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'~)(E:CU'I'IVE SUf,1:MAR,Y 

The Office" of· Policy Planning/Law an~ustice 'Plann~;llgOffice 
offers the. follo\'ling recomm'endactions baseti,,~pn its analysis of 
the Community Crime prevention ':Program~ "~,;,~~~, 

2. 

. 3. 

• y 

4. 

'/ Q ~ 
. " , . . . i "'. . "":""'1 ,.. . ': 

Th,e Commtt!li ty, Crime Prevention .progr~: shouid'~CD;'1 t.inue·. 
The .commu'nity "crim~, p;r:'even17ionprogral){.hasb·eell.s)1'o'\t~ 
tobe'-aJl~' effective:imeans olE reducingithe priority cl;'lm"e"-: 
of burglary. It mcikesex~ensive :lISe/of citiz~niniti&­
tive,'as ~nvisioned by Se.~tle 206pr~Qmmission • . '., " ·····L ..... :', '.' ,/'.' 
The Community Crime prevd!ntion. ~~ogra.T!l 0sh,ot:i . .;;:1...;d,;,..~~...;;,..~~~ 
with City general fund i~source'ls\\whetl its,pre'sentgrant, 
funding expires in AuguS]\, .1977. 'fheprojectwill have 

been supported by LE'l\Ag~Fnt fu.m1.sf~.rap ... p ... r.o. :X.im. ate.IY 
'four years at theexpira plon of the present<grant. 
Enough" experience has been, gained to determine if'the 
project .is worthy of City, ~t~B.gSJr~. 'By seeki'ng other' 
grant ~upport ,'1 tp.ed'ay of re,pkon'ing would'lo,rtlyhede-
l.ayed. . '.' '.1 

, '~)' 

..... ..~. }j,~ 
'rhe . Communi tYCrime prevehtioriProc,;rr"am sh.ou(ld.-.;:;.;::;....".;:;;..;:;..;;;..,:;;..~ 
.tutionali~ed in to the Departmenitef Commullj,tLDeveJ;op­
ment a:;; of ,January 1~1977 .. ,DUriJ;1g" itsqernOll!5trat'±on 
phase I the community Crime p.reveni,tiolilop.rogramhasb'7en .' 

manP:ged by t;he L.aw. a ...... nd Ju.stice.i.1 Pl'~nn.dt .. ng .. O'£.flce.,~· ...... ,a.n ... i.'.d. I:t,l).·.e.'. 
profect's personnel positionsar,ecleated in the Of/fice 
of policy Planning/Law ci,nd Jtisjtice Planning Of·fice., 

". " , ,', . ,: . - ". ~ 1'1"':. " 
Ol?P/LJPO is not the proper o.rg'anizat~onto manage a' , .. ' 

;~" " 'I "",' - ,,-. 

f~llt operating aroject.· t 

Of the possible d~'partmeh:tsl ikd1udin§ th.e D.e:partmellt 
of Humarl Resources,. the Seatt.1ePQ1ie:e Depart,ment, the 
Department of' Licenses and CQnsumerAffairs,apd th·,e .......... . 

v Department, of Community Deye10pment, ,it' ,is ··.r!'!commended .... 
tha tthe Departmen tof, Comm~nity Development,pe . c~osen '. 
to 'heus eal'ld manag,E:! °the Comhnmity' c'r,i'IrlePreventionPro­
gram." DCD' s' m'anagementstyle,chara'cterizedhYs~rOl')9' 
n e i'g hb 0 rho 0 d' improve men tor i en t at 10 ri, s t:ri ct,a,dhe'ren ce 
to. a eh iev"-'lment of goals I object::J. ves and s~hedules" ,uld 
fl~$ibllity ~f staff·workinR·h~ur~, ca~be.~ . 
date the Community, Cr ime p.revention.)?rogram, 
sim.ilar characteristics .. 

., 

The Community ,Crime Prevention Program should be. runddd 0 

and lnai~)tained at its ~12resen't. leveL '.' T'n':e, p:i:Q.gJ;:tlm,:Qpe.r~ 

ating at ,.i ts presei1t level will. ii'iChievefu;qtity cover-
age at the 40 percent leve,1 of participati:on .,in eig'ht . 



vU.L 

II. . . {o· 

'. ,,' ancrdhe~halfyear,s.. 'The .40\'pelfc:ent level rep:r.e~ent,s an' 
inc'reqsefrpm' the presentg,cal .of 30 percerit partic:ipci'" 
ticn. This incre'ased.goal'is due, in part,":t:c1:Phe"" 

. ,inpr(tias.ed "fixp-erieno,sand )k.illsc'f·prl;ject's'ta.rfaffd 
. due ,in'pai;.t!to' theaddi tic,hc,f "th'eMcbileCitizehJ,:n.-. 

v.olv.enl'ent U"nit "'.hich isd.e,signed 'l:c:a,id in deli~·'.of 'I 

the primary'service and }ncreasetheacc:ept;ance" '\1' 
.of oi tizens ... 

~ ~ _." .. ~ , . ;":\-, 

S. The CcmmunityC:rime Preven:t.icnprcgiam "shculd he con ... 1;\ 

tinually m.oni tared and eyal'ua ted . TheCOinri{i"tn:1.tYCriJlle';, 
prevent~dnc'o."}?rcgra~. 'remainsan.:,experim~rft)alpl.·c~~.t~alT!'· aYl 

. thcu,gh ~t has a hl.s'tcf1' spann~ng mcrcth'artthr.ee years r 
To insure ccntiri'Ued s.uo,c.essalcng .• wi th (:f1lrther.ccn- ·'t· 
trclled exper'i'menta ticn ; 'tire Cc'mmtfrf;i.ty "criom~P:r:~~venti.oA 

"Prcgram sh.culd ccntinue to bemcnitcred and evaluated .<\" ,. . - . . ,"' ,,",' ,. ',''I' 
. . ,.. il. "",. 

The Office of Management a"l'ldBlldgets,'hquld.:re~uir~il '.' 
stric't' program budget~the taw'\r and.,Jus,tic:ep;La.n~~n:§f.-:~~~:=t=,,, 
fice .Shduldcontinueitscri~e impacteV'g1,tiat"16riantl", 
a prcjeot~s'Ctn~rin.gcQmmitte~s.J)ould',,'be~fot~rid . inad.eup 
.of rep.resentatives ,.of the S.eattle ,Policerie,p~rtment, 
the Office .of Managem.¢ntand Bl.idget,t:he: DepfJ.:t;"tment"df", 
Community' Development and th~oLaw ari'd.:rustioepiapnihg 
Offi ce ,tc provideov:ersightcf theprolect'~, . . 
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EXl::CU'fIVE SUMMARY 

COMMUNITtCRIME ~REVENTI0N PROG~AM IMPACT ON BURGLARY 
" 

Th.e ~ji,lera:tl g'Oalof theCommll,nit~l'Gr:i~e';pr\$teI1t:±an'p'tog£~mis to 
reduce resid'ential burglary. T~le specific,' technicaLly s.tated 
objec:tlves of t,he pr,?gramare al~' £0110\'I$.'1 

-,' {;" . ,._; 

Objective One: T.o.produce .a, s.tat~st:icallY significant d.e.':" 
c;rease, in t.he nuptber 0':1:' resi;dential bUrglaries in, the pro­
gram's ta~get areas. 

\'~ 

Objective Two: To demonstrate a statistica,:!ly significant 
increase in the number (or percentage)ofburC],lary-in- ' 
p~6gres~ calls received bythe,Seattl~' pqlice 'Department • 

. '" '-. -' "'- . " 

To determin.e whethe'r the objectives "were achi'evedi, dataf,rom 
three separate and .independentso'Urces 'were aI)alyzed.' The .. '.' 
sourcesw'ere official SeattlePoliCE!'Departrne~t reco.rds on re~ 
port~dresidential bil'rgl.aries, . three separate victimi.zation 
surveys and official Seattle Police Department dispatch' 'recordS. 
Analysis of these data allow the f61iowirig. ccmcilusions: , 

, ",. ,'" ", 

l.;Partlt:Cipationin the, cowm\lnity Crime:;'PreventJ"on . Program '. 
. signif:;,cantly :r:~duces the risk:i 0'£ i:esi.d~ntia·iburglarY , 
victimization, by bctwecrl40 per,ccnt"a'nd'6l p¢J:'cent.

A

. 
, ',,' , "1 ,:, ,"" " - ,. ,'-; 

2. The proportion of actuC1l~re$ide,ntial:burg.lari,eso that' 
. . _ " ~'.' l!., . ' . -', .... " .' 1):", ,~: " . " . : 

are reported to, the, polie'a increfsesf;otri, apout;"?O,per-
cent to 76 p:ercent' following CCPl?act,;Lvities." This" . 
also holds for the proportion of bu~glCiry-in,;,progreis.$ 
,calls, which~ inQr~ased2.7' peroen1:in,a:reasofthe.,City 
treated by' the communi,ty tilme l:~revention,Program. 

< " , " - -' .:' , 

~'. __ ~, ,-___ "'"~-~~;..=.~..o--~~ 

3 .No e~idencecof res identiid, burg lary ~diSpiac~)1len1: .·to,,, 
'either adjac~nt. non-CCpp'hous.holds 
ciensus' tracts was fou~d. 

V0 

4. The, Community Cr irne PreV'ention 
obj~~tives. 0 
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.~ }\UALYSIS, ali' ALTERNATIVES, 

" Al tel;'n~ ti vas for. theP9!JlIllUnrty'CJ;;blle Preve,nt;i.onPiogralll's futril;'e., 
range from ·cancellation· of tb,eprogram to m'aSs.ive .. expansion. 
ll,sing productivity quotas of the exis>t'lng programa,nd'a qo~l b.f 

. 40percen,:t acceptan6~ .Q.~Q,f=;~~cl?;,~~cq,cpp .serv,iceoS,the followi.ng 
. projecticins can be mad.e: " . . 

1 .. 

2. 

5:' 

Mainten.anc~of currentccpP ,resourcecoinrnitment (ten 
field stai.f.) will allow .primal:'yServic~, :to be. 'offe:red 
Ci ty:-wide in .eightandolle-ha.lf years. ' c;.~ 

Wi th aSO percent expa'~sion toe ~5!,iei.d 
tire City woul~ b~·serviced,in iive and ~!~~:ihi~~: :enJ~ 

'';' J/:-" 

Jj,' 
~"'. . ... "',"':.~ ... . \\ 

years. 

3. '1,'9 (Jcsmplete the 'entirE! ... Cit., Yi.n.,.t .. hr ... e .. Ei¥oe ... · ar .. ;.s w.ou~ .. ~,.I:r:}t- .... 
quire an expans~.on ,to i;l. lev.el Of. 2,8. fJ.eldst<lf~.·i')):-,-~. 

',' Relatively 1i tt1e is kho~nabotit meth~do.tog ieSwlii;9hqE:,p~1d',~PCll\. \, -, 
the use of volunteers, recfuitmel1>tYiame?ia,campa~gns an~\ ',how ,.' 
these compete with Seattle 's sYl;tema~ic do()r-t6"doo~.r~EEov;i:7sion., 
of services bycivflian paid staff •• , ''l,'he nalt,ionale~pe~f'~ehce;$ug.;. 

c g es 1;.S ,however, that partici1.)'ation wo:uld bz"substaIlt,i~lly lC:fSS. "t 

(2 perce'nt to}7 pelcent) ,~' ., () , ' 
":"""",;0...:' /) , ' 

The criITIe.impact e~aluation sllowsthe,gre~i::e.stad~an1:age,of 
program accrues to:' hallS eholds 'tih,ioh .. ~cH:::.ept~l?~9pe~tyma:rk.,in'9;' 
home secul?ity inspections and beC?Iile' part of a block, we-tcb. 
This Siuggests that high rates of particiJ?ation"are, desirable. 

. .' , 
Proj ections using .. evalu~tio~y'd·a,~a show, that f·f 1?r()g~amet,:f~ct~ '. 

, ',,-
,,\~(~;', '. 'r;~~:;~:."":;' 

" .~ 

ft( 

can be nl'aintained~ the contribution 9£ sing:r,e:-faIP.i~Y :andd'up]J~~ >,,' 

house'holds . to the"City 'sbuz;,glary problem qpri ·be Xecluceq'substan":,, , 
t i a 11 y • ' .Th e pro p 0 rti ono f victi mJ,z.a,J:j.()Jl~~~,~PQr~(ed~~t,o,,::'p,9~LbL,=· O!.l!,~~"",· o-Wo1/!.· .• !dlb··]k·:;!>] =====-=~_~ 
increase ,;\bu't-:;:eport~dresidential--bur:gia'ry w:tl1:~ls6 d,ecl);ne:" 

Maintenance of pr6gram effects is. the rnos.tquesFibnab;leassump~ 
tion of,the CGPP s,trategy. Citizens change i::he,ir ~laces 05 ' 

. residence ata surQrisingly high ra,te(aboutS:Opercentina, 
five-year.pei'iod),andevaluation results suggest adeca;(,:C?f .,. 
programeffectbetweensixtolB mOl1th,s,Clft.er~ervices are 1;1ro -
vided. Future program planning and eval'uation should focus upon 
remedies for this ~eakness. 

,':;:'." 

,I 

.' "''''~r:;1 

'I 

rlJ 
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EXECUTIVE·SUMMARY 

. ",,..-----,.,----,-
COMl4UNITY CRIME PREVENTION PROGRAM BA.C'KGROUND C'i 

" "'1 
In late,:,19.72 and ~arl:Y 1973, the Seattle La'wahd"justiee p:tanni~~' 
Office ~on~ucted anoxtensive analysis of the crime of burgla~y~ 
That analys.is reve,aled the following:. /' 

1. that th'~ Inaj ori·ty ofreside'fi.t~.i\al ,'burgiariesOccur ,dUr­
ing daylight hours':lhen it is pos$iple. ,for· citize~;s~to 
witness them; ",', :'" '. f ' 

2. thatih about 40 percentof"Seat:tle's burglaries, 
try is gained .throughopendool?s«~ndwind,ows;, ' 

3. that poli ce' patrols cannot be, reasbnab11~, .. exp~c.ted 
prevent many burglaries; and ", .;'" '·.J:I;"". 

4.' t'.hat the majority oivictims were notapl.etb.pr6\r"i'~ 
id en t i f yin gn umb er s, Of the i~t 19 s;t:"p,rope,reY7:-wri;i c~ wo,Ul~~t"·< 
aid police in apprehencIJ:ng'o:ffenders" apdreturriing~J:e-
covered proper-t"Y.. . ,:, ';. 

TheSe findings became .thebasis fOl:" the Comm\lnityd~:i;me "Preven~~ 
tion Pr.ogram(CCcpp ) design. .The prograt.n emp~oy:sCoptmu'nity ..... • 
Organizers andlIome Servi'ce 1'echniciaris'who," On ~ .... blQck-:-by~b':lock .. ' 
basis, per~orm the following, tc:isks:' . '. . . .. 

.:. ,{J " __ "'-;·T·~._-",""-:;"'_·-',... _. ,( . 

1.. Organ~z~ Block Watch groups • Theseb:IoCkwatch grouJ?s"',,\ 
'. are made up of eight totwelveneigh})oringfam-ili,es whorl'': 
mutually agree to watch their ne,ighpor,s"homesandre.-:-., 
port unusual occurreri~es .to· police'", .... .' 

2. 

3. 

Conduct Hbme Security. Inspections." c.cPp sea-fi .. go 
through the residc:nce .and point outsevu'r:i;~y WfaaknE!sse~'. 
and pfEer advice on how the weakne.sscbuld.ncremediecL 

'Perform Propertx Marking. GCpPstaff 'e.ngravean iden ..... 
ti£ying number, usually the driver ~ s l.tqe.nse p'uinber, 
on frequent.ly stole.nproperty ite,msancll)Ost ,.a'clecal, 
tha t so informs would-be burgl;aFs,' . 

. . 

The program' S90a1 has been, to ihvolv;9 ~.,t),east 30 percent of 
the single-family and duplexX'esidenc~s,in9aneighbot'hOQd in' at ~ 
least ohe of .,the aboveactivitA~.fi oil.i'primar'Y'.serv1ices. II 

. \' 

~'~""AIINaintenance scrvice it is also provided.· 'It'isdes:ig'nedto •. ' 
sustail'l block watches which have been established. 'Slockwatch 
ca,p .. t. 'ainsar: rac~ln:-acte. dat SiX .• i1lonth i~t.>erva:1S).a.n~.,a 1~9nth,l.Y 
newsletter ~s pulhl.shed, in order~ tore)uyenate ant;l.~bu;rglarY' 
~nt~rest in a ~om~unity. ' . 



'11 

,;. :: '" ., 

,', tJ ~'.... 

c,).~:; ....•..... ' .... . . . ." ..... 
, .aCi ty""wcide ~asi;s,the~-'p;rogram"1?rovides "Educu,tipnal' and" Inf~r~ 
mational" .Il\ateri~l~adVising. resid'~ntf(6rf'~ow, tb ",r>ro~ecti'" them­
se 1 ve 5 frc:Jmbu;rcjla ry ~~\h ~,sac:t;i.vf ~ y or I, Ad v'.i's"o r y Service'L!-]rake:s 
extensive, use'oftherned±,a',< rnailer.s',spc,aking 'cngag'emcntE/ and~ ; 
otherpJ.1blicevents and 'gather ing s. 

• -'. . ,.," . II' 

';;. " 
, ,f , " ' , '" : ",'" • G' ," , ,", " ,. , 

The Community C,riine pre,vention, Pio,g,x::am has he,en.s,uppdrtedby ct" '" 
LciwEnforcementAssistance'Admiriis(t:ratlon gra.nti=1i~ce'$cpt,e~ber; 
1973., l.:Fp)'urpos~_h~s been to ,test the, strat,'r9youtlined A"bQ\t,e ,0 

·'tosee if [.Ie would reduce resident'ial burglarY'; ';If II' 
, .'-;';~ '. " '. , ~ 

Ii "'" 

Between SS;,ptember, 197 3, wk~nthepr~gram b~~'an,and cr'une;19,76" 
approximately 20 census ,tracts (20 percen:t pial)" residan'ti'al,' 
tracts in· Seattle) haye rec'eived' theprogram',s priJl\a,ry, s'erv3.de 
(block watch, home insp,ectionand' propertY"rnCirking). At{a'dal.;;, 
tiondi 24 tractshaYe rece~vedtheprograrn)s Advi~o~1 
(.e.duca",t1on, an4 i·rfformation),. ' . ~. '.-' 

, , 
(/'':'' 

\' ~". 

• "'I;" 



","","",:,-~ ___ ,""""",,-,-". _-'_:5-_-;_··~··-:;'i!f~:~ 
.S.UMMARY /1 ' 

:::~;- .l'~::'" . 
I~~TRODOCTIO~ ~~~l~ ~./ " " ','. . \. ~Yi{ 

co~mu~/ly Ci;iroeprevent:,i,o'nprQgraro (CCPP) .. i~, a City oi.\j,.o 
Seattle 1-'esponse to the prioi~ity criroe, "O;:f' burglary. ,.,thepr\¥~t'arn 

, .~~ dE7s/j4n:d. to :educ~ bu~gla:rythrQug~_~e.live.ry'of: cri-roe,:pi'4p':tr;ec: , " ; 
" tl.onLervJ.ces dl.rect:ty to,Seat1;;le IS. Cl..tl.Zens •. ' As~such, l..t Jis;i'<a . ....,;,> ... /..! 
,'dire:6t~esponse ,to,. theSeat't;le' 200'Q','{awand

D 

j~$t.:i.·ce" 9b'als ~ha:. '<?~:-';~.~,J,::-'>'j (~J 
. j~£tives 'which have been,approv,e~~theJ_Ma'yor 'an$<"cityCqbn.c~l\:,;,~:;;;" ~:}';'::-.~~~ 
"Jet pt'ovi<;1es an opportunity for citizens to 'betrome invo13~wil in·" ,,' 'PpJ.-'",:"· cr J:,i-l 

',,:, /./ d±rJ'lct ~ervice roies to. redllce c:r,iroe (G.o,?ll,;l"C), I~n~~':r,eprt:e~k,t,~ 7"t~~y.r;"", , __ /?,~J?'~. , 

, /,l'-:- ,City I· S prJncipal OPRot'tunity to expand citizen';- ~rime ,pre~~!!t-4;'on ... '/7< g,. 
'. // progrjllfi!:( (Obj ecti ve 2). Specif ical'ly I, -fhe Sea ~tle;.. 2'00Q ::ororoi's·,,<,~· "~ ,-
':~, // sj.O'fi' report stated: UCitizens roust"~l1~d~ the i.e,s'p,onsli:b~-'it~Y_~fb~r . Q 

~j,vr' iPxevefie~on. Ocf criroe--Iaw enfdrc~m~p:t,a9~6c;:~"~s"D"tn'e' 'c,~,u¥i~>~!l4'" n' correctl.on.s cannot and shouldno,t'han~~l~<;:t/alone. II <It/,-,~:, 
f',' ", . J :"",/ , ' . " , //¥ ~ 

'. The Seattle '20,00 t-heroe, that.\'le rous~:,;.fp'volve'citi~~)ls~a.n~the re.~: ..•. 
duct ion 0,£ cr'ime ha~ ,lit. tIe mean)""rtg 1r u~" Ie ss" we kn-ow \'~n.atVl;orks ,to' 
reduce cr:ime .. If tp.e~ City eJ}.cou'rc;,ges': 'ci~:~~en~'.,\::6.i~r):ic:i,pc;f1:e, Fil'd • 

• 

spend their tiroe~ and mone1!/o,n. a coope;rC!it'i'y,e~;"h~,x;,qla>fy 'reduction 
progl'aro , it. is e'special/J.:§ rmportant'>tt6' know that the 
fact. has th ede si"",.,l'c·eff ect Of.,iif"lreiiuction. / • 

Th~~ neces s~.t/y:t~':"informou~~e'l:~~,~Ji ~h_e dJt-iVf~~ fo~ce?'b~hind' 
th~~ pre,,~ent'atl.~,n. ,.In the arehB;.o'~ Jpr1,l1le r;a.·uc;:tl.,o~"·ef.fo~tsJ' , ,/'" 
feu lure's ha~e 9pnthsten tly outnurobe,rJ,ed succes~el'r' and scholar'S ,,""';. ,,,,/,'.c ,;: 

with'national reputationscl're clp iml lhg thatl,'nothing .. Works. II " ... ,/ .• " .....•.. , 

,~rim'e~ reduction' porograms wh~cho~ferr an . hone~t:' p:~mise"'of~(uC::,,o/.5'f".,· ....... :",)~ 
cess are extremely rare. ,The,cur.rent fl.s.cal,\ envl.rortment,.,accoJIV!'Y'",~'~'~---" ; 
roodates program 'failure rouch roor~ gracefully than" su'cces,s,,:-;;,(, ~ 
Here we are f'aced with aproblero .. of;1'arge roag.ni-tude I wh~,;,Eifva 

,program whicchre'sBonds .to aQopted City g"i:)alsand objeq:~}ves' 
'has demonstrated success.;- '. /~; 

, .'. . '> ",= , .. ".,'.,., ,'/ . , " .<:.:15 
The purposCi-Clf,,,,, thi s . pap,ex:.J $. to .rita~ke recommenda't,;i:'oflS. ·forthe 
c~mrouni t~Crime.; pr:ventiClri', progra~ ic,~,f~'tu~ei:!~,~e~,,~ }n,forma:" ~_, ,,_,_,:'~!"-~~I 
t l. on 9 en era te d l. n ,: J. t s d ~roo ns t: at i O~L~h~~~~~J~~~'~~~~; ~-~:- --:--,':" --' '-==-"':711 

. The discussion whi,ch fo~l,9J\!-~~~con:si",stent ~ith't;hele9islative' I I~~f ": 
·intent of the,,: S~9.j;,tl~~""'CTty CoUri~il,wh,i~h r<e:s91ved in' ResoJ,.utiotl" )1." -:.1 

0' ~!~J!~!~~'~~a!I~~mt~~e d~~:~~~ro~~~:~~~~"_;_~~~tO~;~~~!;!,i'e~~1y~~~af,!~r~·~,~~:>·· " ii- d~"'~:,1 
for the City, II a,:ml whi-en a'pproved :IJa schedule of initial priority< ./ftl._~ '0' I 
components ,of tho. c6Irtpr~hen$ivel'01icY,; plan ~obe .deve,l,O~p~d:bY,:'<" ,;/ ~ . 
the O,.ff;l.ce of p.ollcy Pl!1hhing'.~'_"Apri'n"c,ipalpolicyelern(:!h.;:/:!n/ Ii 
the comprehens''ivepa-l,icyplan work f9i:'19'1'6o_o~·s",cJteoJl\roun~~:t_J),ar·i j!,~ 
ticipation in c~}.mereduc.tioll. n' . Thci re$ponsibilJ-,t'Y<fg.r'~.this work ,I" 

was' assigned, to'? th~ Law a:'na. JusticePi,annin,90'ffice,~/c ' ;, " 
» 
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t:~l '".. ~, .. ' , ,~ .. ,.. '., 
" ' "~-'~h The presE!'l1,~ation '''hh:::~,_fo;i.m'G":w·s''is desiCjnea. tOP't:9vide 
,~' "'" \ """ ·document 't'i1e inforr,'fa~tion ,available to decisionmaK.ers 
~";,: IIi '" ~th~':~~m-mu;l~t~'':: Crime preve:ntion"prog~am., , 

w,i:thinone 
:r·ega.rding,~: " 

.,( >'.;. :~e:6~-r~~: -~wo" -p'r'~~~rrl' 'na"'c0k-J!I~~~!:_~ / descr ibes- t~e:hrS!;O~Y\6fthe 
{.. program in terms, ,of plann.ingc,"Ci~v"el~:J:1l!l~~_nt a:ndimpleinenta''t:io!l'':'',i 

ln' the~,secon4 part of Sec:t::ion Twoi' the 'coU1muti'ity"';'Cr,ime,p're,~:en"",,'o ,<] 
tion Program methodOlogy fs described in, d~talL,-T!ie mech~)l,ical' ", .~: 
~l~rkings 6f- th~ pro~r~min te:ms,ofs~r.'il\'1:!es .p:-p~i?(:!d,6~9~hfz;~:,:" ,\'\'<J,ffl 
t~on f~S t? ff produc'!:1V ~ t,y, dut~ as and respons:ri:Jl.ll. tl.e'S"1 and:pro~'~""i-,;, . ': r" 
gram cos'ts,are developed '}f' ' " -, "-""'>'''''',,,.: •. //'1 

,~'se,p;ion Th-~~~~, communi~y Crime Ft\f!vention :pr0~r,a.m J;lJlP'a~~' on Bur- '~"""" ':jji~1 
glary, ,;descripes CCPP il!!?a'ct on b~,rcjlar¥<~ .. f"'6f'<the fa:~t~~tnrEre --an'd,' " ",>-,,,,,,,' -=~ :-""'~l"]~~ 

, onc-ha~:(f' year;s of eXl?e:-ie'ncc., . Specific c~nc:tts~o?S r:~'ardinif"'" ~ It" ~ 
(' the prrbgrc'lm's: success l.ri reduc~ng burglary. Vl.ctl.m~zatl.on of _ 

"',F ,'!, ',_ ~ I , -~ 

Sea tt ~,!e c i t'iz ens are pre sen tad': ,< '< • • - ' V . 
;: , ~'" ",: '.-, ,',~/ .. 

_ t ~. < 

Section ,l~. 
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--------~~--~~~--~~--~~--~~~---------~.. ------~,-------
'SECTION TWO:,. COMMUNITY 'CRIME I,lREYENTION JPROGR!!!! BACKGROUND' 

'/ 

Planning andA1l,a~Y§:CS 
-,; 

Inc-Yatb' 1972 and early 197':;, the Law and JUEitice Planning Of£ice 
conducted ,an ~xtcnsive' analysis of the crimff! ofburglary~ 
suI tsof this anal¥si~ were " presented to a' ~aw and Jusf:H::e';task 
force consisting of pl'anners, citizens, police and policy makers, 
and resulted in two major decisions'. F.irst;:', burglary ,as compared. 
with other se~t'iouspredatory cri~e, emergec:'l as a prior.i.t.ycri~e·' 
for the City" In addition to i t,s' high f.requency ,ci tizens Wf3:r:e 
more concerned about becoming burgliu;yvictims than any "'other ' • 

. crime. The crime of burglary ,represents"cin' inva~ionof .pe'r,sonal 
security, as \itell as property loss. III t~dms6fse.verity, bur­
glary exceeds all o'ther property crimes because of the eilementof 
forcible or unauthorized entrance tot,he,yic'tim' sdwel.ling,i'rt'~~aa .... 
dition tc;> theft or o,ther felonious acts ~T"h:i.ch occ:ur'aftere,ntJ;.yof 
the premises has been gained~ . ~ 

Specific findings of the analyses indicated that burgTa.l;'¥ might: 
be amenable to reduction through c1 tizen actions. Thes.e! ihcr'uded 
the fOllowing: 

1. that the maj ori ty of burg lar ies' occU:rdu;rihg ,daylight " 
hours when it is possible f,or lci tizenstowi t:nessthe,m; 

2. that in about.40 percent 6f Se~ttl~'~ b~rijlaries, ~n-. 
try' is gained through open doors and windOWS ; '" . 

3. that police patrols cflnnot bereasona1;>ly e>,epectEid 
prevent many burglari~s1 and 

4. that the majoritycL,v:,j,ctimswere not 'able to 'provide 
identifying numbers of the'ir"lQ.~.t property ,;thich \oiould 

'aid police in apprehending offehderr:'h,.,an? returni,ngr(a.':' . 
cover~d ~rope:rty. ---

(j : ~~} _c ~"'-:-,,:o' ' . 'I~ 

The's·eproblems. became ,the basis fox t:he second. major deci.~>-ia-n'",~, 
and theCOmlll\lni ty Cr.ime Prevention p~ogrc3.mdesign. ,Bas,ical1y: ~ 
the program provided for a "systematic bloCk ... by....;biock personal ..... 
contact of citizens b:y ,City' staff~ In these 'conta.cts ,the t.o1 ... 
lowing activities ~ccur: " 

1. information is provided to citizerts about t~a bbrglarY 
probl~m ih their ~eighborhod~s; 

2. home security inspections~are Rrovided,and citizens 
are encouraged to ma~et,heir homes less .vulnerable to 
burgl.ary by making physical security :i,mprove~entsJ 

.' ,,' 
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are p:r;oviqed so' that val uablcsf( 3. property marking ~ervices 

can be ident:i.:f ie"d, should. a. burglary 'oocu.r ; .and. '.. "U 
.'[ 
'I' 

4. block ,.latch e.s 
to watch ea.ch 
and to report 

a~e orgariized, ~nd ~arti6ipan~~' aXe asked 
other's homes fen:: sllspieio.lllsa.btivit..ies 
that inf~rm~{ion to the police~' 

Deiinition of Terms 

There are four' function!; w.hich are :'refererl'ced in the fcUlo~.dng 
. desc:r:iptions'of program activities .Th~.se tUDctions include. the; 
three P:r:imary Services and an Edueationand Tnf·Qrm~tionSel.·vlce., 
wh;Ccih·isadvisory.Fprthese functions, the following defirii- .' 
tions apply: - . 

2. 

3. 

Home Inspection: A tourof't:he home by trained, paid 
CCPP staffwhb advise the res·ident. of vuln'ex-abilities 

- ~ _ ';"r'~" 

,~nd remedies~ 

, , 

Property Markin£[:: Engraving of the i:1r~yer' sl:license 
number (or other identifier) onfrequeritly stolen 
property and posting window decals that sb·lrifo.r,m 
would~beburgl~rs. 

, ( 

Block Watch: A group of .'~'ight to twelv€l ne~ghbo.ring 
homes with an elect~dle~der or~anized.a~oundacol~ 
lective concern'abbut burglary. .~ 

:. ) 

4. Ed~cation and Information: City~wide service 
o.;..;..~~~~~~-'::'-_';"";'..o.....:--""-"""'--- " 
general public, using'mass media,. ma.ile.rs i ' 

engagements and events. 

Program Purpose 
<, ,.' , 

The Community Crime Prevention PrOgramw.as, speq.±fical1y unCif3~r~ . 
taken as a dernon!;jtration pr0gram •. It was. designed toans·we.r the: ' 
questi(),ns of w.l1ether helping citizens .to recog111ze.the;J.~'l:n.lrgiiry 
vulnerabilitie's a.nd, to take actions to reduce risks 'Wbuld red:uce . , 
resident':t'al burglary sufficiently to merit ihvestment'in theCCPl' 
method as a permane.ntpart 0,1= the Ci.ty's puhli;csafet;y' obligati¢h~' 
Because of its demonstration'.natu.re., theCornmunJty Crime preve·n,;..' 
tion Program has been subjected to substant,iill ~Zlfluf3nce by"t.h.e 
pl ann i ngo ff i e e,i n orde rtha ts pee lfle que~ t i0l.1~a.p'oht:i;t~ef'·:; _ ' 
fectiveness could be answered. These influences have inc14ded . 
selection of .ex.perimental target \;areas '. for. pro v tsici;n .of'sbrvid:es't 

"''d,e.fJnition of data cbllectionresponsibilities fbr theprof]ram, " 
,int'en§ivemorii t.oringto maintain the designil1.tegri ty,.of the " 
program and a·nnual evaluations of .. erimeimpaet. . ' 

'.) '" 
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Program ROsources 

The Commu,h~ty Crime Prevention Program has been cfunded dur'ing its 
demonstratigJ1' phase from four sources. The principal sources have 
been Law Enforcement Assistance Administration funds, 'along with 
City.and State casU match require~ to receive" g~antfunds. In 
March, 1975, funds frqin the Comprehensive Employment' and. T'raining 
Act(CETA~:were used" \/0 expandtne s ta,f,<f=,leyel 'of the program. 
The four:lth soUrce con,sists of small donation's tot'heprogramf,rom 
privat~'industry for printing ot} l:\.teratur.e and program support 
oos.ts.1rhe three year cost for th",e prog'ra"In exce'=ds one-half mil­
lion dollars: $562,813. 

From prOgram inception in late Augusti 1973, until March, 1975 
(qne a.nd one-half years.) I the staff totaled eight positions: . a 
Directorc ! a half-time Clerk Typist, a Data Coordinator and' f:ive 
field staff titled Community Oiganizers. In Mai~h, 1915, ~~TA 
fund~ permitted the addition of two Community Organizers~ fpur 
Home Service Technicians and a full·":time!1 Clerk Typist. In 'July, 
1975, one of the Community Organizer po~ltions was lost'dueto 
a budget~ reductioul lea.ving si.x ·Communit.y ()'rganizet$'~ 0.. 6,.' 

'"'" 
.,' . '0 

Por Che' first year and one-half, CCP~ field dtaf£ was comprised 
of five Communi ty Organizers. For the la.tter year and.one-ha'lf, 
the field staff has been comprised of sJxComm,l,lnity Orga.nizer.s 
and four Home Service Teehnicians~ 

Program Opcration~ 
J. 

~ .•.. 

The program I s method of operation iscqarabterized by focq,sup,i,)n j 

one neighborhood at a 'time ,and focus is on solely on~subjeGb' 
residential burglary. Because of both the system.itic geog~,~phic: 
and subJect, matter focus, the program has operated -outside, but 
cooperatively. with, the seattle Police ,Depart.men,:t.T~earra.nge-::, 
ment is viewed as preferable in that me~topolitan po~ic~ a~$h~ . 
eies, by nature, are principally response oriented •.. Theblobk 
watch functionrecrea tes a proactive' mechani'sI,n for, infbrm~l 
ne i.ghborhood norm- set tingtor ed uce,burglary. ,,~ha t process 
typ~cally includes' meetings ,with police officers who provide 
police se:!'vices in that neighborhood. ' ' 

The program's design includes two fundamental operatingaxioms~ 
J/~ 

.~ r 
,~.. 1. That a 100 percent partici~tiol1....2.f.,any Seattle ne.i2.h;..~ , 

borhood in the program is unrealistic,. ,:l'hus,the ,p~o,:, 
gram has sought a loillimumsaturtit:iolf,of 30 percent of 
all .occuRied single-family and dupl,lx householdsin<an 
area.. As a practical matter, 'the, program has achieved 
a 40 percent mihimum saturation' irl all areas~heFe it' 
has iecently operatedr this i~cthe basisupon'which a 

"} new, minimum participation quqta of 40 percent .. is re.com-
mended for future c6p~ opera~iQl1. ' 

<.:' ' 
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Th,e program co~ceptassumes that asyst,ema tic block-by­
block ,aI?proach ,ismore1ikely,' to yiEilcfhigh, levQls and" 
quaIity part'icipation. The-programattellrptsqu?lity"',' 
con.trol in its citizen participation through paid fielcl 
staff making the initial cont,acts ahdorgahi~ingthe 
neighborhoodbl()Ckw~~ches:This iSfq~n~fo he-mote &£~ 

'fective than, ,re1i,ahc'e onneighbo;t'hood volunte'ers. . Th~ • " 
City staff professJ.6na1organi2!er~is'abietoouf.sttip,the 
neighborhood volunteers 'becaus~ City""paid ~;staff wdtkadds 
a degree of off,icial formw-rity tot,he e"nf9'rt. ' ' 

" .,;:::;/ 

Geogr,aphi cCovera'ge 
'/ 

The systematicb10ck-by""b1ock approach~'arries"w1tn tIt'e n'eed 
to select areas cautiously. Since the ,progrAm ob\riouslyi~n6t 
able ,to cover the entire City ,at one time ,wit,hol.ltgreatcrost, ",[ 
clear geographic selection of neighhorhood~ tobe'6over~~e~c~: 
year is extremely important. ' \,,_,"0-

\~, 

'The City covera.ge which has J::ieen attained in, th~ee~':years, ,"'.,' 
operation may not 10~kimp;t'essive by itS.elf.rtis)i·evidene'~h~:{t:; 
the, systematic, 'neighborhood-at-a~ti~e,operat,ionot;; th~fQitll!uri:lty 
Crime Preventi.on p.r:ogramis as time cql'!:sumingas i~li~tl.;l~iou~.' 
~ther pr09rams ope~ated~atio.na;llY:~hichhCive att~9p.tedt(asksi ~itn,~" 
~lar to the Commul:;~ty Cr~me preY~nt~onp:r()gram ,areiia~1f.!"t()c1ye;J" 
a largergeograph~carea, mor<;! qu~ckly but cannot p]la.lm the h~;l;gh " " 
l'evels Cif partidipatio'n attained J.)y;the'COmmt1nJtyCrimePrev'~ntion 

;, . ". -" 

Program. 
. ,~' " 

~ ~ , ' ' , 

Sinc~, th,¢ program began in' September,' 1973 i ", 20tes:i,den:t~ai, 
tracts' out of an estimated "98 predomin,arttly~e~id.e,ntial:cel"l:s.\lS': 
tracts have bee'n serviced with theP17imary,'prb9r~m's~rv'ic~.:' .' ' 
Advisory Service 'has, been provided Citywicfe' Whe'rc c:'i:tJ.zC!J).s,~or~c:dril.~ 
munity gr"qups have'requested iIiformair~,ionarlda~ss~~tance. ''l'his ,:", 
servi ce i'~ v;ieweda's,' apracti~cal n~ces si·tyihordep: 'to il)su'la t~', 
th~ Community Crime' ,preventionP:t'ogra:m 's neighJ:).9rhpo~:::':by:,;" ".,:'. 

'neighborhoodsysteincl\tic andpl:,",oactivecoveragep'f'the,citYwlth.out 
denyi~g 'informationt\o citize~s Wh~ wish 'to pro,tect them~e1ves' ',.' 
from burglary,. The p11rcent of City c;censustracts ,', treated in, three ,~ 
years is 20/98 (20 !?~r'qent)with theprimai:'y, Service., <s,ee M~p',~ 
page 1~,t fo:lJ/owing Program Metho~lolog'y sC!ctio,h:~") 

c ' 

, ,~'t 
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SECTION TWO: COMMUNLTi CRIME BACKGROUND, 

PROGRAM METHODOJ .. OGY 

. -'.~--~ 

Wh~t the Community Crime Pieverttio~ Prog~am does can bed~vided 
into three: general categories. 

, ' 

Th~ Primary Service is the program' s,princip,H operationalmeth.;.;.' 
odology . Target neigpborhoods receive advance inailC:!d noti,de o,f" 

. services to be avai,lable, followedbydoorbelling, .and,teleph9ning, 
then by home insp.ctions and propertymarkingierVides, ~n~'ti- " 
nally by the, organization ofbl,ock' watch meetings. The project 
at temp t sto "saturate" t h ec omm uri ity w,i thanti-bur g 1 aryactions,;' 
with a goal of enrolling at least 40percentoft.he neighhorhodd.,'s 
occupied single-family and duplexhotiseholds. Iri,the thirci'prO,,:,,' 
gram year, nine of the program's' ten,J,fieldstaff spe'nt,I,9pper¢.eg-t 
of their time render ing· Primary se",rvice. (See Community CriIne 
Prevention Program Flow Chart, page 16.) 

An Advisory Service' is provided to some communities;, , 
demonstration phase of ,the program, thlsser,vic~ ',has p>e,erll.lsed. , 
only outside the boundaries 'ofthe, program';';'seJ.e,cJ:ed'neighh'or,hoods" 
and to a limited extent. This servicc.iioffered in:r:eSpO'nse .. td" 
citizens' requests for 'information "and assistallce in)dev~J.op,ing; 
anti-burg larYI programs. ,The program provid.es'educat1i.ol)al;mate":,, 
riill and advice, organizational, advicc,home.sec'utit¥,trai:ning 
for volunteers and' criminal, j usticesysteml±ai~on' ti'~cl~(Hl1g' 
speakers at,mee·tingsand~_a~therin'gsL Nej,ghpo:r:hood Vbl\ln~eers 
conduct blo.ck watcn °meeT'ings a.n·dc~rryout;homeiriSpE;~tiol1s ~nd 
property markings. ",Also included amongAdVisOryser:.6~;ces·.are'," 
activ,itiess,uch as the pumerous speakiJigeng'agements'. at,th:E(in-<-' 
vitation of civic organi'za tions and'c! ubs. ,(SeeCommurlityY;Cr;i.me 
Prevention Program Flow Chart I, page 16.) , " . " " ", 
.' 'I' ~ - \\ -', ' 0 . 

The M~intenance Service, is (iesigned tosustain~~bCk)l..wa.td,h~'S':, 
alrea.dy establish·ed. Each commu~ity O.r9anize:,'r~~Jtil:tS.~~,~'·".",.",· 
interviews/the block watch c'aptaJ.nsa t approx~mat~,l-ysJ,x;month 

interva lS"aft.ereachblock ,"atchhas b:e.en~ f,ormed,;in orde:r;:,tC)",. 
evaluate, jointly the condition of the gro\lp<, arrange' any.;~it'h~r " 
rneetf:ngs desired and have adjacent blockcapt'i1ins;>;,meet' to,~orm. 
area-wide linkages. ,The, Communi ty CrintePreVention Program"'( 
monthly New~letterrcpresents a, mechanism designed to.,rej'uv'ell.'at'e· 
anti-burglary in~crest in a c~m~unity~' '" ; ," 

P~ogram Staff artd Resource~ 
o 

CCPRfie Id staff, cons 1st of six Community orga'riiz~rs andf'o~r 
Home SerVice Tedhnic.ians, with theforiner respons.l,-ble for , , 
watch an,drela ted activity and ,the latter rElspolls'{blef'orpi;op­

~'erty mar.king ana ho>me sectlrityinspections. ,.,The, worklo,ad.out-,', 
put ~equired of ea'cli community organizer.is'to ellr911 an;, average 

;;.,. 

/,> .' 

.p 
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;0 f no' 1 ess than 2 Obloc~",wat ch." 110 use hoI dspe r\'lor kW e.e k • The 
·Home se,r,viceTecrniciansare' requiredtosuppiy hoth. propert.y 
'marki,ng and home' i'nspectiorhser~ices to an, ayerage of no less 
i~an 2S'h6useholds ~e~~orkwe~k. . , 
':. ..' / '- . -' .. ," 

Post tiondescriptio.E..2.: 
scr~bkd asfdllow~: 

Thee adtiv,itiesof f·ield staff ar.e oe-' 

CCPl? comm~riity.erganizers 

1. 

2. 

co.nductpr.e-tm. Ple.m ... e~ta.t\~on ... don. tac.ts~)l;.'.·:~h.·. 10.·.d.al-.'.'gr.o.ups ," 
two or three weekI? ;!.n advancc£i=~rJ.nganewc-:ommu;- . 
nity, includingsotting up) police.car. rides :l:o,est,abi.-.l;'j;h 
police reI a ti on<:ships a~ndg et ting "pres$",rc lea ~esto<::o~\~ 
munity ne ... ,spapers. (Examples of the1?re-implomentati:on.· 
contacts during the thircJ,.· yeClr are 'the ~1t·~. Bake::r·'commil..:: , 
nfty club, the~ Communi tyAccptihtabilityPrograrn 1 ,the. '. .f 

Ri verV'iewCommuni ty Club,~puth I>arkAreaRedo'velqpmerit / 
Committee, .. Wes.t· S.eatt.le Herald a,~d WhiteCetlo'terJ'Jews~r,.(/, 

· Before en.t~rin~t~e· ~ew dom~unity"c:ompl~~tri,' · ... ~·~~:lIm~a;~·te.(t·;'· ". 
logl'of th ~ area and a; grid map (des cri,he¢!be'iowJ.,,· . 

3. Plari and execute mass mailings. 

4 ~ Doorbell and 'telephone after the" maiLi.ng to. d'efermine 
Woh.i.ch=housel101ds desirewha't 'servi.ce,s·::;:< . 

{) , 'CJ' <, "~.' "\~"l'{'.~,. 

S. Post all doorbelled'or t·elephon,eci"househ"c,:'l.-d·S in. 'the 

, il 

" 

· ma'ster log, and send standard "dud n If;l':t;j:ers"<to h·ou$.~­
holds that coUl,d" not hecontacted~,;' 

6 ~'Conductblock wa.tch m.e~tih<:1s ~or 'anaver;i:lge of'ho tess. 
than 20 new hou.seholdsper week. c 

7. Pa,ss .to the Home"se~X.ice Techn:.ic·ic:i'ns any new serviges 
· ",r'eques te¢i. ~ ~ bl:qp,k. 'Wil:tch·, m.ee-ting:s .:' '0 ,.' 

~, . .) 

CCPP Rami Se~viceTechnicians 

. Sched.ule service 'appointments . in households s'hownon' 
th,eCitizen Interest forms '(alrt;!"at:1ycOIltpletedbythe 

, C01nmuni ty organi2;ers)' thatdesi"re 'hpm¢±nspeqti'ons ." 
and7'pro.perty marking s. ,;, . .. .., 

; ,. . ':';':'..~ .. ~-' - '. 

2 "',. Whi Ie· conduc,tii'l'g',> home insp.ect;ions and.'ma+king .J?r:~p~. 
' ..... ~ .. ' .. ' .•... : ....... ". 

'ex:tYi. ,seek and recl:"u~"\.~ .. fl,;,;l.ock wa:t;ch''1lI~ting hosts 
needed by theCo mmuni.ty6l:"g'F}>!lizers;. /0'-'" . 

'~ '.,--;" ,', "':~";~"':'-' .~~~ 

3. . An'riou.nce any a:iready ~ih~dtiledbI6a);;;~w£l.tch meetings 
'.while in each nearby home in order to'~l'fi"c:~,,~asein::" ." 
terest and attendanc~. . >~"-.;".~,. 

·1 



4 .Prov.i:fdj; ahomcinspection and q; p;:-op.erty marking in 
'an.av~rag~ of n6 less than is homes pef w~ek. 

c For elapol1'i.\.tion .. of these' tasks applied to .. t.he to<tal program ef .. 
fortJpl~ase refer to the Com~unity Crime Prc~ention Program 
Flow Cha,rt, page 16. ,i 

., 
Mobile Citizen Involvement Unit '\" ,'\. 
,An additional resource available this year is ,the,Mobile Citi~~n 
Involvement Unit, a converted recreational vehiclerecentlypur2.\, 
chased by the City' from.the State D,epal:"tmentof 'Labqr' and nidus-\ 
tries with Law and Justice funds. .' " .'. '. ...\, 

.'" . .; ". ~=~l< 
Inherent to the desi.gn of the Community ci:im~preven:t~on' ~rqgr,am'''''''~~;'' 
are at least two conditions, that either limit ~tscovel;ageox:,lri"'> .'\., 
crease the cost of its coverage. By design, thep:rqgr~~matt-empts 
tv. provide burglary preventiol} Siervices t.ea .. r'eal.istic,proport4oric 
of the single-family and duplex households in' "its target areas, in . 
a systematic, but time consuming,fashion.Ah addition~<;t. design 
limitation was discovered in the fIrst-year ,operatingexper:ieitce ...• 
of the project • It was :e:ci~nd that some re131dentscanndtb'eper':' 
suaded to allow project, staff to enter their.homesf·ortHe· p'urpose 
of providing a security inspection: and to engrave .val.tiables.The 
staff commitment required to. gain more than .30.percen,!=part,icipa':;',' 
tion causes the unit cost ~f ~ervicest6 be high. 

The other design limitation oftha project--fha~"~~if'Sl'7s<~f.tIj1ati~~:tIy>· 
serves only I imi,t ed target are as - -nece ssar ilyex pl1.'.d e 5'1 arge~~pa.t;1~s 
of the City .. To expand the stei'ff ofthepr()gram toasize"~he,·reb1t",."/ 
the entire City is covered simultaneou1?ly-&6Uld require a {lnan":" . .<"~ ~"<i;;o~,::: 
cial commitment thCitin the judgment of the Seattle,:,~~wand.::J:u:.stice~... 

.. Planning Offi c.e ,,;ouldbe intolerable.. . '"6 y.i;~,c~ 

Separate grant funds were obtained. t.o pU):'chasea MobiLie Citizen .;\l,;v)~'''''' 
Involvement vehicle in an attempt to add~:ess 't~J3Se .t\"'o .. li:)~.i.tatidlt~,>:"·' 
of the Community Crime p.rf-lvention. P:t::ogram .• , Thqn1ohile·\ini:ta:.,,,'t-""~:. 
dresses the prc;>blem of limited ci tize.ninvol'~;~'9,mentbymak~Jrg',(:it .. 
conv.snien t fbrresidents to avail themsel ves:';;'f'~utgla:z::;y~i~p.reve·n;" 
ti01i information. The mobile van is e~uippedwith,J,:,a;17ge~haraE!n": 
ing displays, literature and engravers. A CCj?p ~~.t~ff per:son\i'S-'" 

.;a!iai·lable t,o provide information. .~/'{<' .. ,...... . 
~ .~/ 

---;;~.,::-

The" mobile unit will facilitate. the Ci;t,}l'I?'~::ob~airiirig ad.ditldlla:t. ' 
'information pertinent to co s,t by 'sp~/~.Cfingup. the'Co:nIJ)uni,ty·C.r irrie,' 
Prevention int.roduction pl·ocess (,therepy. reducingthe\.lnit.l1\i:ln~' 
power cost of providing its b~r,!fiarypreventionservfqe.·' .I);.,i$~, 
~xpected that the highly visio.i.e van will re~uqecitizehrtaluc­
tance to admit project personncfi into theirlt'om,~~,and' will--.allcnl 
anew goa 1 () f ir5=--p:erc~-rrf'·l?"ajj(1!ic.l:pa ticln,tobe attai:nf,ld~ 

. . - , '{': 



\\ 
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The l.97d U.' S. ". Censuso£ 't:h~ poputa,t.ion'l:'e_po:rts>l;;~,9 726ccupied.' .. ' "I 
. sing}"e""£~~ly and duplexdw,Jbll.il}5L~"c\:d:tJ11ntheforporate bqunda,.. J!:I 
zi.e's ofthel City of S'eattleycdC£~whichtheCommtl\iitycrime ~reyen- n Q, :':~ :/,«2 "1'1 
ti'on Progrctm seeks, to serve a minitn%m,i<~f; AO~'pe';'cent,9r 5.4 ,800. :>.< / " ~ f;1 

The p:r:ogramha.s served approxima;,.te,lyi,;rO'~(fOO.i'n,three years. ' .. ,' >- /,' - ,";: '01 
There.fore, 44, sao homes .remafh tp pe served City""wide~ Teni±,d.-ra> 'I 
staff can service 5, 2S0'hous.eho1d~_,pei::year with> b1~1·three"s:e/X:·~:<· ,', 
vices offered (6 Community organ'.iz·~rsat20 <homes per w~g~<'x:.4:~r 

'weeks p~r year1~ , , 
-c/o", . 

The program's fie :td's't;ff-'~-~d'"";'~C'6d~;;~ti vit·¥nrcn;~~,:;pn~h:~=d,dUl)l.~d 
flddition'of 'the CETli-funded positions,: .. l.n it:~>fJ:rst'ca1end.arli., 
yearo£ operations,' the' prog ramenro.rJ:~d.l·, 602househio:l~~. ;nplock 
watches and. in itsthirc1' yearellroile"d3,624.~·.;The. doubr~edvp:rod\lc'~ 
tivit~YmiU' ~be~_·att.ributablet6 ~he' division ~ Qf'1a.b9.r·mad:~.possil)':le 
by theaddiiion;~'of the Horne Se..~viceTe:chnici.an<cs' t,otbeCC:t>P·'isf~ft'".·;'i 

-. . ";"'0' _. -.~ ~'i"': .,,-" .-'.:··'·':·'·'."'::f '. ,.-< , > ._.~:.y.:~·_.·.~:.-~.-.\'7.7.:·--·· 'rr' 

1 i v e. of the six CoItlm uni tyOrg an iz~ rsh,ave' 'be e n;'a~.,S;~gn'tf(rft'() '1,Pfi": 
mary. SeJ;'vice resp.onsibility .. · AtiO househ~Cl-Ldvs'~-eachper' workweek,' 
the team thus provid~s blockwatc-h"m~er,1b~e~ship to IbOhoIl\e,s"p~r 
workweek.. Allfoui Home Se'rvi~ce-'-Techni~ian~ are"assigned'toJ,th'e'" 
Primary S e r vic E! 'f i e 1 d tE!~a!n'-'a-;;;i, at2~ho,Q~~llold sea: 6h pe~,wqrk- .' 
week" they. thus se~},g~'the same numb~rofhomes,(lOO)per;w'~r~~e'ek. 
The program u:;;_e,~fhe.g.overnm:ent and!'r:iv.ate).Jlqqsttystai14.~rdof< 
404 produg.bbfeworkweekS.pe:r::.,..,woIk¥ectr ,,-pr.· £t!rperd({ri't;'~f~-~,~~~~ll:', ...... . 
cal~md<fr:year, asa base forprQducti~i ty qUQtaE;;i~l'l~;m:~asu,r~"""'t--r 

.,.' "', !. - . - - -,.- - .. 

' ... ''\\.,''', ,-, '. <: . ',.,' ,~':< ... ~,\ '--"".,~><',' ,.~-' .. ," ,,,',""':' 

In the third year of program ol'eratipn,thecomm1.ln~tyc-riniepr~:--. .. 
v~nti6n 'Programinyestedl~6 product.fve ", ComtTIuri{ty'"diganize'r:,work~, . . .... , .";.::": 
weeksan.d 150 productive .Home Service Technj.c-i:a,)~~·workweeks":inthi:! .••.... ' 'i·gr'> 
Primary Service. field team~l,1~+litjthethirde1o~r.~~~,~f;~,£;.:'<A:.the,'.,,4;tj:,,~'--~;~ 
end .. of June ' .. ' 197.6.1 then. 'fmber. o~f se.,.att.l.e., ..•.... h .... ()u.~e ..... h. O.l.c1,:S .•... t .. ·!t~t:' .......... h._.~ ..... d ..• ,.,:~.re. ~-.. ( .••. "::.~~ ... ·7!.l.,:.t.~.-~."~.~;- ... A;.~ 
cei ved" primary CCPP' Services since. progra.m i~ncePtio1i:i,;nl\ugust,i'L:L,2.--=N-fP'~~ 

1973, was a~ follows:, . :, .• ' .. ,,:' .. .:~;~~:~==~~"'~7;;'h'lr: .. 
BLOCK WATCH ~E SECURITY .Il~SPEC.T;£ON~--='"'·~"P![bI>ERTY<RA~}(,Jit{·'.· 

~_-c,_8-i.():4"r·>· .. ' . .' ... S'765 ~-. '-... ',;', 
S , 7 Q9.,. . . . ..'. .! •• ",,~ :#",e c

,', . 

Th~etotal n'Umber'of househ·oYds·'particiP~ti-h9:,i~th~i';~~~.deo:-'· 
t±nedas recei ving" at .leas·t orieof the ,thFeei :~~l;'y~ces"~[ci~>'9,,,;12'9',: 
households as of Decemoe:;31, i975 ..... At the,t:;i.me-;:;lc1ti s-~.ei)Q~~ 
~t exceeds 10 , 000 hous.e·holds..., r.·· . "'" 

6''S'iirce~the'averaga seatt:l~ household, 
Pl.';i;mary Servic~call be e)~timated. to 
proximately 24',800" citizens ~ . 
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l?t'ogramComp1iande 

In, th.e 'third 'prqject 
gram organized 3j421 
block watch groups. 

CALLS MADE; 'c 
Sept. -Dec: c i01975 
Jan.~March, 1976 
April-June, 1976 

,,-
RESPOND1!:NTS WITH 
HQr.lE )N§1:'Et:TIO~ 

'I, 27~«-/ 
, 850 

Future Coverage 

.. 5·89"'.~:­
ib/3 

The. character of the commyriity Cri,me 
the fourth yeal.· has' ende.:-,f in August, 
fund,ing) is' not e,:.xpec:,p~id to dh~ng e •. 
scheduled activit~~i5""are as' f'ollows"o; 

,.~/ 
/:". 

/. 
;9/ 

" #(f? 
,,/;:' 

,'J.' Cl 
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, ~~,--'----~ 
JV"'"iHAWf Si:ilVlr.S: NUl !'4Mtrr~'fNK:F.1 

roll.";'\#I);nt. 
r,tfort 

tnfott':!. SNJ, q~\ \ '!!I.\ tnq 
or c;IlIttut\It.j' or,)0101=,, ... 
Ll',r,:I, c)u,n:II"., ar.d 
I,rau"; .... ;,.11 IntorN'" 
llr.r. luth.' 

TClAm COQr ... 
din.tot 
Onorb.ll 
CnrrJ) )1l'Ie!nt 

Errort 

!nrollMnt 
f;rrort 

Actlv:'thal 1) Bign up tntou.tld houuhalrh tor propert.y -ji~rkin9 .nd 
heurit.y 1na9'l'ct.ionl, .. , Atttll"Jpt to qet • t..lor.k w.tcti arqaniutiofl.1 
Met.1nq hani 1) TAke oppottunh.y to lr\(ot'\:\ abOut lhe p'0C]r:61'l-

I I 

........ ~ .... -..... --..... -..... -....... -..... --.. -...... - ..... 

6'J;j)qTU Con­
cept Conct-pt, 

J.e~~Y~tl'" 1) Co"~uet t ..... lOeutHy in.po.,~",," for hou .. hoJdl 
iM:::'U."lI 2) Step l'hree/c:oodul!'t p(opnty ur1dn9/nttempt to d9f1 up float tor: 
black watch lIoetin9/intCtI1ft or tlme "lid place at' fir.t block. wAtch lIIOot.1nq 

ihteo ,.'O'Jt 
':~J\.!.\1Ct. ..:onduct ~und.uct. "tmtluct 
'l'oeil slock nIoe'" !\loek 

,,-:'t.:h \i,lte!\ \O'·.1tch ft'.,t=h tl.,teh 
!lflttJnq 1 ~tC'J·tLn 2 ~4oQtinq 3 '·I41.tl~q .. '~tUlt lnq 5 

Aot!VU.t... l'rovide written lU.ur1.lb &1 r.queal4td, pubUlh Mwaletttr and 
41.t.r1butf- to all tn..,.ta.·er" 'NInd delivor to blo.:k captain., tollnw up contact 
\l'J.th bJoc:~ w6~ehto., atUnd .dditlond Zll!etinql. 

- .... ~--- .. -... -.. -......... -............... -.... -..... ---...... •• ", f"i -j;";n:-:P-"-$%-X-O-R-MA-1N-,,"-':"'~N-S-\""'~ 

, -

"()CtnUtl~~~' 
","",anu"r 
.l!14 ' 

'-~-'-7 Rc!oC<\ntaet, 
20 r"r mo. 
blaek'"".\td 

\'OfI\'IIUI;.\!y 
~"nl>1nl:\.·r ., ..... 
~t·ront.a~t 

~tl .,.·r :II~. 

Lt1n:ck """'teh 
.'.' It,),". 

.:'llO"llflOlllt\' 

,:tr'j"'nlvl.·­
~hrl)u 

~" swr 1ilQ, 

tllock w .. teh 
.: .. mt.A.:tM 
fur- Sh'" .~I 
"~'U 11'0 

':-,-""Wllt'r' 
~'r.q,'nizcot 
~'~ur 

~l' \~t' -.0. 

:Ut"" IS 
.II'l'U·" 

"1 ~ ; , I ~.... .. ;.. I, I, Ii 

11"ms"ilv' r>W1Ct I 

·Btt'ord t.h~ lneru,l'Iod dOdoAr.d t It •• Dt'rector hAd tMaen . .o'.lY,' d, •• t'J~"l.d. to 
ftr."or.,t.4 to' ~C:·i'JlI .. E~~ ':;.' 

I
, J.e-t!v!1-1".,. ~;~~1 'cit.J~olt}J~oU;'I. ;h,ltar. atA,,'Jt lh. Pfo1ru.·.~ "i'~ ·!tilon...­

tioo c.t rOfIUfr,t. flt· .. ~J .t:enJ·.1'll4fr'!Jn93. oS' Ip4tM to \hl!!fl'l._ "hi. l!;.tlyl':. al .. 
_low. H ... IlrO')U .. ' t~ .. f.(j_.r~ .. rol1r.J'{~. r~ ___ , 

-.--.-.-·I.-.-.-'~····-·-····---·········,:,·~~····~' •.•••••••••.••••••.••••••••••.. 

",'";'J .. 

CoI!lIlUll1';.y 
·CIl'9.u,illJt 
SI. 
Cont..<:~ 

OrgolnJ.u­
tirm. s,t 
Ul' JIlo-:k 
'Wa~(;hc' 

'At in!orrAtion 
:!'C'~ !lo'lI.ttJe Po .. 
!lee l:otr,l .. n,.."nl. . 
~'1 '.,the: r~i' .. esqnq 
U'e~ '.11 bOftjlary , 

';:t :Jq'tAtI.\ ~ ~tc:""cnt 
to :910U,", (c:ra.o . 
Af,.tysJc, r1n IWl'j 

""."a. it Use volurturl tr~._,::'.d9hQ~.;~·~~i: .. dOorb411l' .~) !?et up qttO­
qnpt.t,; ar.a't~.4Y ~~t~r.~ .to ',.~r' .. ~, .. 'J 1I.1~ '~rain V()lW\tf:~r' .teart/or ... ·: :: 
q:lnbe black \ll-tch •• , "" ·,~.ro"J~. aH, nue ....... l'y.wr1tUn .~l~rl.'. 'to 
qroUN 5) Uelr coordJN~a nUCf'u.lL'Y hl~ •• ' . . . 

() 

~;ljY1tl •• 1 1) C'~nt-ll\u., to h.y. t.·~~t~tr.~:~~t.ct .~.J.tti bloCk ,,~t~h-~'''[Q\lpe.1 
2~. Co~:.inue tuinlnq ",t Volun~('f.: nu.lflhb:9:1·a ,in' prep.tty ..... ~rk.lI!9 aoJ. ~ 
.~turlty Intl('e .. tionl, J) AI.bt 1.." oYorall, CO<Irdtn.nlon Gt . • ttort • 

... ...... - .... ""-........... - ...... !',~ .. -~ ..... ~.;. .... ~ .. ~_ ... _ ................ "'l.,. . ,_ .. \."'._?~.;. ...... .;. ... _ .... !" ....... ~.' .. ~~!. .... "' __ ..... _ ... . 

( STrp rpUk ~;;' 1IIHNT;.~~~c0 • :. '-'--, < 

C~u:a:.y 
.~. tiiq:iin 1 :1.'r 

She r"'l ... · 
~\)W 'ur ~m 
i'!oJvh.:l'Y 
i;UtY. !l-lI.~k 
N.tt.eh ':I"';'U u. 

.. .. -... -.. -... ~. 
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CRIMEI!MPACT -013JECTIVES 

The CO'lhmunity Crime~Preventlon Pl:'ogram has two- crime"'c~_~duction 
objec·tive,s: (1) to produceast~tisticallysignif.i:c~n1:-"~1.~crease, 
j n the number of residential burglariesoccurririg, in the. ·t'<:t;?;:.get· 
areas ,and·( 2) to demons tratea statisticallysign'ificant i~:r;~asE! 

-ill the number .' (or ,vercentage), of hurglary~ih-progress cal1sre~~< 
cei ved,by the Se.attlePolice Department.. Changes are cems ide red."';,;: 
to be . sta ti,stically s ignificantifthe .ob§lerveddiffe,re.ncewould ,,-<. 
happen ff ve or. fewe.p time~ "out of 100 by chance alonE! .~ . , '\, 

Residential burglary ra t~·s<·ean. be'measured in' two. ways.: . by offi­
cial reports and byvictimization.':su.r\reys. In the .past;repdrted 
res i d'~ ot.1 a 1 bur g l;;t ry in S,ea t t leha scn ElQ1lapproxima.tefy 5 bperceri t . 
of ~Iactual" burglary. Howeve.r I to measure'th.e. prcigrameff~c,t on 
actual burglary .occurrenc·e, the number of" reported. burglaries can-~ , 
not just· be doubled. There are. two reaspns for this':,>' . 

1. Burglary reporting rates vary widely f.romone,areaof 
th~ City to another. . Some censust;racts. irithe' Ci,ty .' 
may have a low reporting rate',whilepthe:r~,hav:ehigh 
r epor t:i. ng rates. 'Since thi sprc/gi'"~n~moves 'sy 8t e.miit:l­
cally from one test. are.a to anoth·er,'t:he burglary re­
porting rates of' file 're~pebtivetes.t a'reas' m"istb.e .' . 
known: iJ)order to deter~~i·ne--pl:'Ogra;meffe:cts';'./·In ;ad'di~ 
tiolr. ~ information on crim(;!rep~or-j::i.~g r~tesJb-orlected 
in Portland,. Oregon ,\showsthat.rep:or,tl.ng, rciites " challge ,> 

upward or downward for the' sameare:a'atdif:~e;renttimE!s,~ 

2. Program',action. designed to s~nsi~.i~A' .~itize~stot.he. ' 
"bu~g lary problem may produce an incteClse±rt:theirpr,o-' 
·P,.~~hsi ty to report' their victipi~~c:tti()n~:~!n~actlone: .. 
0'1: the aims o·f the. 'program 'is ~gencb~ragecitizensto .. '. 

j I . " .. .. ,'..... .:", . ,'. ~ -,,. . :' _., .,,' .. -.. \ . . - '. : .' 
.~!epo:rttheir victimization so . thatpplicchavef'ing,f,$'!ased 
)bpportuni ties to apprehend !~uspect:s"~:<;lrid preY.i;!nttheoc-

( .. (curreJ'}ce, of bUl;glar i~es. .; l. . , .,'/:1 . 
I. , .' 0..;, I. . . 

For t~~'~,ereasons, determination df whether)theCommuni ty 
. preventibn/p'r.Qgram reduces· burgJ.ar;{cannotdepen'd o~reported.,': , 

crime datcrl' alone. This probletT\ has b.ecn>recog,,riiz¢d in t).1e eval~ 
uat;ionde!sign I and victim1.za tion surVeys 4av~ been used to ",i.n-, 
cr~ase tl1,[e reliability of t'hc evaluation. Avictimi~atiol'l'·s'J..lrov:e~; 
is the bibstava i labla methpdo f dete:r;min,,;i.ngact,ualburC31aryrates., 
Basical~~~ the method consists of . aSking' citizens' in a .·s:tr~ctu?=e~ 
intervi(~w whether they have been,victimized during a'set period " 
of tim~/; for example,. in .the l.ist six months' . or Ye!lrr9",~nce" 
some .e~ent took place--for example, since becoming ihvolved in~ 
the Cq;tnmunity Crime p.reventi·on :program. 
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Using both victimiiatiop surveys and officially rep6"rteddata as 
measurement tools, the folloWing analyses were performed. 

Objectiye One: TJ produce a statistically significant decrease 
in the number of residential b~rglaries in the project treated 
areas as compared with those aieas before proj~ct operation and 
with other non-treated areas during similar ,time periods. 

There are three grou.ps for which burglary data are' necessary to· 
assess Objective One. These groups are as follows; 

1. 
,;f" 

Households which chose to receive at 1,east one of the 
three Primary Services offereu by the program in cen­
sus tracts where the program provided services. 

2. Households which chose not to receive any project ser~ p 
vice in the census tracti where the program operated. ! 

yJ/
i 

3. Households which wer~:;;~..:L..0ffered any of the pri~~.l;ry",,,J 
Services by virtue of'N,t;l~i.(~';ce.ing outs ide. _.tl1,~ce'nsus ·--h ..... ':'">"nt ...... ~;} ___ ._ __., .• '_ .. _ ..... ~ •. ~::; ..• ...:...-...'- ., . 

tracts where the program operaeed-;---~--

With these data, it is possible to anSwer the following impor7 
tant questions. Jr 

1. 
. i 

Is the Community Crime Prevention Program effectiv~ 
in preventing burglaries for households receiving at 
least one of the three Primary Services? 

2. Do the non-participating ~ouseholds in a treated 
neighborhood ben~ fi t from their neighbors I particip-a;;" . 
tion, even though they do not partiCi~ate thems.lve.~ 

3. How long are the effects of theproject~s burglary re-· 
duction efforts maintained without additional project 

, efforts? 

The answer to the first question is yes. The commup.ity Crime. 
Prevention Program is effective in reducing' resid~ntia'l burglary' 
for households participating in the program. 

Victimization Data 

To reach this conclusion, three sets of .. victimization data were 
~611ec~ed: ccpp project victimi~ation sur~ey; La~.and Justic~ 
Planning Office in,...pe rson victimization survey ; and La\'l and JUs­
tice ~lannin~ Office telephorievictimi~ation ~urv~y. 

Project victimization data ar~ col~ected by CCpp staff m~mbe~s 
at two different times. First, prior to entry' into the.program, 
each household's residents are asked if they have been bu~glary 
v~ctims in the past six months. Second, these same households 
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arc recontacted and asked if they have, been vid:imized during 
the six-month period •. 

, 0 

Analys~s of these data show that there has been a significant 
decreas·e in burg lary .victimiz.ation. For 9,129 residences inter.­
viewed at ~rogram entry., there had been 4.46 burglaries per 100 
households per six months. For 5~90.3 resiqences interview~d 'af­
terJ1six cmonths of program involvement, there had been 2.34 "bur'::. 
glariesperlOO households after services wcrepro.vided..While' 
reporte,d burg l,ary rates (according to CCPP data) increased ·from 
84 percent to 89 percent, this difference was not sta tist.,ica.lJ;y 
significant. 

In early 1975, 1,474 randomly sele.cted hOUSehOlds in federal 
census tracts'96, 97, 98 a~d 105 wer~ que~ti~hedabQut their. 
cX'ime victimization during calendar year 1974. In :early 1976, 
917 additional randomly selected households ill the same areas 
were interviewed concern'ing their crime victimization during 

"':;'i4' ""' . calendar year 1~75.g '.' ~ 
.. ~'. ~'.', .;~ , (" .. ':~. ~.'~ 

Census tracts ,97 and 98 were. experimentalc:ensustracts~, . Th.i:e •. 
is, during early 1975, of the 5,536. single and d'uplex.residenc~s;, 
in tracts. 97 and 98,2,111 or3S.1percentreceivedllome'se.c.ut­
ity inspections; 2,089 or 37. 7 perc:enthad'J?r~p'erty:marJu~.drand 
2, 224 or 40.2 percent were organized intobiockwatchgro~ps'l?i 
CCPP per sonnel. During. the same time ,no ccpp 'services were .. '. 
provided to the 2,861 single "or duplex ,residen~es:i.n tracts' 96 
and 105 (the two control tr~cts ¢onti~tiousto tract$~7~na ~8~' 
to ~he immediat~ north and ~outh)j '" 

.. ' 
For the control tracts .96 and 105,10.43. percerit,(600J.57S)ot 
the residences .were , .. burg larized in i974,with46 .7pe'J:'cent (28 ' 
of GO) of .. the burg<taries being ~reportedt() '·'the<p()1}ce~'t.n;1~'l5;~ 
9.95 percent ,(42 of 422). residences were 'bur91arized,. qf·:.Wlti'cn' 
57.1 percent (24 of 42) were reported. Neit:hel:>',t;oe .de,area.se 
bu~glary nor incre&se in ~eporting .~a~ siin£fi8~ri~~ " '" 

, e 

For the experiment~ltracts 97 and 98, . 6.34pert~nt "(57 
of the residences were burglarized in. 19}4, .withSO •• ,9,p~rcepi;; 
(29 of 57) l?,~ing repol:tedto the police •. ':tn 1975, 4.04 percent,;' 
(20 of 495) of both Ccpp, pa.rticipantsanc1non-participnnt,~iWer~, 
burglarized, with 76.5 percent (13 of lV, reportin;gstat"\l$\lrt~~ 
known. f~i:· three cases) being reported ,to the·poLLee. ',Both ,the,' ' ... 
.clecre.as e.±n burg larias and theincrense inreportii'ig-,.were:mrir":', 
9 inally significant (that is t thedi ffer~nceswere' l!3sS! ,than, . 
whc:l.t w(~,u:td ,.beexpe.ctedby chancef ivetimes. in 100 bilt g,reat~r 
than what;, wo.uld be expected bychan,ce 10 t~lneis inlOO,rifdne-:. 
tailed statistical tests are used, these diff<u:ence,s are sta ... 
tistically significant, i.~~1 p < .05). • 

Altho\lgh the preceding results are irnpr.essive, they represent~" 
project-collected data and, thus, their objectivity bouldbe . 

• ' •• >~ • 
.. . i ~'". '-, ' 
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,questioned. To irisure the objectivity of th~ present ev~1uatiori, 
in 1975 and 1976,) theSca't. tIe Law ilne;. Justiccp lann,ing Office 
conducted two victimization surveys to da·termlne actualburg1ary 
victimization arid reportingra.tes lotheSeatt1e Police Depart'­
mente A1~ surveys were per~Qrmed in-person at~he respondents.' 
residences. . .. . 

Within the experimental tracts, vitt~mization data for both 1974 ~ 
a.nd 1975 were analyzed s'cparatelyfor households participating /1 
and households not participating. 'l'his allows us to' ,ans~er ques:" 
tion numb~r two above: Do the non-partibipating households iria 
tr~ated neighborhood benefit from their n,eighbors'~articipation? 

There is a significant decrease in burglary £or participating 
households and an apparent benefit ~f the qornmunity Crime Pre- . 
ven1::ion Program that carries over to non-par,ticipating house-­
holdr:l in the ~ame neighborhood. In the two surveys, program 
pad;ic;i.pants I burglary 'victimization rate dropped significantiy 
from 6.2 burglaries per 100 househ6lds to.2.4 burgl~ries pe~ 
100 hous~halds. For households in the target cens~~ tracts Who 
chose ~ot to participate in th~ services offered by th~ p~ogr~Ili, 
there was also. a drop, although not significant, from -6.5 ~ur~ 
glaries per 100 households in the pre-prdgr.am period to' 5.7 ' .. 
burglaries per 100 householdS in the p~st~program period. 

The ,Community Crime Prevention program can be shown t~ ha~~ a 
definite impact upon burglary for those Participating and .ay . 

. have some impact on those households who choose not to partici­
pate. 

since we cati answer both questions one and two aff~rm~tive~tt 
We can also draw an importantcol1)cl usion about-;'displaceinent of 
burglary. Many have hypothesized that by successfully. pre- . 
ven tinge burglar ie sat 'Participating households i offend~rs WOUld 
simply choose another target. Since the burglaryr'ates of both 
participating and non"",participating households .weht. down," (al~' 
though the decre.as.e for non-partidipants wa.s. not'signif.icant) , 
there is no evidence that burglary is displ~ced 1:0 hot,!- . 
participants. Further, there is no evidence that more' distant 
displacement took place, Le. ,from theexperiment~l to the ad..,. 
j ac.ent 'cohtrpl censu.stracts. . ' . 

" • • >. 

Altho~gh tltt'~nalysis of the in-person Victimization surveys 
is~vorable to the project, all of thedata'w!;lre' collected in 
West Seattle . 'l'herefdre, 1.0 broaden the. base .for the present 
analysis t a third data "'SOUI:c:e was obtitin~d~'c> . 

This third victimization survey was performed.by telephone as ". 
a means to obtain more interviews at le.~ cost and mora quic~ly 
than could be obtained with. iv"'persol1 :l.nt~rv~iews. . The survey: 
was conducted in August and September;'1976~ 
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The telephone survey' sought victimization.dat'a fo~ the p:r:eceding" 
six 'months from both, progra.m p.arti cipant'sand .non~par.ti.cipant's 
within Ccpp treated areas .' lI. tota 1. of.3 ;292 telcphone interviews, 
Were condutted in fiv~ Ccpp census tra~ts and 711 additional non­
CC~P re~idencesCitywide~ The fi~e tracts were~~osen on two 
criteria: (1) census' tracts recently t~eated by the project 
(having beeh coMpleted no more than l8~Qnths horlessthansix 
months prior to August, 1976}; ~nd (2) census tracts in whioh 
the Community' Cri1'nePl;"even'tion Program J)\et 9r exceeded minimum 
standard participa ti.on (30 per~entor. more,' of 'all' sing.le: and. " 
duplex :r:eside-!:lcesin a;~ CE:nsUs tract received. bur:glary reductiOn 
services) •. Tel~phone numbers of' programp'articipants wereob;" 
tained fromCCPP records/an equivalent number of non-:-CCPP tele~ 
phone number9.( excl udingbusinesses. and apartments. within the ' 
census tract boundar ies) were 'randomly selecte4from, .theP,ac.if,ic 
Northwes.t Bell Street Addr.ess Directory for Sea.ttle. This. tele­
phone s~tvey provided data for a later time period for both 6cpp 
participan'ts and non-participants to suppiementthe 1975 in~' 
person surveys. 

The results of this survey show that partiCipat.ion in "tlfe q\omInu"" 
nity Crime Prevention Program is sigriificantlYliil:ely.:tol:'educe 
a housep.oJd IS chances ofboing·.burgTarized.' Whf3nthe data ,f.or .. 
1,970 cc:pp 'pad:icipants, and 1,322 non"-CCpp :partIcip'a:nts iire,cdri-' 
verted to a yearly rate and added to the in ... ·person sUl:'vey:rates~. '\, 
there were ~ignificantly £e\:ler b'Qrglaryoccurr.ences in par,t:.f.ci-' ". 
pating households thannon-partic.l.pexting hoUseh,olds •. For hou~le- ',' 
hol,ds which did not choose to participate, the . burglary., 
victimization rate was 11.1 burglariesperl0qho.useholdsfor. C1r, 

twelve~m6nth pe.riod. Partic,ipating households.had ,flburgla~y 
victimization' rate of 9.2 burglar.ies per'IOC) hQuseholdsiforthe 
same twelve-~onth period. Q '.. . 

The third que,stion we asked pertinent, tbt.hia 
was: How long do the ,pos iti;ve results last?" 

, . '. "', '.. ..' ." .. , ....... ". '\" . 

T~is is an ~mportant g:uest.i,o~., in ... insti.t .. U.t ... i ..... Ori ..... a .. liza .... t. i.O.ri.··c ... · .. o .... ~s .. ~.·a.'~.r: ... ra.· .. ":'"' . 
t~ons. Ult~mately, we need. t10 k.now, ... hether CCPPef.fec,tscarijll:>e,,· 
considered temporary or whethcri t has' ,la.st',i.ng~ vp.lu.~. "\1\ .p'etma-:' 
nent City response in the £ormofthe" Community. Cr'ill\e .Pr'even,~i:oh 
r>rogramwould need to consider .. the degree:tc;) which re-:-treatm¢nt' 
for neighbo~:hoods once serviced is necessarYt.o susta~n;th'e' 
lower burglary rate. 

Thc coinparisons above are based on intervals of (1) v;;lried six­
month.pre- and };lost-, (2) twelve m.onthspre-andJ;>ostf"anq(3)·· 
between,,>sJX,_Plonths and eighteen mOnths ,after program Serv,.i,ces~ 

... "'-' . ". .... . . .' .·,1.···' 
The results show .. that the progrp.1'n effect· holds .. uptCt be-tween J.2 
and 18 months after service •. A de~ay ieffect 'd()esO~Cllrat,this 
time;. This may be. due toa combina tionof factors :(1 )"It'is ., 
likely ,that citizen vol unta:y in~ ti~tj,. ve.lesseI]ls wi thtime, with-
out reinforcement. (2) A C~ty~w~de'household ~urnover rate of 
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'51.6 perce~t over fiv~years indicates that homeowner mobility 
maycontribfite to a dec~y eff~ct. 

Reported Burglary Data 
, . 

When we began this discussion of Objective ,One, we began with 
vicfimization information. It is a1so appropriate to aski "What 
effect did the Community Crime Prevention P~ogram h~ve on 6ffi~ 
cialre.ported burglary?" Specifically, \'lhat' effect· does CCPP IS d 

efforts to reduce burglary and simultaneously increase rel?orting 
. rates, have on official data? ' <" 

Data were organized into first-,· second- and third"'year t,reated 
areas and a Seattle-minus trea,ted. (City-wide 'control) area. ". The 
11 youth Service Bureau-CommunityAccountabilit'yProgr~m c13nsus 
tracfs were excluded from the .Cit~-~ide dontrol arei. 

l' 

. - ". 

tor eachopeiationa1 year, twe,lve month pre~ and tWelve m9ri~h 
post-per iods were i denti fled. The twelve month pre-periqCl wcis i 

defined as those monthS: 'immedia telYPl" lor to entering .the£i.rst '. '; " ' "- .".' :':,' ~ 

tract served in that: year •.. The twelvemonth post-periodw,as de-
fined as those months immediately £ollowing c6mplet±on·~f.er~. 
vices in the last tract ser.ved that year< ,Officia1l3eattle .. ', 
Police Department res,idential burgiary repo"rts were. summarized 
for the pre- and post-periods for the City-wide control area ana 
the tracts the Community Crime Prevention Program served ine9-ch 
year. 

Two conclusions are clear from this and the preceding <;lnaly$eis:: . 
", ," -, - "," 

" 'I I. 

1. Burglary reporting rates increase ior both'participatfl1g 
and non-participating househ.olds as a,\r~sult ofCCPpac:'" 
tivities within treated areas (from vlc~imiBatiOns~rvey 

I 
data) •. . 

2. Official police data, for census tracts treated by the 
'project are inconsistent indicators of CC~~ eff~cts~, 
This is iikely due to the combin~d effect ot ~~creased 
incidents with increased reporting. Addilionally;of"': 
ficial police data for the first yeal:: include the ef­
fects of other programs operating in the satnetracts. 

A ~omparison of pre.,. and post-period reporteq. bur;iary", rates' 
for the City..;wide control 'area .and for areas_serv,ed;by t,hepro'­
gram in the first year showed a significant deareasei~CCPP' 
tracts When compare4 ~o the City-wide contioi ~r~a; Wtii~e r~-
ported burglary i.n the City"':wide Gorrtrol area increased 11 per­
gent (from 5,949 to 6, 586 'reports ) Itl) ef irst-yearCCPJ?tracts 
~ecreased by 2 percent. ' 

for the second~year CCPP areas, only 11 months.PQst-dataw~,r'e' , 
aVailable for analysis. THese. data were conVe.rtedto a~twelve"'; 

,,,,,:{~ 
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mO,nth rate fot cpnlpa!is):~n""l?,u,r:pcnr(fS~'--W'~:('-lE:!th'e cl ty ... wlde contrbi 
arc ~ .' $X'pe.r:;i. ene ed·- cC'i6 p e, r e'en t' d a C l' ea s~ .. 'in ";t'e-p o::7;,t'e:ab ur gla. ri.es' .:~" '.-~'- ----~ --~.' .. '.-.. ,~.,. 

..·(~from 7,.066 to an adjus'ted 5,925) ,tract.s served"p'}r'-;cheprpgram " 
~~'''';'::::J in the second year had a -9 percent decreas.e . (from906~toa,nad-

"i.· 

'~''''--..___ justed 828)· in~urglaries •. Although both areas eXl?erienceda 
····"'; ... ,Siecrea::se in reported burg laries,' post..,.data for the Ccpp 'tracts 

" iJtClicatesl, a marginally signif.ica,nt increa,se relative to ,the C,ity-. 
wide cOli~.rol,a,rea,. . 

" ." '. j\ • 
, " . .:.:.... . _": . _ ,. _' 'l~ ~ , 

~he.iliconsistency between fir5t- and second~ye·.arre,portedbur-.· 
'dIary data, and the vi~timization data,pievio~sly pres¢~ted is 
~ost likely du~ to ~he increased. reportin~ ratei for areas 

1 ' . "'.... . . I.. ' 
1j,reated by the prcigraItl. Howeyer, it does not explain why there' 
~as. a significant drqp in reported burgla:r;ies for~firc,,~t~year; 
9CPP treated tracts. It may be 'bhattheoffiqiallyrepo,rte'd 
;Cesl.lltsof the first operational year of thep.rogram represent~ . 
:,not just CCPP efforts but also the efforts of the variq·\lscoor:':"· 
/dinated polic;:e projects' inthes~mearea •. llOwQVer,intheareas 
treated by the ,second and third yea:rsof the C6m~urii ty C~j,me' PrE;>."'" 
vel),tiol1' Program, there w,ere no such ppeeiall?01ice.proj~cts4qp- . 

~€~~ting in the treated areas. .~. ~' 

Obj ecti ve Two: To produce a statistically signif'ieantincre,ase .. ' 
in the number ofburc;:Jlary-irt-prog:cesscallsreceived,by thepo~ 
lice department from citizens living. " in ,thet'arget area.sas com-: . 

• pared with other nori-treated areas of the~~i~y~ 

Prior to presenting the results o£theanalysis~;,it" lsimpOrta'nt ','; 
to dfscuss why an increase in c:a11sis an.'important'ind,ica'tbrbf'~ 
program success •. Fir's,t, CCPP,blockwa tehes. are .. de,f?igne¢t ,toiin~ 
crease citizen observa·tion of suspicious'neighborhood actIvity, 

I,· 

. ...• ~ 

as a prelude to burglary. Second, as neighborsbecomernore,'sel1';;'. .' '.' .... 
sitizcd to burglary andpre-:-burglaryactiyitYi 'th~yshouldb~' .::.:_; 
more likely to: report burglaries-in-pioc;rre~~, •.... sensi~ize'dci:ti .. ;' ';'~.: 
'zens would be less likely tohesitatefpr acriticaLperiod,pf'.;: 
time between theobsqrvatipl1 of suspicious. actiVity and the, re..". ';:;, 
porting of that activity. Third, it was postul'a'te4th&t·the'· . . .... ;/.: 
qu 03,.1 i ty of .'inf 0 r mat i on pro via e'd'}jy~'b urgl~r y-;i'n:~,progress',' ca;-di-l~s~~,,-"':"""" :,:.",-,~<~,:i .') ,', 
would'inqrease (quality as. defined bymo,r~su~p~ctinform'ad:ion ,.'.' ..... :- .. -:" 
and atr.sts ~erierated) • • . . 

The 

'.. ", .. -'~ .' 

:~ s u::: . :: P::: i::~:: S:: r:::r::s: :::::::::.$:n . :~::::;::::~: .\2A1~ 
of a:U burgl<,lry calls to the pol,;:i.c~"ha$.inc,Y,".e4~ed sig'"7.:',;ri"'/5>1 '. 
nif icantly for tho's e;ir'eas t;.rea t~dby the "comm},init.y ",:"";;;;,,,,9; • ,':" 
CximeP~~ventiqn Program. 

2 • Thequali ty of .. purg lary-in';'progresscal..:I.s "ha;s fh6t been·' 
sign;ifieantly changed as_ .C!.. result. of mo r ebu'igl.aryc::al1s 
being r.eceived by the pq"i'Lee. Bothth,e.nuillbe~:of,calls 
including suspect information and resulting int:u::res",ts 
haye in crea,sed f although rion-sign.ifd:~~ntly. 
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The mcd:hod usadfor this allalysis "'lIS siinilaI~~t.o~_tha,t used to as ... 
so Sfi:th e'· cimpact·co~;,:ot,'h~ cominllnj.t.y,-c·~illle·pr~~.e n tioti-pfogr·am·o,n~r .. ~.-,._ 
pprted burglary. TheCCl'p-target. ateas \tlere putint() one catego.iY. 
and the remainder of Sea.ttle was defineda.s· control areas for com­
pa~isoft pu~pdses. 

From the pre- to post-period in the. City~~ide. confrolarea, the' 
burglary-in-progress call rate increased 4'.percent" or from 8.S ". " "./~.~ 
percent to 8.8 percent of the totalcal.1s •• 'For the treated ""'/ "r, 

·tracts,·,the burglary-In-progress call rate ihqreased 27 percent, " /~,/>F:-
or from 9.1 percent to 11.6 percent of thetota.l calls. There, ,/,y"/// '." 

was a sjiignificant increase in burglary-in-progrbss cl'llls in the . ,/0 /,' 
..,. - - - , -- --- - - . - . '\ -. . ", . /< 

treated 'areas as c.ompared·· withtheCitY'''"wHl~'cOl'fer·olarea'~n-,··--,£':·jJ' '-' 
. -. . " . - \, ".:" .. ,~ ~~"~~~;(.'~/ 

Given that Objective'!'wo was achieved" additionalq,ucstio11,s~'p{-
1a ting to the obj ecti ve were asked concerning: '. (1) t.lle;cJl,9;C'ation 
from which burglary-in-progress calls originated, (2L''\i,h'ifther """ 
there was an, increase in suspect information, and ("3) ... /;:~he1;.her 
these burglary-in-progress calls resulted in mor,e/~rirests on the 
scene. . . ,,/:)// ' 

. .:.-?'>~/~.~:-:.,/. . .' '.;, '- . 
In attempting to answer these que2:;tions,;,'i!~t'1wasfound thatinap'" 
proximately half of the rcportstaken/~y//'~Hf telephonei\oi,c'rators", 
the address 'of the person makingthe~"c~ll, was not recoi:ded';~:i'here":' 
fore, o,ur ability to determJ.nep,J:/9,C~'wa tch,impa~ton hurgla~y-.i:·~·;.. 
progress calls was seve,rely h~i'pd'~·red.ln'~heCitY:...w.ideoOnt..r()r::, 
area, there was a 1 perce.n.t"i'ri'cr'ease (from 23.0 percelil:.to .. 23.3', ,.6. 

per cent lin burg 1 ar Y :-irt;'" Bb6 gr e s sa.alls ' or i gi na ting f Fom addr~.s 5 e~:i/-;::/~Y 
other than the victj,m~.;'3;andwithin the,treatecl.areas, there w'!.-~/'· '. 
a 17 perc.entdecr.e:~,g"~from 27. ~ percent to 22.8 p~rce.~tr tY!' 
calls from othe~J1l:oca t~Ol1s. N~u ther of these changes l;~fi·-t,atl.s­
tically signif.:i:cant. The inconclusi:vene.ss ·ofthis· paz4ic\llar' 
analysiS'Il!,a,y l:!e due to missing da't'a·on';'~~le~si ~(Hi:~tionscit;ed 
above. ' .. ,0' ,d"<:: . 

/~ - , /~~.~~" ,J 

, . , -' .' : :.', ~ : 

... ~~ 

;", 
... ' .. -.:-~' 
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T,Q~"rl'~termine if there had beenfanincre.a:Se' i:n ~uspe¢t in£~rma'" 
;"·1£1 on ,bu~glary - ~n - ~rog r esSc al],. s ~z;'ct:,-7ana ljz edorL~Bb~sl~~~ 

whether a descr~ptl;oll of the sU,§"Fect(s) o.rth_~s~rSJ7e-c-!:'svEahl.c.lc~. 

... ="",::.;-;.=, __ =.,~ _-w.a.~.~~.n~~=~£l~J'llHLl1.=d~~a, .. c~ ].1 c~~~-a:~;mii~eoo==-!IV~ity -wid e .conctrQl ... ' , 
area, there .. was a '17. peE,pen/t in~9..str'Tf'rom:55 •. 2 p~rcent to 'G4~O 
pe r ce nt)i n tho su s p.~e tin f:9.~li'i1ft i on .ra t.te .\\Th is .. i~·cr ea's eissta ~ 
tis tically sigrii~,j ... cifnt""f~i\h 8 pe rcen t/increasc,.ifor.trea ted areas 
was not statis)YicC:alvr.signi ficant • ff6crbotbdo'.ntr61 and trea.t.ed 
areas, apJ?p,-xi.!J1Wt'€lY 65percentof'p1lca11s inblu.dedsuspe·ct:: 

.-~".~' 

·i·n.fo.r~a/t-.;~on/dlfr.in9 ·t"11e Po.st-pe.rj~Q:d.' . " .. 
;,.' . // 

¥d'f~'~r w':y to examine tho qt{~:l~'ty< of the' addititmal. b,~;;'~'l.a~y­
/,'~in-progress calls received ~y the s~attle Poli~e pep~rtment a.~a 

result of CCP}? acti vi tiesjfs to analyz'e the c;>utcome of ,5uchcalls. 
0008,the i.n7reas7 Of bur,fiF{ary-i~-p'i"ogr:ss calls in CCPp,areas. . 
cause morel.mmed~atc re:sponse d.l;spntclung,Qf patrolof.f.l.cers to 
crime scenes without,,:,a correspond1J.ng incr~as:einfa:vo:r:able outcomes 

"/,. 
~;:j.J;;f~ 

/;f.~){~; . · 
•. -:-,~~.:~::-c.-" 
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. .'. . ,', ". . .' '. ......... ........'" '." ,~ . . ,.... .' .~~:>,//c "tl 
arrestofsu,spects)? ... ~t is possible thatburglarY-~r~~J 

progress' callSwere,gen~:ate~t~~?lJc;Jh.p,roje?t·~ffOl:'t$ '9i;'~are . ii, 
aC~\.lally .. eounter~product:~~e.~n }e,rms.ofl?ol~ce·man~}o!.eruse''''<i 

.' . t:' . . '. . " .' . "', .' •.. ' ..... ....1'1. ;,:-:o,r , ' . ..,' •. ,"'~I 
,Toa~~wer this· question, hurglary::-,in~prQ.gres~/...{ilsthatre';:"· ';1 
~ulte1? ill·the arre's'tof sus.pect:Cs) fo.r't.hlV,cI ty"';wi,Cle"contiol,'?" 
a,rea i.~ndCC}?p . areas were ana'l~?:ed~I~/';tile Cit'y-wide;,;?on~5ot., .;,' 
'tr~a'll ';t1fe number of, burglar,Y-.:Ln-p.r~g,resscal1s 'festq.tl.ng;J.n 'ar:"' >. 
rest(qer.:rease~ .' 6 .. 9 percent(fromA<'8~1-pei~bgnt>b:)''''r6;.9p~rce.n't.)/''!.;~'i;/ 

.wh i Ie,', f or.th ~' treated area, "j;.;hifar res ttob utg l,ary:.;..in-pr6g ;r,es,~'! 
ra teincreased 9.7 percen,t"F( frol1117'.'5 percenttQl:g.2p~rce.nt) 
Neith·er of these chan.g,{:!"§""!sst''i;tistica,11y.,signiilcant..t/', " 

, '1'hu :ii"' Q'l th oug h'~~-(;;::-"~~4~~ta, .• ti, 's~.i"Ca. ~·l.yO_n~;n.~, g~~J.fC. "~'~ .• ··.'~~:'~-e~~--.~~.c.~.~,.~:.':"'~~r::> 'i' ...••..•.• 

ences, there<,i~sorne: iiidicaticmthat CCPp,areashadhigh~$"'~;:. ....... ..,; '''';::'i 
quality }~., .. ri·g'lary-in-progress.calls as'a 'function 6far!t~t~'~~o?" 

/<..;:: :. ~ > ~f..,. 
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.ANALYSIS OF 

nfTRODUCTION ~ -'-

,I. 

The preceding sections" of this Feport havedeSc:r1heq in detC).lI 
what the Commu.n,i ty Crime~ ~revention Program is" how "it:;op~~ates, 
w11'at .it was intendeq :t:oacbomplishand what-the 'resul tsha:ve 
bee'n •. ~,his section u'sesthatinf orilla ti91').ina,c:::,ompa):'isort. :of al-: 

,ternatj. ves aria' discus..sal?5 ;'ve£-a 1 var.i. ables6f'~-f\li.~re-im.pl ementa';' 
tion of the CommtinityCrime, ?x..?"y.~ntionJ:progra:n;,.:!'<" '~._' c 

. T.h. e Ch. ~i c. e. O.f .•.... , .. ~n",'. a .. 1 t,.:,rQ. ~t. iY/·: ... ·~r-'.~.';. ~7.~.--:.:.:'·~.~ .. '.·:~~.J.~it ... :.~t~.·".t.'-.io,::e...n.-.. "--.":~~.,_,,;~,,.:~~.'7#'.'.-;~.'_ .. '~~'~.'Z;~~~~~::~ 
Commu'n~ty'<f:r':une Prevent~on Pro9Fam should,;b-e""'made;o'1fl:~~~~_~~s'? - .••.... ' -
of accumulat.:-:d. information and les~..ollS;;cl}~!ar~nedt~b·ll!;>t('fie?tftnon"", .• ,' ". . '. 
stration program .. In c:>:r~er to considc}/this i,n.fp.rma;;J4ri,<a,_ . 
relatively simple operational model ",;f, the prp9"iam 'vhis.devel~ .. 
oped. 'fhe model c'onsiders "therate/llt'W.~~h:";"C'ppp.sel:"vices ,can 
b.-e o·ffered to single-:familyanddu·p.lex.bo\fseholds~ri'4 bas-'es. '. ' 
th~se t.at"eson. op.erational dat~.:/pres~n'te~ inp'ection<%1!J~)tJ;.n 

. ''<", addition I.i t ~.stts burgl aryv~,,q'tilTliza-t~ion-'rates'"a,l];d"r~i:>§t-i~tfg-. .' 
rates. from th'c criine irnpac~:eval t.tation:;r~sults. 'r'ollowlng/i'm-': 
mediate I¥f',f~ a dis cussi5?n/6fthe)lle~!iod()l.ogy lalo~n9with~n.e~..;}'_" 
ample y:"zl'l.ch uses evaJ,uationdata.frQID. two ex.perimental ah.cltwo"" 

,",,1-, .£~::;lij;'lf'blG ens u s t rae t s in 1'1 e st~Se attl e. FO'llbw,ln-g'f hiss,e ct10'~.. " 
t ~~£:~' disctissio1l..,:'o,f,foliralte,rnat,tves in which th~~ta~f:,s~ie':"'of~ 

,,~-l. /~~:/~{h~prQ9r~I~/~h: J?r~po1:'dons'- ,!f h~~st3holds~~?-rtic11?i.tinga.n~,<j 
~ "T'.e;;J.'T<'bul:"glary 'v ~ct~m;lza t~onand reportl:ng:ra tes'are>var~edand pre- '.< 

)!' ., /"''"':~~;:7i '"i:1~'C:it~o~1;-~'cr1~,-pl:O g~a!T\, im9ac,t" a, x:e=E,~~_S~~Jrt:~e,<'l'.;:,,· ~ina II}' ~·.,t hi s . -~ ~:~,;'1L~-.c-"" "_~ 
,,[/7' tl:on d,~scUs'ses1:.h; somewhat,.~,rpalble50m~fac::tC)r~~=~!:~';;.JH,"n,o~~~J:;~'f~Pr·' .' .' 
~~ -'['~",C c ~ a ng eof 0 w~e r sl1~P I 0 f, Sea t p Ie IS~ ~~~~J19-~ s:,nqc~~:;;:Cl,~~,~, <eya J,~u~Cl:~ ." In-.•... , ... ' tl.on. co;n-e,hlSl:On,that program;~l?.ecn9,~_l;-~Lm'aY .. _d,~:;~~':Wl.:sp..'t.he 'passage\ 
'. . . 0 f t~me. .,). :> . .-".,.. , ~,<,~,. .,15 

;;"'·'·'.l'·" 
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Second ~ we,:~KnO$rf;otn~-:-:tife ~d~mortS'trc:t. ti~n 
st;C1if:~;lng~:"i~vel'()f~>Communit'y ol:gari'J.zGrs'and Home' S~rvice Te,chn.i,;- -,' "_: '" ' 

,.-o:±:ans'has'acapabi,Li.ty ofo}feriIJg,CcPP serv~6es,~ to'J~X~.h~U1e'- ," -
'holdsper?'rtlb,nth', and that a~p:r;S?pintion (p)(: w)(:tl ,~~-ftf'~a:l1ft, , 

,b e com e s~ i:v,iced , -ho uS' e}folqcS1.-:':,C 9 ns e qu e n tl y f,,,~~~Kg- t1J,~"'Ii~Fi oq' 
0,£ tim~.~thCl,t. ~1ie_S9;m~uhft~ C7iine. prev;,~i?l~;""#J~~~:m,.,~s/nfbvi~g;' ,C 

through theCJ.t)'fiqthe.'fo:j.loWl..ng;~r~*~~go'ng,ll,.kpl:r.~Wou~d 'appl~~r'" --
: . ;..c_-;" ". ,~' ?.:7 -:/. .," ~ ..' ~ ->:::;-:;.:;:;1:.;;i.:;.:> -F ~ , ..,..'<' 

~erv~~d?householus=\~(}!9H,9«;:SJ?!.1l}K 
,,j~:" '. ".,~,r-/', ,.",'.", _:;:i'.,"', , 

.,;;:-;.:'·"'):ncu,rectserv~ce hp~~OldS ;:::15, 000 + (;L-p) (nlt 
;",_~, ' ' , .. ~.f:;;:J<~ ,. " .. ' . , , 

Uri~er'L.ig~d .~ouseholds =. 111,972 
~ ,~?'- ;/ ,:t\ 

n :: l,lpO/~qrlth,,' 

,the number of: 

Servic~d hbiJs,ehblfls ~~. 
,;..~-+:~,=-:. 
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Nwnber of households x victimization rate 

Thus, burglar'ies ill servi'i;:ed hCluseho.lds would be the number of 
s~r~icad ho llscholds m~lt9)\:ied .Jpyt'helr vict~mi~~ationrat7 (BVsh )' 
S~m~larly, burglary v~ct~m\:t-zat~on rates for-"'1nd~rect serv~ce 

~ouseholds and unscrviced.~?us€holds (aVih and BVuh) can be ap­
plied t respectively, to thel\, equations listed abov .. e. Thus I the 

,number of burglaries as a f~ndtion of time could <be re'presented 
~ . 

as: \~ 

Burglaries, serviced househol<ls = BVsh [10 I 000. + pnt] 

/ Burglaries, indirect service households = BVih[15,000 + (l-p}nt] = 
BVih(15,000 +,nt - pnt] 

Burglaries, unserviced households = BVuh[11l,972-ntl 

Using the vict~imization rates observedih West Seattle duri~g 
the segond year of the prQj ect (BV sh== .0243; BV ih == • 0565; ,and 
aVuh = .0995; see crime impact evaluation) and solv~ng these . 
equations at t = 0 months and t = 101.8 months produces the fol­
lowing results, shown in T~ble 4-1 • 

Table 4-1--Burglaries by Type of Household 

t == o months t == 101.8 months 
Serviced households 243.00 1, 331. ~4 
Indirect service hous~holds 847.50 

" 
4,643;:Q5 

Unserviced households ;; 11,141.21 ,~ 

'I'otal 12,231.71 5,974.59 

~,Thus, in this example I we wou,ld expect thea.ctua1 number of bur! 
9 lar ies occurring -in sing 10- family and duplex hOUseholds" to ~e-, 
creas~ from 12,232 to 5,975 ~n a·period qf 101.B months t or 

. . ' " ' .11 , 

approximately' 51 p~rcent. . 

Reported 'burglary: The ctime impact' ,evaluation also shpws tXrt 
thepropo.rtion of bUJ:;g laries reportedtopolid~chal}9'Fsas' a 
result of c~~pp treatment. If we define-'a:ddi:tional,lariable$,,' .', 
Rsh "J R ih ,and Ruh as the proportiol'is of burglar,ies report"ed :iil ~ . 
servicedhbuseholds, indirect; ,service households ana unserviced :.' 
households ,respectively, "it is possibi~ to \~'tlte thefollo.wing 
relationships: ",,' .' l. ' 

. . .' .. ' ~ 

RePl:>rted burglaries, serviced households~,:Rsh {BYsh [10, O()C) + Pont)} 

Reported' burglaries, indirect service households 
Rih{BVih:£15,OOO + nt - pnt)}, 

~' .' 

Reported burglaries, unservicecf households. = 'l\m{BV~ [111\.972 - nt]} 

, 7' 

, . 
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If these equations are solved at the beginning of program imple­
mentation (t = 0) and at the po£nt .at ~hich all households have 
been offered CCPP services(t =,101'. 8 months) and using reporting 
rates observed in West Seattle of Rsh '= .100; Rih =:64; and 
Ruh = .57 (see crime i~pact evaluation), the following result, 
are obtained, shown in Table 4-2. 

Table 4-2--Reported Burglaries' by Type g.fyiious;ehold 

t = o months t = 10·1.8 months 
Serviced households 243.00 1,331.34 
Indirect service households ·542.40 2,971.68 .. 

Unserviced households 6,350.<19 -
Total, . 7,135 •. 89 4,303 .• 02 

Thus, in this example, weowquldexpect reported burglary tbde­
crease from ., ,lf6 to 4,303 during the time required to, off.er 
CCPP services to all City single-family and duplex. h,ouseholds. 

• 

.-:. 

e. 
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SECTION FOUR: ANALYSIS OF ALTERNA~IVES 

FOUR ALTERNATIVE~ ~OR COMMUNITY CRIME PREVENTION PROGRAM 

''''<,four alternatives for CCPP operations in the future are presented 
~i~,_~o examine th~ir possible impact upon the occurrence and r.~ 
portiifg-.;qf residential burglary in the next one, five ,ten and 
f i f tee n y·ea~.E>' . 

. ~:;..,.. . 

-' ..... 

The first alternative (present operation) envisions no change in 
staff level, mode'of operat:i.on or number of peoplebein9' offered 
and accepting CCp~ services.' As previoUsly mentioned, this al~ 
ternative would require approximately eight and one-half addi­
tional years to cover the entire City_ 

Alternative two 1moderate expansion)envisioni a-50 percent im­
provement in the number of hOUseholds being offered an~!acceptirtg 

. Ccpp service's. This might be achieved in one 6ftwo possible 
ways. First, a 50 percent increase in. sta£fing leveli (t6hine 
Community Organizers and six Horne Service Technicians), witb no 
change in method of operation. A second way to achieve such :an 
increase would involve the conve~sionof the presen~fOur Home 
Service Technicians to Community «()rganiz~rs and relia.nceupon 
citizens to perform their own prope:i::t.ymk1rking and home securi~y 
inspection, following a training sesston. The Community Organi­
zers\</ould later inspect such ci tijl:en-performedservices and 
either approve them or make suggestions for addition,al.wo'rk. at 
that ~ime. Alternative two would)~ntici~ate!services being of~ 
fered to 1,650 househOlds a month, with 40 percent of themac­
cepting such servic~s. At this rat.e ,the'entir.e City would ·be 
serviced in five and two-thirds y~~rs. . 

Alternative three (massive expansion) is based on the assumption 
that the entire City slfould .pe offered project se'jz,viceswithin 
t'hree years, using Qurrent pro.je,ct m.ethods ..To achiev~ -this, 
3,110 households ~ month would need to be offeredproie~t ~~r~ 
vices. This would represent an increase of 183 percento~e~ 
present levels of operation. If the staff, 1e,vels needed to pro­
vide these opera tions are linerallyeipanded ,thi$_~wc>uld,rep.re- . 
sent· a need for 17 Community Organizers and:ll. Home Servi-ce 
Technicians. 

Al terna ti ve four <media recruitmen.t) would involve a' drast:i,c:: 
dl~,parture from present methods of opera'tfbn.' Rather than 're~ 

- lying upon door-to;-door' canva.ssing ;cl.t.izepswc;>uld be subject.ed· 
tb mass i veme'dia (f~e levis ion, rad~o, newspapel7andn;taili!:lgL."cam-. 
paigns within varj~ous neighborhoof,ls of tC(~City •.. ' The. ad~an€t\geJ 
bfthis method would be that staf·~ time $pentrecruiting\h()use~ 
holds could be u~!ed in providing {~r,Vices. This-woul~,a;rlowthe 
entire City to bje covered withinanestimatedtwoyear"s,,' How-
ever, thedisad~/an tage of such art ·.,approaci1'is tha.t past; exp~rience 

.. ' . ,,~ 

,.r· 
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both ~~tionally and locally indicates that ohly a small propor~ 
tion of peopl~ bea6me involve~ (from 2 percent to Ii percent, 
with the majority of such programs reqruiting less than 10 per­
cen~ of tho~e i~formed). gased on fir.t~y~a~experien6e of the 
Community Crime Preven:tion Program in the 'Ballard 'area, a 7 per':' 
cent. recruitment rate ~ould be considered extremely, high.On~a 
monthly average for the two.' years to cQver theCity, th'is, would 
repres~nt the provisio~~f CCPP serviaes to approximat~ly127~ 
(7 percent acceptance of 4;666 offered a month) householqs'I.or 
74 ':!percent of the present, level. This altern,at,ive ,might allow ' 
a:;lfeduction of staff ,to f,our and 0:ne-ha,lf .conununity'organizers 
and thr,ee Home Service Technicians. 

Tb.detKrniine ·the rel'ati,ve merit of ,these fouralternati,ves,'pro­
jections of the total number Q,fresiden,tial' b'urglariesinsingle;" 
family and duplex households that. would occurandwouldbere;'" 
ported to the police wi thin' one, five I ten and, fifteen ~ears " 
were developed: The projections were made usin~th~eq~ati~~ •. 
previously presented for the number of h6useholds serv~ceq~:~h~ 
number of expected burglaries and, the number of repo,rte¢lbo.':.\rgla­
ries. Assumed values for (n) (number of househ6ldsofferec;l:' ',' 
services per month) and (p) (propor't~o~of householdsa'9~'epting 
services) for each model are presented ~ri ~abl~ 4-~'b~low~ 

Table 4-3--Assumed !!. and ;e,Values for Various 

Alternative n: p 
1 llOO .,40"," 
2 1659," 40 
3 3110.3 40 . 
4 ,4665.5 ' .07. 

Burglary victimiz,a tion and burg lciryreport.fn9'ra tesfor 
households are presented, in Table 4"';'4 below" •. ThesQurcesfQr 
these estimates areas follows. ,The unserv,iceCihousehold .bu'r-: ' 
glary rate was based upon atelYephone su'rv,ey> of 7l~ :ranaomly. 
chosen, non.,-CCPP households. withinth,eCity'pf' sea±tl~ecdnd:uct~d 
in August and September ,1976. 01:' those calle.~, 31·(4.32. per:":' 
cent) indicated, that they had been bu;rglar;[\?:ed'il) the preceq.ibg 
six months. Converted to an annual r'~te" 'this repreSe.ri.tst·~.72, 
burglaries per 100 households per yaar. 

o • ~ 

Table 4-4--Burglary Victimization and}i{eporting Rate 
. for Oi fferent Households . 

T e of Household 
Serviced household (CCPi? member) 
Indirect servi6e household 
Unserviced household (not yet 

offered CCPP services) . 

\) 

er 100 
,p 

. 8.72 

, . 

••• 
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Within eh~ West Seattle census tracts for which pra~ and pest­
victimiza'tien data· we're available fer beth serviced and .indirect 
service heusehelds, victimizatien rates for indirect service 
househelds dacrea~edI2.4 percettt, while in two. adjacent non­
treated tracts burglary decreased 4.6 percent. Therefera, the. 
net decrease in indirect servicehousehe~ds ~ue to. being ~n a 
treated area is estimated at 7.8 percent. A 7~8 percent de­
crease in the City-wide bur~lary rate weuld zepre~ent a rate of 
8.04 burglaries per 100 heuseholds per year~ 

For Serviced heusehelds, the decrease was 60i7 percent. which, 
when adjusted fer the 4.6 percent decrease in n~ighbering nen~ 
treated tracts, represents a decrease ef56.l );lercent~ Such a 
decrease in the City-wide ratewe~ld~epresent 3.83 burglaries 
per 100 heusehelds .. per year. ."., 

Burglary victim~eperting rates were taken fre~ West. Seaftle 
victimizatien dataprevieuslypresented in: thiss~cti6n~ . The 
ene exceptien was for serviced househelds. Given~thelew nUm­
ber ef burglary cases (n = 6) upen which the'rep.prting rate 
(~OO perceht) was determined; it was £elt that ~uch ~figure 
was unrealistically high. 'Ther~fere, ferpresentpurpeses,a 
90 percentreperting figure was used as ene interm~diate be~c 
tween CCPP preject figures and. the Law and Ju.stice Planrling 
Of fice cenducted in-persen surveys. 2 . . 

, 
Fer each ef the four alternatives, the e~tim~ted numbe~~of bur~ 
glaries that weuld occur and that would be reperted en .an annual 
rate are presented in Figure 4..,2 and 'l'a}:)le4..,Sbelew. All pre­
jectiens are based en the assumptiens that: 

1. actual residential burglary and ~eportingweuld re~ain 
censtant ever time witheutfurther cepp' activitiea; and 

2. no. decay ef progra~ effect weuld eccur~ 

With the~e asstimptiens, the number"6fes~imatedactual bur~la~ 
ries within single-family and duplex residences weuld bell, 35:3 
, year, ef"which 6,682 weuld be repertedif nO.further CCpp ~er-
vices were ~revided. . 

In Table 4-5, the number ef burglaries that we1.lld have been pre­
vented is given as a:cumulative figure frem time =0, or the 
beginning pein t .ef "!;:,ri.e prej ectien. Fer example,alt~r.native 4 

~ . . 

2Given an assumed CCPP pepul,tiert reperting rate d£90 perbent 
er prepertien equal to. • 90_t_t_v_~ __ P~;:QPEtl::d,)'J.ty.ef.raJ'lilomlY se­
lectingsi~ CCpp resid€i1c€s-Wh;ichtwereburglarized ~nd in which 
a~l werereperted weuld be p :;;: . 51~ (assumed pepulatl.enp~oper-
tion to the power equal to the nU~~ber of. samples, or. 90 ). . 
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Tabl' 4-5--p~()j~te4B!1rg~6ryR&t~s :io~Fou~,A~~erna~~veCCPI>;operiltioilli 
,1 Year 

rtcd I Prevented ' 

' 6,,582 

~,494 

ti,714 

.' 

'U2, " 

468 

883 

546 

""' r, .-
'-' 

, 

I 0.'7061 

I 10,2611 

.,1171 \ ',26' 8;709' IG,ll7 
t~ 
1\ 

10,261; I 6(745 ,4,368 6,745,' ,9,828 

' ... ,-~ 

t:. 

'." 

28,432 

" 32,190 

35,735 

6,745 15;288 
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in Table 4-.5 ~ouldresul t j,n 10, 261 burglaries;'occurr'ing'~ with, 
6,745 beipg'repo~ted after five years ofpperation. Within:t~at 
five years , a total of 4,368 burglaries would have been pr,~Verited. 
Altexnative1 wQuld result in 9,793 burglaries, of,which" 6,350 
would be report.d and ',a c~~ulative 1,560 burglaries Wdu14 bave 
been prevented "in fi~e years. 

An <;lddi tionalal terna ti ve would bEl to disconti:n1.l~,thecohfJJ1.1.n,:i.ty 
Crime Prevention Program. If this were to . occur ,thees:timat~d 
present, num}:)erofresiden tiaL burg lcil;'iesper'year in 5ing1e";" , 
family and duplex residences. (11,353) wduld increase to 11,-944 
(5 percent increase)wlthin IS ntonths as -p<roject: effect~, ,b;egin. 
to decay • Assuming that reporting rates, would,r~verttopre'- '. , 
treatment levels,' the preselit-level 6,682repoitl? wouidinerease' 
to 6, SO~ (2 percent increase). 'These, :fig1.lres are baS'edonthe 
assumptdon that",in the absence of ccpp ef~orts,l:lllrglaryocC:lir...; 
rences 'and reports will remain constant...Iftheass1.lmption"of 
no future decay is made, the level of' burglary 'incidents,'and re ... 
ports would remain unchanged in the abse,hce of.otherfac,tors. 
This is; an fixperiment to le~a:rn who 'the readers of 'law al;ld, jus­
tice Pdlicy,i work are. If }'PU havereache,clth,is point, ,plea's,e', 
call larry '~unn at s"ix two "five ,four five one twd, and receive 
a gift worth doilars. J:llease keepyour,discoverycO~fiden:tia1: 
and please continue. . 

While the program eva 1ua tiori indic,a t,es'ad~cay ,9f CCpp ~ff:et::t 
after IS 'months of residences :receiving servi'ces L tnemCl.lrit:e~ 
nance function of 'the Community: Crime PreventiqnFrogramis de-:-': 
sighed to reduce this problem. , Howe"er,at;thistime'~, we'>do 

'not know ,enough about the iwpact of thE3,pt;:,O'posedmaintenance . 
service to,determine whethe~ or hot it~{ll b~capabl~-Qt~to~ 
tally or 'partirally eliminating the obseryed,decay 'effect.' . 

• ,I 

ft-.. , 

" 
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SECTION FOUR: ANALYSIS OF ABTERNATIVES 

DISCUSSION OF. ALTERNA'rrVES . \\ 

The projecti'ons generated in the prec(::ding. paragraphs allow some 
additional discussion of the alternat:ives for the Seattle CCPP 
efforts. The mbdel focuse~. upon thr~e ess~ntiaiv~riables as , 
predictors of future .lev~<rs of bt,lrgljary victimization and re-. 
porting. These are the b~pacity ofethe city~tgofferCCPP ser­
vices to households,. the \p,rogram 's I\\ethod.ol~gY'for recruitment 
of participants ahd the l~vel of ~a~ticLpati~n achievedb~ thi 
recruitment methodology_) . . ., 

. . 

Alternatives 1, 2 and 3 differ only in t~rms of theC!tY~~ ca~. 

, .. 

pacity to offer services~", Alternative lis· basicall.y4es--c'r'ip"""-":'·"~~·~''''~·'''··=''~-=C'~'=; 
tive of the curr'ent effort. Although the minimum sta~dard for 
the program has been 30 percent acceptance of,CCPP servic:es,' 
program experience shows that h;:ghe.r .levelsmay beobtaineo., 
especially with the addition of' the Mobile Citizen;IhVolvement 
Uni t. Thus t we would expect to achieve app:ro~imat,~'$y 40 per~· 
cent parti cipa tionthrough the systematic dOQ.r";'to-d'o,or, ·:block.~ 
by-block methodology. This methQ,q,o,logyis lnher-eIlt ),n"Alter,na- 0' 

tives 1, 2 and 3. Cap;acity to offer CCI~P services c'an be 
increased in t~o ways: :, 

1. increase theCCPP staff by hiiing additio~al Comrnu~ 
nityOrganizers and Ho'me Service Technicians, or 

through the use ·~f Volul1t~ers. 

The principal advantage of the use ofvolunteer~, ,Of course., 
is that the program implementation costs ca~ld be reddc~d~ 

'<.It. is useful', however,' to consider other somewhat ana:logo.tJ;s 
public safety services provided by the C,i'tY.F.or examp.le,in 
the\conduct ofinspec'tions with motivesbfiirel?revenciori, •• " 
main'\:emance of health, construction and housipgadequacystan~ 
dards i l the~e appears" to he an eiemeritof. technical competence 
which~wbuld preClude the u~e ·o~ vQlunteers~Aiimilar a~g~~ " 
In.en t . cpulct''''be made with regardto!~ secufd>~y,<insp'ections which,< 
arecq{nducted in the i Ii teres t 0 fprevent.lng! ,b'urglary .1;rust as; 
a: f ir'ep'revention inspector must be. trahfedtoi:d'E:mtlfyfire " . 
hazards and m~keconvinclng andaccept.blesu~g~stiona for 

"their rei\!ioval,i HomeS'ervice TecnniciansrnU.seoperate 'frqm ~ 
bas eoJknowl'edge 'rega rdirig • .c0il\mo,n'·",po i-nts of,'-en'try/c-aya:r'±:etiy 
of hardware. availa(ble for securing. theSe points of el,1t;;ry, . " 

-a'nd must be-Cable to"cbnviricl?,'citizens,' from a: mark:eting point 
of view, tha t' suggested remedies should be. implemented.. " 

. "'-" 
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Fr~ally, th~re1s someevid.ence:/~,hi~h suggests tha't. a me,thodbl­
ogy wl1ich uses prog'ram staff 1'n' a,l1off,icialCfty capacitywi~ll, 
achieve greater compliancea,n'd, participation i,nthe ·program.j 
However, . the use of volunteers', to· performCCPpsta'f'f activit'les 
rais~s severalpossibleprobl~ins. At this time 1 we' .do not have 
sufficient data toas~e~s these poterttialc~>nc~~ns" but the' ' 
proje.ct will pe co;tlecting" such~;.d.,ata in the..; corilihg y~ar •. oFirst, 
there· are nodata~t; pres~ntr(,~g~~\ding.tJ:ie relativecost/benefit-.. ,i' 

':' of refcruitment and trainin,gof Vofurtteers ,and replacing .volun­
teerswho qui t.· seC'6rid;data cincoritTriuni 1:y.acceptanceofsuCh 
vol unteers~s authoritative. ~ouiicesofinforinationandcornpl,i­
ance with suc~h suggestionsa:r:el.acking. Thir,c(,.we have 'no, data 
regarding the availabilityo,f volunteer as'sistance in ,difflcul.t ' .. 
ner'~hborhoods ln' ,the City • Fourth ,prQj.ect e?,perience with' 
volunteer worke.rs through its Advisory. ServicecannOtpre!se,ntly 
be said to have had any impact' upon e1 ther h.urglaryvictim.i~a­

----.-;:.~o_---~-~~,;~~·t~~Q·n:. ox_,.,- .. :r;~,J?~._~t.:ing ra,"tes,'" si"'nce no' sUc'h ·:(J.a,"ta' ·p'r~sen~:~:Y ex1s'.t. 
'-'-~,-..o'-~,-, ___ '....~:..:;. __ 

.~ ...• 

~,'- ,);)1 

In s:ummary, the best a'l tern~tives-'=fot~~rIrc-:t',e'~siZ~i>ctJt~.capacity., . . ',.' ;':> 
of the· ~ommuni ty Crfme Preve,ntion ,Program toof£~r ::s';rvfc~~'S''';;'ar::o·;~'';:,~~:··;)1 
pears to be additio'hal staff'~ proceeding. withthisc,oncltision i ", .. ' ,.~ 
the' four alternatives pres erit two, related" choicesforth~Ci:tY':j . " ' 

, 'fl, '. :0",' '; • 

,? 

At what rate shouldccpp sJivices 'pe,ld~'fered to,the , I ." .. ,'." ,', 1.. 
remain,l.,rig, unserviced hou·Seh.olds? I,' , 

2. What level of resources shotildbe~ommitted to 
m~nstitutionalized CCPP capacity~ ~ 

.~~~;J 

<'Expandi~g CCpp staff from its present 'level(Alter't\ati::ve1);,by, 
appr,dximately So 'percent or 183 percent (Alternatiyes 2 aJ:ld3,' 

'--re-spectively) is considered u:(ldesirable ,.for several rea'spn.s. , .,., 
Fi rst ,the level of irtf<;iTma tion genera te.d.by~he CCP:p'de;I1l'9nst:ra:" 
tion program and itsd,emonstratedsuccesssuggest.":,':hci.t pOlicy: .. ' ..... 
mak.e,rs·.should be thin~~ing in terms, of apermanent:~CCp.Pc:apacit:y;./ 
.In 'otherwords,' thEi Cqmmunity' Crime PrevEiri.tioIlP'rC>9'r~m<shquld '. 

,. not be viewed asa teinporary service. desigried,'to a.chieVe,an~ac~ .• 
cep,1;able;tev~,l' 0.£ residential burglary~ we d'o' not beJi~v:e,t'4aj:: 
a: city-wide, blitz with no residualcClpacityi.s a gobd,choice<' 
,.~.,;::~ .. '. /.' ' , 

- .~. , .-;' 

3 Ev a lU' ~.t,i:,6n of the p.ro'k;am ,.s~ =E,f·f.e~t-iv e lies s;' Phas~e I Eva III at {Ori ' 
o f.O.p,~;4-a.ticjnalIdentif ica'tion,. ,Vol ume 'I, .Institut~'f'o~:':1:P.ub~i9. 
P,rog:;x:,am Analysis;' St .. L6uis, Mis50uri,:191,5. I,ria nati.oiiaJ?;", 
reylewof operation identification 1?i'ogra.I!ls, ,the mCljo.rity·,re-', 
:Ly"ing on media and v()*,untef3Z1:stor$'cr.lll~artdpei):o:rn\s~·rv~¢~s,,· 
have found' typi.ca lly lowcon{pliane,e wi th,proj ect sllgges ti9~~' " 
(~.g., ~approximately 2 pe:rcentto17perce'nt of<info~Ifieq:.pe:r;~ ... 
sons). Wliilethis information' d9~S . riot,/r~iate,direc,:tl.y .to. . 
this questioni itrepresenti~he best available i~fo~mation 
,a, tt.hi s tim e • 

<," • 

i: 
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;h:'~ 

.. 
for cont.roiiingr'esident±al J:;l,u!glary .• '".This belief~ i~,pased: ).l,plfll 
several iesson"S learnedirtthe-oemo:nstration progr.am and>'i'ts 
evaluatlon~ as well a's intuitive ~rgument. "'" 

, . ' " . " . 
One impo:Ctantfactor' whichsbc>uld be considered is the rat.e· a.t 
which citizens cl)angetheil;' pLace of residence. . . ~ '. , 

'. . . ~' -.' ,'. -'~' . 

.• ,'G... ~.A~ menticmedabove,the',fact thatcitizen.s 'frequently change 
tl~Edr plabe,of residence is' somewhat'troublesometo:tHe CCP.p 

F . .,.... . . . " •..• " .' 'II' Q . 

concept. gensus dat~. for 1970 show that 4<8.4,. percen:t of . 
Seattle' sresi.c:iepts occupied the sa].'ne dwel'ling in 1965 • . .In 
otqe.r ~ords,51;6 percent reSided ita different l6ca!t'~~on .. than 
they did i'n. '1965. Thes'e datas uggesttha't, tothe.e(~t~nt·p:r6~"" , 
gram influence depends upon citizen"act.ions,.there would bea' 

• natural decay in program effec;:tiveness .' .. That is , to the extent 
progiam success depends upon .participation inbiockwat.chesatCd' 
marki~g of personal property,wemight aS9umea .• 16s'll~of'prog;c;im 
ef~~ec,ti:VelH~ssbecause .8 percent ,to'g pe~centofth,~ l'artidi'":, <, 

pat,i,ng occupants would mOVe .each year. On the other~,,<:handL>tar"'; 
;. ". get;"har-deping benefits (securityimproveme~ts)ct')"Uld~eekPected 
Jt.-" . '. to "be,}lnaffected by a change ;tnoccupa!1cybec:a'us.e'\.th~ya:·ccrue.· 

'" ~ '·'·=c, ~"-~". =o-f-!',~m<phy sic a 1 changes to thedwe lling its a1 f.· . {Ill addition ~we\ 
.' wo,tild expect 'trrat marked, personal PFope.l:'ty, to thJ~;"ex\i:'efit:cit. i"s.o 
i>. ,. not sold, exchang\3.dor burgled,' w'quld:c.on tinue' to con'tr ibuteto 

over'~ll program itnpact. 
i ' . 

The neighb'?J:'hood turnov;r' iProbleniis' ol1ewhichis, trpublesom:e~ ..... 
to any attemp"t .. by government to. organ~ze neighborhoods7'~hethE:!r" 
the motivatiohis"crime redu¢.tionor some '.other, .goa>1.,·· ~·s.men:';' ". . .' '9 . ':' ..... , ..... 
tioned in sectionl't'{o ~ theCominuhity" Cri~e PrE!ventionPro'q!tam 
is atteIllptingto redlJc,e the impacto·f t.he;, turno\'er'phenolllertOl1. 
through block wa tch Ma.:ttl~enc:\nceservices. "." ., ,.;,' 

", • ,.': ," " <', •• 

Althq/ugh the Maintenanci;l SE:!:r ..... iceis designed .to'sust.ain block . 
wats!bacti vi ties and •. interesti,aswc;lll,,,,.as':providefhe()p'portu~,. 
ni tyfor new program'=etnrollmenb,''!t dO.es, not ,address 'completely 
the chang,~ofres idenceproblem.: ·"~ithinar'el~tiv:elYlong,pe .. > 
r io'i oftlrne,we would expect tha.tturnov~r,am()ngocPP'p'~rt:iC:i~­
pantswould.have\broughtthe·levelof.· .. c:)rg~!lizat.i,onarnong/block" 
wa tches,t.o the point where retre'a.tm'ent)'J.:f;ht,he Pr imar:f~·serVice 

"would be. nee,ded' to maintain'th e prograrnil'npac't. . '" .' 

. A discussion of .the· proper lerigthoft~m!e'b'e£'wee,n th~/ p'l;c>visj,Pl1.' 
of Primary Service . approachE:!s .. spe¢ulat'ion .,·We. s"j,mpl§ lack, the ...... 

'experience with, thE! Ma,intenance'ef,~ort"to;saywit.hllny,~.cei'talnty 
,whether. households should. J:'eceiV'ePrlmaryService<e,hllx,y,lO !.4~. 
6. rfor3. 7 years (AI ternatives<'i,<2abcl·'3;"c;r~~spec1:;"fv~l'Yj.~ ..Tl)re '. " 
ino~ t conservative choice would be.thelongercyclEf;'r.:ecR:r::~:~~llt,~d, ._~' .. ' 
,by ill Alterna ti ve 1. . Sele'ction of. tliis '\\lter,native:red~ces-th)a=·~Z..;.":: ..• , 
~m6'un t. 0 fr~ s\ou r ce S ne OE! l?sary~.A:,oriiaoi;n·t'a'in-l:hep r- ograrli~'-a--fr<;l~""a~c . ~-,"<. 

lows tpeaccumula tron ,'Of. inf.ol::mation regardinCJ7~the impor'ta.l'it·· .. 
i'sSue of. maintenancE:! of program eff.ect. 

--. ,- , 

o",'.±- _' . -==~ 
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~. .:~L;'·~',_-,,:'<~.~~,.f:-5',·._, .,". "'_, _ -~,~;;:(."::'" -: .,:' ";" , '.: ':, ~jf4:r.'\ " .. :,: .'."', 
~ ~",;<our , recomme~da tt"on ,,-- then I~S i~h1lt~l t~J;:riat~ve'lE::,,~~p:r,e\fe.rre~ove.r' .. 

iW.-t..~fnat~~""es ~,an4. 3. ~Th~9onseq1.lK~jlc:'J;~!;!", ~ft~y/fGhoic:e}"il1,terms:' 
.0 ft~t:ln~vel q'f'"i;lur,(;L~~ry" ~i~ 'pr.~_C:yi'~l:e'i'--by ~~~e.~~ino'del"'·are".shc:)ytn in '. 
Table4'-:-:i~. and Figure .4· .... ·1"-~i;Wh'il§ .•• the me;sl~~l· .. ~redic,t;~~.<a..;slpwe;;c·,.~a te= 
of dec re. a'S '7 i.nburgl{iry" v jj:ct imizi!~±'.~f,}~and a s lo"{e r<accJ.lltlu;tat,ii;?p.-, '. 

',ofbtlrglar ~es .preven ted than~lte:i:;n~,t~v,as 2 <and~3., these.:rates .' 
.ar.e . vi efwe d as ace e p table I.i-'9i v",~n:'':fit h e '>;lnc er tai n't})', r ~ g ili tii ngp:to,grcll1{ 
ntai'rl1:ellanCls andtlie, City's cu.i:rent fisca;l' p6sit:ion. '~'" 

" ," 

" ". -: .,,-.. ,_. __ c;". ,," .. ;.." _ ':" ,"" ,.,,', ',,": 

reported. 

AlteFnati"e 1 is recommended for 
nity C~ime Prevention program. 

.::', 
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c, ... :{/i1(; ",." SE-C~~Q}~t~$.'~VE,: . POLICY RECOMMENDA·'l'IONS 

. . .'. R·'·E'··. C··.O "1M'.' ~ N('t~,t.,_~,rl.'~\'rn.:.~,.,., ,.r 0 N s' . j~\~1:.\~::~~:~~~~~ .. \.(o<,~?~c--~.. . . . . . 

: ~l1tt:I';IC L·... ~"l~~_ FOR CITiPOL~/ 
". , ',~:, -, '- - . .- ',' \", '. 

1. ThEf,~Qom-muni ty Ci':lrite Preventi.on Pr02r~rp Sh'~~Jd_continue •.. 
Iic'safety.is a responsibi lityofthe,City.of Seatt1~\.' For· 
the prio:t:"i tY"C't_ime.of)ju.;s.~~y ,t,11~ju:dsdi:(~ti6n,al responsd ..... " 
bi Ii t.y '0 fth e City J;'es,;i.,diS"T,n" lIfe ia 'Vf~':~e-l\1~r~ eniept fUhdt.i:'b:rl)·: 
taw enforcemeni;;" encc)Jilp-a'S\l~"es prevention a:nd detecti'bn"o:f c.+..ime· 
andappq:h:enl:l.ion· of offenders. ',. ..,=,c" 

. , ~ . \,~-~ .. 

.' )~'" _ '" .. ::'-.. " _ . '.': ... '. " .... :._,_c~<·:··:-::~;,-~~-".::<~.," ,", "', .. '"', ~. :~ .. 
The COIJ1nlunictyCrime'J:l.:t"~t.te~oh Programj,.~responsivetoall :, 
three o.f these b~tirgiar-Y:enforc ementl'element.pand;, . inil1.iJ~.>.)j&i"~:; 
way, is respon$iv,e to thecfty'sPubli.o"safety ohli.g\"\$t~COllS. I. 

." " ." -,' -... - "" -', ·c: . "" -~ " ;' ',", ", "_. . " ,_----:~-;. >,' " .... - .. ,;), 

The. Community Crime P're,vention Prq,9'ra~~i,sa !!.i~'Ct/b~\spons~~ 
,to bti'rg 1 a ry" pr event ion and a 11 indire.ct,'.I:,esp'Q-ns e· t,o-d(:~':te c t i.on 

and app,rehens~ ~~. . .,:,~~;~/~:~~:;~:>,/"~~< ""Ii .........• , , .' . "" 

'. P r e.v e n t ion , The tar g e .~JhaiI~en\ihg and,incir'Ei! 9: sed's ~c uri ty~ 
measuresencourag.ed--D·:fthe.~()fumuni ty Crime ;;!'r~'V~ntiQnPirp7 ., 
gram are!;?.r~cc./hEf'sf;known means to prevent. p~c:r:,~19:x:¥,~:E.,V,;':tdence 
is SU9)i-t'c{n-'tia). that where' bt':rgla.~s .. "i;I:ye:;d:±sco:qragE!t;!."fr;dm 

,te-,x'f'ng, the burgl.aryd.oes not' take .p1ace~ . . . . 

Dete:c:tio~: :.rt is .d'ften not'possible .. ,forp,~liceagencies~, 
to know/'erf crime or detect that a viCi1.,atioh of law has dc­
currest<where it is not broughtt'otl1e'i:rattentioll_ : The '. 
Community Crime PreventionProgramaidsinear,lyd,etet:,tion 
ofburgla.ry. The chance that patro'lof';fic(Hsqouic;l}:le";ift 
.the r.igl:rt p1a'ce atth.e.right time t:.o ob's,~rvea.b);lrgl.a.ry.~~.· 
very slight'. It takes on1y.,secon¢is :fror~.xhoS'~~>·bur~lar~t6{ . 
enter a home, and it. isma the.mat~calT'Y-rimp~Opcipl!~£OtP.b": 
lice to .be s tra tegi CallYP9sitipneid, toobs~r:y¢':\m'anyb'u~gla~r 
riesthroug,h patrol)',inga ne~g'h~orhood •.• · I,t'is 'mbl;'~,+ik~ly' 
that neighb~ors onthewatc·l/'~'fcrr. s.uspici¢u5.,a;ctivitywo'uld., ::-

,,~de tect burglaryt· this fact is' supported' 'by the e~pepi~;h';t'e ' 
,.' - . "',. .' :§i , 

of.all iricrf;!ased n~umber of bur.glary-in,,;p-rogress~ ·cal1:s. r:e-
ceiyedby th.e pOlice in neighborhoods wl1'~~'E\:t~e' C<?inm.4nity~;;,. 

'CrirneP,r.ev.en tion,ProgramC:>pera,tes.,' . ',·tC7" 
.. . , . 

~. "!'.' 

Detection is also e~hanced. by;litneccp~,~tatg;etli~r'd~'nirtg"\ 
effort· •.. W:herehome~ are made j\il~ss~_~si.iY pe;.tie.~r·abl~, ,lUore. 
~ff 0 r tlsrequ ir ed t o,g~J.;n-r·en t,,r,Y';,7~i':l:15:;s.i!1Crj.ea $ eli> /th ~l i;,k~ -' 
1ih9'bd£:pr immediat~ '(feie,ction'\by <increasillCJ. ·the·tlmetl?mt 
bu?g lars 'are e,xpbseqto potenti;al()hserV'ationbyviit.nesses.'~ 
: ,-- .. _' -. . ,~,," ." . ,- " .~«~\~: : -.<" ",' . '.-' ... 

A thi rd' way tha t"th~, COl11m,unityciirrre P.r;~ven.t,~on:I'ro,gr~~":{C 
increases de tectior(' of C b\irglary j!.s' byE:incouragj.,ng.J\I'er.Fer'~­
po r~.in.g<t0l'C> lice.' -In t.his way:, . t,he .. prog;r~l'!l,e.J,acel~ita.,~esll' '. 
police obtaining more cOr(l-.l?liOr,te.~buI:'g laryili-£,~:X:Itt~'t:.ion,upon·' , 
which crime anal~sis and inve.s'.·tig~A:L've· worl<"c;'rl'~;beba,5ed. ', .. , 

. " ,,' ,~.. . '. "~, . ~ ,'. 

. -. -~." 
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Apprehensio'It: 'l;'he Community. 9.r1me Prevention P"rogram- in/,,/ 
Qreasesthe likeli'h:yod ·for' po'l:B~e appreh,etlS'fon.,o-f'" bu~rars 
hyinC'r'easing the li'kelihood that the burg'lar" wilJ",<"6e' ob­
s/.er·vEld "oy' a conscientious cit.iz'en. Appi':ehensi{onV~is.'ehhan.Qed ,'" 
b'y _~,,_~witri ~_s~9i _ide n t if:i. c at i on 0 f th e s~ S PE;fc:0>6.l:" 0 eh ~r witn e s s 
Tnfo'rmation-'~ ~"STnce,more petso~s' areg<.:ltch~ilg'for burglary, 
more potential witnesses are 'a~ailablE!~ 'i " ' G 

~ ".t .. ~ 

'- --. 'a. 

3 •. ,". 

ii 
'I .01!· 

b. 

The ~~~ttle Co~munity 
iially diifere~t ~ro~ 
ti.ves byothe,r"me:ans. 
gf this'proj46t ~hich 
pex;manent. 

Thea·taf f should remad:n 
v~lian staff are much, less 
sonnel ~' 
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Tl1{e Community' Crime Preve"nt:.i.on P.iogr-am shouldl 
q~~ality of services delive,redfQ~ induceInent~ 
tfu. serVices ~orequi~kly armore broadly. 

~ , 
~I .' 

not, sacrifice 
of delivering 

, ~ li~. " , ~' 
The Community Crime Prevention Program should retain its< 
systematic block-by-block approach, with a minimum of un'" 
oontrolled experimentatiOn. The basic program methodology 
should not be changed. The Communitry CrimePr~ventionPro,­
gram should continueotoofferprincipally three services: 
(l )h<?me seouri toy inspection, (2) property marking , and (:l) 
block wa tchol:'"ganiza tion. ,A],thoughthe WOl:k is re)?etit.ious' 
for st,aff, it is these tp.ree~~Primary Services whlch:form~~", 
the methodology which has been exposed to test :for ~'the last. 
three years. These are"the tasks that wotktore~ucebtir" 
glary • 

It ~ is known '"that there are cheaper and faster way,s tocdver 
'the City with anti-burglary inforrilation.However,;i,t'is 
nO,t known if cheaper ~ and f'aster dispensation of: serv'ices 
works as well. Once the p.rogramhas been institutionalized,; 
the same high expectations for resui,tsmust be maintained. 
Experimentation with the desigrt which ,could adverselyoaf:­
fect burglary impact by the Community 'Crime PreventiohPro~ 
gram ):;hould be avoided .~hat is not to say that different , 
teChniques tb reduce costs and speed service delivery'Sihoulci 
not be ~tried. However, p'rogram refirtementsshould /beat:""~ , 
te,':?ted in a caut~ous, systematic and experimental way. ~ \ ~ ~ 

The offer; of CCPP services should~ continue to be mad~ by 
paid professional Rome Service Technici.ans'and Community' 
organizers. Although lessco~tlytha.n professional ,fie~l.d 
s~aff, the use of voltlntee~.rs has ;nc::>t been tested,. and may' 
not be as effective as service de liverY>~,by-Cit:y-paid'~t.aff,. ~~ ~ 
Seattle citizens have paid f~or the provision of ,the,s>e;tp'rd~" ~ 
tective services wi tht:ax dollars. ~~:i:n_ 'the,Corniniirii:ty Crime 
Prevention Program, c.itizElPs go~oneS'tepfurtheJ:. Thky 
'VOlunteer time andenergylri forming block ,wat,chgro,llPs, 
an dth ey s pend t hei r mOn e yto ,I!\a.kes e c urity· 'imp'z,:Qvell1ents_ 
Inth:lsway, the ci tiz~msassistthe'Cityin l':ro~V'idl.ng 
them protection from bur9lary~ If,th.~CitYFcldi~ioha:lIY ~ 
were to expect the organizational efforts'also.~·tobethe 
responsibility of citizens, the City could pot~ntialiy be 
exposed to 'the criticism that citi'zens a're being aSk'ed to 
contribute more than th7,i:i"fair share to 't'he bu~q'lary p,re­
vention effort,; 

J, 
" • .'1 .~. :. 

Additional inf'orrnation on maintaining" program effec,t should 
pe generated. The Maintenance ~uncti6rimust:, beref,in.~dand ~~ 
expanded a.s thepro',Portion of the Oity coveredby:,th.e prd~ 
gram expands. ' ~,. 

\ ;. 
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scgnework has been done in an attempt to understan,d how to 
maintairi' theburglar~prevention effect of the Community 
Crime Prevention Prpgram. It i$reasonabla ~o expedt some' 
loss of sustained e'ne'rg.yon the, part of citizens volu'nteer­
ing time to bbrglaryreduct{on. so~eexperimentlng with 
rejuvenation ~ethodologie~ currently being done ~ill haYe 
tocontinu~, and perhaps be enlarged, in the next s,everal 
months in an attempt to "firie-tUne" the c6mpiete'CCpp re~ 
sponse. In this way , it is. hoped~ore precise understancHng 
of the effective use of",s;everalmechanis'msto,keep program 
interest high in neighborhobdg:;, can be obtainedanddescr:ibed. 

The 2rogr:"C1m partici2ation quota~ilOuld be inoreased froin :3'0' 
percent to 46percentofsingle~famil.x,and d,tiplex households 
in an area. The~3~ percent participation ~inimum ~aturation 
quota~single-fami,IY and duplex 'househo\las in an area, 
should be increased to 4.0 percent minimum participation sa.tu­
ration. We shouldcontinua~ly attempt to improve ontha pro­
portion of citizens accepting.CCPP services. Mo,st areas in 
whicl:i/ the Community crime Prevention Program worked i,nthe 
secoAd and third ye,rs had a ~ai~i6~patiort rate cfbetween 
40 and 50 percent. "With the addition oft~e Mobile citizen 
Involvemen.t Unit, a 4,0 percent. minimum f,or citizen ,participa­
tion appears to be realistic. The Analysis'of Al ternative$" 
shows that with 40 percent ~articipation,the ~urgl~ry reduc­
tion capabil~ties of the C~mmunity Cri~e Preventiqn Program 
improve considera~ly. 

Productivity quotas for staff should be maintained,and ad.,;, 
ditiona1 productivity req~irements related to the Mainte­
nan6~ function for staff who have had s~veral years to 
develop and refine jkills should be cdnsid.re~~ , 

The Community Crime' Preventio!1 program should be placed in 
the City's ge{neral fund bu,pge1:\io Fot 1977, f,iye months 'of 
operation costs to cover the p~riod from AugU~~ 1, 19~7, to' 
December 31, 1977, $109,62S,.should be budget~¢l in the 1977 
annual C'itybudget. Thepreserl\t size'" of the sta.ffshould 
be maintaived. The la~ger the ~ield staff, the great~r the 
Primary Service coverage, which\restilts ~n greater burglary 
reduction benefit to the, City. However, it is known that 
the City faces serJous budget problems; and incx-'easeS in 
staff size ire, therefore, not recommended~ The present 
staff size ~~ons is t ingo f ten field staff inV'olves 1,100 new 
pouseholds jper month; at this rate, the ,~n'tire City will be 
~ - .'/" -,' ' 

covered in;10.4 years. 
. ~ . 

:. ,~i lt

j 

I ~~.,~ -;c 
lli Commu~ji ty C;r ime Pre~ent ion Program should ~lc,e pe£!!!,allently 
plriced in the Department of Community Dhvelopcient. During 
its demonstration p~~se, ,the Community Crime Prevention Pro­
gram has been placed administratively under the Office 6f 

·Policy Planning/Law ~nd Justice Planning Office. ,It appears 

.'! ~. . ,I 

." 
. ,.1, 

" • 
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that it is the program's strict adherence methodology whic.~h 
has~allowed the Commu.nity Crime Preventi~n Program to suc­
cee4 wher& othe~s ~hich pursue si~ilar obj~ctives have 
failed. Therefore, mainte:nance of program methodology is a' 
principal issue in d~ciding into which City department to 
place ~he program. 

The services provided and the maintenance of highleve~s,of 
productivity in the provision of those ser~ices depend to ~ 
great extent on flexibility in work scheduling and dis6i­
pline with-regard to atte~tionto the philosophy ~f sys~~m­
atic treatment,. as opposed to response. 

The work. being accomplished by the CommunityrCrime PreVen­
tion Program is tedious and can be bOring •. C'Qnsequently, 

'suggestions ~or work activities dlff~rent fro~ those pre­
scribed by the implementation desig'n can be ex,pected to 
receive pos i ti va reception by the staff .. : The 'ip.emonstration 
experience has shown that there is a tendency t\pr staff to 
bec.ome distracted and to sUbstitute a work agend:;afor ,:that 
which is prescribed by the objectives, ~s a s~Lut~on to 
routine. 

The Community Crime Prevention Program could be pLaced in 
one of several City departments including the Seattle Po­
lice Department (SPD), the Department of Human ResoUrces 
(DBR) , the Department of Licensesrind ~onsumer Affairs 
(DLCA), the Department of Cbmmunit~ ~evel~pment (DCD) and 
the Law and Justice Planning Office (LJPO). ' 

The Law and Justice Planctling Office can be quick,ly dis­
missed as a reaSonable alternative because it i, ,not ~n 
operating department, and because the City Coun~rL has 
provided clear instru.ctions that noperxn~i'1ent operating 
programs are to be placed in the Office oi Poilcy Plan­
ning, of which the Law and Justice Pla~ning Office is~a 
part. 

'.r 

The Seattle Police Department <would be a poor dhoiceto .... 
manage the Community Crime prevention pr'ogram. The. Seattle 
Police Depiy:'tment appears to lack the fle,xibility need"e,d to 
accommodate theCommtini iy, Crime Prevention prog~am~SPD 
work £ules are necessarily strict ind at~uctured;~iblat~on 
of these rules normally results iIl disciplinary action. ~i In 
order for the' Co.mmunity Crime Prevention,programto operate. 
in the Seattl.e Police Department;1 )n~ny, SPD,: wbrkI'j.1les would 
ha ve to be set' a,s ide. To do so would practically g'uarant.e,e 
morale problems in th¢divls ion to which the·C,<:!mmtinit.YCrime" 
prevention Program wouldb:e attached and would t\r,obably 
create substantial management and supervision.l?rol~lems. 

" 
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. '. 
Historically, the police department has maintained a resp.onse 
orientation. Generally, the polic~ dep~rtment responds to 
complaints an~ dalls and provides. pollce services thereafter. 
There is a. high probability that this .response orientat.ion 
would have a negative effect on the. Community Crime Preven­
tionProgram. '. LJPO experience with management of the Commu­
nity Crime Prevel'ftion, Program has shown'that there are many 
reques.ts or calls from citizens and groups .to apply CCPP re-. 
sources in other than a systematic fashion. No doubt the ". 
Chief of Police and his s"taff receive mult~lerequ.ests of 
this sort daily. It is important, and ~~pected, thafthe 
police department be responsive to. citizen requests for .. ;sJar,.,. 
vice. In order to do its job, the'police department needs 
to have the support and coop~ratiQn of ~he ciiizenry; one 
way of gaining that support is to be responsivetQ·citize~ 
requests. Consequently, a major concern is that: ifCCPP . 
resources were under the c~ntrol of the Chief 6f PoLi~e and 
his command staff, the Community'Crime ~reventionProgram . 
might become primarily a comm~nity r~lations u~!t ~hosere­
sources would be applied to meet the specifid demc;l·rids' ot', 
current situations', as opposed tomaintenanceofth.e proven. 
systematic. block-by-block') treatm~'nt _m·e.·t~,~do·lo~,y.. ',.,-,-. 

In order to maintain the implementation design,tl'ieGo~mU'::' d 

ni ty Crime Prevention Program will have. to be insulated ,,' 
from day-to-day requests for a respo~se differen~£rom that 
prescribed. 

The other alternative departments, QCP, DHR ahd OtCA~ 
a lesser tradition in being response-oriented: 
te~dedto take proactive approaches to.t~eir ~ctiviti~s\ 
DCO, DHR and DLCA are all accusfomedtomanag:i.ng,activities 
and ,programs that .·have strongcornmuni ty-base.dcomponent:s. 
They all have personnel who workirr>egula,r hout:~'; -attend 
evening '.and weekend 'meetings and' work under m'inimaid'irect 
supervisidh, a'il of which are characteristi.cs:.of .f:ht!'9pet;;... 
·ating methods ofthEiCbmniunity c~~rne pr.e~ent;ioh P~og~arn.:' 

, ... -. . ...... ", ..............•... •.... " ·.f\ I •. • 

Both DHR a-nd OLCA could operate thecommunityCr:'::.ll'Ie,pre'Ten~· 
ti on Pr<ogram. However; it appe.ars~_thatDCD wouldorepreserit. 
the b~st overall choice. - .. 

, -,:, 

oeD 'has a strong neighborhood improvetnentoriC~~tat~on~·Th.e 
rnanagenl'ent style of OCD, whileal.lowincJ forawidc"~angEL9f 

" " ' • • c •• ' " •• ' '- "_ - ":' -. ":.:." .', , 

flexibility, is .. characterized by~.a stri.ctadher~nce to « 

achiev~ine'nt of stated goals andobj ec"tives. This'lat,te;r 
quality may be a fUhction of its programs thatofteJ"lre'9,ui.,re 
meetillg certain schedules as a prerequisite forfur,;ther . 
fun~ing. . . '. 

,- . . 

8. The Comciunity Crim~ preventi6n~togramshouldba cohtinuaily 
monitored andev'aluated. The Communii."yCrimepreven'f:;.ion . 

\ " 

01, '. •• 

•• 
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clearly remains an experimental program, although Lt ha~ a 
history spanning more than three years.· Upon institutionali­
za tion into the 'Department of Community Development,the 
experimental charact~r of the program will be iurther con­
firmed. Place~ent of a public safety program in that depart­
ment is a direct challenge to ~radition. 

The Community Crime Prevention Program should be carefully,~ 
monitored in its early institutionalized stat~. The Office 
of Manage~ent and Budget (OMB) sho~ld ap~ly in its strictest 
?ossible way a progr~m budget process .tothe institution~l­
ized CCPP. That is, OMBshould require, t:hrough the bu~get 
pr'paration and review processr that the pi6ductivltj of th~ 
Com~unity Crime Prevdntion program is maintained. 

7~e Law and Justice Planning Offide should cbntinue to eval­
uate the ef~ectiveness of the Community Crime Prevention Pro­
gram in reducing burglary. I~ addition, LJPO should design 
and carefully monitor in controlled exp~ri~ents new approache~ 
to providing CCPP services. ' 

A project steering committee should be for~e4 ~o provide a 
forum for on-going discussion of any new developmentsre-, 
lating to the Community Crime Prevention Program. This, 
project steering committee sho.uld be made<up of representa­
tives of OMB, DCD, LJPO and SPD. Additionally~ a Standard 
Operat~ng Procedure (SOP) should be~~eparedthit outlines 
specifically what will be done, b~ ~hbm and on what schedule 
regarding the Community crime preve~~ion Prog~a~. This SOP 
will prbvlde t~e basis and means fbr reguiar City Cohdcl1 
~eview of the project. 

() 
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The conduct of this project and preparation' offhis pe~ort 
were #ided in part by a grant from theU. S, D~partment 6f 
Justice, 'l,aw Enforcement Assistance Administration" and the' ,,,, 
Washington state Iip,W ana Justice PlrinriingOfficc, pursuant 
to Title, I,of ,public Law 90:351. Vic:n'ls or opinions ,stated 
inthis-;.,document are those o,f the author and do not: neces ... 
sarily represent the o,fficial position or policies of the " 
.p~partnfent of Justice. 
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Third Year Jvaluation 
Community Crime Prevention Program 
Grant Award Contract #1161, 11485, 

.1701 and,75-C-0137 
July 1, 1973, to August 31, 1976 

Pxojec~ Description and Funding 

e, 

Like almost all metropolitan areas, Seattle ha~ ~xperienced a 
rapid increase in re,ported residential burg lary. During the 
ten years from 1965 through 1974, reported burglary ,both .. resi- '. 
dential and ,non-residential, increased from. 4,!)65 to 14,2lSl,":-an 
increase of 186 percent, while the population d~breased by 7. 
percent (from 545,000 to 507,000). ' 

The Community Crime Prevention Program (CCPP) is an 4tt~~pt to 0 

Use citizen-based action as a burglary red'uction strategy. The, 
project consists of • number of community organi~er~who help 
neighborhood reside,nts plan rand C'arry out burglary pr,evention 
and reporting measureS consisting of three primary activit.i.,es. 
First, organizers offer to engrave an identifyin~ number {usu~ 
ally the driver's license number)" on certain types of easily 
stolen property, such as typewriters, televisiori,sets ~nd 
stereo equipme~t. Second, the orgariizers offer ~o ponduct a 
security inspection of the residence, looking at common points 
of entry by burglars and suggesting varipus impiovement~ i~ 
security devices. "Third, a system.bf blo~k watch organiza-, 
tions is set up in which members of the ne~ghborhooda~~ee to+ 
watch their neighbors' resi~ertce$ and to rdport·~any suspicious 
circumstances 0; probable burglaries. ", ' 

The. basic hypothe'sis tested by ctpp activities is that the .e$,~ 
tablishment of block watch organiza~ions and th~ provisioti of 
home se.cur i ty inspection s and property marking' will signifi~,' " 
cantly reduce the occurrence o.f. residentia1burglary fortrose 
residences and areas receiving CCPP services; .when compared to 
residences and areas not receiving thede ser~i~es, 

During the period examined in this e~aluation, C~PP Was funded 
through the fo1J"pwing LEAAgrants: 

Award Number Title Period "~ ·1unount ·Funded . " 

1161 
1485 
1701 

75-C-0137 

Burglary Reduction Program* 
Burglat-y RedUction program-B 
Expanded Community Crime 

Prevention 
Community Crime Prevention-C 

c 

---~7~I=-i319'::=n)~14' .'L. -~ -$lo~cr;b-66*-7 

~-1~74/7-3i-7S 139;055 
, -

7-1-75/6-30-76 
8-1-75)1.0~31;"76 

42,383 
151,927, 

$431,165 
:; 

"'This grant i.ncluded a number of police projects running- concurrently with 
CCPP operations. The total combined CCPP and police operations were funde'd. 
at $333~333. y 

,0 

, .. 
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'Project H'iqtory 
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The followIng presents a capsulated history of the major events 
during the CCPP period of operation between ,July 1, 1973, and" 
August 31, 1976. 

July 1, 1973 

August 15, 1973 

September -
October, 1973 

May, 1974 

May, 197~ 

June, 1974 

July" 1974 

October, 1974 

M~rch, 1975 

August, 1975 

August, 1975 

October, 1975 

February, 1976 

March, 1976 

Officia 1 beginning date of grant #11$1' funding' CCPP as " 
part of a larger burglary reduction project 

Project director and initial ,staff hired (five conunu..,. 
ni ty organizers, data coordinator and,clerk-typist), 

CCPP began fielc;1operations,with,services being pro­
vided in SPD census tracts 91 and. 92," , 

Decision to involve at least ,~9pgr9~gntofa11 siQ,gl~" 
family and duplex residences within target ,tr,act,s dn 
each of the three servidesand toexdludeapartInent 
dwellers frqm active organiz"ing eff,oI"ts ' ,,' 

Decision to de-emphasize mas,s media and profEH;siori~l. 
publig relations approach to drganizingconunlinities 
because of m:inimal response in police se,ct:.o)::' Boy' i 0 

(Ballard area) 

.~.',;~ 

First completed tracts (91 and 92) with 30 percent'~ 
of sihgle and duplex residences receiving project:: 

(, services 
. .,: ' 

Clerk-typist position ,made, half;'time,pOsition 

Four tracts begun in first yearcomp+eted(SPD 
tracts 91, 92,101, Ill) 

Nine CETA positions ,aqdl::ld to CCPP 
nity organizers,' six hO,me serv~pe 
clerk-typis~) ,; 

, 
Seven 'tracts begUil'insecond year completed.(,spD 
sus 'tracts 100, 102" 114, 141" l42,"16()~,'~70) 

One community organiier and onefi~ll\e service 
cian pbGitionvacated, not refilled' 

One home servicet:echniciahj?O~~;t:ionv~"c,;{tedo~ 
14-1/4 full';'time equivalehcypositiops 

:Planning bega~on theipr~vffis,'i5m. 'ot.l!l~irit~hanpe £?r 
follo~up serVl..cesto resl..~~ences wl..thl..u CCPP .. 

1 .~ 

Maintena,nce followup .i';er4id'!s b,egaribyoneorganizer 

~ , .. , . 
. '.'1 j" '. 

t.,· 
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Augus.t, 
'" . ~ 

.V" 

August, 

1976 

1976 

o 

~11CY/~;.mi t:y,or9ani'~ersbegantQ.,pz:ovider' maintenanc~: .' 
servfces' 

Seven tracts begun in third rear completed . (SPD census 
. tracts 90, 154, 16'1, 171, laa, 191, lQ3) 

~~~:--"~~'.'">.>.. " . ,..:r ___ '-'.~'~-o ~~~ 
\ -'<'i,,':': .-j,-~~-':"'~'''''''>-~~~b~r'''?--'r-~ i" ~~~~-:t':.;~;;tQl"""~~V-~~~~ ... 2~? 
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Du~ing the first 3~-1/2 months of operation, ~CPP se~vic~s pro­
vided by project y~ar were the following. 

. Time Period 

8-15-73/7-31-74 
8-1-.74/7-,31-75 
8-1-75/6~~30-76 

Total 

Home Security 
Inspcc1:~ 

1,067 
3,788 
2,775 
7,630 

services 
Property 
Marking Block Watch!! 

1,345 
3,728' 
,3,112 
8,245 

1,404 
3,2'09 
3,421' 
8,034 

Information and ~ 
EdU:q~tion 

2,285 
n,917 
14,962 . 
28,962 

In the period 'JUly 1, '1973, to June' 30" 1916, CCP,p ,personne): '.' 
conducted 7,630 home security inspections, per.formed property 
marking in 8,245 residences and organized 8,034 residences ,into 
753 block watch groups. The majority 9f primary services (92 
Percent, or 22,031 of 23,909) were provided in 17cen~ustracts 
in Central,' South Central and West Sea, ttle in which a tleast,25 
percent ~f potential program participants have i~ce~ved at lea,st 
one of the proj~ct services. Based upon~project six~month fo~- . 0 

lowup during September, 1975, to June, 1976, 40, Percent (li093 
of 2,718) of. residences receiving honh:! service irf?spections had: 
implemented at least one of the suggested security improvements., 

. . ~. ," .~. 

During the third ye~'l.r{)f oper.cition (August 1,1975, to June,30, 
1976), 9,3~8 primary servicaswere ~rovi~ed 13~42l block watch" ~ 
3,172 property m~rkfng and 2,775 horne security inspections) 
with an additional 14,760 education and infor~ation contacts •. 
CCPP staff estimated that cost:· pet'serv:lce ,uhit.during this" .' 
period (including education and informational contacts) was 
$7.14," If only primary servibe~;are c,onsidered, 'the'cost per 
service unit ~as approxj,mate'ly ~:18,39 (2'4,128 ... 9,368x$7.14J. 

~-,( , .,.:=.=--.:.:--~-;:;.::~ /' 
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During the past three yea:rs of program operation, 1:h_e CCPP's>crime 
impact Objecti,;lTes ha~reNaried from grant to, grant. 

T.he originally stated goal ·of the Community Crime Pre.ventio,n com-­
ponent of the Burglary Reduction grant, #116;1', -W_as'-1:.he u •• ,,,.J;'educ­
tion -of predicted burglary rates for _ all a re-'aIf"of prog~ama~'tiv,ity 
by 10 percent." Subsequent di~cu~ii~n~6~riJu~ted among theCom~u-' 
ni ty Crime, Prevention Director~nd pers annel , Burglary Reduc.tipn 
gran-"c staff and Seattle Law and Justice Pla-nning c)-f-fica research_ 
and evaluation staff resulted in ares,;ta.tement of CCllP goa,lsand'; 
objectives. The restated goal wastoi~:~ring< f;bout a s~a~~~;ti::ally 
significant reduction in the !lumber of "t'~s_'identialbU:rglariesin _ 
test com'itiunities during ..• operational m'bnthsof theproJect.u 

-

The- reasons for this restatement were £0 set statistical". cri:ter_~a 
for eval'Ua tion rather than an 'arbitrary standard, _ i_.erla, 10 pe'r­
cen-t:. reduction and to eli~inate the use-,of precli'ct~d}\.ersus·Ob'7'"· 
served burglary rate~_as a data base. ' - ---

The re.sta ted objectives aga.inst""".rh"tch the CCPPwastohe 

<:J -, -,\ • 

uated were the follo\,ling: -~.'.=~~.='=:=-___ =_ , 
. '1' .~~~.~~~~~~)~_~.~., ' " 

L Given the implementation of a communfty crime .preve:nt1.()n='e-k~_ .i" 

" 

fort within. pa troJ. sectbrs~ a. s;tzr't:isticallysignifican,:t de,,:", ~~~~~I 
crease in the number of residential burg'larieswil;l. be "" , 
demonstrated when these sectors' are compared with the city, . 
asa whole minus these sectors. .1 ", 

2. Given the implement~tionofa' community'cr.i;,me preventi,on ef .... 
fort within. patrol sectors, a "statisticallysignifican·t;in­
crease in . the number of burglary-in-pro,gi'ess calis/t-lillbe 
demonstrated. . ',' . 

Grant ,#-:1485 for the se,~cond yearo.f operationexpand,~d 
upon th'cse obj ecti ves i specifical.ly, the cr,ime impact 
were 1ihe following: 

greatli , 
obje,cti7"es 
. '-, ' . I!' . 

II' ' 
Given the bnplementation of' a ,b~rgla:ry:r'edu~tlbn programln 
Charlie and George sectors,'a statfstica,l:ly significal'lt rJ­
ducti:qn in r,~sidential burglary offenses"wcil1,bedemo'n-:-- ., .... ,­
strated when burglaries in these seCtors arecomparedw;i.th 
the compar~l?),e prior months re~,idential bu~rgla.ry'inthat 
sector (pre~<p6st) and the residential .'burg'larya,ctlvity ,f,0l': 
the ~ mon~h,s in the C~ty of Seattle (rninus Chariie,Boy' 
and George Seqtors) . " 

" , . 

.2 • Given the implementation of a burglary reductio~'n .programin\, ' .' 
'.' ",:. : ..' -,,- ~ . '. ". _ • '. •. ", . . . '\i 

Charlie and George sectors, a,: statistically s1g~1f~cant~ .' 
increase in "burg}; ary-in-pr,pgress "calJ,s wi 11be,demonstratl~d 
when these emergency callsa;;,ecomparedwith, compar'able pri~br 
months (pre-post)." - .' , i,i, 

,-, , 



,;";:.' 

J{;. ,}i?~2?'~ 
.i~: •... ' •. 

:.,";" ~~ .-.. -,,-~.:,;:.. -' .. J~.L~:~~:..'~"f":;' 

" 
J:;' - 1 , 

GiY~n .th'c implemcnt.at'·i'~Of .a. burc]lary :t:educ:,ti.on prOgram'\ln"" 
Charlie arid.' Geo:r,gc"sectolis.,:a.statist.iea.1;Iysignificant 
. ;~ncrease in . on-scene bapp,re1:)J"1nsionsby'po1,icewil,l .be demon'" 
stra:1;ed when . apprehension rates rorprev'ious comparable,;" 
months in t.hose . sectors a,re compared{pi'e~pgs't)._~" ' . 

• < • .::~. 

4. Given the im1?if£tnentati~(:>nbf a burgl·a:ryred.u~1:~'Qhpr9:g:r,a:Ill, 
Charlie and George se'ctors t a st.~tisticiUly,sigl1ificant . 
increase in overall aj;>prehensions-bY".~P9)ice . (e'xeJ.;l)din9"::·On." 
scene apprehE!Osiqns) 'wiil be demonstra"tEiCl':y!hen apf\'rehens.i.on . 
rates for previo~s' comparable montlisiO the~esectol;os.· 0 .' • 

compared (p~e-post). ' 
. .":" . . i/.':' ' '. .. 

5 • Given the implementation o'j;a burgliO:'y~eductio~A)procjra.m:·il).'~ 
Charlie and George. sectors ,casta;tisticaliy -$i:l;rti~+ip'~l1t"'. ;"". 
increase. in cases acceptedb'.{ the,:prose94tor.:s .• ofi\fic.7,:wilJ.;/.:)O 

be .d cmon s t rat e d .. Wh e n a c.c. e.Pt'a, n cer atesf6lf !t:~·~Vi.O.'.U. i\.s :i,f.e., ·.om.·: ... 1? "~:?~.'. J,~,'; 
months are compa-re9-(pre-post).· . .... ·.,ct) .. ''':// -

. '. " . . .' . .., . ,/ .: \ t e
",,; ~' 

G • Given' the impl ementat,ionof ,a burglarydaductii:>h :p'rog:r~m' in 
Charlie and George sectors,' astatistibal1Xpignlfit::an~: 
in crease in the number of "succ'essjjul "p'ros,ecuti6rrswi'lY 
bed emons tra tedwh en pro se cuti onsfer pr eviousch"~p~rcib.;t'~ 
months are <:ompared (pre-post) i.' ,~..' . 

7. Given 'the implem,~nta tiohof.a bU;rglary,r~duCtioh p'ro~,r~In 
. Cha,;rlie 'an'd Gec)'rge':,sectors, \a, st,i'tisti:.QallysignJ.:eicc:tp:t " ". 

'!. . 'increase in t.he d'olla:r,value'and/,or' number ofre,turn~.d ite'rns 
J'-~~-~~'2~ ~~~~:n9~~tY'~~.:·\~ .~ 

wh'i;'lle(m:Lnus Charl:Leand George .. sectors) .,an,do:the comparable 

":,: 

prior inontnfi in these s.ect.ors. .. . . 
\' : ., 

The lack of dat~ ielating to obj ectives 4,.,5 ,GanCi i:a,nd the: 
/~:~,emotene s s of ·th.eseme asure~. fr,om pro j ebt.9per·a:tioPl'~dto.th~ir 

':( exclusion in the third yea,r'grant: 7S-C-0137.' :rntp;~cf~'~bjec::t:ives 
\ "~or the third year grant .were identified as the fo;Lio~i,ti:g_:,. .... . 
:\':.~.~\.~ ,- ("'-'0' . '-. '~~~-~:~--".-.:~,' :~~;"""~',,:",,-, ""'~-' 

1. TO demonstrate a !:ita tistica llyslgnificantre;(:Iuctfonin 
residential burglary rate's., in th~ target are~s as com-:-

. . ... '" . i 

2. 

pared w.ith that area before the project '05 op(eration arid-
w~th other areas during and after the pioj~ft's opera,-
b10n. r I -. 

I': - - :" ' • t, 
To demons.t'rate \a statistili.cally signi,fica.i;,t{inc::re;a~l't in 
thenumb~rof burglary-i!~-progress ca·:l.ls 'r~c'eJve(lby t.he· 
police depa-rtnient<f~9m cj(itizens liVing- i'nth~ tar'9:,et, . 
areas as compared wJ.;,th.ciither sele'cteq areaso£:theCJ.,ty. 

. .' d '. .' ...... ,': ". ". '. "" . ' '" , .. ' .. 
AdditiQnal information of potential intere~t to the ~~aj~t::t's 
eva,luat'lon was identified in the supplement·a,lt.Q.ird yE~argrant. 
#'1701. These issu'es were' nqtobj actives illa,nd ··of tll~im.selves . 
but rather.rel~ted to the specificeffectiVenes$ of cqPPI~' bur-, d. 

glary r~duction activities. .~he issues W'e;re the following f . 

-, -. 

"i-!: 
'". '::;".;,-. 



, 0, 

:.';1 

, -~~, 

~ -, '~, ..• ' 

; 1. :wp.ether the proj ect pr'oduces any significantd-isplaceltl~nt,' 
of burglary tti unserved communities • . ) 

2. The duration' of,· the ef£ectiveness of a community, crime pre­
vention campaign' and the timing and,'amount of f()llowupi~e"· 
quired in order to sustain or prQlong effe·ctiveness •. 

, " ,~', ' 

3. The·e.xtentto which population mobility }p?r'laffe¢t '. X'ten12~, 

4. 
" I '::~\ " ,". : '-, ' :', ' )i IS: .: ,,~ 

The relative effectiveness ofthecomp'onents of the proj-' 
ect, i. e. t Block Watch ,horne inspect±ort, .property marki.ng. 

" ' " -' , - , ': '\, • 1 

5. A thorough analysis of cost' effectiveness. 

6 •. Whether the rate of recove,ry of stolen p:r:9pe:r:~y is 
in the case of marked ,p:r:ope:tty than in the case of 
marked p:r:oferty. ~~ 

7. Whether demographic patterns of b~rglary victimization 
are obser.ved. 

• 
As a Fesult of the evoluti6nof project 
evaluation was perforl,lled to assess the follow-,i;ng. 
objectives: 

Objective One: TO~~Qducea 

in the numb~r of :r:esidentiaL 
aieas as comparedw±th those 
with othernon~treat~d areas 

, - ,t':' 

s ta tis t ica 11 y'\si gIl if ican tT~de c.re ~se 
burg larles in .the 'pro j'ecttrea,i¢d 
areasbe.fore. projec:t' ope.rat~onand, ...• 
during similar timeperioa_:' 

. ¢' , 

To assess i this'" objective more completelY,ana.ly·seswere pe:r-, ......... . 
tormed to examine threerel·atedquestions. '" . One~. to wha.~5exteri:t,· 
.i.f any, does' CCp,p ''operation producedispla6ementof·res;.id~rtt~ai ' . 

. b,:urgl~,ry tcf. adjacent, non-parJ:icipating ho1lseh'oids,?:T,.tr.b{ohciw' .. 
long~e the effects 9f the.p'rcdect I S,b1!rglaiy red).\~~t~foJf,ef":", '. ;'. , 
fo:ti:s tnaintained"'w~t.hout., addi tional'pro'j ecteffC).r;tS?~~k'T-~~..;L',; .. '; 
,w~a~ is the, relati've effect~veness of the' thre~.~p~~ojec,t ser~~' 
vices (blockwa:tcn,' property marking and 'home. 'securit,y'ili'spec- ' 
tion) ? "'=' . '.' . .,--

\ Objective Two: To produce a statistically signi.ficant Jnc:t:e:a,,~e>;' 
in the number of burg'lary-in-progress calls .redieived by:the.'·~, 
police department fr,om citizens living in the target areas. a.s 
comJ?al'ed,~ith other ;'non-treatElda.reClsof·· thc:!ci ty. "" ',' -" .. _.' t ,.. " 

\ Thre,eac1diti~nal. an1i\lyses to aSSess th.isobj\ective. Wereper-, 
formed: One, what proportion of burg larY"'hl-progress cal .. ls 
'o~i~ririatedfroma'ddresses other than the victirilized sit'e? 

;' ,,/1 

TW.D, .. wha.t proportion of burglary-in-proSTr~sf,;calls inqlude 
suspect description ,.informa tion? Three ~ ~~;at, proportion of 
these calls resul t.in arrests of' suspects?)' 

,~; 



'/ 

··.11 

t'lhile the questJon of recoveryo:f,~"arked property was to beeval­
uated, the lack of systematic and reliable rlatasou~6es with 
sufficient n\~,rnbersof both program annon-progJ~am participants 
mad~ such ~n ~nalysis ~mp6ssible. 

Reduction of Residentiai Burglary 

Object! va one, to redr·oe significantly the number of residen.:tial 
burglaries (hereafter referred to as burglaries) i~ project 
treated areas ,was evaluated using two .. different types of data 
sources. ,: One type of data used consisted of officialiawen':" 
forcement data. Specifically, these data Were the offi~ial 
Seattle Police bepartment (SPO) data piocessing summarie~ ·of 
residential burglary off.enserepor;i: s received on a monthly-hasis 
by census tract for the city. Th~se stimmary reports repr~sent 
all such incidents that are reEor~ed to the p(,1'lice. 

~ 

Victimization surveys conducted both on ana tionalbasi . .s ,b:y LEAA 
and locally by the Seattle Law and Justice Planning Office have 
found that approximately 50 percent of l:esid€mtial burg1cl,r:i;cs 
are reported to la~, enforcement age.ncies. The LEAA· vic:timiza­
tion sur~ey (1975) of i3 Afuericancities found th~t the.edian 
average reporting' rate .across cities was 52. 0 percent; with a 
range of from 46 to 58 perqeJ~t.. A vic timiza tion survey of ap­
proxima tely ~,500 res ~iden'cla~).¥i thin five Seattle census . tracts" 
found a comparable 52 ~'2 percent reporting rate fbr burglaries " 
in 197~ (source: SEA~KING Victim Tnfdrmation Projedt).An 
earlier Seat tIe vict.i/lniz.;'Ltion survey; (Sch:t-am., i973) found a 
45.9 percent re,porti¢.ig rate for burglal;'y victims . .i.n .l971f~ 

.. I 
~ .. ;-

Because ·official.poJ!!~CE'.! d'epartment da:ta do not:tepresent all 
burglary i~cid~nts. tlhaib occur, and since reporting rates.InaY 
show marked change~!, w;i.:tifin short. tim~ per ,l.9ds (e~ g.y '. . '.' 
Schneider, 1975), }he exel usi va use of o~ffici¥il dati?- as an in~ 
dication in the change in burgla~y.incidents can be"misleading. 
For example, Schri~ider·found that while'thQ aptualbur~lary 
vietimiza.tion in iportiand, Or'ego:\t, declinedfiom,,15l,;'pe':,t' l, 000> 
households in 1~:71""1~72 ,.tq.·130 'perl,OQg,:;hcius(;!hoids, ,,', 'the per--. 
centage of. sucht cr;i.mesthatwere' .reIJorted tbPofice increa~ed 
fr~m 50 percen:; to ~l .. ·~ercent (asindicat.~d::byjj,nformat;i.on.Ob:."lj"" 
tal.ned from c/rl.me.vl.ctl.ms rather. thanpoll.cerecol;'ds). .TIns ..... ~ 
resulted in fyle official Portland Polic~ stati~ti}:!is sho.wi)t~r"an 
apparent inc~~ase in, the officialbll;r:glaryrate'::'~vifrom75~3 
per 1;000 (t¢tal 1971 and 1972 data) to a·La per 1,000 (1973 
0andfirst-h~if 1974 data), when in fag~ bur~la~y tic;curtences 
had decreas1ad. ' 

t' •• " 

Because of, the above finding ". yictimizat.icfn informat;ion re";' 
garding'ttie actual rate of. oc;:currence'andreporting was con:-

. sidered ~; crucia.l second data source in the pr.esent evaIuat;i.ori •. • 
This waS especiaily true since one pf the aims ofCCP!? oper.a­
tion lsto encourag9 vi ctims·to,ieport b\trgl~ri.es to. the.poirce 
in tho.~ cases in w~ich they are not s~ccessful in preventing . 
the cirimes.' occurrend~~ 
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Victimization data to asses~ whether CCPP services were instru­
mental in reducing residential burglary .we~e obtained through 
threc maj or !iOUrces: Ccpp data, SEA .... KING .;~nd an !:.JPQ, telephone 
survey. CCPP data co~sist of project-collected victi~ization 
da ta. At the time a household joins the proj ect,. proj ect staff 
ask participants whether they have been burglarized within the 
preceding six months (CCPP pre-data). Six months fOl~dwing pro­
gram en.try, paxticipal1ts are recontacted and asked if they have 
been burglarized since becociing inv61ved i~ the project (CCPP 
post-data). While th~s. data sources provide pre- and ~ost· 
treatment data on actual (as opposed to officiaily reported) 
burglaries for program participants, several methodological 
questions arise (cf. Campbell a~d Stanley, 1963, pp. 7-12, ~he 
One .... Group Pratest-~osttest Design). Specifically, the~ques- . 
'cions are as follows: (I) Do program participants accurately 
represent the general population"in terms of prior burglary 
victimization (self-selection)? If not, pre-post comparisons 
of project data may include a statistical art~fact which incor­
rec,tly represents program impact." (2) Does the fact that proj­
ect staff collect the CCPP post-d'ata influenc.e respondents ·to 
underst~te followup victimization rateS? (3) Does the mannar 
in which CCPP post-data are dollected lead t6 understatement 
of burglary rates because participants have ~oved (aoncei~ably 
because of burglary victimization) and, theriafore, no .fol10wup, 
information is obtained for some number of p~ogram partici~ants 
who had been burgla.rized after project invol!:Vement? 

, '"if 
To resolVe these questions t a second major s/ource of victimiza-
tion data was used. T.his data source (SE.::~~CING Victim In£orma­
tion Project) consisted of two sets of in~p~rson victimi.ation 
surveys in West seattle (federal censu's trafcts96, 97, 98 a:.nd 

I ' 
105) and the Green Lake area (tract 28}.1 IThe surveys were 
condu~ted un~er the SUP0rvisi. on of the .sea/t.tI7 La,:" and,"Jllst."ice 
Plann1ng Off1ce. The first survey conducUed 1n m1d~l975 dealt 
with crime victimization in calendar yearl :1974 and int~rviewed 
1,494 residences (SEA-KING pre-). The-s_cond survey ~onducted 
in mid-l976 inquired\abo,t1t crime Victimization in calendar 
year 1975 within 1,216 'residences' (SEA-KING, post-) •• 'Wlthirl 
all five cen~us tracts, approximately half~were r~~intervie~ac 
of residences interviewed in the prior year. Within the 
treated tracts (97 and 98), half of the res.id..en}:::~es int~rviewed 
were randomly chosen on the basis that they had redeiv~d CCPP . 

IThe areas ~epresented b~ federal census tracts 97 and 9a~ere 
randomly chosen for prog~am treatment in lcf'te 1974a:rld ;began 
treatment in early 1975. Cen$us tracts 96 and IDS were chos~n 
as adjacent control tracts to establish what the tren~, of bur­
glary would have been in tracts 97 an'd 98 in the abse.nceof' 
program efforts. Census tract 28 WaS randomly cho~en ~sa 
distant control tr~ct to asseSs the possibility that burglary 
Was displaced from tracts 97 and 98 to traciis 96 and 105. 
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d services, while the remaining half had npt received such ser,.. 
vices (e.g., had refus~d, had not been offered services, were 
unaware, had recently ~ov~d into the ar~a:,. 

C;;:I The SEA-KING surveys provide data for a non-equivalent control 
'. group design (Ca.mpbell. a.nd Stanley, 1966, pp.' 47':'50) and provide 
informa~ion con¢crninr lurglary victimization without the prob­
lems identifiecf with (. .t .) victimization data. j.~hat is, d.ata 

,were collected 'for non-program' pa~ticipants(' ol'i{a comparable pre.,.. 
'post' basis 1 data ''Iere collected independcntlyhlnd~.rthe dir0ction 
of the Seattle Law and Justice Planning Otfic~\L/ind the possi-, 
bility of victims moving t~ flee crime was eq~~lljpreserit in 
both project, treated and untreated residences. ,In additioni the 
use of a distant control group theoretica.lly allowed the assess­
ment of burglary displacement ~rom treated census tracts to 
adjacent non-treated tracts. tJnfortunately, followuptelephone 
verification of in-person surveys conducted in the distant ~on· 
trol tract indicated an unacceptably high ,rate of surveyor, 
falsification of data and had to be excluded from th~ pre~ent 
analysis .. 

The third source of victimization 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 ~ 3,2~2) 
in five census tracts (federal traqJ:s 87, 89, 95, 97 and 98) 
and 790 additional residences c~ty-wide. The five tracts ~eEe 
chosen on the basis of being recently treated (having been com,.. 
pleted no more than 18 months nor iess than s~x months prior 
to August, 1976) and ~av~ng met CCPP cri~eria for ~uccessful 
treatment (i.e., 30 percent or more of potential single and 
duplex residences received burglary reduction services). 
Telephone numbers of program participants ,''1ere obtained from 

. CCPP records; 'an equi valent number of non";'CCPl' telephone. num­
bers(excluding businesses and apartments within. the census 
tract boundaries) were randomly selected from th~ Pacific 
NorthWest Bell stre~t Addresip Directory for Seattle. The 
city-wide sample was chosen ~y taking the first residential 
phone ntimber occurring in th~ second, third and fltth~olumn 
of each page li~ting for theJaiea Zip codes at least 5& per-
cent in t.he city. /~r 

The LJpotelephcne survey provided additional data for a later 
time period for both CCPP participants and non-participants 
~p sUpplement the in-person SEA-KING post-surveys •. 

Victimization Data 
\, 

Y' 
// 

Ccpp· data: If pI"oject victimization data are examined (see 
Table l)i there has been a statisticallysigriificant decrease 
(p < .05) in burglary vict1mi~ation, .from 4.46 burg1aried per 
100 households per six months prior to program entry to 2.34 
burglaries per 100 households per six months~ This represents 
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Table l--Total CCpp \Tict,.imi~ationData 
~. 

'.' Burglary VictiItliza,tion per 6 Months '.>: . .... 
'. ., 0 

~. 

Pre-CCPP Post.-CCPP . ..... . ...... 
Not Reported' Not Reported 

Year Total Burqlarized Burglarized* Yes .No 'Unknown Total Burglarized Burglarized* Yes No " 'U1"~own 
1973· 676 620' 56 43 ." 11 2 
lSl74 3,042 :2,894 148 119 25 4 1,.298 1,252 46 40 5,1 1 

'l975 5,411 5,208 203 .164 27 12 .. <2,641 2,584 57 45' 1 S ". 
197'6 .' 1,964 '1,929 35 31 2 2 

:J} 

Total 9,129_ 8,722 407 326 63 18 5,903 _ .5, 76;' _~ 
.0, 
~8_. _ . 116 14 . .8· 

L.... 

*Burglarized one or more times 

"'; 

'\11. . ••• '..../.~ '. . ':, • >" ··~:::~IT.~+: :&~;jj 
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4.()7 burglar~es within 9,l29 resiqences interviewed at program en­
try between september, 1973, and December, 1975, and 1:38 burglaries 
within 5;903 residences after sii months of.program involvement in­
terviewedbetween February, 1974, and June, 1976, (x 2 =46.13, 
df ::: l,p < .001) • While reporting rates (according to CCl?ll dat .• ) 
forburglari~s that occurred have increased from 84 percent to 89 
perce,nt, the difference was not significaht(x2, =2.27" df ::: 1, 
p r:: •. 22). 

SEA~KING d~ta~ Durin~the year 1974, 117 (7.94 percent) of the 
1,474 re.sidencesin.terv.lewed in federal censl:!S: tracts 96 ,9~1, 98 
and 105 were burglarized;. Of those burglarized, 48.7 perc:~nt in..,. 
dicated they had re~ort~d the burglClry to the-police. Withi~ the 
experimental area (trClc:cs 97 and 98)'- fortheyear}?rior to }?ro..,. 
gram entry, 57(6 .• 34 pelrcent)of a99 int.et-viewedresidenpes had 
been burglarized, and 2'9 (50. 9 percent)w~rereportedtot'he. .po-

I, '.. .' ." . _.' ' 

lice. In the adjacent control tracts I 60· (10 '; 43 percent) of 5 75 
residences had been burglarized, and 2a (46.7· perce,n t). we.rere- . 
ported' to the police. While the burglary rates were signifi­
ccimtly different during 1974 (x2 .=' 8.04,df =liP<, .,'0'1) with 
th~ adjabent control t~acts e~periencin~ more burglaries pe.r 
capita, the reporting rates were non-significantlyq.ifferent 
( x 2 = O. 207 I d f = 1" P = .65) • (See Table 2.) , 

Durin9 1975, of the :5,536 single and duplexresidenc.es in tracts 
97 and 98, 2, III (39.1 percent) received home inspections ,'2,0'89 
(37.7 percent) had ;property marked and 2,224 (40.2 percent)we.re 
organized iuto block watch groups by CCPPpersorinel" 1tiith the. 
majorify (58.8 percent) beingpe£formed inth~ iirsf 
During the same time, no CCPP servil.::es were provided 
single 6r duplex iesidences in tracts 9~ and lOS. 

Within the contrq)l area, 42 (9.95 per'ce"nt)of the 422 residences" 
interviewedinditated a burglary hJadocc1.irred:, of whIch 24 (S7.1 
percent) had been reported' to thejpolice. When compared ,to 'the 
preceding year, '. the change in victdmiza tion .t;Cl te,from 10.43 per­
cent "to 9.95 percent was n~n~signt:i.ficantlydif'farentjx2=0".06, 
df = 1, P = .85,), as was there,I'qJrting.rateinpreasefrom 46.7 ; .' 
pe¥:cent to 57.;1. percent (x 2 ::: .L08, df::: 1, p.=.;mJ.· . 

Within the eXJ;erimental Clrea;' for both non-part.icipants !an9pro~ , 
gram parti.cip:ants, 20, (4.04/" perc.en t) .of' the •. 495 .. r~sideIige~:l\;i,R';;·· 
terviewed ha~i been burgla:d.zed. . Of the 20 Burglaries ,)i.3 W~r.;e _. 
reported toihe police, fJ6urwer~,not' report,edClndthe/reportlng . 
s,tatus: wasn;btknown in;fhree cases.' . lfthethree unkr.owncases 
are excl ude~, the repot:;ting rCl te was -76.5 pei",cen'c Cl:3i17). If 
they are aS$umedto beinotraported,the. ratew;.ls €tS.O perc\3nt. 
Wh.en comp.:lr1ed to the ireceding year, ,thechangs invlctimlzati6h>, 
rate from' "E';.34 percelt t.o 4 .04perceht is marginally significant . 
(x 2 =3.24/{ dt; = l,p' = .07). In te'rm-s of reporting to pol;j;6e" 
the change,i frb,im 50. r' ,percent to 76.5' p.ercentwas 'also margirtCllly'':' 
significa~it (~:\2 =3~49,· df = 1,' p .06). 

:1 
I 

'.1 .1 
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Area· Total' 
C0ntrol" 
(federal tract 
96aildl05) 575 

Experimental 
(fede'ial tract 

~, 

9.7 and 98) -
--CCPP: 356, 
--Non-CCPP: 543 

, Total 899 

. ' 

~ ~, 

,'/' 

Ta'Qle 2--SEA"7K1NG.Victimiz;ationData 
''', ~ 

. ' Burglary Victimizatiotiper 12 Mcmths . i· . ..... , . 
Pre";;TreatInerit (Jan.-Dec., 1974)" :P()st~Treatineri.t.(.:ran.i;'Dec ".1 .1975) .. '~;:;/. ,.,,' 

"Not 
Bu:r:~1p.,rized :' 

'515· 
" 

,. 

. , 
334 
508 
842 

'.': . • 

Reported .' 

BUrqlarizedl Yes No Total Bu~_la:dzed '. 

60 ~10.43%) 28, (47%) 32 442 380 

• 
-;.-.-

o • 

22 ( 6.18%) 15 (68%) 7 247 
35 (,,6.45%) 14' (4b%) 21 248 
57 ( 6.34%) 29 (51%) 28 495 

IBurglarized one or more ,times 

2Does not, include three cases where 
reporting data were unknown 

• ., 

241 
234 
475 

.' 

I . '. 'Not >Reported .,','~ 
Burgl'i3.rized1 . ;"Yes .... ,'. NO 

. "'~ .' 

. ,', .. 
42 (9.95%) 24 { 57~l 18 

'. 

.. 

6' (2.43%) 6 (lOO%) ·0 
14 (5.65%) 7 ( 64%), 42 
20 (4.04%) 13 ( 77%) 4~ 

;" •. 

"; ,. 
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. 
,In summar'y, for total areas, when total treated areas (tract-s97 
and 98) are ad.pared pre- and post~Ccpp treatm~nt, there'is a 
m~rgin~lly significartt decline In {h~ burgl~ry rate (~36.3 per­
cent, f·rom 6. 34 burg laries per 100 per year to 4. 04 per 100 per 
year), with a correspond!ng marginally significant incr~as~ in re-

"porting rates (52.1 percent, from 50.1 percent. to 76~5 percent). 
During the same period, adjacent areas (tracts'96 and lOS) exp~ .... 
rienced a non~significant and minimal change in burglary rate~ 
(-4.6 percent, from 10.43 burglaries per 100 per y~ar to ~.9S·per 
100 per year) , with a non-significant increase in reportirig (22.3 
percent, from 46.7 percent. to 57.1 percent) • 

c 
While these results ,are favo:rable, to. the project, they do not 'nec­
essarily reflect the true project effect. Since approximately 60 
percent'of the single and duplex residences in the treate~ area, 
did not become act,ively involved in, the project, it is conceivable 
that factors other than CCPP caussd the ob~erved results. Onthe 
other hand, if the majority ,of the observed change.nc~urs iri 
treated residerices, while non~treated residences reflect the r~te 
of change noted in the control area, it would esi;:ab:lish that: 
first, CCPP actions are responsible for the obsetved change; sec­
ond l displacement of burglaries to neighboring non-~r~atedho:use"'" 
holds did not occur. 

To determine the precise effect of CCPP on burgl~ry, 
conducted in the treated area for both 1974 and 1975 ~er~sep_­
rately tallied On thE:: basis of whether int,eryiewcdhoi.lseholds 
joined the project in 1975. (See Tabler 2, rows 2 and 3,.)':r.'fpr:e:"" 
trea'tment data (1974) are examined," 356 (39.6 percent)', bft.h.e 899';·, 
interviews condu,cted in the treatment area wereof'r,esidenc€!s t,hat 
were to join the pro~ect in 1975. Of these, 22 (6.1~ker,centJha:dl 
been burglarized and, 15 (68.2 percent) wer,a repo'rtedtdt,hepo:Iice\ 
Of the 508 residences that did not join CCPFin '197Si 35 (6,~45'J-,e'r-, " 
cent) lH~.d beeil burglarized andl4 (40 .. 0 pe:tcent)werei~po,rt:~d.)o ' 
the police . A comparison of pre-:-trea tment burglary r~:t~s' ,for the 
tW,ogroups indicates that they were virtually ideri'tlc,al ll (x 2 =O .03,' . 
df = 1 ~ p= .86). This indicat,e'd1;wo thiJ:}g?: fir~t,thatthe'de;"" 
ci'sion to join CCPP is not influenced bypriol; victim~z.;l;t:ion,<iand( . 
therefore, self-selection is nota biasbuiltirttohcompa..l:'i"s.6rr , 
of pre- 'and post-program victimization ra'tes;'second ,thelack,o;f i 

initial, significant: differences inpre-treatmenthurcjlary ;ratel,\i" . 
allows a methodologically and sta tis'tical1yvalid:compai-~son<of 
post-treatment bnrgl'ary rates forthetwogroup~. ' .. , 

• • . .-".: '. 1\ _: 

.,.' 
A, comparison of re'porting rates for the 1974 d?ita indicates that 
those per'sonswho eventuall:y were to Join, ccpp'had .asignifi;' 
can,tlyhigher reporting rate (:x: 2 = 4,.29, ·df =' l,p <. 05),tha.ri .. ' 
those whQ did not join . Given th,at 52, percerrtof persons failing 
to report burglaries in Schram's (19,'73J~urvey of Seatt'le resi­
denti gave aaa reason, i1Police couldn It doJ anything, 11 this sig­
nific~nt difference is hot toO s~rprising.' One would expect that 
those who do report }:)ul;glariesare those who expect the pOlice to 
takesom~ positive' action; by Iogicalextlension, those individuals 

,," 

...• '. 

: '>~ 
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might be expected to take positive action in the future to pre­
vent reoCQurrence. Ai the same ~ime, those who do not report 
sUch crim~s would probably fe!,!l that, just as the po'lice cando 
nothing, neither can they to prevent future burglaries. 

A c~mparison o£ 1975 data for the two groups (CCPp ~nd non~CCPP 
members) in the treated area shows a st~tistica11y significant 
~cwer burglary rate forCCPP members (z = 1.818~ p= .03, obe­
tailed test). In terms of burglary rates, this re£1ectsa6l 
percent d~crease in the risk rate for treated residences (6~18 

per 100 per year to 2.43 per 100 per yea.r). Given the extremely 
small number of burglary cases occurring f·or these two groups i.n 
1975, it was not possible to perform a valid statistical test to 
determine if CCPP reporting rates were sigrii£icantly hi~her ~han 
non~CCPP reporting rates. However, it should be .noted that all 
burglaries (n = 6) occurring inCCPP member residences were re­
ported. 

LJPO telephone survey: An extensive telephone victi~ization 
survey was conducted under the direction and con.trolof the 
seattie Law and Justice Planning Office during August and 
September, 1976, to determine the burglary rates for both CCPP 
members and non-members within treated census tracts. This 
was believed necessary because of the :relatively small number 
of CCPP participants (247) and CCPP "refusers" (248)' i,.nc.luded 
in the SEA-KING post-sur~ey. In addition to in~r~asing th~ 
numbers of interviews, the telephone sUrvey .allo~ed dat~ to 
be gathered from three additionaL CCPP tracts (fo~ a totaiof 
fi~e out of 17, or 29.4 percent of all treated tracts as of 
June 30, 1976). 

I • . 

When the. raw d'ata for the 1,970 CCPP members and 1,322 non-cCPP 
members (see Table .3) are converted toa ye'arly rate,2. and adde.d 
to the SEA-KING post-survey (see Table 4), there w~re signlfi-­
cantly fewer burglary occurrences in the CCPP. membership than 
non-CCPP members (z= 1.90.,p<'. 05 ,one-t'ailed, test) ...An un-· 
expected finding with regard to reporting rates was~that nOh­
CCPP members indicated .. a significantly higherra7~ than dig 
Ccpp members(x 2 = 6.07, df = I, ~ < .01). I, 

, . 
In the process of recording addresses and phone numbers from 
CCPP files of program participants ~ data onsetvices re.ceived,· 
(property marking, home security in~pectiori and block watch 
membership) were also recorded. This allowed."tl1ecQllection '. 
of· burglary' victimization information .onthebasls of service(s) 
received •. , However ,the subsequent analysis should be viewed 

2Conver'sion from six months to 12 morithewasperf.ormed by 
doubling the victimization rate andsubtracting:t,:heresu,ltant 
figure from the total number interviewed. Reportingda,1;a were 
obtained by doubling the rate obtaine'a for siX months. 
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Census 
Tractl 

87, 
89 
95 
97 
98. 

Total. 

, .• L' • r: .• ' >~;>,:> >\<,..<~;,>: ::::; S;'~t.~;;::·, ;:? ,>"P:.;. c:",;'_ 

3."C ... "J 23 
424 ~9 6.4't 42 76% 7 
445 1:3 2.8% 967% 4 
490 2.2 4.3% 16· 76% -.' 5 II'" ····302 

1871 99 5 .• 0% 69 71% :28 :.1242 

lFederal census tracts. 

2Totals of "reported"and "riot rePorted II may not add up to. ,total'"iburglary" 
because, in some cases, respondents were not sure"" 

CCPP 

Non'""CCPP 
Total 

Table 4--ConiliinedSEA-KING Post- and LJPO Telephone 
Victimization survey Data' 

.' 
Total Interviewed No Burglary Burglary. Reoorted 

.2,217 2,013 204 9.2% 144;' 72% 
" . 

1,570 1,396 174 .11.1% Ji40 83% 
3,787 3,409 378 10.0% ,284 77% 

.. i.,·',.· 

-....~~. 

;Not Remorted 
56 

29 
85 

?.~~ . 
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only as s~ggestive and·by no means definit~ve. These problems 
arise both outoE the manner in which the data are i~itially re­
~ordedand errors in the manner in which the data were recorded 
for th~ present survey. When individuals initially join the 
project, the services to be received are recorded, along with 
CCPP-pre victimization information. Lnthe case of home secu­
rity inspections and property markingt these services have al­
ready been performed, have been scheduled to be pe~formed or 
have been refu~ed. In the case of block wat6h participation,~ 
the decision is frequ~~tly not known until some timel~ter. 
Although eventual participation ina block watch organization 
is recorded by CCPP f it is routinely recorded in a different 
set of records that are not readily cross-matched withindi­
vidual residence addresses, although the project makes an at­
tem~t to enter block watch status on the records used for this 
~urvey. In the process of recording services for participanti 
in federal tract 98 (SPD tract 141), errors were made in all 
412 contacted residences, in terms of block watch memb~rship 
in that "no block watch" status was confused with "unknown. 
block watch" status. 

In total, there were 1,676 completed cal1sto CCpp ~e~ber~ in 
which services received information was totally orpar£ially 
available (indluding 408 from tract 98/141 and excludin~294. 
calls to addresses which either were in the program but ser­
vices received infijrmation was not recorded, or the addresses~ 
were' initially selected ~s control addresses but during the 
interview claimed mempership in CCPP). Of the 1,676, comple'te 

. information was available for 790 .residences; in 886r'esidences, 
block watch status was ul1}~nown. For purposes (}f the present, 
analysis, "~nknown block watch" status was Oounted as non­
pa~ticipation in this service. 

For those residences in block watch organizat.ions (eitherih 
combinacion with other services or alone), 4,. 84 p~rcefl1:: (37 of 
764} had been burglarized in the preceding six months. While 
a lower rate ,than the 5 •. 59 percent (51 of 91j,~) of thesewe.re , 
known not to be in block watcFl groups, the d!ifference'wa.$ non'~ 
significant (x 2 = 0.47, df = I, P = .50). tor~those receiving' 
property marking in cornbina tion with 0 ther si,~,t:vi~es. or:.ihis.o.- .' 
lation, the burglary rate was 5.29 percent (.7i2qf 1, 36(,,·:) , ,com ... · 
pared t~ 5.33 percent (16 of 316) for those ~cit. receiving fhi~ 
service. Thi.s difference was non-significant CJ<,2=~03, , 
df = l,p = .86). The residences rec€:,!iving hOlXle security' in"" . 
spections had a 5.28 percent burglaryra;te (72 of '1,363) which 

cwaa non~significantly different fr9m the 5.ll percent (1& of 
313 )of those not receiving horne secur! ty, inspections' 
(x2 = .01, df = 1, P == .90). " 

Summary of victimization data: All three sources of victimi a 

za;tion data collected at different. timas' for 4i£ferentaraas 
and in different manners indicatec:l a statistically Significant. 
(p ~ .05) de~rease in the occurrence tit r~siaential bUt9l~ty 
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for program participant's when comparedbn, (<l) pre-post basis 
for program participants only (,4.46 burglari/es per lOOhQuse:" 
holds per six months to 2.34 burglaries per 100 househo~.dsper 
six monbhs), (b) combin¢d pr~-post, ~rogram p~rticipants and 
non-program particip~nts(ona rate per lUO. households p~r'12 
months, pre-CCPP= 6.2, post-Ccpp =2.4; prenon";'.cCPP = 6.5, 
post non-CCPR= 5.7), ~nd (c) post-comparison of project pa~­
ticipants with non-project participants (9.2 burglaxies per 100 
households pel.' 12 months ver sus 11. I, per household per 1.2 

·months. " 

Data from the SEA-K1NG surveys indica,te that burglary displace­
ment did not occur to ani detectable extent, and that CCPP mem~ 
bers do not appea~ to be self-sel~ctedon the basis of either. 
higher or lower than average victimization~ates.There does. 
appear to be some 'self-selection of: those that join CCPP,pnthe 
basis of te~dency to report to police if victimized. Hbwev~r, 
this tendency to report is fuither ipc~eas¢d b~ CCPP in~olve~ 
mcnt and .tends to occur also for non:"CCPP members, in that SEA­
KING data indicated that while,'reportin~ of burglary incidents' 
increased from 47 percentt.o 58 PCrcentin a control area (1:ed­
era 1 census tracts 96 and 105), durin~ the sa~etime~ rep6rting 
in an experimental area (tracts 97 and 9 8) 'in creased from 51 
percent prior to proj~ct acti~ity in that ~rea to 76 percent 
following project ac~ivity. The pre- to post-incie~s~ inre­
porting rate for the experimental area ~as marginaily signifi-
c:ant .(p = .06). . . 

9fficially Reported Data (SPD) 

'ro determine what effect ccpp I s efforts to reduce the inci­
dence of burglary and simultaneous ly increase reportingO r~ te~, 
has hadupori official police department data,tb,following 
analyses"were I>erformed. Data were organized.in·a,non~' • 
equivalent'control group d13sign by identifying 'firs,:t:,sec~hd 
and third year treated areas (Tl ,T2 , T3)aIldi:l Seattleillinus 
treated (S-) area. S-was ,identified as a;1L 12lCity.of 
Seattle census, tracts, withtheexception6~ 18 tracts either 
having achie>?ied 30 percent p:r.'Oject qoverage;in"thelifespan' 
of th~'IH·oj ect, . or in the p:cocess of rece'lvingsuch' s;ervlces· 
asoi ~ugust, 19'76, and the 12 tracts cOlllpriSihganother' 
burglary-r~lated project (Seattle' .commun~ty ~6cQu~tabilit¥ 
Program, ~ormerly known as Youth ~ervice aurea;u~Syste~)~ ',,' '.' 
Sinceoneccl)suS tract overlapsbo'thproje:cfl3','92 lion-trelit~cJ.' 
census tr'actswere identified. Th.is oyel:lappil)gtra,q;t<Sl?q 
17l,.or federal 95)" wId.,chwas :treatGd :in thethii'd, year '(T3)i, 
WaSil0t included ill the dataf'or the'T3 treated <jr\?up.' This', 
censu,s trac't and the other 11. YSB-CAl? tracts were totally 
eluded from the data analyses. 

For each ope.rational yea,r, 12 month pre- ~nd12, tn0nth,p6st'" " ' 
periods wet e id,entif i ed. The 12 month pre-:i?~ri~d wa.S. def ino'd 
as'those months "immediately prior to entering the first tra,ct 
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served in that year. The 12 month post-period was ·definedas 
those months im~ed~ateiy following completion of serv~ces in 
the last tract served that year. (See Table 5 and Map 1 for a 
listing of operational years and tracts includ~d. SPD offi­
cialr~sidential burglary reports were summar~zed for the pre­
and post-periods for S- and the tracts ~erved in each year. 
(See Table 6.) . 

A comparison of pr~- and post-perio~ rates for s- ~nd tracts 
served in Tl indicates a signifigantdecreas.e in cCPP tracts 
when compared to S-. While S- ihcreased 11 percent (from 
5,949 to 6,586 reports), the Tl tracts decreased~2percent 
(from 567 to 544~ x 2 = 4.02, df = 1, P < .05). When th, addi­
tional nine months' data beyond the 12 month post-period .ar~ 
added to post1 period and converted to a 12-month basis (total 
21 months post-data f1 year and 9 months), the, total conYe~~~d 
post- for S- was 6,256, or as percent increase.ove~ the p~e­
period. "For '1'1' the comparahle figures \>rere 577, ora::tl?er~,,:; " 
cent increase. This differenc~ was not statisticallysignificai~t 
(x 2 == 0.28, df= 1, p.n.s.). .;/ 

I, 

"!i 
For T2' only 11 months post-data were<availabl~for analysis •. i 
These data were convert.ed to a 12-month rate (:l.l.mon,~hs.l?os.t;': II 
data + 11/12)£or compar'is'on. purposes. t'lhile S- experienced a 
;'~1~ percent d,ecrease in reporte~ burglar"~e~ (f:rom 7,,066:to ,;~n II 
adJusted 5,925), tracts served ~n T2 e;xh~b;1~te.~~t .. a-$l'pel;'centliQe-;1 
crease (from 906" to an ad j llsteda2.8) in burg larles~',"'lthou~lh 'l 
bot}:1 areas experienced ~ d 7crease 'in reJ?or,tedb~rg~a:l.es;~ost­
data;,for theT2 tracts ~nd~cated ,a Illarg~n~:l,lysl.gn~fl.cant, l.n- r 
Cl-ease (x 2 = 2.83, df = 1, P = .09) ,;relat~_~Ttothe S- area. II' . 
No follpwup post-data were ,available for ,.the· '1'3 tr_a,cts.,' 'i. II, .... 

'i . 
The inconsistency bet,."eenfir~:tahd second. y'ear. police.:d~ta II 
and the victimization data' pr~viousiy presented is most . . Ii 
likely duet9 .the incr~ased reporting rates for ar.:eastr~ated jL.~,. 
by CCPP. Hqweve'r, while this would explain"theresu~tsfor .T2 II 

~.~:. C .. ~.~.A. ~~.~;.~hi.~.~ .. ··~.!~ .. 1: .. ~.sf~.ei.~W,~O: .. X.S p.:.'.,~ .... ~ .. m. :~.:. 'i.' .. !. i~.,.,.·.~r,'.'.:.'.~ ... ".y.t ... s. t ... · .••. ~.·'~ ... ~:.,.e.~ ...... :::. Y.\'. sig.ni ficant dt~p in reported 'burglaries· for Ti t:t;~'ctS.lt may·' 
be that the results of the ,first operational ·y.earofCCPP~, 
Which was a part\ ~,f a larger project includJ.,ng\CinumberOf '. ..' .' 
coordinatedpolic:e;. pilo j'ects in the sameareagrepr:.esents hot '.' \ 

j u ... s. t ... '. c.,CPP' eff. ort .. s\~~\lt ... · .. a ..... lSO the efforts. " .. O.f. the.' .. v .. · .. ·~ .. r .... i.OU. s.:P.O .... li.c.·e. ,," ..... '. " 
.proj ects. In th'is \regard,i t .. ,should be not.ad tn-at census' : 
. tra<;:'ts treat~din.,T"'~,Clnd T3~ild includedin'the yict:i~izClt;i.o.n "~II 

surveys do nbtinclv)~,ethis inixingof crime prevention pro~ '\. 
g. ra.llls (with the exce!>l~,i ... on of S.PD tract nurilbe.r l11" which, \-,as' , ,II'" 
'excluded ~I'nthe presen'tanalysl.s). ···.i " .. '" , l 
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,Table' S;;"-.CensusTracts· Receiving CCPP Services 

o .;..rationa1 Year 
Censu~;'Tract ' ,...;::..,:;;;;:,;:;.;;,.;:;....;:;.:::.....:;T.::r.,;:;e;:;:.a;;:,tm;;;,· c;:;,;n;:.t;:,· .... 1 

SPD/E'edera1* End 
One (1£1) Sept. 73-0c:t. 74 91/63 6-74 

92/64 '0-74 
101/78 .10-74 

. 111/76 9";74 

,100/77 
102/88 
114/87 
141/98 

.. 142/97 
J.60/90 
170/89 '. 

11-74 ." 
'1-75 
4~';]5 

2~75 . 
5-75,' 
7-75 
6-75 

11..:.74 . 
'2':'75 
4~75. 
3-75 
8-75 
8-75 
6 ... 75 

Three· (T3) Sept. 75-Ju1y 76 90/62 
154/lO8 
161/94 
171/95 
188/112, 
191/113 
193/107 

7-76.·· 
2-76 
'1-76 

8';"76. 
'. ;·4,...79' 
··,"2..:.76 

:12":75 
7:"76 .' . 

11,...75 
5-76 
4.-76 
9:-75 . 

6-76 
10-75 ...... 

*Although tract houndaries are identical , . SPD useS 
numbering system than the Census Burea.u 

~ :)\., .' .': '.~ ~ 
Table 6--Residential Burglaries. Repdrtedto tne police 

Number of Reported .R:esidentia'l Burc:i'lar.:i.es 
CCPPTracts" s-: .' .'! " .•....... 

Treatment Year Pre Pc>stl Post2~ Pre,:-:postL.t'Ost2*. 

T1 10-73/10-74 567 554. 456 5949g~86 4362 

T2 11 ... ,4/8-75 906 759**· 7066 S43;J.*~ 

'1";' . Ii 

T3 9-75/7-76 677 6701 .*.** 

*Post2 cOhsisted of 9 months . (1l"'75/7~26) fdllpWiii'g the,erid 
of the 12 month post-period f9r Tl 

**Post1 for T.2consisted of 11 months (9-75/7-26) 

***Postl data for TS not;. available' because completion 9f 'the 
last tract occurred August, 1~76 

-,-.-:"- ". ,:" 

.. ,,' 

"-.., . ',/ 

, 
, 

,·1 
";'1 

'. ,. '",·1 

" ··I:·~'~I 
- ...., .~ 

, •. 



CITY OF' SEATTLE 

CE~~SUS TRACTS 

C , __ I, 'I , 

~ 
, ~CALE I~-----" MILES 

.:'::', 

, ,': 

;'" 

" 

" . 

.... . 
- -----

. ;""'." ,," 
::/,'~J): 

\;.:},~. ,: 



-;.; 

-22-

Summatyo~ Data:Analysis'for Objective One/ Reduction of Resi­
dential Bu.rglax:'y 

TJle datil examined in the preceding analyses indicate that CCPP 
has been e·.ffective in preventing the occurrence of residential 
burglary. Victimization data from three differeht sources p~e­
sent consistent, Statistically significaht ~~¢reases in burgiary 
rates fat program participants. Further, thLs eff~ct is not due 
to either a self-selection bias or a fa~lure to contact CCP~ 

. members who may have rr.oved as a result ofaburglary dUl;ing Uie 
fo1lowup period (SEA-KING survey data). Th~~ack of consistent 
indicat16ns from police data is most likely due to a mixture of 
increased reporting rates caused by CCPP activities ahd a con­
founding or mixing ~f CCPP effects and related police projects 
in the census tracts treated in th~ first year. 

Addit~onal questions (crime displacement, length of project ef­
fects and relati'le effectiveness of th~individual CCPP ser­
vices) that were identified as being related to this object~ve 
can be add~essed at this point. . 

Crime dis~c.e~: SEA-K;J:NG data indicate t9a t those persons 
joining CCPP in two census tracts experienced a -61 percent de­
crease in burglary rates (from 6.18 percent to ~ .• 43 percent 
being burglarized). In two adjacent tracts not treated by CCPP, 
for the comparable time, the decrease was -5 percent (from 10.43 
p~rcent to 9.95 pexcent). If crime dis~lacement were to occur. 
one would expect that it would most likely occur in ~oh-CCPP . 
households within the treated tracts. If this happehed, the. 
change in burglary rates for nan-CCPP residences in the treated, 
area would ·be relatively higher (mare post- burglaries) than 
the change oqcurring in the adjacent tracts. In fact, this aid 
not occur. In fact r the change in burgly,1)y rat.es for non-c:CPP ... 
households in'the treated area was mor~/favorable .(-12 percentf 
or from 6:45 percent to 5.65 percent/bf those interviewed) th;a.n 
in the adj~cent tract. This findip~ rules out burglary di&~ 
placement to neighbors not partiq~rpa ting ini:CCppactivi tiflS. 

, -, 
)' .. . ~. 

Length of project effects: .Th~ most reliable· (and on~y') dat.a 
source relating to the contin,u'ing effectiveness of 99pp activi­
ties can be derived from Tab)~e 3, the LJPOtelephone survey. . 

. . c .. 7 

", Of the five census tracts interviewed in this sUri~tey, the 
length of time since completion of service var i,~a from nine to 
18 months. (It should be/ho,ted that these 'wolleit'd be esti.mates . 

:. . .... /' .. ,. 
of the lowest possible t.i,me length!. sihces£:«e of those inter-, 
viewed would have joined) CCPP when the proSJram initially . ' 
entered the t"racts.) If data for tracts B7 and 98 (which werer ... ,~. ·c, !. 

complet~d 17 and 18 months prior to th~:f'cOI\lp).etion of thesur,;-
'ley) ar't~ combined, v.icl~imiz·ation rate$/'"for the most ,re!c\(n:ltsj"x 
months for Cc~p andn9m-CC~P pax:tic3;ictnts a~e nOh-significantly 
differeht (x 2 '''''. 1. 73,.(df =.1, P =/19), wi.th.4.9perceI!t of, 
CCPP members bel-ng b\l.lrg lar ~zed .a.r£a:. 3. 3. percent of non-CCPP mem­
ber.sbeing hurglariz)'~d. For c~>mbined tracts 89,97 ahd 95 ' 
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(completed 14, 12 and nine months prior), the most recent six 
months' victimization data indicate statistically si9nific~nt 
differences (~2= 5.24, df = I, P = .02) in that while 5.1 pex­
cent.of. CCPP members had been burglarized, 7.S percent of noh­
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 p6ssibly suggest that with the ~assage of 
time, CCPP members begin to bebome burglary-prone and that some 
sort of retreatment may be necessary. However, witfi9ut furthe~ 
data and considering the non-significance of the difberence, 
this second suggestion should be viewed as tentative.' 

Relative effect of CCPP services: Data reported in the section 
on the LJPO talephone victimization survey suggest that the 
three services are equally effective, with ,block watchactivi­
ties providing non-significantly better results in preventin~ 
burg lary. ' However, considering the difficulties exper :j.enced in 
performing the analysis, any conclusion at this time with re­
gard to this question is premature. 

Increase of Burglary-in-Pro9.ress Calls 

Objective two, to increase significantly the number of 
Burglary-in-Progress (BIP) calls, WaS evaluated using SPD com­
puterized diopatch records (SELECT system). 

A non-equivalent dontrol group design was used to examine B!P 
calls as a proportion of all burglary calls received. by the 
SPO between September 30, 1974, and August 8~ 1976 •. This tim~ 
period was dictated by the availabi1i tyof informa.:tion at t'he 
time of data collection 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'po~t-data 
were separately determined. However, because of several dif­
ferences in the manner in'vhich data are maintained in the . 
SELECT system, neither the areasnoi the data arenecesSari1y 
consis·tent w.ith SPO data processincl reports. The sp;eci.fic d1f·­
ferences are as follows. Pirst, SELECT data represe~t di.pat6h 
and patrol d.etermination and classj.ficatioll of calls rece"ived, . 

3Between April 13, 1974, and Septe~ber 29,1~74, the SELECT 
system had averaged appro~imately 20 perce~t "down ft tim~, or 
perioas in which calls were not being enteied into th~com~. 
puter data base. Following September' 30, 1974, throug:h the 
end of the year, down time averaged less thanJ ~erce~t~ For 
1975 and 1976, down time averaged less than 6percent~ Be ... · 
cause of the mora cOmplete ~ata be~innin~ September 30,1974, 
these data were chosen as the beginning, p'has~.·' , 

; .. 

. .::~' 

-'------ -- ._-

. l.o,' 

c 

"1 

I 

I 



i 

I 

I:: 

" , ~ ... ~' 

1 
I 

oj.' I .. ',' 
(""r. 

I ,j 

.:' 

:",' 

-24-

responded to and disposed of by patrol officers. As such, a calll 
initially classified as a burglary by disp'atchand patrol may 
subsequently be classi~ied as some other offense, or no offense 
at all, and riot be included in SPD data processing reports as a 
residential burglary. In the same faGhion, calls initially dis-

"patched as othe~ offenses may subseq1.l.ent1y be classified as bur­
glaries on data processing reports. l~hjs difficulti re~ulti 
from (1) inconsistencies between the Revised C04e of Washingion 
(RCW), which is the basis of patrol action~~ an~ ihe Un~form . 

'Crime Reporting system used by data processing; (2) lIunf'oundingll 
of cases; that is, upon ftirther investig~t£ori, ~t is deturmin~d 
tbat no crime occurred; and (3) in SOriil~ cases, the difficulty 
of d~stinguishing other offenses closely related t~ residenti~L 
burglary.] Se~ond4 SELECT data are recorded on a patrol ~ai ., 
beat basis which does not correspond to census tracts, 'whibh 
are the bases for both SPD data processing reports and CCPP op­
eration. 

, 
Since CCPP does operate within cert~us tr~ct bound~ri~s, direct 
comparison of SELECT data' for al.10f thetreat.ed tracts was not 
possible. For the 18 tracts p;;;ious1y i-dentified(Table 5) i 

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 ofCCPP 
treated census tracts. This proce'dure identifiedl3 patrol,car 
beats within.police sectors Cha~lie, George .and Wilii~m {seal 
Table 7 and ~Jap, 2). The remaining se~,en car bea tswere ex-' .. , 
eluded from any analysis sincoth@y receive'dpartia1t.r'aatment 
wi thout reach\':ing the cr iter ion of 50 percent of the,ir'.are,a. '. 
For each of the 50-percent;"or-moretreatedcarbeatareas, the 
period from Sep'tember 30, i974, to the month s~rvicesbe~an in 
that area was ide:ntifiedas a pre-period. The month following 
completion of services in that area ~~ to August'8, 197~, w~s 
designated as ~ post-period. For the l~ carb!ats,fhGre WGre 
a total of 98 pre-CCPPtreatmentcarbeat ~ontAs, 139 post- , 
treatmeni carbeat months and 49 during-treatment~arbeat 
months. Sin'ce pre-treatment time representedapprox.imately 41' 
percent of the total pre- clOd post-carbeat months,. S- data w.ere 
split'into a corresponding 40-60 percent .s_plit ofa pre-period 
of September 30, "1974, to June. 30, 1975, and a post-period of 
July 1, 1975, to August 8, 1976. 

For each of the 13 treated car beats and the S-area,the fol~ 
lowing data were hand tabulated from cc~puter ,printouts~f 
SELECT data for pre- and post-periods: (1) th/J number, of calls 
disposed of by patrol officeis as "051" or re~idential burglary: 
as such, these would all generate a major offJanse.report by o.f­
ficers that would initially be classified as a burg1a~y case, 
(2) the number of these calls that' were' assigned to patrol as 
crimes in the act of being committed (BIP); (3) the number. of 
BIP calls that were initiated fromadaresses!other than where 
the crime occurredl (4) thenumbe~ otnIP calis that included 
either suspect or suspect veh.icle'desc~iptions;and (5) whether 
an arrest occurred as the result oftha BIP aails. 
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l'able 7--SPD Car Beats Including 50. Percent or More 
of Census Tracts Treated by CCPP. ' ", . 

Dolice Sector and %'l'reated SPD Tracts Tri:!ated 'l'reatment Dates ' 
Car Beat 1; Treated Tract % in Car Beat ,B~'in End 

Charlie 1 56.% ". 80 100% . 8-76 9-76 
90 .. 80% 7-76 8-76 

2 51% 92 70% Id":·73 7-74 • 
110 , 20% 

.. : 
8-74 8-74 , 

3 £6% 91 100% 10-73 7-74 
92 20% 10-73 7-74 

101 5% 9-74 11-74 
6 75% 92 10% 10-73 7-74 I 

100 67% \ 11-74 1'2-74 •• 
III 40% 8-74 8-14 

11-74 
' " '. 

7 100% 100 23% 12-74 
101 .45% 9-74 11-74 

Georqe 2 57% 114 100% " 4-75 5-75 I 
3 100% '102 10Q% 1-75 3_75 

101 50% 9-7.4 11_74 
4 73% 160 100% 7-75 8-75 

161 33% 1-76 2-76 
170 33% 6-75 7-75 
171 7% 11-75 12-75 • 5 100% 170 67% 6-75 7':"75 
171 60% 11-75 12-75 

6 50% 161 67% 1:"76 2-76 

William 2 66% 141 17% '.2-1'5 4--75 
142 66% 5-75 9-75 • (; 82% 154 80% - 2-76 4:"'76 

,. 191 33% ., 4-76 .6":76· 
7 100% 18B 100% 5-76 7-76, 

191 67% 4-76 6-76 

•• 
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From the pre- tp post~period i~ 8-, the BIP rate increased 4 per~ 
J, 

cent, or from 8.S percen~ to 8.B percent of the total caLlS. ~o~ 
the treated tracts, the BIP rate inc%!feased 27 percent, or from 
9.~ to ~1.6 percent of the total cal1s. (See Tab~. 8.1 When the 
post-tre.ted data are adjtisted to exclude tha 4 percent increa~. 
observed in the s- area, the 9.lpercent to. an adjusted 11.2 per­
cent BIP rate is statistically significant.(x 2 = 4.82, df = 1, 
p < .05). 

Table 8--Bur<,;lary-in-Progress to Total Burglary calls 

Treated car Beats S- Car Beats 
Number of Calls Classified Pre- Post- Pre- Post-
Burglary-in-progress (BIP) 160 9.1% 276 11.6% 4.31 8.5% 540 '8.8% 
Not·BIP 1592 2109 4634 05583 ." 
TotOol 1752 2385 5065 6123 
---.-Calls per carbeat month 17.88 17.16 13.73 11. 27 '[ .. 

Number of carlleat months 98. 139 369 . 543 . 
0 

Given that objective two was achieved by the pro~ect, addit~on*l 
questions relating to this objective concerned the location from 
which BIP' s originated, whether there' w.as an increase in suspect, 
information and whether such BIP's resulted in more patrolar­
rests. 

J.o(:a tion of person rna king BIP.i::all: The rationa.le for opjecthi(e 
two was that withbl?ck watch organizations and education of 'I 

citizens i11 tr.eated areas, susJ?icious ·incidents (e.g.,. antinfa·~· 
miliar perso.n walking around a.neighbor's house. when t.he resi­
dents were known to be gone) wou~d be mere like~y to.b~repoite~ 
to the police. If this were to occur', one would·e.xpect'th,a.t . 
this woulcl be reflected in a larger ~roportion ,of BIP~all. . 
being initiatedfromaddress"es ot~er than the burglarizedresi­
dence. To determine if t.his were the case, flIP calls ",tare, 
examined andgrouped'a.s corning from same 'orqifference 'ad,":' 
dresses' (see Table 9).;. Unfprtunately,the a.ccuracyC'fthi$ 
particular' analysis is unknown. uPo;tI?lexamin,atloI;\ofSELEC,T .. 
data, . it. was found that over SO li'erd:eJtt of_BIPcalls .didno .. t . 
include informa.tionconcerning thl;,~. location, of the, person 
calling the. police department. .In all succh 'cases, 'it 'Was 
sum~d that they originated from the sa*e addr~ss afwhich 
burglary occurred. ' 

" ' 

Table9--Location of Person Making BIP_.,Gall 
,'. 

Treated Car Beats. s- Car Be.ats 
CaBer's Location . Pre..,. P;'st"; .' Pre- " 

. Post- ...•.. 
-Ot,her a.ddress 44 27.5% 63 ;22 .. 8.% 99" 23.0%· 126 .' 23~~' 
)5ame address . 116 213 332 414.·.·.·· 
'I'otal 160 27~ 431 5110 '.l'. 

" 

BIP calls per carbeat month 1.63 1.99 1.17 0~99 
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II 

h 'l 1\ Wl;eS ... sho~ved a noh-s'ig'nific;-Int 1 percent increase (from .23.0 
percent to 2j.3percent.) in ~:r;p calls from other addresses w:Cth­
in the treate~d catbeat.s, the,re was anon-significant 17 percent 
decrease (frolTl 27.5 percent t.o 22.i3percentix2 = 1.,19, df ::: 1,' 
p== .28) in calls from· ,other lqc,atiOllS. The inconclusiveness of 
this particularanaly~~s may be due to missing data on callers' 
location cited above. 

, 
§uspect information in6luded in DIP call~~ In l~~e with the ra­

.tianale that block watch and edric.tional effaits of CCPP.would 
'lead to more BIP, calls occurring I thes.e same eff;ortssh6uld sen~ 
si~ize persons to the need of suspect des6ription ~nformatian. 

-

To examine this possibilitYJ DIP calls wereana~yzed ,on the 
basis of whether a description of the suspe,ct o·r· the suspect's 
vehicle was included (see Table 10) . ' , 

, " 

Table 10--Suspect Information arid BIP Calls 

Treated CarB.eats S""Car Beats 
vias: Pre- Post- Pre"': Post-. Suspect 'Inf,.2rma tion 

Included 97 60 .• 6% 181 65.6% 283· 5~.2% 350 64.8% 
Not included 63 95 

',71 " 

193 190 '. 

Total. ·160 276 431 . 540" .• ,' 
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For the S- area, the 17 perce'nt increase (from 55.2 percent 'to' // '. \ 
64.8 percent) in the ~uspect infoimatioh rate was si9nifi~atit '/~ 
(x 2 ~ ~.24, df ~ l~ P < .01) ~ while the G p~~cerit increcqe I 
(from 60. q percent to 65.6 percent) for treated. areas wa::;not/,/i' 
significant (x 2 = 1.08, df = 1, p = ~~2). Some part of thi~/ 

'unexpected 'result might 'be due' to the fact that theS~area)ha.:d , 
, " ,,' " d:' ' 

a lower sus~ect informatio~ rate to, pegin w~th,and 'the r?$u~t-
ant change l.n the post-per~od was a regressl.oD'phenomen9'il;sl.DCe 

'~poth t,he S-~~d treated area had Virtuall¥identical }?ftesin ".' 
the post-perJ.od (x =,0. 05" df=l, p = .8,2). " ;ll " 

Arrests, resulting from BIP calls: ,A:Qother·,:ray to .lxamihe th.e' 
quality of the additional BIPcalls receiVedpy SP'Pas'aresu:Vt 
of CCPP activities is to analyze the resultofc,suqh, calls. spe-

'cifically", the question of, inte.-t'est is, doe,S theincre~se,o,f' 
BIP calls in treated areas cause ,f'lore high IIpr,ec:ed..~nce"di"s", 
pat,ching of patrol officers tocrirnescenes wi~hQ,ut:. ·a.c0rrE:l";;' 
sponding increase in favorable outcomes(i.~,e. ,arrest of:","", ' " 
suspects)? It is possible that, BIP calls,wereg-ene;rC;ltedth:t:",eug1,1 
project efforts that are' actually counter-pr-oquctive,interms",'o,f 
police manpower use. '" "~,.' 

"To anS\l1er. this question " BlP calls' that resulted £nthe'atrest.; 
of suspect (s) for the S- ahd treatedii'reaswe:reanaly:z;cd,(see': 
Taple 11). In the s-area,'the' numbe);'otBIPcalls"'res\ll,tj,hg'i3: 
in arre~t1: dec;reased -6.9 percent: ( from 18.1 percsl1,t"t0' ,16~;c;)' , 
perc::(lXlt), while, for ,the treatedarea,·thea::;rest.,..tQ .... B .. z:P<rate 
incr,oascd 9~ 7', pe£cen't (from 17. 5'pcrce'nt1:0 't9~,2'percent) • 
'~hile ,these' were statistically l:}.on-signifiqant differenc,es~i 
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Table ll-.-Arrests Resulting from BIP Calls 

- Treated Car Beats S- Car Beats , 

Arrest . l're- Post- Pre- Post--Did occur 28 17.5% 53 19.2 f6 1B. 18.1% 91 16.9% 
Did not occur 132 22,3 \ 

~-f 

353 449 
Total 160 276 431 540 

they indicate that the increase ofBIPcalls in the treated area 
has not occurred at the expense of the quality of suchdal1s.' 
That is, the BIP calls haveshpwn ~ non~signif~cant increa&e i~ 
favorable outcomes (arrests) within the treated ~rea, while de-, 
creasing in the control area. 
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Summari:, 

1. Victimiiation surveys indicate that Ccp~ has ~i9ni£icaritly 
reduced program, participants' 'residential burglary rate. 

2. Program participants are re~resentative o£th~general ' 
population in that their pre-program entrybu:rglary vic'::. 
timization rate is comparable to thosep~r~on$'not . 
participating intlle project., Th~y are neither more nor '0 less likely to be burglarized than the general popula,,tion:. 

. 3. Program participants are hot .re. present.a t.ive., .. of. the .•.. g t':!l1 .. ~r:al .. ' 
\, . population in terms" of their reporting behavior. Prior- to ,,' 

4. 

5. 

6. 

program entry, they are significantly more likely to'repdf"t 
burglary victimization to the police than those who. dO'l}ot 
join the program. '~ 

There is no evidence of burglary displaGemenf:?to non­
treated neighbors of programpai.?ticipants.'·' " c,· 

. " ' Reporting. rates for burglary appear toihcrease~for hoth 
members and non-membl?,rs as aresul,to'f CCPP act.ivities 
within treated areas. 

Official police data fox census ,tractstre~ted by ,the'I, , 
project areinconsistentil~dica tors of CCPP effects~ . This 
most lik~J.y is due to the combined effect of dee:reased in­
cidents \,11th increased reporting. Additionally,first~ year 
SPD official dat~ include the effec~s'of otherprog~am~' 
operatin~ in the same tracts~ 

7. Victimization data suggest that program'effects 
12 to IS months. 

8. While the se.parate services provided byCCPPdo, liof d,iff~r 
significan tly in their e£·fectiveness,to prevent burglal:'Y,' 
block watch activities appclar, tob.ethe most beneficial. ' 
However, this conclusion should. be treated as extremely 

, tentative. 

9. The reporting 
all burglary calls to the police has 
for those areas treated by CCPP. ':, \ 

10. 'rhe quality of burglary-in..,progress calls hasnot,lj:El~n 5ig .. 
nifiqantly changed as a result of. more burglarY cq/iis\ Deing .. 
receive.dbythe police. Both the numberofca:l1s',inc'lud;iri'9< 
suspect informntionand resulting in arr.estsh~v~ "incr~~s~a" 
although non",significantlJ~ 
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,Appendix 

COMMUNIT¥CRIME PREVENTION PROGRAM QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS 

Question: What is the City's policy on reduction of crime through 
c~tizen crime prevention programs? 

l 

AnsWer: The Seattle 2000 Commissiori recommended and the Mayor and 
City council adopted law and justice Goal c, "Red.uce crime, n via 
Resol~tion 24283. A specific objective of ~hisgoal is that: 
"Opportunities to commit crime should be'mi~imizedf citizen crime 
prevention programs should he expanded." The Commission suggested 
that- "Citizens must share the respons;i'bility for prevention of 
crime--law en~orcement agencies, ~he courts, and corrections sh6uld 
not handle it alone." . , 

Question: Does the Community Crime Prevention Program respond to 
the City's policy? 

Answer: Yes. The goal of the Community crime Prevention Program 
is reduction of residential burglary. Burglary has ~een ado~ted 
as apriority crime for the ~ity Since 1974, andanilyses ha~e 
sugges ted that burglary is particularlyam'enable to reduction 
through citizen actions. The Commllnitycrime Prevention Program 
represents a systematic expansion of citize;n!;it participation in 
crirne prevention and allows citizens to assume the shared re,spcm­
sibili~,'for crime prev~ntion suggested by the Seattle 20dO Com­
missiort. 

Question: vlhat does the Community Crime Prevention ~rogr"am do? 

Answer: The programpr6v.~des primary ,maintenance 9.nd a4,;vi~ory 
services. Primary services inclUde property marking, Secutlty ~ 
inspections a'nd blo9k wa tchorganiza tion fthese servicesarepro-" 
vided on a systematic block-by-plock,nej,gl)bor1:looc1-by-neighborhood. 
sch~d~le. Advisory s~rvices corisist of proVidirtv more,limited,.as­
sist.nce to communities which haVe the necessary inceniiv~.nd . 
organization to provid~ the pr±maryservice~ th~ought1:leuse ~f­
community volunteer resources •. Maintenance services invol.v~re" 

,contacting block watches on a six-month s~hedUle ~nd,attempt1n~ 
to reinforce COntill,:t:led community crime preventiq.nempha~is. " 

Question: During the past three years bfopera'tion. of theprq..; 
gram ,to what extertt has it been effec·tive in~edllcing burglary 
against residences? 

.Answer: According to victimization surveys, burglary rates .have 
been reduced 48 percent to 61 percent. for progrcitm~particil?ants, 
the specific reduct.iqll depending upon the ~program.· area ().ndtime 
period involved. 

'i 

,I, 

I 
I 

I 

. '.:, 



\ 
Question: Did reported bUrglaries go 'd~wn? If so ,by' ho.'W much? 

Answer: If' all data on reported burglaries,; for areas'treated, in 
year one and year two are combined, there ~'was a 9.9.4 p\~rcent de-· 
crease iuthe monthly aver~ge of reported_~Urglari~s £or area~in~ 
volved.in the program and.a 5. 6.2 percentdec,~easein . th'emonthly 
average for areas nOJ.:. involved in the prograIil~~ ~This represents a 
4. 3lpercen't decrease over that experienced by, Seattle l'I1inus theD 
treated areas. 

Question:' How much of the City has been covered by the 
Crime Prevention Program? 

Answer: About. 20 perce·nt. The pr09ramhas hada.minirntim";sb~n~ard 
of providing direct services t.030 percent 9·f the occupie,d's:i:>pgl,e­
family and duplex households in the. prcfgra'm!s . target area. ...RE:'b:-- .. ;' 
cent experience has shown that .in someuareas, 40.percen1;' to50"'; 
percent is Clttc:.inabc-J,,€! •. Next year,· the minimum partibipatidp90ci+, 
will be 40 percent, rathe.r t.han3D percent." With thegoal,seta~ 
40 percent pai·ticipation, 54, 800homeswotild necc}, to beser.*iced~~(\; .. ' 
More t;.han 10,000 ha verscei ved direct services from theConuu).init.y< 
crime'prevention Program thus far. '\. ;" 

.' .' "l.' ,. . .... .-
Question: In the report to CityCouIlcil in June b£tlg.s year', 
the Law and JUstice PlanningOffice said i~'Was no~pos~ibi~'to 
state conclusively that the Community Crime p;p~ventionprogi:am • 
was effective 'in reducing. burglary. W\!lathaschangedinthef;pl:: .'. 
lowing three mOQths to make· the .Law and JUt'lticePlartning.Oi:ficE;! .' 
now report to the City Council that ·the co'mmunitY,Crime preventi~:m' . 
Program is a resoundingsuc~ess? 

Answer: . Two victimization surV;,eys necessaiy,for the evalu~tiqn .... 
. were not complete at the timebft,he earlIe:r report i t.heSEA-:KING 
Victimization Survey (in-person interviewsc:onducted lowest," 
SeattleJand the Law .and JusticePlanoing OffJce'tel:ephoIfev-iq:- ....... . 

'timization survey; these surveys were jU9t begin:r~inciiliJUile,',. '1,9,16. 
The ,only change since then has beenC()lnpletion of inclependently 
collected victimiza tionda.ta, '?ind,theIllore '.' t;horqugh.anal,Y .. i?,i's,of 
dispatch andburglaxy.,.in"'pcrso;h data :foz;-alarge per iod ·.<;>ft,ifu'e·' 
(22 months) and largez;- areas· t;reatedb.ytneprogrCim • 

• , ,,:",' • ,,' , .". > 

ID:!..t;stion: '. Has the Council A~dit staff 
evaluation pr9cess? c 

.; 
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Answer.:: The City Council Audit staff has been working "with the 
La\,1 and Justice Planni"ng Office and has had full access to,pro,gram 
staff·, r.aw and Justice staff ,eva 1na tion data and program data. 
It i~ not known at this time what conc1usions will be drawn; how­
ever, the audit report should provide an independent assessment of 
the Law and Justice evaluation and its validity. 

~estion: How many burglaries have been prevented by the program? 
How many burglaries will be prevented in th~ future? 

." , 

Answer~~ As 6f December 31, 1975, 9,129 households were involved 
in the progra~. Assuming a 48 percent to 61 percent reduction in 
burglary rates, this represents approximat~ly four fewer ~urgla­
ries per 100 households per year. Conservatively, assuming.that 
Ccpp efforts last only 12 months, this would repre~ent the preven­
tion of 365 burglaries (9,129 x .04). 

" Prevention of future burglaries will. depand upon ass~mpti~ns re~ 
garding CCPP maintenance efforts an~ thei~ ability to sus~ai~­
program effects, the number of households served and theper104 
of t.ime in th~ future that is proj,ected. At present,the;most:' 
conservati ve estima tes would. be four burglaries prevented per 
year for every 100 households. 

2uestion : What d.id the program cost during year one, year two ' 
and year three? 

Answer: " Costs are as fo11ows~ 

Year One 
'Year two 
Year three 

$117,924 (11 months) 
$170,690 '(12 months) 
$274,199 (13 month.s) 

Por 1.5 years, the program had fiv~ field S~aff. Fo~the 
1. 5 years, the program had ten field staff • 'Thus ;t.he, secon4,' 
year costs reflect six months a£the five field itaff l_+il 
six months at thet.en ·fie.ld staff level. Thecaleridar . . - ~:'I.' .. " ,> ". 

for the third year would he $243~6~2. ~ -

. , 

Question; What did it c6st per burglary preven'ted?lIowdoes 
this compare with the loss that would have 9cQurre.d. in the .'bur­
glary? 

:!i 
AnS'ller: Assuming 5,280 households se't'vca ~;yea.r(based. 
productivity g.uotas> at an annual pr'oj~ct cost.of·$243;6l2,:the 
cpstfor servicing 100 households would be $4 ,-613.86, or .. $4S,.1.4 

. per· househol-d. Based upon the Seattle)?olioe Pepartmecntln9rithiy 
crirnecapsule for September ~ ~,976, .the a''i?'eragedollar 'los~<;f()r;. 
residential burg lar ie s. "{as ,$457 •. 7:8. The:t.e~ore;at,.a co,;:to£: .' 
$4,613.86, . fou<, burglaries costing. citl.2;ehsatotalgf< $1833,.12 
in stoien property .. cQuldbe 'prevant.ed:t;~r,\ 39.7 percent. ()£C:dl~t,: 
expendedY~These ,;£iguresdo '.!!2.l. inclu~e_ ei,(ther damage to tli~ 
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Question:. "Row'nrany mo'lie years s·hould tile progz:.am opera.te? 

Answer:" The Analysis of Alternati "es, Sectio~it:'Four I!?hows ' tha t 

., 
~ ,:, 

."g:.~;, 

'. the pr itnary s:~r\'icedelivery!:o the ·~.ntire ci tY,Wi1l takebetwe.en 
eight. and t'9.n years to compl.,e"ce once.:· Population turnover' data 
indicate about a 52' .perce'nt'Seattle.·turnove.t every 'five years. - '. 
S'yten years I titn~, we wouldexpecj:the entirE! city household~.to. . \-
hCl-ve SUbstantial turnpver. Every ten years, "the' prima:.tys~Pv.ice " .\ . 
process will have to .t)e stat:j:ed over again' •.. The complete cover-
ag~ of the Citttakesten .years,w~th ~ert field.staff~and willh~~e 
to be begun over again after ten year,s •. The commun.i:ti;critti~ Pk=e:;.;.~~~.; ""="_;;-__ ~,~~L.I 
vention Pz:ogram responc1s,;.to;p~.:nna~n&.~1:.~9:'t:1:crint~-pf6b-r·ems-·~fo~~ .. ' •... .' .. 
which the city has, j urisc1ictional resporlqib.:i:lit:y.c The 'Oommu~ity . 
Crime Prevention Program shouldbeview~id' as a pe7r~~n~n;b.:·pu.bl~c 
safety response. i\," it" "' e.:~~ 

': 
Question ~ What will it ~~st. pery:~a-r.t.o~perate~ the Community 

'Crime Prevention Program?,"">·", . . <, ' 

~ '" >,,' \ ' 

Answer: Th.e current. resource le~el of thc>Communl ty . criIile'pr,e~" 
vention Prograim is recommended,ap the. instHiuti<onalb~ed'l!\odel., .. 
currently, the budget isapproxima tely$263 t\1.J:> 0, .82pe£cenit' ofo­
which is salaries.~~rf we a.ssume that areasdna,ble estimate 0:( 
stilar}' increases and cost increments for othei\s~pplres'a'rid .ol?~ ~ 
erating expanses. is 8 percent, the .annua'loperllting cios.t~for 

'~-~-i;1I'e--,=p.r.,q~~rallt' in future years qpe" t.hree,.·.fl.ve,s'~V'en andn:ine . 
would be ~~~P1>~~,;tm~tely $284,14.8, ,$331,506 ,$386 1·~94 ~ $450,953 
and $525 ,,-936, respe"b't,i.ll~ly~ 

-"'-"'""'--':'.~ 
""-'=o-~_ 'f·-

I _ ~---~~~;~,-~"'l -:"" ; 
Question: Whe:r.e will.the Communi ty"~'Crime ,!Rreverit:ion\IPr,ogram~op~ 
erat.e in the coming years? 

, 

Answd~:The. Gomplunity Crime Pr'evention p.rograrn w:i~l' mqvet.hrough,· 
yet /untreated ai/easof· the City un til the entire CiJ:y.ha.sbeen· 

Of. ~,6 .. : ed.. t,he .. prir ary s e'.".r. vi: e c .. n.' ce'~, ::A~ te'.r' pr.'OY.i.d ix:g . the .•...•. p~ ... ~ .. m .• a:r.Y .•• • .. ' ... 
sel:v~ce, 1t!a1nt~Jnance serv~ce .1S contl.nually pr9v~ded .i'l.t S~X-1t!O'htq 
in/terva;ls. Aft'e?-~"t-an:c..Years, tlle pr1maryservite s''1eepoiSpe~'lUl'' . "'. 

• ;-'-=-~ ,-f:·_· . '" 

a 9 a. ~ 11" ". ~:~'~"'''''':~~",-"",-., .'.... . ' . . 
Ques,tion: . Does the Gpmmunity 'Crime--""p-f.e,yen·l:.,ion Pro,g;r;-am intend t9 .. <> 

serve everYhouseholQi.n>t,~e City? .. ~~:.... . 
I -,"-- '--

, . '. _ "; ___ ', __ . "'. ':"c~""~" " ... :' " 
.. Answer: The s'erv ice is cl'es·igned for$in9'~e-familY-""·a.t!d. duplex 

.' . , 
~". -;, 

.,,1 

:' -~' i-' 

. ~;.; 
.",:~ 

'jl,-' 

- - . I':' ;'.-~ 

,hou~}nFl·d;s"" "~tte.,.2pe ra tin 9 go a l'ilill be' to''*~,e rV" ea t l~--a~t",,! 0 p er­
cent; bu,t ideai:i.y'--llie project, .. W.09~~~ like to se,rve 'lOQoperceXi~",>Q~f~ 
the single-'f,amily and duplexhouseh61Cl'!n"'. 1\.., .''''''''''''',' .... ~ (;-

--"',:':.~<.,;~ 
guestion: Will the Community Crime Prevention Progran\,seJ;'ve 
apartment units, commercial establishments? » G. 
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linsvlar,,,:-= No ,thecominuni ty Ci'ime prevc;:Jtio:n Program was never 
signed to serve ·ap.:ar tm'ant uhitsor ¢omdferc:la.l establishmerits.' 

Theen'{iron~ent o;apar~:~;~~"-'iu~itsancllapar~ment unit' turn:9~el:'. are 
such that the lllethodqlogies of· theCom:,tl\unitycr~m'e Prevent'ion·Pro­
gram. a:se not likeJ,Y,·t6 have a: ,great e:li!fect~ .. ;r'nfoX:J1Iationon bur:;;, 
9 larypro,tectioh is, .of cqurse, prov:i~Led toall,'''Sea ttlecitize5s. 
who re'lue~t informat-ion " but we do no!t consider "this "thepl:'iinary 

, . ". '.. . '" .' .":' .. '/........ . ":-'.' . . .. " ,.', ...... . 

ser.vice o,f the co~nmunity Crime Prever]:tion "'piogra11h' ':'r~~'~;spedif'ic 
environmental diffj),bulties al;'e 'that a ,number ofiapaxtrrientr uni:ts .... " 
are designedsuchth'l:t doorsopenotfcorrldo):'s "a'tld hil11ways ~ '. This_ 
makesb.lock"':watch ty¥e .activj:ty difficult. . Becati.se apartmentre~i;;" 
dents are renters, the'ycannot beexpec'tedto J;>urchase:'al'ldips'tali,,". 
security devices, or· make stlbuctur'al.changes 'For. thes~r:ea:,sons~ I' .' 

,the City has chosen a difierf.'!l1 t 'co"irseto~ro;tect i:)cipi~enS'f.J:l$ic1in9: 
, inapartmenj~s . from burg lary. Specifically," the Seattl"eosecu'r,ity' 
ordinance providesr-orcso~i4 cpre doors and'{deadboltlo.cks f()r a;J.l 
apartment. units in the Ci ty ~ - "-,,;:,~ ~-"'---'" 

-I ",' J ::".,~; ;~ •. '> ' • 

. ~ " _ _ . ,.-, \,:.:_:::\--,c-~··~~"',""'o':o_":'" .~. '\> .... -; .. 
The burg ;taryprotectioh ,probleIl\s o'fc:oIrul\erc,j:al~~staol1:'s:hI!l@~~.!3'are 
different incharacte:r:;:;~{.com those of res!denq;es~. Whi;le It\O,$t-~'e.~j;;::-. 
den ti a 1 burglaries 0 c cftirdur, 1n g dayl t g h~.h0Ur'sw(l1 erit:::h e b:urg t"a;- -,._, 
could 'be. obser.ved, most commercial bur,g;ar,ie's 'oc''rur afte;, "the, . -':''',e:"<~_,,,:'''<.~~ 
establishment is ;closed, or at'night~ .'i1hus, bJ,o~\k .watch \oIc:ulldpe 
ine£fectl ve ~Tlie Sea ttlePoiice Departni:entwill \\soolfl>egin ,'aL~w. ., 
and Justice funded demonstta'£,:tonJ;)rojeCtliwhi,q\h .represe,nts&lnex-" . 
pansion6f their past commercials~cu;;,i~!Y~~Yt~sory~ervic:e ~() .' •..... 

:::: ~'~,:y b~~~n ~~::: ~c i ~~ i:s ~::~'lI~h~::~s ~i\~~:~~~!~;~~~~;~~~~~~:~o!.~!,.· -
Seattle Pol~ce Department of t~rget harden~rtg:reqommendat~ons on 
'appropr iatesecuri ty a.ndalarm;' systems~,,_<> . 

8 ~. 

Question: Are there ways to reduce: costs (for e.xample ,.use.;of 
volunteers., use o.f patrol officers, bUildin9'il1l:;pe.ct9rs, 
fighters, et~.)? c 

(, 

l,nswer: The nlost appropriate answer to this c!tl,estion., is that c 

sj"nce we have tested ,the currentmet-hodolo9Y and, established its 
success in '" reducing burglary ,f.'!fforts to reollce :costs bydl:'arnatic c'.' 

changes in omethodol'ogy should .beapproached cautiously •.. I,nother 
words, the burglary reduction su<::ces's o,f .less.c:o.stlymetbod'olo­
gies sn'ould be established before theyareadopted.bythe. ComInu~~ 
rd.ty Crime Prevention Program •. At. thistiIite ~e;,JHlvenoindicatioh" 

"'(1 )tha t this progra,rnis t~o costly eol1lpar"e:'c'f;~wi.~h 'ot-her <·ci"tYc~er.··. 
vIces which attempt to reduce butglary; 6r.,(2) thatanystrat:eqy .. 
modif iea t3.on to r~ducecosts of th,e Comrnunit'y Crime preventi()~~ 
Program WOUld. be asef fective. . Th'e program continually tries to 
ref.ine':~itsoperationsso that .t~e cost' per unit of se~vice.con'­
sistQntly goes dQwn. As the program, staff increasentheir'effi~ 
cieney in delivering-services,' it is. ,expected "that t11ec05t per 
ull,itof. service ;rendel:'ed will be reduced .• 

',.' ,"-:, 
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Answer: The Depiirtment cf .Ccmmu'nit·ype.veloprnent is. reqClTlXllenq.ed as 

.the ·p~.r!llan(lnt, ~organiza t-ion'='fo.; .the C,+>mmunity .. Cr irne'l'revention ·P·rb~ 
gram. 'ih! s .a,ppearsto be 'the b:est choice fox_ long~t er'mrnain:f;erian'ce 
c.f the sys .. tern·atic block-by-blcck, ·neighbcrhc~~i1eighb6~h'b6d·.met:h-
cdolcgy. '. . ., " ' " . ';",:;:." . 

", . .,f . 0 .' '.. ~'~:.; .•. . . . ." 

Questicn: The Attcrney ~ene'l1ial' s Office .iicper'atfn9.~y:aCcl\fi'a;,~q. tCh . 
Pr'ogram. Ooes that prcgram duplicatethe)~cmrnunit~k C.tilTleP:r:everr~<: ... ·· 
ticn Prc.gram?,=~~\,\ c·l· ". .' Ii " ....~~"'. 

'Ii /., ~\ 
l} \,' ,(/i 

Answer: The prcj ect operated by'the Att9;rney Genei!'a~",s Offic~ is 
a recent statewide effcrt to' provide SUj~o:rt- fer .lnan~l bU:r:glary 

_ J?~blic 'aw~rene~s efferts that have been '~ .. .;aunChe-d recenGtly are~n~ 
" tne state. Thl.s prcgram does l1et dupli ate leeial effcrts at- all; 

rather, it is designed with the intent to' suPPobt,these lccal ef­
ferts threugh a statewide mass media ca~ aign. It is hoped th~t 
by increasing the public awarene,ss .in ge~leral, lccal ge:v~rnments 
may be be·tterable· to.. invclveciti~ens;. tri,. crime .preyentien p:r:o~, 
grams like the City '.s Cemmuni ty Crime Pr.eventien .p:rc9ram~Tne At­
tcrney General i s Off±~e prcVi~es' no. ~\l.blLc""\:S~fee'tys~rVid~ dircic·tlY· 
at the local level.·, Si'llceth'e.At~orney.Geneial's ,prcgrallnbegan 
mass mediaadv:rtising 'in;',A~9ust,1976; on,ly~ ~ JI£e~ . (20~4Q) calls 
have been receJ.ved by the. CJ.ty's pro,gJ::ami'" -. p 

, " .-~ 

Questicn: ?,.Wh~.t are the p~sSj.bleseu:rcesc,.qt.fu'ridinlg. for.thispre-c. 
gram : Bleck G.;rant, HUD ,L~1iA, ,ether Justics"~Dep!Brtrn~l')tfundsi" 
St.a te A t terne~General ,c~ti'n ty, . insuran~e,CciIllral)~.iej •• ~i;C/?·'i'~'-·"'·' 

Answer: The range of. pessible discretj,onar;y "feder~l or. priva te 
seurcesis viewed to.' be an inap,};)ropria te ch'e~lce, fer 1;\i1ncii Il.gof,· " 
the Community Crime Preventien P;roc;JrambeY9na;l~uly31,. 1977..Thi;l 
principal reasen fer' this, is that. feury~~rs I:ef·demens;tiratien'., ' .. 
usi~c;J . federal LEAA' funds have led to. the·condl ~~ienthat·, this prc­
gram is E.\ffecti vein ;reducing burg larY.,l?ec~t1.se,:f~·d.eraldel:L~:rs, 
w e,;r e used to. f a.cil ita teth e . C it Y 's lea rnJn g,;hewbe t.;!: ~ r1: eprctect 
its resi.den ts ·from burglary, and because ,'th'e functions. prcvidedb'y 
the Community Crime preve'ntio~p'rogi:-ainrepresEmt"a,',!=!ity J?ubl4c . 
safetyservit;:~obligatienqWe,betieve thatq~trfu~ds s119u1d;be' c. 

us ~d to. ccn tJ.nue they prcgram: as apermanen t.respcnse •. ,Pa1: c hJ.ng 
to;gether funding fer this. progr~m.usinqprivate ,fed~r.alblo.c:k 
granter .ca tegerice'll gra-nt funds shculd.. ,be viewed,asenlyd~fer,:" i"' 

,ring the inevitable decisien. We se,e nead.vanta'g'e in:us,J..ng short":";'· 
term federal, dellars or grants to., centinue.a prcvenpregtaIno I1;' 
acemmi tmenttc the Ccmxpunity Cr imepreventienProgre'l.lll isma4cl'·bY 
the C'ity, the experienc:e .ofthe last' feuryear$ and.:the 'is sueSji. 
present,ed in this paper· shculd l:l~ th.e bas.,is, fer a dec:iSionbeing 
rna d e now,. , '" 

" Questien,: . Dces'; the program save the .City any rnen,ey? If nbt,loIhy " 
not; cr, hc~ much? 

,."., 

... ~ .. ~~;~~~~,-.; 
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Answer: prebably" no-h-~..= ~ Heweve;.r, 'if ene were t~.9 \Ipo~c 
De€sthe Cemmunity Crime Preventien pr~~ramgenet~t~ 
the City?/the answ~rrnay 'be.qul.te . .different.' 

questiqn, 
any ,fund$' for 

"11 

While npmeney weuldhe 'savedse l.png as the cemmunity Crime Pre­
ventien Program did net replace tradltienal.polic.e~servicesde",,· 
signed '.' tepre.venthurglary, the pregram cOuld he v{'~wed ,as-revenue,:: 'i.~.'. 
generating fer the City. Although an analysis is net yetpessihl{,' if,. 

· it is reasonable '1:0' .. believe that numbers of peepie. residingiri . ~ 
Seattle may, in the> dourse efC'the., next several y~ars,'consid,er 
lo.oving due. t,o the foar ef or' a.resul tefanexpe,rience ofbe·ihg 
victims efburglar:>', Citizen surveys sho,'; thatiesideiits'()f the 
City fear burglary more thaJ',.""ether crimes . Ast:rategywhichw9rks 
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to reduce residential.burglarY may encourage current residents'to 
remain, as well as atb~'actihg ne'Y,'iresidentste the Gity..J:,fout.,. 
migra tien"were reduced, the tax. baseweuldbe strengthened, "prot?"': 
erty values .would remain high and monetary benefi~sto the.c~ty 
might accrue. 
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Que stien: Can the police department's' btidgoetbJ, re~uc,ed as 
sult.ef t,his program? Where? If not, why not? 

Answer: It is qui te pessible that traditj.ortal police 'serviC'es 
\,lhi ch are' previded to'. support the" functiehs0 efd.etection,al?pi:,e~ 
hension and preventien ceuld be examinedfo:r; p,otentia'l reductions 
because the Communi ty C'r ime .Preventien Program lIleets obj ect.i 'lies' , 
for these functions. HO'Ylever~. those decisions sheuld be 'mad-e~:in 
anatmesphere et independertt and cautipus do'ns±'de:ration.Th~r.e 
is little doubt that,this pregram offers citizen's ill()repr.qtectiol} 
from residel'ltial burgia.ry than traditienalpoliceprevert.tati'V'e 

· patrel. Hewever, the Cehclus.ien,sheuld net be reached that. be';' 
· cause this program prevents ,bUrglary, better 1:.hanpreverit,~tiy~,pa~ 
trel, the number of pa trelunits caribe. reduc:edon . thi.sbq,sis .' 
alone. Efficient car dispat,ch capabilityf.s .. "vi:\:alin oj:deI' to' 
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meet the respons_<: emergency needs ef citizens •. c" 

Question: How do,es" :t:he'~ cost ef this pregram "COlllPare:to 
'eftraditienal po·lice appr.oaches to' burglaql? 

\' ..' " ' .. 
. , Ans"vler: The Seattle Police Department's resPc0ns'eto. })Ux:g1a.ry, in .... 
c'ludes cemmand sta.ff, detec~ives, p'atroloft,icers anll spppor:'t:5e~­
vices . Each fUnctien ef the pel ice department structurecprevi'Q,es' 
some response to' the crime of burglary~For "this reasqn, it' is .' 
difficult t'o compare the .. Seattl~ Pelice Depart.ment'srEisponse fo. 
burglary on a' ene-te-ene cost basis witl:l' the Com'ml.\pityCrimeI?re':' , 
vo.ntion Preg~am' s respense'to burglary. The c9stef iilvestigatingJ' 
a burglary (d;~tec'tive cost alone) is a1?pr.o~~rnatelY'$54per ca.~e';, p, 
the '. additional cO's t of P?trel r'esponsete:pul:'glal;" ies f.s unknown. 
Cempa.;:r::i:\ti vely, the costof~rov idingthe p,reventi9ns~rvici,e'uni ts . 
of tJ:1e Communi.. ty Crime Prevention Program is apprO~imately.$30per 
serviceuni t rendered. H~wever; sinc.enot al'Lhou,sehbldswhere . 
services are provided weuldb~ burglar.iz~dlthe. co~t"per.\bu.r.glary 
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,preventedisc,opsidcral:)ly highe'r. Th~ Sea'ttle Police DepaT-tment 
costs citizeps$lm:lll,i.onev:ery t~n days. Thus I i,nrClugh terms, 
tho p6licedcpa~tment;"s:pendsan ,amounte<lual to the three,:"year c 

cost of' t.heCotnmunl~y'.' c'r~j,me preventionpr,ogram every five days.' 

Question: ,(['What ;c,is 'the most :i.~portant:: le,ssClu lear';l'l.ed wl,th reg'a;~Q 
to how th~(:titysl}o'uld dii:lalwith burglary? " 

.~ 

A'nswei': p~r}H'\Ps' thernQst importanti,esson Jsfhat:a. public policy' 
ofinvolvihg citizens in crime'prev~ntiotief.for,ts and direct':s)..ip~ 
port o£"Cit.y public s:;tfety objectives can work to 'protect citizens 7,' 

,from crime !and can serve a's a motiel !<;,;,r' cltizeris working .cO()pel:a';;' 
tively with. governm_entto allevia.te c.6mmon p,rob:telns~ \ . . . ; 

Question: ~h~t would happe~ to th~ burglary r~t~ if·~hls program 
is not funde,a? Explain., 

Answer: There 'is" no defj...,ni tive answer to thisauestionin(1:n.al::?":" 
solute scnse--that is, rcsidentiaT iHl.rglaries will 'inciea:s~·"6r '\ . 
dec,rease by x percent, a year. ~Overthe la~t 12 years, r,epori.:,eg., 
burgla::=ies haveincreased~pproximately .8. 4perce'nt each year. " 
From F974 to 1975, reported residential burgla:r;y decr~ased by .7.4" 
percent, and for January through 'September ,1976.,compa.:t,edwitl'l 
t.he same period in 1975, .the decrease has heen 9 perce,nt. These' 
data illustrate thrE1. difficulty oC trying to sa¥ wh~ti burglcO:'y •• ' .. 
\>,i11 do :i,n anabso'1ute sense. Depend'ing upon the variousl:en.gths· 

'-~ -6f time periods usech a Linear projection of; future burglary rate' i~> 
would he either for more increases (a 12-ye~r base) or for de­
cr~ases (using a two-year base}. 
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