experlmental area (tracts 97 and 98) 1ncreased from 51
_percent prior to progect act;vmty in that drea to 76 percent
folIOW¢ng project act1v1ty. The pre~ to post- 1ncrease in re-
porting rate for ‘the experlmental area was marglnally Slgnlfl" Q-
cant (p = .06) L : : ; -

UfflClally Reported Data (SPD)

To determine what effect CCPP's efforts to reduce the 1nc1~vg{'
dence of burglary and. 51multaneously increase reportlng“ratesv
has had upon official police. department data, the follow;ng

analyses ‘were performed.f Data were: organlzed 1n -a; non-!iJf

equlvalent ‘control group de51gn by 1dent1fy1ng flrst, second
and. thlrd year treafed areas (Tl, T2, T3) and a Seattle mlnus,
treated (S-) area. S~ was identified as: all 121 City of
vSeattle .census.-tracts, thh ‘the’ exceptlon of 18 tracts elther
- hav1ng achleved 30 percent pn03°ct coverage. An- the llfespan
of the: prOJect, or in the pzwcess of rece1v1ng such serv1ce'
as’ of August, 1976, and the 12 tracts comprlslng an

’*census tracts were 1dent1f1ed.* This: overlapplng’_ {
171, or federal 95) which was treatcd “in the third ye.

e census tract and the other 11 YSB-CAP. tlacts weregl tal o?
E cluded from the dnta analyses‘a » e T

tFot each Operatlonal year, 12 month pro- and 12 month post o
‘perlods wexe ldentlfled. The 12 month prt—pcrlod was. . defxn;de
'*as those months 1mmtd1ate1y prlOL to enterlng thc flrst tractug
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"~ served in that year. The 12 month post—perzod was deflned as
those months immediately follow1ng cocmpletion of e'erv:Lces in
the last tract served that year. (See Table 5 and Map 1l for a
llstlng of operational years and tracts included. SPD offi-
cial reésidential burglary reports were summarized for the’ pre-
. and post- -periods for S~ and the tracts served in each year.
(See Table 6.) : S . '

A comparison of pre- and’post—peribd|rates1forqs~mand_tracts
served in Tj indicates a significant decrease in CCPP tracts
when compared to S-. While S- increased 11 percent (from:.

5,949 to 6,586 reports), the T; tracts decreased~-2 percent

(from 567 to 544; x2 = 4.02, Af = 1, p < .05). When the addl-efi"’”

tional nine months' data beyond the 12 nonth post-perlod are:
added to post; period and converted ‘to a l2= month basis (total
21 months post- -data ¥ 1 year and 9 months), the total converted

post~ for S- was 6,256, or a 5 percent 1ncrease over “the pre-ﬁ

period. ‘For T1+ the comparable figures were 577, or'a 2. pers=..

cent increase. This dlfference ‘was not statlstlcally smgnlflcant ,f,'“

(x2 a 0.28, df = 1, p.n.s.).

For Tz, only ll months post- data were avallable for analysxs.r‘ﬁ '

.- These data were converted. to a lZ-month :rate (ll months post-f’l

"data + 11/12) ¥or comparison purposes., Whlle S= experlenced a
k»16 percent decrease - in’ reportec burglarles (from 7,066 to an

adjusted 5, 925), tracts served in- T2 exhlbr,
crease (from 906: to an’ adjucted ‘828)- in burgl

Although

‘,both areas experienced a decrease in reported burgiarles, post-fl

~.data, for the T3 tracts indicated a_ marglnallyh51gn1f1cant 1n-.
czease (x2 = 2, 83, df = 1, p —,.09) relatlve 0 area.~

51gn1f1cdnt drop dins reported burglarles for'T

"”'ffbe that the resulte of the flrst operatlonal

5fprogects. In thlsgregard, lt/should be’ noted t

;ftracts treated in T3 and. T3 and - 1nc1uded in“the: vlctimlzatl”
['surveys do ‘not 1nclude thls mixing of" crlme preventlon pro-.
_7fgrams (with the exceptlon of SPD tract number 171, whlch was
erxcluded ‘in the presen\ analySLS) RIS T =

a -9 percent'de-f'




Table 5——Census Tracts Receiv1ng CCPP Serv1ces

y.rv

: L 'L¢V;,h_ ,'; o Censua;Tract Perlod of Treatment
Opnrdtlonal Year AR "'mj SPD/ edcral* ”} “Begin ' .. End .

-One (Tl) Sept. 73—Oct. 74 ]: 91/63 vﬁ’i h;0-73,1 o »6&74;[1

ol 92/64 S 10=73 s c6=T74 0

_ R ‘101/78j Lol 9=74 0 10-74 0 T
el oo b e | 874 0 B-740

R .

Two (TgT Nov. 74-Aug. 75 | 100777 1‘5gfl1ﬁ74:§q' 11-742:;,I_j;,: S
. 1 102/88 )i l=T5 e i egs fe
114787 | v 4=750 . 4-75
14198} o2=75 0 3=75 )L
242797 | s275° 875 |

1eo/9¢ -} . 7-75 . -8=75 |
kl70/89T .;!v?-W:6fj5;vq f‘ y g

Three- (T3) Sept. 75-July 76 | . 90/62 ' | - 7-76.
T S ) ak4/108 | 2=76
o le94 =76 2
S 71795 b 11-75 0 12
o 188/112 | o 5=76 . 7-76
1917113 | o4=76 0 6-76 |-
'3-193/10751»11=”( 9-75*1{; 10;75~*.a*

*Although'tracu bohndafles
umberlng system than the Census Bureau

T " CCPP Tracts N
Treatment Year ‘| Pre Posty | Postp*. ;Pr: 20
Ty 10-73/10-74 | 567 | 554 | 456 - | 5949 | 858

| T21'11~74/8—75l~‘f906 7sowx | | 7086 | 5431%%

Ty 9-75/7- 76 677[*i#*#ff i ‘; ' ’j»6701'

*Post2 con51sted of 9 months ' (ll 75/7-26) follo"lng:the endijWF
of the 12 month post~perlod for Ty : e S

**Postl £or T2 consxsted of 11 months (9—75/7 26)

o ***Postl data for T3 not,- avnllable because completlon of the Pl o
last tract occurred August, 1976 fi'Jﬁ_ﬂ» L gt
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TSUmmary cf Data Analy51s for ObjeCthe One, Reduction of Resi-
“dential Burglaxy . ' ‘

The data'eXamlped in the preceding analyses indicate that CCpP

has been effective in preventing the occurrence of residential

burglary. ' Victimization data froem three different sources pye-

sent consistent, statlstlcally significant dworeases in burglary . M
rates for program ‘participants. Further, this effect is not due

to either a self-selection bias or a failure to contact CCPP, . I - X
.members who may have roved as a result of a burglary during tﬁe

followup period (SEA-KING survey data). The 'lack of consistent

indications from police data is most llkely due to a mixture of

increased reporting rates caused by CCPP activities and a con-

founding or mixing of CCPP effects and related police pro;ects v
in the census tracts treated in the first year. , @

Additional questions (crime displacement, length of project ef-

fects and relative effectiveness of the individual CCPP ser~

vices) that were identified as belng related to this obJectlve , BREE
can be addressed at this point. - P BT

Crime displacemant:  SEA-KING data indicate that ‘those persons
joining CCPP in two census tracts experienced a -6l percent de-
crease in burglary rates (from 6.18 peéercent to 2.43 percent
being burglarized). In two adjacent tracts not treated by CCPP, -
for the comparable time, the decrease was =5 percent (from 10.43
percent to 9.95 pexcent). If crime dlsplacenent were to occur, o
one would expect that it would most likely occur in Lon-CCPE - e
households within the treated tracts. If this happened, the.
change in burglary rates for non-CCPP residences in the treated
area would be relatively higher (more post- burglarles) than
the change occurring in the adjacent tracts. In fact, this did- L
not occur. 1In factp,the change in burglaﬂy rates for non-CCPP ‘3*
households in’the treated area was moxre favorable (~12 percent,’

or from 6.45 percent to 5.65 percentvof those interviewed) than

in the adjacent tract. “This flndlng rules ‘out burglary dls~_
placement to neighbors not partxcapat:ng 1anCPP actxv;tles.[_

Length of prcject effects. , The most rellable (and onl _ data.’ R .
source relatlng to the contlnulng effectiveness of CpPP acthl-J v {‘ |
ties can be derived from Table 3, the LJPO telephone SUrvey. S

s OF the five census tracts 1nterv1ewed in this survey, “£he , i
length of time since completlon of service var‘?a from nine to BT
18 months. . (It should be noted that these ‘woyfd be estimates . !
of the lowest possible tlme length, since some of those 1nter-;;* i
_vxewed would have 301ncd CCPP when" the: prog cam initially 1
~entered the tracts.) If data for tracts/e? ‘and 98 {(which were -

.complettd 17 and 18 months prior to thescompletion of the sur«

vey) are combined, vxctlmlzatlon rates,for the most reécent SLX‘

‘ménths for CCPP ‘and .ngn= CCPP part1c1nants are non- s1gn1f1canLly G
different (x2 = 1.73,/df = 1, p = //19), with 4.9 ‘percent of - L ®
CCPP members being burglarlzed 2243 percent of non-CCPP memn R R
bers. belng burglarlzed. For co blned tracts 89, 97‘andﬁ95' R gn.“*ﬁ
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(completed‘l4, 12 and nine months pricx), the most recent‘51x
months' victimization data indicate statistically significant

differences (x? = 5.24, df = 1, p = .02) in that while 5.1 pex~

cent .of, CCPP members had been burglarized, 7.5 percent of non-"
CCPP members had been victims in the same time period.

From these data, it may be estimated that project effect lasts
from 12 to 18 months. Data from tracts 87 and 98, while not
significant, could possibly suggest that with the passage of

time, CCPP members begin to betome burglary-prone and that some‘e'
sort of retreatment may be necessary. However, w1thout further. .

data and considering the non~significance of the dlfierence,
this second suggestion should be vxewed as tentative.: ‘

Relative effect of CCPP services: Data reported in the sectlon
on the LJPO telephone victimization survey suggest that the
three services are equally effective, with block watch activi-
ties providing non-significantly better results in preventlng

burglary. However, considering the dlfflcultles experlenced in

performing the analysis, any conclusion at this time with re=
gard to this question is premature.

Increase of Burglary-in-Progress Calls

Cbjective two, to increase significantly the number of
Burglary-in-Progress (BIP) calls, was evaluated using SPD com=-
puterized dispatch records {(SELECT system).

A non-equivalent control group design was used to examlne B*P
calls as a proportion of all burglary calls received by ‘the

SPD between September 30, 1974, and August 8, 1976. .This timeé

period was dictated by the availability of ;nformatlon at the»
time of data collectlon in August, 1976.3

As in the case of official SPD residential burglary data,'an S-

area and a treated area were identified, and pre=-and post-data
were separately determlned However, because. of several dlf-j
ferences in the manner in which data are maintained in the ;
SELECT system, neither the areas nor the data are necessarily

consistent with SPD data processing reports., The spec1f1c dlf-f

ferences are as follows. First, SELECT data’ represent dlspatch

and patrol determlnatlon and classification of calls recelved, -

3Between April 13, 1974, and September 20, 1974, the SELECT
system had averaged approvimately 20 percent "down" tlme, or
periods in which calls were not being éntered intoc the com~ .
puter data,base. Followlng September 30, 1974, through the

end of the year, down time averaged less than 8 percent.v qufe

1975 ang- 1976, down time averaged less than 6 percent.' Beefﬁ
cause of the more complete data beglnnxng Septemher 30, 1974,
these data were chosen as_ the beglnning phase. o / o

@

STy




"(RCW), which is the basis of patrol actions, ‘and the Uniform
‘Crime Reporting system used by data proccs51ng, (2) unfoundlng

.Table 7 and ﬁap 2). The remaining seven car beats were éx~

July 1, 1975, to August '8, 1976gk_

, "crlmes in the act of being commltted (BIP),"3) ‘the number of
. “B1P calls that were 1n1t1ated from addresses other than whetre

-24e

respondnd to and dlsposed of by patrol offrcers. As'such,,a call . PR
initially classified as a burglary by dispatch and patrol may R .
subsequently be classified as some other offense, or no offense. LT
at all, and riot be included in SPD data processing reports as a - L mn

‘residential burglary. In .the same “fashion, calls 1n1t1ally dis=
- patched as other offenses ‘may subsequently be classified as ‘bur-=

glaries on data processing reports. - [This difficulty results
from (1) inconsistencies between the Revrsed Code of Washlngton

of cases; that is, upon further 1nvest1gatron, it ls determlned
that no crime occurred; and (3) in som¢: cases; the dlfflculty
of distinguishing other offenses closely related to resrdentlal
burglary.] Second, SELECT data are recorded on a patrol car
beat basis which does not correspond to census. tracts, whlch
are the bases for both SPD data proces51ng reports and CCPP op—
eration, : o ' i
Since CCPP does operate w1th1n census tract boundarles, dlrect ,7
comparlson of . SELECT data for all of the treated ‘tracts was not -
possible. For the 18 tracts prevrously 1dent1f1ed (Table 5),x~
each of the SPD car beats was examined to determine if the
area of the car beat was made up of 50 percent or more of folod:i -
treated census tracts. This: procedure 1dent1f1ed 13 patrol car
beats within police sectors Charlle; Geoxge and Wlll em (see '

cluded from any analysrs since they recelved partlal treatment“f,[
without reachlng the criterion of 50 percent of. thelr area.c”"’
For each of the 50~percent-or-more treated carbeat areas, the )
period from September 30,,1974 to the month servrces began in o
that area was ldentlfled as a pre- perlod. The month follow1ngfc'ff
completion of services in that area up - to: August 8, 1976, was  f:¢
designated as a post- perlod “ For the 13 car beats, there were . .
a total of 98 pre-CCPP treatment carbeat: monthis, 139 post- S
treatment carbeat months and 49 durlng ~treatment carbeat - S
months. Since pre-treatment time: represented approxlmately 41 e
percent of the- total ‘pre~- and post carbeat: months, data were_‘“ .
split into a correspondlng 40~ 60 percent split of a pre perlod
of September 30, ‘1974, to June 30, 1975, and a post perlod of

For each of the 13 treated car beats and the S~'area, the fol—

lowing data were hand tabulated from. computer prlntouts of
SELECT data for pre- and post- perlods‘_ (1) th”A number of calls
disposed of by patrol officers as "051" ox reqldentlal ‘burglary;

~as such, these would all generate a major offlnse report by of-v”v” =

ficers that would Jnltlally be classrfred as a- burglary case,; Eflg}{hﬁ
(2) the number of these calls that were assxgned to patrol a5’=”"*"

the crime occurred; {(4) the number of" BIP calls that included. Bah
elther suspect oxr suspect vehrcle descrlptlons, and (5) whether ot
an arrest occurred as the result of the BIP calls.




Table 7~-SPD Car Beats Includlng 50 Percent ‘or More .
' ~of Census Tracts Treated by CCPP. ;‘v&&*“

4
Vv

SPD Tracts Treated

Treatment Dates .

PolicefSector,and %,Treated

[ Caxr Beat

% Treated

Tract

Begin

£End

Charlie

George

AWilliam

l,

3

51%

£5%

- 100%
57%
100%

73%

100%
50%
- 66%
82%

~100%

80

90
92
110

92
301

92 -
- 100

111
100
101

114
102

101
160

161 |

170
171
170
17
161

141 |

142

154
191

188

S191

o1 .

"% in Car Beat
7 100% :
80%
70%
> 20%
100%
20%

5%
10%.
67%
40%
23%

45%

100%
100%
508 .
100%
333
33%-
7%
67%
. 60%
67%

~17%
| 66% -
©80%
33%
S 100% .
el

- 8=76
7-76
1 10-73
T 8=74 )
2 310-73

10-73

T 9=74
~10-73
V11-74

- 8-74

11-74
9-74

i 4&75

1=-75
9-74

S 7=75
1-76
6-75
11~75

- 6=75

- 11-75

1-76

2-75

5-75
m2=76 1

- 4-76

,} 5-76 |
L 4-76 1

T 9-76

8-76

- 7=74
Co8=74 |
7-74
11-74 -
o 7=74
j12 -74 |
c8-74 |
12-74 | ,
11-74 . f

. 5-75 .
1 3=75
~11=74"
. 8=75 1.
»2&76'l‘f
12-75
7-75" |
‘la~73'v v
o 2-76 1.

4-75

et
4-76 |

3"6‘76”2',‘
RS
'6‘76“r
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‘From the pre- to post- perlod in 8-, the BlP rate 1ncreased 4 per—¥v_
cent, or from 8.5 percent to 8.8 percent of the total calls, For}'”

the treated. tracts, the BIP rate increased 27 percent, or from

9.1 to -11.6 percent of the total calls.. (See Table 8.) When Lheil

post~ treated data are adjusted to exclude the 4 percent increase

observed in the 8§~ area, the 9.1 percent to. an adjusted ll 2 ner-""

. cent BIP rate is statlstlcally smgnlflcant (x2 = 4 82 ~df = l,
p < .05). : g T

Table 8--Burvlary-1n-Progress to Total Burglary Calls r

Treated Car Beats K T 8= Car Beats

Nunber of Calls Classified Pre=- ' - Post= | = Pre- 1 Post-
Burglary~in-progress (BIP) | 160 9.1% 276. 11.6% | 431 8.5% [ 540 8.8% |
Not BIP ' 1592 2109 14634 |-s883 .
Total = 11752 ) 2385 1 5068 16123

Calls per carbeat month | 17.88 “17.16.. )} 13.73 o 3r.27 ]
Number of carbeat months 98 139~, Ceo b 36970 "543.\~"“ L

Given that objectlve two was. achleved by ‘the pro;ect, addltzonal

questions relating to this- objectlve concerned the locatlon from

which BIP's originated, whether there was an increase in suspect,

information and whether such BIP's resulted in nore patrol ar- i
: rests.; : - S ‘ :

Location of persoen making BIP. Lall;"The ratlonale for. Qb]ectIV
.two was that with block watch. organlzatlons and: educatzon of g}

“citizens in treated areas, susplclous .incidernts (e. g.,van unfa-

miliar person walklng around a- nelghbor ‘s house when the resx-‘t/

dents were known to: be gone) would be more. 11kely to. be reported fai'

to the police. If this were to occur, one would expect that f
this would be reflected in a larger proportlon of BIP calls

“being 1n1t1ated from -addresses other than the burglarlzed resx—f1°

. dence., . To détermine if this ‘Were the case, "BIP calls were»'
-examined and ‘grouped ‘as’ coming from:same ‘or. dmfference"ed‘

dresses (see Table 9). Unfortunately,vthe accuracy of this s

;partlcular ana1y51s is unknown. ‘Upox
- data,’ it was. found that over 50 perc

‘examlnatlon of SE,ECT .
t. of BIP calls did’ not
include informatwon cnncerning tho locatlon of the person

‘calling the ‘police’ department. In all such cases, “it - was- as—,w4id:
sumed that they orlglnated from the same address at whxch the N

burglary occurred..

Table 9-~Locatlon of Person Maklng BIP Call

Treated cax Bea*s 7~Rl}-=‘ G Car Beats

Caller's Location: 1 Prew"*' . Post= -} - Pre-".v o
“Other address -~~~  |. 44 27, 5% | 63 22.8% ,5.99 23 0%
Same address = . 1116 o213 fﬁ~‘fl"332

“Total - - et '160~,, . '276H_f' -] 431

BIP calls per carbeat month 1,63 XG99 1,17 -
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“While s- sho%ed'a non-significant 1 percent increase (from 23. 0
. percent to . 23.3 percent) in-BIP: calls from other addresses w1th—‘:‘ i [
¢~ in the treate\d car beats, ‘there was a non-significant 17 percent | . '~ @
decrease (from 27.5 percent to 22.8 percent,x2 = 1,19, df = 1, e :
p’'= .28) in calls from other locations. - The inconclusiveness of
. this partlcular analys15 may be due to m;ssxng data on callers
plocatlon clted above..' S : :

quspect information 1noluded in BIP calls: In llne with the ra—h
.tionale that block watch and educatlonal efforts of CCPP would e
“lead to more BIP calls. occurrlng, these same efforts should sen-jﬁ
‘sitize persons to the need of suspect: descrlptlon 1nformatlon. :

To examine this posslbllaty, BIP calls were analyzed‘on the

basis of whether a descrlptlon of " the suspect oxr: the suspect s
vehicle was 1ncluded (see Table *10) . : ‘ - i+

Table 10—-Suspect Informa+1on and BIP Calls

: : Treated Car Beats ,j.‘ . S=Car Beats
Suspect ‘Information Was: “Pre- Post- | Pre=' - | Post— R
© Included ~ 97 60,6% | 1Bl 65.6% 283 55 2% 350 64 8% I
Not included - 1 63 o o} oe5. 193 | 190" 1o
Total, ‘ - -~ |.160 : 276 IR 431, . ) .540 o

For the 8~ area, the 17 percent increase (from 55 2 percent to
64.8_percent) in the suspect 1nformatlon rate was, s1gn1flcant
(x2 9.24, af = 1, p < ,01); while the & perceﬁtrlncre ase
(from 60.6 percent to 65,6 percent) for treated areas was not
significant (x2 = 1.08, daf =1, p;=~.32) . Some.” part of this e
‘unexpected result might be due to the fact’ ‘that the. S- area/ﬁad ;?~“
a lower suspect lnformatlon rate to.- begln w1th, and ‘the result-:’
ant change in the post=- perlod was a regression phenomenon, ‘since

<~ both the S= and treated area had v1rtua11y 1dent1cal r:tes in
the post perlod (x L =0 05,vdf l, P = .82) S e

Arrests resultlng from BIP calls Another‘Way'to
quallty of the addltlonal 'BIP calls rece1Ved by SPD ; res
‘; of CCpPP act1v1t1es is to’ analyze the: result of such calls;‘”
°c1f1cally, the question of- lnterest 1s,

BIP calls 1n treated areas caute more hlgh

' suspects)? It is p0551b1e that BIP oalls welevgencrated:thr u
project efforts ‘that are aotually counter productlve 1n terms
pollce manpower use. S LR

“‘;Tolanswer'thrs“questlon}'BIP calls thatjr sultewfp’ :
r'of'SuspecL(s) for the S- and treated areas»were ahalh(
Table ll) In the s~ area, the number of‘B. ‘ga
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Table 1l-~Arrests Resulting'ffom'BIP Calls -

“Treated Car Beats &~ S- Car Beats
Arrest Prem- Post-. " Pre-'. "PASt- ;
Did occur 28 17.5% 53 19.2%:; 718, 18 l% 9l 16;9%: B
Did not occur 132 . 223 r;a‘ 353 449 oo
Total' 160 276 S 431 : 540

they indicate that the increase of BIP calls in the treated area f“"”
has not occurred at the expense of the quallty of ‘such calls.v’\ gy
That is, the BIP calls have. shown a non- 51gn1f1cant increase in -
favorable outcomes (arrests) within the treated area, whlle.de~:1‘”
creasxng in the control area. : BN R RERER

Vel




blf 'Vlttlmlzatlon surveys 1ndlcate that CCPP has srgnlflcaﬂtly 7ffr§ﬁ
' reduced program Parthlpants re31dent1al burglary rate. G

2. Program partlcrpants are representatlve of the general
‘population in that their pre- program entry. burglary v1c-.n‘
timization rafc is comparable to those perwons not- =

'partlclpatlng in - the progect., They are nelther more nor S

‘less llkely to be burglarlzed than the general populatlon.,“;fﬂv"v‘

Program part1c1pants are not. representatlve of the general

.population in terms’ of their’ reporting’ behav1or. Prlor tao.

program entry, they are’ 51gn1f1cantly more llkely to report e
burglary v1ct1m1zatlon to the. pollce than those who do not .
~join the’ program. R : e

4, 1There is no evrdence of burglary dlsplacemenﬂ to- non-f;U
treated nelghbors of program pa‘trclpants.,f:‘;g~ :

- Reportlng rates for burglary appear to lncrease for both
’ members “and non= members as a result of CCPP act1v1t1es;iu
fw1th1n treated areas. : R -

6. Official pollce data for census tracts treated by the'
project are inconsistent . 1ndlcators of CCPP effects. Thls
most likely is due to . the comblned effect of decreased 1n-7
cidents with increased reportlng.: Addlthnally, flrst yearﬂ
SPD offrcral data dinclude the effects oF other programs

peratlng 1n the same tracts..:’= : :

7,"V1ct1mlzatlon data suggest that program effects last
- l2 to 18 months., : il ; Ep : }

) However, thls conclusron should be treated as extreme Y
.’tentatlve. : : . ‘ Cenl . ,
'9,_ﬂ?he_
S all
. for
fThe

. 10,’.‘:

‘*recelved by ‘the pollce. Both the number of calls
,rtsuspect Jnformatlon -and - rcsultlng 1n arrest° hav]
‘”although non- srgnlflcantly.,_i ‘ : e R
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CRIME PREVENTION PROGRAM‘QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS,”

" COMMUNITY

Questioﬂ.

-cxtlzen crime preventlon programs?

Answ‘er :

' What is the Crty s pollcy on reductlon of crime through

‘The Seattle 2000 Commlsaloﬁ recommended and the Mayor‘ena

S City Counc1l adopted law and justice Goal C,

"Reduce crime,"

via,

Resolutlon 24283,

A specific objective of thls ‘goal is thats:

"Opportunities to commit crime should be: mlnlmlzed,

citizen crime

‘prevention programs should be expanded."

The CommiSSioﬂ'suggested.?

that "Citizens must share the respons;bllxty for prevention of :
crime--law enforcement agencies, the courts,,and correctlons should
not handle it alone R

a:

goestion. Does the Communlty Crime Preventlon Program respond to
'the Crty s pollcy? : ~ : :

‘Answer: Yes. ‘The qoal of the Communley Crlme Preventlon Program

'is reduction of residential burglary.  Burglary has been adopted -

as a priority c¢rime for the City since 1974,’and analyses have.
suggested that burglary is partlcularly amenable to reductlon ; v
through citizen actions. The Communlty Crime Prevention Program ggl"
represent= a systematic expansion of c;tlzens partlcrpatlon in .o

- erime prevention and allows citizens to assume the shared respon-'
Slblllty ‘for crime prevention suggested by the Seattle 2000 Com- .
m1551on. o ) o - R g R

R
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What does ‘the Communlty Crlme Preventlon Program do?

Question:
Answer: The program provides prlmary, malntenance and adv1sory

services.

1nspectlons and block watch organlzatlon,

Primary services include property marklng,

.these services are pro~A“r

schrlty

o

vided on a systematlc block-by~-block,

nerghborhood by-nelghborhood

schedule. Advisory services consist of provrdlng more limited. as-ffgfr"
sistance to communities which have the necessary 1ncent1ve and o
organlzatron to provide the prlmary services through ‘the use of . "
communlty volunteer resources. Malntenance services 1nvolve re-~””
contacting block watches on a six- month schedule ‘and attemptlng"

to reinforce contlnued communlty‘crrme preventlon emphasrs.;

Questlon-

Durlng the past three years of operatlon of the pro'

: gram, RN

to what extent has 1t been effectlve 1n reduclng burglary'
agaxnst resxdences? B : e

Accordlng to v1ct1mlzatlon surveys, burglary rates'havec]
been reduced 48- percent to 61 percent for program«part1c1pants, ?i'ﬁ‘
“the specific reductlon dependlng upon the program area and,tlme't :

perlod 1nvolved.

"Answer;




'.Avolved in the program and a 5.62 percent decrease in the: monthly

thguestion;, Dld reported burglarles go down? If so, by how much?

fAnswer.‘ If all data on reported burglarles for areas treated 1n S
~year ‘one and. year two are comblned, there was a 9.94" percent de-.,‘. RS
‘crease in the monthlyfaverage of: reported burglarles for areas in- .

:*Thls represents a

- average for areas not‘lnvolved inithe progran S
Seattle minus. the oI

4.31 percent decrease over . that experlenced b
treated ‘areas. S

,Question" Whlch program element seems tb be mostteffect :
ducing burglaries (property marklng, home securlty 1nspecflons or
block watch)? - co e : e , S

Answer: Block watch actlvrtles appear to have the most 1mpact on
‘burglary rates, as measured by v1ct1m1zatlon surveys,;[ﬁ" o '

guestlon. How much of the Clty has been covered by,the C'mmu‘»f“
Crime Preventlon Program? ’7' ,1,«,:_,,‘prv‘“, Lt e

Answer. About 20 percent.c The program has had a mlnlmum s anda”d'55795

cent experlence has shown that 1n some,areas, 40 percent‘to*s
percent is attalnehlc. Next vear; the-mlnlmum partlclpatlon
will be 40.percent, ratner than 30 percent.f '
40 percent partlclpatlon,

:Crlme Preventlon Program thus far.gcQE

In the report to Clty Councxl 1n June of thl,

. guestlon-

‘low1ng three months to make the Law and Ju"tlce PlannlngﬁOff
now report te the Clty Counc1l that the Communlty C b%

yAnswer. Two vrctlmlzatlon surveys necessary for the evalua
were not complete at the time ©f the earliex report, he
,V1ct1mlzatlon Survey (ln-person 1nterv1ews conducted

;‘collected vxctlmlzatlon data, And the more thorough analy i
.”dlspatoh and. burglary 1n persoh data for a large perlod
F:(22 months) and larger areas: treated by the program-

"hg_pstlon- ‘Has the Councll Audlt staff approved or- exr
,evaluatlon process?‘e' ' : L




_Answer: The City Council Audit staff has been worklng w1th the = | _gﬁ
Law and Justice Planning Office and has had full access to. ‘pProgram - ‘

‘Preventlon of future burglarles will. depend upon assumptlpns re"fT‘: L
- garding CCPP maintenance efforts and their ability to sustain ,”"ew~f :f

Answer: Cosis are as fOllOWSﬁ

.For ¥. 5 years, .the program had flve fleld staff -~ For the second»
1.5 years, the program had ten: fleld staff. Thus, “the second

»guestlon' What did it cost per burglary prevented? ﬁow does .
~ kthis ‘compare w1th the loss that would have occurred ;n the burJ
glary? ‘ : B : »

3 ”Ansuer, Assumlng 5, 280 households served a year (based upon CGPP
, productrv;ty quotas) at an annual’ project cost of $243, 612, the
“cost for serv1c;ng 100 households would be: $4, 613 86, orf$45; £
-per: household. Based upon the’ Seattle. ?ollce Departmentfmo”thly
’{orlme capsule ‘for- oeptember, 1976, the’ aVerage dollarx- loss

;:,wres1dent1a1 burglaries was: $457.78. Therefore,vatja cost ©

- .$4,613.86, fou. burglaries gosting: citizens '

~. 7 in stolen property could be prevented !
'27expended)

- Eoe , . ;'__-3_ :

i

staff, Law and Justice staff, evaluation data and program data.

It is not known at this time what conclusions will be drawn; how=~

ever, the audit report should provide an independent assessment of'.' RERIR
the Law and Justice evaluatlon and its valldlty. )

Q_estlon. Bow many burglarles have been prevented by the program?
How men) burglarles will be prevented Jn the future?

Answver sy, As of December 31, 1975, 9,129 households were‘involved.
in the program. Assuming a 48 percent to 61 percent reduction in
burglary rates, this represents approximately four fewer burgla-‘ o o
ries per 100 households per year. Conservatively, assuming that = S
CCPP efforts last.only 12 months, this would represent the- preven~ o '
tion of 365 burglaries (9,129 x .04) o '

ot

program effects, the number of households served and the perlod
of time in the future that is projected. At present, the most
conservatlve estimates would be four burglarles prevented per
year for every 100 households. o S

Question: What did ‘the program cost during year onejlyearftWQ“QW7""”"
and year three?- ‘ RDEE EE : IR

Year one = ~ >$117 924’ (11 months) "hff; 7'.7r“?.*f~af-£;f*f%f”7
‘Year two - - $170,690 (12 monthS) R g’!?jy' S
Year three - $274 199 (13 montbs) ' 3 o

year costs reflect six months at’ the five: fleld staff level ‘ar

six months at the ten field staff level. . The calendar year cost-h[;

for the thixd year wéuld be $243 512')

“14

These flgures do: not anclu e em'her damago Lo the'




5Wresid£ﬂ
ge851ng burglary reports andv ases.,gff”

,uguestlon:_fw‘“

”'Answer-‘ The Analysis ‘of Alternatlves, Sectlo Four, shows that o
" the primary service «delivery to the entlre Crty will take: between
-eight and ‘ten years to complete once. fPopulatlon turnover data

- indicate about a 52 percent Seattle ‘turndver every five years.»+5°7’”

By ‘ten years' tlme, we would expect the entare Clty households to

have,substantlal turnover., Every ten’ years, the ‘primary se9v1ce~‘,
. process will have to he started’ ‘over again., . The .complete cover-{'“
age of the Clty takes ten years w1th ten fleld staff and w111 have

'ventlon Program respondsfto nermanen

'”safety responsey

: Question&

~~fCr1me PreVentlon Program°

" Answer: ,The current resource 1eVel of. th:
vention Program is recommended ‘as ‘the insti

”a{Currently, the budget is. approxrmately $263, 00,»82 percent“o

'whxch is salaries. If we ‘assume that-a reas able estlmate ‘of
v'sal Yy 1ncreases and cost-wncrements for other supplles and Op‘gﬁ"f

**tue~nrogram in future years one, three,filve,:
Wi ) pprvx;mately $284, 148, $331 506, $386 494,
and $5250936, respectayely‘ :

: Qﬁestion.,

erate An the comlng years?

i The Communlty Crlme Preventlon Program w1ll move through
yet’untreated aﬂeas of the" Clty untll the entire Crty ‘has been
' offered the prwmary serv1ce once. After provrdlng the*prlmaxy

.1ntervals. After\* n

‘dgaln-»: o e Gy

: guest*on-‘ Does the Community trlme\Qr‘
‘serve every nousehold 1n the Clty?

:ténnswer~- The serv1ce is. dEa gned f0r{s'ngle famll

'V_hOUSehoidssmrghe operatlng goal w111 be to serve at

cent; but’ ldeally the progect mould ll?e to sexve’ 100 percent\ £
the srngle—famlly and duplex householos: : o7 sl u

,QUeStlon‘ Wlll the Communlty Crlme Preventlon Program serve-*"

,‘apartment units, commercxal establishments? Sl b ‘ﬁv:vv




‘-fhnswer - No,kthe Commun1“

Ff;v51gned to serve apartmen

The env110nment of apartment unlts am

'“'such that the: methodologles of the Co:

: ml
© gram; a5e not. llkely to have: a great eﬁfect.j

‘' .glary protection is, of course, prov;ded to allﬁ

~who request 1nformatron, but we do not
Vserv1ce of the Communlty Crlme Prev

are des1gned ‘such’ that doors open on corrldors and ha‘lways.pi' i
. makes ‘block~ ‘watch type actmv;ty dlfchult.( Because apa tmentk i
dents are renters, they cannot be- expected to purchase’and 1nsta
security devrces,vor make st“uctural change Fox: these 1
«-.the City-has chosen a dlfferent coérse to pr Lect cltlzenv

~in apartments frem burglary. ‘

. orxdinance. provides” Tor-solid. €ox
apartment unrts 1n the Clty.

The burglary protectlon;

different in. charactex [R5
dential burglarles ocdhr.durlng dayllght hours wpen;t r
could be observed, most commercxal burglarles ocgur after
establishment is closed, or at. nlght. Thus, bloék watch wou
~ineffective. The Seattle Pollce Department w111“soon begin
and- Justice funded demonstratlo~ .project whlch represents

~ pansion of. their past commerc;al sectrl,&

Seattle businesses. This new.program will: ]st“a target hardenlng‘
,strategy for commercxal establlshments,'thro[gh prov1510n by the
Seattle Pollce Department of target hardenlng recommenda
fapproprlate securlty and alarm systems.;,r :

Questlon- ‘Are there ways to redtce costs (for example, use of
. volunteers, use of- patrol off;cers, bulldlng 1nspectors,
.flghters, ete.)? ,,.~,“_ : j»u,,""'- :

'words, ‘the burglary reductlon success of less costly methodolo
vgles should be" establlshed before they are adopted by ‘the Comm
‘nity Crlme Preventxon Program. At thisg txm' we Have no 1ndicatlon

'modlflcatzon to reduce costs of the Community Crlme Prevent;on ‘

ZProgram would be as’ effectmve.f ‘The program contlnually trles“ff“

~ refineits operatlons so that’ the cost per unlt of service con %
f‘SLStently goes down. As the program staff 1ncreaseuthe1r effl@;n
’clency in delivering services, it is expected that the cost per
'unlt of serv1ce rendered w1ll be reduced.“-~

SR




'\Qdeetioﬁ:~ What departmen{

”~Ahswer't The Department of Communlty Development 1s recommended a

Jgram.a
of the systematlc block by block, nelgbborhooaib
odoiogy. L , . o ;

'guestlon., The Attorney General's Off;ce 1?
Program.;

_a. recent statewmde effort to’ provrde sup

‘publlc awareness efforts that" ‘have been (s

“the State. This program does tnot. dupli'ate lot§1 £
:rather, it is des;gned w1th the 1ntent o support th‘”

at. the local level.- Slnce the Attorne'
mass media advertising in August, nly?”
'1.have been. recelved by the ClLV s program.L} 
. Questlon='fWhat are the possnhle sourcee'
‘ gram: Block’ Grant HUD, LEAA, .other Justl,_.
o State Attorney General, County,'lnsurance,comf

Answer~ The range of possxble dlscretlonarysfederalvor p
sources is viewed to be an 1nappropr1ate choilce. for fwndl o
the Communlty Crime Prevent;on Program beyonQ[July 31, l9ﬁ

‘used to contlnue the progrem as a permanent respons
together fundlng for thlS program u51ng prlvate, fedf

'1the‘clty,
presented -
k-ma‘ d e nf?.“"«.r

nfgﬁeétion, Does ‘the program ‘save the Clty any money? If;not;swhyftffg
”not, ox,. how much” - ST T T T R e




. Answer: Probably notlr:However, 1f one were to pose thefqdestlon,
"Doé's. the: Communlty Crime Preventlon Program generate any fund for
hthe Clty?, the answer may ‘be. qulte dlfferent. <

’”thlle no money WOuld be saved SO 1ong ‘as the Communlty Crlme Pre-‘”‘:i“

‘ventlon Program did ‘not replacw tradltlonal pollce serv1ces de**
51gned to- prevert burglary, the prodgram could be v1ewed as. revent
,gcneratlng for the City. Although an analy51s 1s ~not, yet poss;blé
Citds reasonable to . belleve that numbers of people res;dlng ‘in

B Seattle may, in. the" course ot‘the next: several years,scon51der
movrng ‘due to the fear of or a’ resu‘t of an: experlencey

'VlCtlms of burglary Cltlzen

remaln, as well as” attlactlng new re51dents to the Clty

migration were reduced, the tax base would. be strengthened .prop—;nff"

erty values: would remain hlgh and monetary beneflts to the Clty
mlght accrue.v : S

guestlon Can the pOllce depaltment - budget be reduced a
sult of this program? Where? ,If not, why not? L

Answer- It ls qu1te p0551ble that tradltlonal pollce servzces
which are provided to support the fun tlons of detectlon, appr'

hension and preventlon could be examined’ for potentlal reductlonS'f“'

because the Community Crlme Preventlon Programﬁteets ob;ectlves
~for these functions. . However4 those decisions should be made an
an ‘atmosphere of independent’ and cautlous consi eratxon. e
is little doubt that: this program offers c1tlzens more prof ec'xon”
from residential burglary than tradltlonal pollce preventativ
patrol. However, the conclu51on should not be" reached that be

s cause thls program prevents. burglary better Lhan preven iv
trol, the number of patrol units can be reduced on thi

alone. Eff1c1ent ¢car dlspatch capablllty sfv1tal 1n orde

meet the response emergency needs of c;tlzens,_ : '

Question: How does . the cost of thls program compare“to the»c
“of’ tradltlonal pOllCP approaches to burglary? EE

”Answer- The Seattle Pollce Department 5 response ‘to: burglary 1,
cludes command staff, detectlves, patrol offlcers and sypport:"
vices. Lach functlon of the pollce department structure prov1des
some response to the crlme of burglary.'zFor thls”reaso'

_gburglary on a one—to one cost bas1
‘ventlon Program s response ‘to burglary.
a- burglary (detectlve cost alone) 1s approxlmateli

jComparatlvely, the cost of prov1d1ng the preventlo serv1ce unlts.
of the Communlty Crime" Preventlon Program is: approxlmatelyi$30 ‘pexr
“service unit rendered. However, since. not all households where
serv1ces are prov1ded would be burglarlzed, the cost per burglary




The Seattle Pollce Depaxtmentgﬂstf‘

Thus, in reugh terms,ft

,"Q'> tion'. What s tbe most 1mportant lesson lea Lednwith'regard» 
~to how the‘ 1ty shoulc dnal w1th burglary? : ORI S

,‘Answer-ﬂ Perhaps the most 1mportant lesson ls»that a publlc pollcy
i 1nvolv1ng ditizens in crime preventlcn efforcs dnd direct sup-~
fport of’ Clty publlc safety obﬂectlves can’ ‘work to prote ct. c1t1vens
£rom’ crime and can serve as a model for c1tlzens worklng coopera-
tlvely w;th government to" allevxate common problems.ygff L

s

Question- What would happen to the burglary rate 1f thls program
is not funded? Explaln.

[

AnSwer- There 1s no def:nltlve answer to thls auest10n5

", solute sense--that is, re31dent1al burglarlcs will. lnc*eaSe o]
decrease by x percent a year. “over ‘the last 12 yeers, 3
burglavles have 1ncreased approxxmately 8. 4 percent eaCh year..._“
From 1974 to 1975, reported residential burglary decreased by 7. 4‘
percent, and for January’ through September, 1976, - conpared w1th

- the same perlod in 1975, the decrease has been 9 percent These
data illustrate. tg, dlfflculty of” trylng to say what' burglary .
wvill do in an absolute sense. Depending upon . the: varlouS‘rength"
“of time periods usedy a llnear projection: of fututre buralarv rate
would be either for more 1ncreases {(a 12— year base} orx Lor Qe-:
creases (u51ng a two-year base). S






