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BURGLARY PREVENTION IN WASHINGTON 

Preface 

Barbara Hadley 

Chri s t~ebster 

In the last three years, in the State of Washington, the Law and Justice Planning 
Office (LJPO, now called the Law and Justice Planning Division) has funded many 
crime prevention projects aimed at reducing the incidence of burglary. It is 
therefore appropriate that at some point we should address the questions: what 
do we know about burglary prevention? and how can we use this knowledge? 

It is to the first question that we address the body of this paper. Our }'esearch 
offers here th~ relevant findings of both state (Washington) and national evaluations 
regarding burglary reduction as one strategy in crime prevention. It is our hope 
that the second question above will be addressed by the readers of this report. 
There are possibilities for planners, evaluators, and administrators. We propose 
that this report can be a useful tool in aiding decision-makers and practitioners 
in any of these roles. 

Concerning the state projects, this report presents a general description of each 
of the program 'types, the objectives that can and are used to evaluate them, alld 
some comments about thei r success or fai lure in the State of Washington. ,t~et~i}e­
included comparisons or comments about national projects whet'ever such information 
was both appropriate and available; most of this information is included in a 
section on national findings. 

Included is a section on the difficulties and problems encountered in evaluating 
such programs. There is also a section presenting the general findings of two 
national publications regarding the envfrunmental aspects of the burglar--who he 
is, when he operates, where, etc. The bibliography includes two sections; (1) 
those sources helpful in developing this paper and (2) a comprehensive bibliography 
that was gleaned from published sources. , 

The technical language of this report, and a portion of its contents~ are addressed 
to evaluators. This is not meant to exclude planners, administrators, or any 
other practitioner that may find this report of interest. Rather, one must start 
somewhere, and this report began as the result of inquiry and interest on the part 
of ' the evaluation section of the Washington State Law and Justice Planning Offf'ce. 
To be meaningful, evaluations must be used. It was our purpose to gather together 
'information and evaluative rese't')ch and pr.F.:!sent it in a form that ;s readable and 
accessible~ We hope the readers"will finer it useful. . 

;'\ 

'Ii 
II 

j/ 



, 

\ 

Executive Summary 

The picture that emerges here does much to reinforce the common sense view of 
crime prevention. Crime prevention efforts were founded on tne assumption that 
crimes such as burgl ary can be prevented if a ID3.jor part of the responsibil i ty for 
prevent; on is borne by the commu nity. If, on the other hand) peop 1 fa w; 11 not lock 
their doors, report crimes and suspicious activities promptly, take an active 
interest in secul'ing their homes and property, etc., then there is little that 
police can do •. The success of crime prevention efforts, then, hinges on the 
extent to which people participate in the programs. 

It should not be surprising, then, that we find program success is correlated 
with participation. Neither should it be surprising to find that participation 
is strongly related to the kind of effort ID3.de by the project to encourage part­
icipation. This, in turn, ;s related to the cost of the program. Different 
degrees of encouragement ID3.y be represented by the"following rank; ng: 

High - several contacts by project staff with several program elements 

- single contact by staff with several program elements 

- single contact by project staff with a single program element 

Low - speeches at public meetings and service organizations with no individual 
contact attempted 

- mail brochures, but no individual follow-up contact 

- newspaper and other media efforts 

This ranking is not entirely based on research findings but rather represents a 
judgment as to relative encouragement· each effort might produce. 

There are, of course, other factors in hO~J involved people become: fear of crime 
'in the ne'ighborhood, habits regarding 10cking of doors, stability of the neighbor­
hood --which relates to how likely people are to know (and trust) their neighbors, 
affluence--which partially detel1nines the extent to which citizens can afford 
to increase security, to harden their targets as it is called. The number of 
residents in the area, proximity to schools, major roads, large businesses or 
factories, number of p,eople home during the day, number of vacation homes in the 
area etc., are all contributing factors to the overall likelihood of a burglary 
occurring in any given area. 

Bes ides these there are yet other factors whi ch seem to have a beari ng on the 
likelihood of a particular area being burglarized: percent of juveniles in the 
population (since this group is often apprehe.nded for burglary, the higher the 
ratio of juveniles to others, the more likely it is that the burglary rate will be 
high) and the usual socio-economic factors such as occupation, race, unemployment 
rate, and so on.l/ These do not represent causes of burglary, but rather factors 
which are associated with a high burglary rate. These might be used to predict 
b~lrglary rates in the future, although it is not yet possible to do so with confi­
dence. 

t '. 

The finding which has the most interest both for research and practica1 applications 
is the report by Seattle that the effect of a project has a definite life. Their 
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attempts to get at this question (which has never been tried, to our knowledge, 
anywhere else, suggests that the effect of a community crime prevention effort.in 
Seattle is approximately one year to eighteen months. It should be noted that the 
Seattle project is one of the most intensive in its efforts to encourage citizen 
participation. This leads us to conclude that the positive results of this type 
of program must be considered tempora'f'Y. 

Throughout our research some evidence can be found for the following additional 
conclusions: 

1. Passive or low intensity projects, which rely on the initiative of 
the public are apt to achieve minimal results. 

2. Active projects are likely to show a drop in burglary for a period 
of time, particularly among participants •... 

3. This positive effect will decline if it is not fbllbwed up with new 
contacts on a regular basis (i.e., at least once' a year). 

4. Projects which are apt to be effective are a110 apt to be expensive. 

5. Grime prevention tactics are more apt to deter the casual or non­
professional burglar, who is, in turn, apt to be fairly young (teens 
or early twenties). 

Background 

Since its inception in 1967 the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration (LEAA) 
has beefY continually involved in efforts to curb crime and bring to law enforce­
ment the kinds of resources, in terms of both knowledge and funding, that will 
enabl e these agencies to do a more effective job. Si nce the early 1970s LEAA has 
focused part of its attention on the prevention of specific crimes. Much of this 
attention has been focused on burglary, especially residential burglary. 

LEAA has encouraged state and regional planning agencies (such as the Law and 
Justice Planning Office) to fund those projects that seem to hold the most promise 
for reducing the incidence of burglary. Applicants must qo through the regular 
IIgrant application" process and be approved. Projects are usually funded for 
three years, with the application being renewed each year. Each of these projects 
is required to evaluate the extent to which the objectives stated in the ~rant 
application were met. This report is based primarily on the data from these 
evaluations. 

Usually, a r.::ertain portion of the grant funds are earmarked for this evaluati'bn 
effort. SCiuetimes a contract is let to an independent research firm; sometim~ 
the county, city, or project itself provides the staff which will undertake the 
evaluation portion of the program. Often, the regional planning agency will 
supply the evaluation staff through its own off;ce~ It is then up to the evaluator 
to provide an appropriate design, collect the data, analyze it; and submit the 
final report. . 

Since this is a new process in the State of Washington, many of the projects 
are in their first year of full operation •. A few have finished their third year 
which completes the normal LEAA funding cycle. Seattle is the largest of those 
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completing the third year. On 13 January 1977 the Seattle Community Crime Pre­
vention Program was named an exemplary project by LEAA. This, in one way, acknow­
ledges the quality of effort expended in this project both in implementation 
.and eva 1 uati on. 

Some of these projects began as local efforts for community education or Neighbor­
hood Watch. The addition of LEAA monies enabled project leaders to expand the 
scope and intensify the efforts in burglary reduction. Other projects were under­
taken solely because LEAA funds were available for this type of crime prevention 

'activity. Most po1ice department budgets are not large enough to allow funds for 
this type of specialized approach to crime prevention, without reducing normal 
patrol activities. 

Of all the crimes committed in Washington, is burglary worthy of this focused 
attention? Is ita real problem? For a current population of 3,440,089 the 
number of reported burglaries in this state for 1975 (according to the FBI) totaled 
58,093. There were 207,220 index crimes2/ reported for the state. It would thus 
app-ear that burglary accounts for approximately 2G percent of this total. The 
overall trend for burglary has f1uctuated, with the figures for 1975 being higher 
than those for 1970 but lower than those for 1974 as can be seen from the table3/ 
below. -

Year ,~.' Total Burglaries Burg/100,000 Poe. Index Crimes/100,000 POE-

197O 49,245 1,444 3,156 
1971 48,038 1,393 3,124 
1972 47,563 1,381 3,160 
1973 52,819 1,540 5,090 *definition chanqed 
1974 61,611 1,7734/ 6,009 to include larcenies 
1975 58,093 1 !663- 6,022 under ::50 
1976 59,324 1,661 5,859 

The national trend for burglary indicates a yearly increase since 1970. While 
Washington has fluctuated in its burg"ary trends the overall effect has been 
an increase since 1970. Nationally the rate per 100,000 inhabitants is up 41 
percent since 1970.5/ 1 Note the comparisons below: 

Comparisons of Burgl ary Rates for 1975 Bas1d on UCR data. 6/ 

U. S. Burglary Rate per 
100,000 population 

1,526 

Washington Burglary Rate per 
100,000 population 

1,723 

u.s~ Metropolitan Burglary vJashington ~1etropolitan Burgiary 
Rate per 100;000 population Rate per 100,000 population 

1,748 Seatt1e-Everett 
1,974 

Spokane 
1 ,711 



u.s. Rural Burglary Rate 
per lDO,OOO Population 

786 

*estimated from UCR :tigures 

Washington Rural Burglary Rate 
per 100,000 Population 

1,195* 

Regiona 1 compari sons indicate that the Hestern states report the highest 
number of burglaries of all the U.S. regions. 

Uniform Crime Report 

The Uniform Crime Report indicates that in 1975 U.S. residential burglary losses 
amounted to $925 million with the average dollar loss per burglary amounting to 
$422. Based on UCR figures we can roughlY estimate that the burglary industry 
cost the residents of Washington approximately $11.50 per resident for the 1975 
year. Burglary is expensive not only in terms of property loss but also in terms 
of additional costs borne by the victim and society at large. These figures do 
not include estimates for nonreported burglaries, which, if included, could add 
considerably to these amounts. 

Project Financing 
J\ 

The projects that will be discussed here are those funded by the Law and Ju~tice 
Planning Division. During the last three yEjars $2,081,664 has been allocated 
in LEAA funds for various burglary reduction projects~ State and local matching 
funds are approximately 10 percent of the federal amount. This adds up to $2,289,830 
expended as of the;::nd of 1976. Of the tot a 1 __ proj ect expend i tures some money has 
been spent for the purchase of equipment, such as engravi ng pens, mobil education 
vansf'-burglar alarms, and special night vision equipment. A rough estimate indi­
cates that about 2 percent of total funds was spent for equipment, Another portion 
of the funds has been spent on educational materials and advertising, such as 
films, pamphlets, mailers, and local radio and T.V. spots, and IICr;me Hatch" 
expenses. This accounts for roughly'l1 percent of the total. The remainder of, 
the funds has been allocated for necessary office supplies and for personnel. " 
Although some of the projects use volunteers, off-duty qfficers, students, and 
other nonsalaried personnel, many of the projects provide either paid Community 
Service Officers (CSO) or regular members of the police or sheriff's department. 
These latter officers are usually assigned strictly to burglary prevention. These 
are sa lari ed positi 0nsand have the usual accompanyi ng costs,' 

Using LEAA and matching funds, the median cost of a project in Hashington is 
$23,948. The range of costs is quite large from a small commercial burglary project 
in Dayton costing $720 for one year to the multifaceted Community Crime PreVention 
Project in Seattle with a cost of $431,165 "for three years. 

The unit cost per service has not been calculated for most of the projects. Seattle 
reports current costs of $28.56 per household served. (This figure drops to ' 

, $18.39 when only LEAAdollars are used.) while Spokane repprts costs of $2.70 per 
visit. The National Evaluation of Operation Identification reports thenational,,\ 
median to, be $4.00 per household.7! , , ,"'"" ,,\ \, 

This discourse suggests that We do not yet know enough about unit costs per serviGe 
to claim that one figure is IIbetter thanllanother. Seattle1s reported costs are 
high in comparison to national figures. However, Seattle uses the door-to-door 
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canvass approach which is expensive in terms of man hours expended but seems to be 
most effective in achieving its goals. Thus it seems appropriate that costs should 
have been considered in terms of benefits both stated and desired. No project 
examined either in Washington or nationally has done this as of yet. 

Another issue related to financing and budgets that is unexamined as yet is the 
effect of these funds on police budgets. These funds have enabled police departments 
to aod both personne1 and equipment to their departments. \'Ie have little knowledqe 
of the impact of these funds and their withdrawal at the end of the three year 
cycle. At this time on1y one project in Washington has completed the three year 
cycle and is requesting funds from its city's general fund. Again, this is Seattle. 
Despite their Hsuccess ll in crime prevention, we do not know at this time whether 
the city officials will underwrite this project. 

BURGLARY REDUCTION IN WASHINGTON 

Throughout the. state there are thirty-six project locations wi th a total of forty­
seven on-going or just completed projects (see map in Appendix 1). 

All community types are represented: urban, suburban, and rural. The projects 
themselves are implemented in three major forms: community involvement and education; 
internal police department improvements or changes; and/or equipment purchase and 
use. The projects to be discussed here are those implemented by police and/or 
sheriff's depa?tments. There;s only one citizen rUri, non-LEAA funded project 
that we are aware of in this state; and this is in the Magnolia Community of 
Seattl e,. 

In general, the urban areas in Washington tend to have a combination approach 
using three types of projects--citizen involvement, internal improvements ;n 
police departments, and purchase of equ;pment--usually with separate grants for 
each. The suburban projerts tend to use the citizen involvement approach. These 
communities are residential in nature with a concentration of single family dwellings, 
Which makes block watch and property marking an appropriate response to the problem 
of burglary in these areas. The rural communities tend to use the equipment 
approach. Their burglary problems seem to be more commercial in nature and thus 
the use of burglar alarms is heaviest here. All projects propose to reduce the 
incidence of burglary, usually residential~ through a specific apprcach. Each 
differ.ent approach has certain objectives which enable the project personnel to 
ascertain whether the program is having the desired effect. In this state six 
projects have completed a full two or three year evaluation. These are located in 
Seattle, Spokane, and King County. Unfortunately, these metropolitan areas contain 
no rural towns so we cannot extrapolate from their situations to rural communities. 
However, we shou 1 d have more ; nforma ti on by the end of 1977. I n the meant ime, 
since reporting areas do contain the largest portion of the population, their 
findings will be of importance. The statistical findings and methodologies used 
are presented in Appendix II. 

One project of statewide interest is that implemented ,hrough the state Attorney 
General's Office, cal1ed nCrime ~~atch.1I On 26 July 1976 a statewide media campaign 
was launched by the Attorney General's Office with simultaneous press conferences 
in major population areas of Washington. This campaign was patterned after similar' 
campaigns in Minnesota and Illinois. In fact, television spots starring the 
burg'lar in the striped suit, as well as a number of others, were purchased 'rr"om 
Minnesota and edited for Washington. The Attorney GeneralIs office has underwritten 
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the editing expense of these television commercials and its other crime pre­
vention activities with a grant from LEAA. 

It is the intention of the A.G.ls office to serve cin the capacity of coordinator, 
solicitor, and advisor of local burglary prevention programs. l~ith this in mind,! 
contacts have been e.stablished with police depariments, retired citizens groups, 
and private citizens that have been instrumental in crime prevention projects in 
their own communities. Some of the staff working on "Crime Watch Jl have attended 

1,1 

the Crime Prevention Institute in LoUisville, Kentucky, which is a national training 
program for those who will be training others in crime prevention. 

The staff publ isnes a "Crime Watch" news letter, organi zes crime prevent; on work­
shops, solicits cooperation from cities and counties where such programs do not 
exist, and provides training for depariments where needed. It is hoped that the 
staff, in conjunction with the IfJashington State Criminal Justice Training Canmission, 
will be able to present its own two week training course for law enforcement 
personnel. Unfortunately, no evaluation of this project has been undertaken. 

j ~. 
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Project Descriptions and Findings 

rr: Communi ty rnvo lvementlEducati on. The Communi ty involvement and educati on projects 
have several components which may be used together or separately depending on the 
funding available, the size of the problem in the specific 10calft.Y~ and titS approach 
perceived by the implementing department to have the most effect on the situation. 
The Citizen Education/Public Awareness approach usually involves an attempt by the 
department'to creatf;!an awareness of the extent of burgl ary in the city or county 
and what steps ca{" Je taken by the citizens to avoid becoming victims. Sometimes 
the implementing agency will arrange for a media campaign through local nl=wspapers, 
radio, or television spots. Educational materials, brochures, or pamphlets will be 
distributed either on request or at key points such as banks or post offices. If 

I possible, door·to-door canvassing will be used in selected areas. All of these 
efforts focus on informing residents about appropriate precautions regarding burglary 
such as telling the neighbor when occupants will be away, or the appropl'iate locks 
that should be used for doors and windows to prevent easy entry. The implementing 
agency will usua1ly respond to group requests for speakers to make presentations on 
the subject of crime prevention to local groups and organizations. Sometimes mobil 
vans are used as additional display tools in areas where foot traffic is heavy, 
such as county fairs and shopping malls. 

Community Awareness/Education is a component that is difficult to measure. Since 
much of this type of approach relies on the distribution of pamphlets and speaking 
before community and business groups, the effectiveness generally remains unknown. 
The only information we have is that provided by project personnel keeping track of 
the numbers of pamphlets distributed or num,ger of people at a meeting. One suggested 
objective is to demonstrate an increase in the number of burglat~ies and/or burglaries 
in progress that are reported by someone other than the victim. The presumption is 
that this would reflect a greater cooperation by neighbors--a major qoal of community 
awareness. 

Operation Identification. This is another component of the citizen involvement 
approach. It is a property marking system. Engravers are purchased by the implementing 
agency, often with the financial assistance of a local group such as the Independent 
Insurance Agents Association. These are then loaned to citizens who take them home 
aYjd)-nscribe a number such as a driver's license number on whatever items a.re deemed 
valuable and easily stolen. Sometimes a check-out system is made available through 
various neighborhood spots such as library, firehouse, or hardware stores. Some 
communities use community service officers on a full or part-time basis, or a patrol 
officer may have some of his time designated for property marki ng activity. 

Objectives forOperatioh Identification include: 

1. Demonstrate a statistically significant reduction in the average loss of 
rroperty from homes in which property has been marked compared to other 
(nonmarked) homes. . 

2~ Demonstrate a statistically significant reduction in instances of reported 
burglary by project participants compared to nonparticipants. 

3. Demonstrate a statistically significant increase in the recovery of stolen 
property (based on the dollar value of property lost).' 

Of the three objectives suggested, number two is used most frequent1y. Numbp.r 
one has not been used by any of the projects examined so far. Several projects 



have attempted to U!)e the third objective but the results have been sketchy here and 
disappointing nationally. In Washington, those projects that have Operation ID 
as a component of their program and have analyzed their data, report decreases in 
their burglary rates. However, itis difficult to attribute this directly to the 
existence of the project or to a single component such as Operation 10. 

Security Surveys. These along with home inspections aim to provide citizens with 
information about appropriate locks and lighting as well as knowledge about 
the vulnerability of their own residences. Suggestions are made about the adequacy 
of the present type of door, type of lock or method of seCUring against entry, 
outside lighting to increase visibility, and indoor lighting when owners are Dway. 
In some programs this information is disseminated through educational materials and 
displays. In other programs, CSO personnel or patrol officers will come to a home 
either on request or as part of a neighborhood canvass. 

This same educational and security oriented approach is also used with commercial 
estab1 i shments, although security suggestions here often include the use of burg1 ar 
alarms. Since two problems that can occur with the use of burglar alarms are 
inadequate alarm systems and false alarms, the type of objective used here would 
seek to minimize these possibilities. 

Objectives for Premise/Home Security and Commercial Security include: 

1. Show a statistically significant reduction in the number of nonforce 
burglaries. (residences only). 

2. Show a statistically significant reduction in the incidence of burglcH'Y 
in the surveyed area. 

3. Show significant reduction in false alarms in the number of burglaries 
in progress that are false reports. 

4. Show no increase in the number of burglaries where the alarm was nonfunctional 
due to inadequacies in the system itself (exposed wires, inadequate trip 
mechanism, etc.). 

5. Irtcrease apprehensions from burglaries in progress. 

Spokane's Neighborhood Watch proje.ct incorporated the first objective in its evaluation. 
They found a decline in the percent of nonforce entries in the postgrant period 
from 45.5 percent to 40.6 percent. The decl i ne in the target area was greater than 
that experienced by the remainder of ,the city, which could be interpreted that people 
were in fact taking precautions to eliminate opportunities for burglars. Since 
Spokane had little overall success in reducing burglary, however, we cannot claim 
that security surveys indeed led to the reduction. of non force entries. 

Block/Neighborhood Watch. This is the remaining component under the citizen involvement 
umbrella. In its most organized form this approach attempts to coordinate a block­
by-block involvement of neighbors to watch' for. suspicious activities. Captains of 
each block are elected" or appointed Md these individuals, in turn, attempt to 
inform the rest of the block residents of prevention measures that can be used,stlch 
as locks and lighting. They also try to encourage residents to be more aware of 
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strangers in the area o~ any suspicious behavior. Residents are requested to inform 
a neighbor or the block captain if they are planning to be away. The police department 
should keep lists of the part)cipants enrolled in such a program to plan follow-up 
activities. Sometimes the property marking aspect is incorporated into the block 
watch. Most often the block watch is an informal organization of neighbors without 
the block captain or formal enrollment of participants. 

The agencies that have Block Watch as part of their prevention programs feel that it 
holds the most potential as a technique for reducing burglaries. If it is true that 
without a s(~nse of community individuals will become incY'easingly dependent upon 
centralized authorized for protection from cr'ime, then it is essential to involve 
citizensa,t their basic community level--the neighborhood--in order to secure their 
cooperation with police in this venture. B10ck watch offers an additional benefit 
over the other activities discussed in that it helps to foster a sense of identity 
and responsibility within the community. 

Objectives for Block/Neighborhood ~Jatch include: 

1. Demonstrate a statistically significant increase in the report of 
crimes in progress, andlor clearances due to citizen input. 

2. Demonstrate a statistically significant decrease in the incidence 
of reported burglary by project participants compared to nonparticiQants. 

Seattle has used the first of these objectives in evaluating its crime prevention 
project. If communiti es make a stronger effort to be aware of the suspicious 
activities in a neighborhood, possibly more apprehensions will be made due to burglary 
in progress (SIP) calls. Seattle has found promising results in efforts to 'increase 
the number of citizen initiated calls about suspicious be'havior, especially burglary­
in-progress calls. In analyzing the BIP calls for one area which had been desi~­
nated as a target for b10ck watch services, the burglary ;n progress calls increased 
from 9.1 percent to 11.6 percent. In the nonequ;valent comparison qroup without 
service, the SIP calls increased also, although to a lesser extent from 8.5 percent 
to 8.8 percent.81 While this evidence is certainly promising, it must not be inter­
preted as being-conclusive proof of project success. That there are confounding 
factors is clear from the report that the comparison group (those not IItreated ll by 
the program had a greater' increase in the percentage of calls including suspect 
information than the project group, and yet experienced a drop ;n the percent of 
arrests resulting from such calls. 

SUSPECT INFORMATION AND /ISIP" CALLS 

Suspect Treated Untreated 
Information Area Area 

was: 
Included 1n SIP . Pre Post Pre Post, 

47 (60. 6~O 181 (65.6%) 283 (55.2%) 350 (64.8%) 

Not included 
, 

in BIP 63 95 193 190 

TOTAL 160 276 431 540 



Arrest 

Yes 

No 

Total 

ARRESTS RESULTING FROM CALLS 

Pre 

28 (17.5% ) 

132 

160 

Treated 
Area 

53 

223 

276 

Post 

(19.2%) 

Pl~e 

Untreated 
Area 

Post 

78 (18.1%) 91 (16.9%) 

353 4~9 

431 I 540 

Spokane tested for the other objective, reduction of project burglaries, ;n its 
Neighborhood Watch program. The number of reported burglaries in the project area 
actually increased while the untreated area experienced a decrease; wh'lch was the 
opposite of the hypothesi zed result. This may suggest that the project did have the 
effect of encouraging people to report burglades and does not necessarily indicate 
an increase in the absolute number of burglaries. 

It does point up one of the hidden difficulties with this type of program. On the 
one hand, we want to increase the reporting of crime and suspicious activities. On 
the other hand, we hope to see such reports decl i ning due to a drop ,in incidents. 
These two factors are hard to separate i.:Jnen looki n9 at the data inmost eva luati ons. 
The only way to distinguish between these influences is to do a series of "victimization 
surveys" which ask citizens if they have been the vict"hn of a crime and if they have 
reported it. Seattle and Portland have both used this tec;hnicf)le to show that these 
two factors do indeed tend to occur in such a way as to mask t\,e true effectiveness 
of the project. \ 

With any of the approaches described so far i,t is up to the citizen to do the actual. 
implementation, such as changing locks or securing windows. In most situations 
it is also the citizen's responsibility to borrow an engraver to mark prope.rty. 
One exception to this rule was Seattle's target hardening project. With the monies 
from an LEAA grant the Seattle Housing Authority funded a series of physical changes 
in four high risk (in terms of incidence of burglary) housing projects. They were 
able to replace glass doors with solid core doors;. better locks were installed, "and 
wi ndows were pi nned to prevent access. The "draftll of the eva 1 u&ti on of this project ,'; 
has been completed and does show a statistically significant drop in the burglary 
rate for the units changed. (See Appendix II for details.) 

Almost all projects have developed their own brochures and pamphlets to be distri­
buted as part of the educational approach to bI:.Irglary prevention. This is in spi~ 
of the fact that the National Sheriffs' Associaton and the Washington State Attorney 
Generalis "Crime Watch" both offer free materials. . 

, 
The components mentioned thus far are usually combi ned in as;ngle antiburglary';' 
campaign. All of the evaluated Seattle and KingCollnty projects using" this, apptoach 
report decreases ;n the number of burglaries in the target areas where the Rrograms 
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were implemented. In sOille cases the control, or nontarget areas, also reported 
decreases. However, the decreases in the target areas were greater relative to 
nontarget areas except for Spokane (see Appendix II). . 

Sometimes a latent objective of such projects is to increase the qood will between 
., the police and the community. Spokane acknowledged this by including such an objec-
'\·tjve in their evaluation process. They sent out a questionnaire to a sample of 

p'articipating residents and also to policemen involved in the project. The results 
were very positive with only 0.5 percent of the residents responding in negative 
tems. 

They also did a small study of reburglar;zed homes. For the total target area 
in Spokane the percent. of nonforced ent)"i es was 54.4 percent on the average. 
However, for the re-entered homes 79 percent showed entry by force It/as necessary the 
second and third time. This seems to indicate that those homes where burglary has 
occurred are more 1 ikely to be locked the second time around. Thi s ; s consi stent 
with comments of po1ice chiefs of variou!i prpjects who feel that the most likely 
participants in crime prevention programs are those persons previous1y victimized. 

In Seattle, Tacoma, and Vancouver project funds have been used to purchase mobile 
vans to be used as an educational aid on wheels for presenting prevention information 
and target hardening displays. The University of Washington Police also have such a 
van. Their project is not funded through LEAA, hO'Never. The van is called tithe Cop 
Shop" and is driven to locations on campus where foot traffic is heavy. Then officers 
v.se the displays inside to show stUdents the appropriate type of locks to be used 
b:~i,lfl in. do nna tori es a nd for bi cyc 1 es . 

,:-,.-

Whether these vans are effective is difficult to measure and since we have no developed 
measures of effectiveness we maya lso v/ant to questi on whether these are effi ci ent 
uses of grant money or manpower. The use of equipment as a crime preventive technique 
is an issue that has not yet been adequately addressed, both for alanns (as discussed 
below) and for vans. ..," . 

We can suggest an efficiency objective that attempts to get at this aspect of the 
prob1em: 

DI:monstrate a significant reduction in the cost of maintaining, 
equipping, and staffing a van per person reached compar.ed to cost of 
holding meetings (or some other community prevp~tion approach) and 
dispensing information to an equivalent number of people. 

In taking a look at the citizen involvement type of crime prevention in both the 
State of Washington and whatever national projects were available, both generalizations 
and questions surface. Home security, property marking, and block watch are the 
three cc\nsistent components of such programs. In mostipstances it is difficult to 
separate the effects of one from the other because they are ;mpleme~ted as a coordi­
nated aR~roach. Lack of citizen participation or compliance is the most consistent 
complaint of police depar1ments. As a nati(mal phenomenon citizen response has been 
the weakest part of these. projects. Citizen awareness of the projects and of 
crime prevention techniques seems much higher than actual participation. 

, .. '''' 
; . 



BLOCKWATCH 

tv1embers 4.86% 

nonmembers 5.59% 

OPERATION 10 

5.29% 

5.33% 

HOil)E SECURITVi 

5.28% 

5.11% 

None of these figures were statistically significant; they can only be viewed as 
possible indicators. This is not an indication for-instance, that those that 
participate in a home securitycneck are more likely to be burglarized than those 
who do not. 

Departmental Procedures 

Internal Chan~es and Improvements. Departmental changescan also contribute to 
crime preventlon. These usually invo1ve improved investigative techniques such 
as on-the-scene report writing, fingerprinting~ Or witness follow-up. Detectives 
can be assigned to handle only burglary investigations, or additional personnel 
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can be added reducing the caseload and enabling more thorough exploration of each 
case. Sometimes the department will attempt to maintain an active burglar file. 
This includes the modus operandi, a general physical descriptions prior burglary 
arrests, and mayor may not include fingerprint information. -

Severa 1 departments are trying to encourage ci ti zens to report crimes or susp; c; DUS 

activities more often, ;n order to increase the number of apprehensions. This is 
usually done through a media campaign which encourages citizens to use a "91111 type 
of number. Yakima has installed special phone lines for receiving this type of 
'call. 

In addition, the department may concentrate its investigative efforts in the area of 
fencing in order to break the burglal"y cycle by focusing on the traffic and disposal 
of stolen goods. 

Objectives for burglary investigation personnel or techniques include: 

1. Demonstrate a stati sti cally signifi cant increase in the total clearance 
rate of burglaries. 

2. Demonstrate a statistical1y significant increase in the clearance by arrest 
rate for. burglaries. 

3. Demonstrate a statistically significant increase in the number of burglary 
cases accepted for prosecution. 

As of this writing, both Auburn and Seattle have had active projects in improving 
the investigatjve capacity of their departments. In Auburn both total clearances 
and clearances by arrest increased significantly during the project. Seattle had a 
speda 1 project, II Expanded Investi gati on of Burg1ary, II aimed at such objectives. 
During this project the arrest rate increased (6 percent to 8 percent) with a 
concomitant increase in detective productivity. At the same time, the number of 
felony filings attributable to burglary increased 10 percent. 

Antlfencing Projects. This is another approach to burglary reduction. The hypothesis 
here suggests that if the means of distribution becomes hazardous and chaotic, burglars 
will be discouraged and fewer burglaries will be committed. This also addresses the 
problems of recovery of stolen property and low arrest rates for burglars. In this 
type of project primary emphasis is placed on infiltrating a fencing operation 
through undercover agents or police personnel posing as buyers of such property. 
Some objectives for antifencing efforts include: 

1. Demonstrate a statistically significant increase in the recovery of stolen 
property using either dollar value or number of items. 

2. Demonstrate a significant increase in the arrest of fences. 

3. Demonstrate a st(\'~:istically significant increase in the prosecution of 
known fences. 

The King County project attempted to incorporate this component into their program 
through increased surveillance of pawnshops, etc. The time needed for such an 
intensive effort was more than the project allowed and had to be discontinued, 
although they were able to get the licenses for three pawnshops revoked. 
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Pierce County has a fencing effort in its Burglary Task Force project. They have 
concentrated efforts on increasing the number of arrests for burglary throuqh 
surveil 1 ance of known and suspected fences. They also rna i ntai n a fi 1e on known and 
suspected burglars and want to provide leadership in helpin[other agenciesin.the 
county to focus efforts in these areas. The services of a deputy prosecutor with 
experience in the prosecution of this type of case has been made available to the 
project. The evaluation of this effort has just been released. The results at this 
point indicate lI no significant difference" in terms of comparisons of economic 
loss, arrest rates, and burglary rates before and after. The most significant 
aspect of this project was the high recovery rate (for stole!1 property) made by 
the project team (pre 18 percent, post 75 percent). 

Equipment 

Txpes of EqUipment. Police and sheriff's departments use radios, usually handheld; 
burglar alarms; photographic equipment and crime scene investigation kits; night 
vision scopes and C:'lrs for stakeouts; and mobile vans. The vans .have been discussed 
as a means to reach a lot of people with educational materials at a single point of 
impact. The burgl ar alanns are the other most frequent equipment purchased. These 
alarms are owned by the department and loaned out on a rotating basis to those 
businesses that are high risk or have already experienced a burglary. 

Some suggested objectives for alarm projects are: 

1. Demonstrate a statistical1y significant increase in the number of on-site 
arrests due to notification by alarm. 

2. Demonstrate a significant increase in productivity (i.e., police man hours 
expended) for aT~rm initiated arrests compared to patrol or detective 
initiated arrests. 

3. Demonstrate a stat;~tically significant reduction in the ratio of false 
alarms to valid alarms. 

The problem of false alarms is of particular concern here because most departments 
experience such a high rate of false alarms that the response time to burglar alarms 
is Significantly reduced. This., theoretical1y, reduces the number of arrests on (J 
real alarms. ' 

Unfortunately, none of the Washington sites have evaluated their a1ann projects 
yet, so we cannot report on any of the above objectives. There are some encouraging 
results elsewhere. One measure of efficiency that is of concern here is the cost 
and problem of false alarms. In order to be successful thi~ problem should be dealt 
with. In Cedar Rapids, Iowa, an alarm project w8sevaluated using both a target and 
a control ~jrOUp .11/ They found that the burgl ary rates in the two groups were""" 
equ;va lent over atwo year peri ad. However, the on-scene arrests were much highe~,;, 
(29 percent) for the target area than for the control (6 percent). The clearance ,~, 
rate for the alarm sites was 30 percent, and in nonalarm sites it was 20 percent. 

Projects in Progress 

For those projects that have not been able to submit evaluation reports here are 
some comments about their status and some preliminarY,findings. 
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Walla Walla. In Walla Walla the average number of burglaries per month for 1974 
and 1975 was thirty. The reported average so far is twenty-five per month •. : A 
comparison of total burglaries for 1975-1976 indicates a decrease of 4 percent as of 
the third quarter in 1976. Their property recovery rate remains stable at 33 
percent. \'This project, although d'irected by the police department, is actively 
.supported by the citizens and the local insurance agents •. They are affiliated with 
the state Crime Watch program. They also have taken the educational aspect of the 
project to the high schools in an effort to reduce the number of juveniles involved 
in burglary. 

Bothell. The Bothell project is currently preparing to evaluate its outcome. The 
,Pt.9)ject director i nd; cates that they have had pos; tive response in terms of the 
'TI~lbers of participants enrolling in the program. This project has published its 

own "Home Security Notebook," which is a do it yourself manual for security measures 
in the home. They are a1so trying to get the city to adopt an ordinance tightening 
the basic security requirements in the building code. 

Shelton. The Shelton project has had some initial success in making arrests for 
burglary, particularly ~Jhere juveni les are i nvo lved. A reason for thi s may be tha t 
this project has, for the first time, made one position available for follow-up 
of "juvenile offenses." One other feature of this project worthy of mention is that 
it represents one of the primary examples of police cooperation in this state. The 
Mason County Sheriff is cooperating with the Shelton Police Department in several 
crime prevention activities. 

Kelso/Longview. Another example of several departments \vorking together is represented 
by Kelso and Longview working with the Cowlitz County Sheriff. Kelso-Longview are 
usi ng the Commllnity Servi ce Offi cer approach in thei r burgl ary reduction project. 
This is the first year of the project and they are currently collecting data for 
preliminary analysis. 

Normandy Park. Normandy Park has experienced a decrease in burglaries from 8 
per 1,000 population to 6.8 per 1,000 population, since their program began one 
year ago. At the same time the percent of clearance by arrest has increased. 

Yakima. The unique feature of the project in Yakima is the installation of two 
phone lines with numbers that will be used exclusively for the reporting of burglaries!> 
in~progress burglaries, and other suspicious activities. The evaluator is planning 
to do a victimization survey in order to document the extent to which the program 
may be respf)nsible for an increase in the number of bUrglaries over the previous 
year simply due to increased reporting. They will be using senior citizen volunteers 
and an extensive media campaign for much of the educational work. Through the 
Police Community Service office a series of security seminars has been conducted for 
businesses in the area. 

Tukwila. TukwiJa has found that the presence of the Southcenter Shopping Mall and 
the surroundin~)industrial development presents a ready target for burglaries, 
both residential (there a~~e large numbers of apartments in the area) and commercial. 
They wi 11 be usi ng Explorer Scouts to di s tri bute crime preventi on li tera tureand to 
inscribe property. This is a highly transient area which makes it particularly 
difficult to apprehend burglars without the cooperation of the local citizenry. 
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Seattle. Seattle's IISys tems Response to Burglary" is a research project and hence 
in a category by itself. It is a group study of persons arrested for burglary. 
The final report will be released in 1977. At this time there are some preliminary 
implications of the study which we may report, with the understanding that the 
final report may differ slightly. Criminal kistories have been gathered on the 
entire cohort (group) of burglary arrestees for 1969, 1971, and 1973 to' 1975. 
Adjudication data and institutional, probation, and parole data will be gathered and 
analyzed for the 1973 to 1975 group. 

From January 1973 to September 1975, 1,409 arrests were made by the Seattle Police 
Department for suspiciDn of burglary. Fifty-five percent of thes(~' resulted in 
charges be; n9 fil ed. Of the rema i nder tha t were dec li ned by the King County 
Prosecutor's Office, the largest portion were investigated and released. Of those 
cases fil ed, 30 percent were fi led i n District Court and 56 percent were fi led ,,' 
directly in Superior Court. Four percent were unknown or unrecorded. The apparent 
reason for the large number of Superior Court fi 1 i ngs is a desire to avo"i{.! the grand 
j ury-l i ke function of the pre 1 imi nary hear; ng in favor of the more expedi ent procedure 
of fil; og . .lY' 
Of the cases filed, 69 percent pleaded guilty and 13 percent were guilty by con­
viction. The remainder were acquitfed (3 percent) ordismissedc (15 percent). The 
majority of offenders were given probation under deferred sentences. Only 12.3 
percent were sentenced to pri son. 

Two comments by the author of this report are interesting to note. One is that 
t~e ~orrmon ster~ot~p~ of a IIhard ~. s~ft" judge did not app~ar tq.~fld up in these 
flndlngs. The lndlVldual sentenclng Judge seemed to have 11ttle Tmpact on the out­
come. Secondly, although a number of cases may b,e listed as dismissed, dismissals 
are often an administrative convenience used whe~1 the burglary charge is the least 
prosecutable and ;s therefore dropped. 

Seattle also has a project titled "Single Fingerprint File" which attempts to 
identify suspects through latent prints found at the scene which are then compared 
to prints on file with names and descriptions. This has been a cumbersome. project 
to set up but they have recently been rewarded by thei r first "hit, II i.e., the 
identification of a suspect through his prints. 

Moses Lake. The City of Moses Lake has a "Lock Your Door" campaign aimed at 
stopping iarceny from cars. They use senior citizen volunteers to enroll participants 
in property marking. This has been expanded to include bicycles inan .effort to cut 
down bicycle theft and aid in both discovery and recovery. The police department 
has automatic light timers as does the Kittitas County Sheriff's Department, which 
they wi 11 loan to peop 1 e who wi 11 be gone from thei r home for a few days. 

Kennewick. The Kenne~Jick Police Department has propos.ed USing a slide presentation 
based on Pascols successw'lth such presentati'ons as part of its educational appr'bath. 
Sl ides are ta ken of homeS or bus; neS$es in the area that are exampl es of good targets 
for burglary or that have been burglarized. These are then used at meetings .to show 
peapl e wha t burgl ars already know. 

Spokane. The Spokane Police Department'has ,f,\ Burglary Reduction Program tha,t will 
be implemented and coordinated with the cowftyls complementa.rY program in the . 
juvenile division. Both are funded through LEAA. Juveniles account for a large 
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portion of the burglaries in many cities. These projects wil1 form a team with 
specialists in juvenile offenses, which will concentrate on intensive surveillance 
of sus'peicts. Thus far they have made four juveni le and two adul t arrests through 
thejr efforts. 

, , 



NATIONAL PROGRAMS 

In the last five years~ there have been burglary reduction projects of varying 
types in many states. There are probably more projects that we do not know about 
than those that we do know about. However, the large scale projects have all h~d 
LEAA assistance. The major national projects which have published results are" 
presented here as a means of comparison vis-a-vis Hashington projects. 

The FBI in cooperation with four major police departments--Bjrmingharn, Alabama; Oekalb 
County, Georgia; Norfolk, Virginia; and Wilmington, Oelaware--has a crime resistance 
"pi lot" program. Two parts are of interest here. The Birmingham project has 
concentrated on IItrafficking in stolen property." This effort has engaged the 
citizens in a property marking project which is the cornerstone of an effort to 
identify stolen property and increase the rate of recovery and return. The Wi lmington 
project attempts to educate seniqr citizens in how to be less vulnerable as targets,_,,-, 
for purse snatchers and burglars.~" -~ 

Through its local field offices (there are 59 in Washington), the FBI will assist 
agencies and residents in their jurisdictions ;n planning and implementing a crime 
res; stance project. Each off; ce has a des; gnated "crime resistance ll offi cer. The 
publication13/ describing these projects ;s ~rthy of note because it includes the 
negative aswell as positive aspects. As evidence of success, each of these projects 
has been institutionalized within its respective agencies after cessation of FBI 
support. 

The Minnesota Crime Watch is one of th~ largest projects undertaken. This was a 
coordinated effort by the state to reduce the burglary rates through five strategies: 
Direct Public Infonnation, Local Agency Implementation, Crime Prevention Training, 
Crime Reorientation, and Premise Security. Operation Identification was also a 
component feature of the services offered. 

Regarding the success of these five approaches, pre and post surveys indicated 
a significantly larger number of people had been exposed to infonnation concerning 
home security after the Direct Public Infonnatjon campa.ign than before it. In 
enrolling local agencies in this effort, the 252 member agencies that joined/iserve 
94.7 p€ircent of the Minnesota popUlation. Of the agencies that enrolled, 43'percent 

.. of these have participated in some type of crime prevention training.14/ 
, -

Of the five strategies, Operation Identification was used most frequently by the 
implementing agencies. While it is generally conceded that "hard evidence of Ope.ration 
lOis effectiveness as a burglary deterrant is lacking,"15/ Operation ID is related 
to a lower probability of being burglarized. The statewide estimates for Minnesota 
indicate that the burglary rate for nonparticipant targets is 3.84 times higher 
than that of participants. For nonresidential targets the nonparticipants burglary 
rate is 1.69 times higher than that of participants. No data was reported to indicate 
whether this difference was due to project activities or simply self selection on 
the part of participants. 

Premise surveys were the least developed part of the program. Of the reporting 
agencies (N=102) 63 percent conducted surveys. This reachedonly a small portion of 
the potential targets, however. There are no indications of the compliance rates of" 
those targets that had been lJlspected. 

The Minnesota program was in effect during part of 1973 and all of 1974. It is 
still on-going as a coordinated media campaign~ with emphasis on implementation 
and project selection through the local agencies. During 1970-72 residential burglary 



rates were il1c·reasing in Minnesota at an annual rate of 10.1 percent. In 1973 this 
rate of increase was 18.3 percent. However~ dur'ing 1974'~ .the first full year of MClt}, 
the rate decreased to 8.5 percent. Also duri ng this time there was a concomi tant 
increase in the clearance rate from 4.2 percent in.\ the years 1962-72 to 22.3 percent 
;n 1974. The cost per participant household was $1.47 per unit of service. 

In the state of Illinois, Operation Identification was undertaken as a statewide 
project. Their resuits were less promis; ng. Their data compared the incidence 
of six levels of burglary from the most general to the most specific in communities 
with 10 and communities without ID. The evidence revealed no significant differences 
in the incidence of burglary. Citizen participation levels were considered extremely 
low which may account for the lack of difference. Even a comparison of nine "high 
success" 10 areas with nine non-TD areas again revealed a nonsignificant difference. 
Although little data was available from the Chicago area for examination or analysis, 
what was .available indicated that the burglary trend was stable during this time 
period. 

In Portland, Oregon a victimization survey for their Neighborhood Anti-Burglary 
Program was conducted tb give the reported figures more reliability. It was found 
that slightly less than 7 percent of the participating homes were burglarized, 
whereas slightly more than 10 percent of the nonparticipating homes were burglarized . 
. Alsoit was noted that participants of the program reported burglaries more often 
than nonparticipants (80 percent vs. 65 percent). 

The National Sheriff's Association has sponsored a National Neighborhood Watch 
Program with the a.id of a grant from the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration. 
The evaluation reports that, of the responding agencies, the most positive response 
has come from the law enforcement staff. In tenns of actua 1 enrollment of parti cipating 
residents in the Watch Program, the greatest success has been with districts where 
the population is 25,000 or less. This may have some bearing on the disappointing 
enrollment figures reported by other cities in the Operation Identification Report. 
Perhaps in the smaller population areas it is easier to approach residents personally-­
which is itself the most successful type of approach. Geographically these areas 
may be easier to control for high risk/low risk areas for burglary. Familiarity and 
visibility are more likely in these lower population areas. 

The Office of Criminal Justice Planning in California has published a handbook 
entitled Crime-SpecifiC Burglary Prevention Handbook. Six individual projects 
were implemented in a variety of communities that were divided into risk categories: 
low risk, low-medium, high medium, and high risk. This "'las a three-pronged attack 
focusing on security improvements, improved patrol and surveillance, and investigation. 
The securi ty personnel fbund that a door-to-door approach~ especially on Sunday, "'las 
the most effecti ve way to reach the homeowner. A vari ety of tact; cs to improve 
patrol and survei llance fail ed to show any stat; stica 1 improvement tn arrests on the 
scene or clearance by arrest during the projects. Even with improved investigatory 
techniques, there was no dramatic difference in the clearance rates. Operation 10 
was used in some of the communities \!lith the idea that marked goods would be readily 
identifiable. to the owners and less easily IIfenced. 1I No evidence could be found to 
support this hypothesis. This finding is consistent with reports on receiving 
stolen goods and identification of property by Seattle and Phase I of the National 
Assessment ofOperati on Identifi·cati on projects. 

lnAugust 1975, the Institute for Public Program Analysis in St. Louis published 
Operation Identification Projects: Assessment of Effectiveness with the aid of an 
LEAAgrant. This was a national survey of such projects. Their general findings 



indicate that of all the projects surveyed, most had been unable to recruit more 
than a minimal number of participants in their target areas. Seattle is unusual in 
this respect in that they have been reaching 40 percentilof a target area. Much 
of this is due to the eso approach with the door-to-door canvassing, which again, . 
is a cost1y approach to crime prevention. 

This report indicates that Operation Ide~t;fication participants do have significantly 
lower burglary rates after jot ni ng thanoefore joining. This is consistent with 
the findings from most of the Wash'ington projects. The report also claims that 
city-wide burglary rates have not been reduced in cities with the 10 projects. Some 
of the cities in Washington have experienced a reduction in overall burglary rates; 
however, there is no indication that this ;s a result of the programs. It is 
sometimes the continuation of a downward trend in burglary. 

No evidence was found nationally that indicated that the ID projects increase either' 
apprehensions or convictions of burglars. Some of the cities in Washington do 
report increases in arrests and clearances; but these increa,ses are not attributable 
to the ID aspect of any burglary reduction project. 

This has been a brief summary of those "national" locations that reported outcome 
findings for their projects. Unfortunately, though the presentation is neither . 
conclusive nor comprehensive, it does account for all the ,locations that could be 
documented in. the writers J search. The literature supports the idea that there are 
burglary reducticn projects allover the country. References are consistently . 
made to various towns where projects are llhighly successful. HBeyond this phrase, 
there is no reporting of the degree of success nor what "success" itself consists 
of. The overall conclusion that one ~ets in undertaking such a literature search ;s 
that the belief in the potential for success is strong, from both 1aw enforcement 
personnel ar.:~"'<c; ti zens. The actual success has been diffi cult to document; attempts 
to do so have met with difficulty and some of the results, such as the Illinois 
project, have been very disappoi nting. 
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RESEARCH PROBLEMS 

There are many conCerns which are inherent in all social research, all of which 
are readi1y apparent in the evaluations we have reviewed. Among the common concerns 
which evaluators have mentioned in their reports are the following: 

1. An inability to control for all of the potential causes for the observed findings. 
This means that even when objectives are met, the evaluator cannot claim that the 
IIsuccess ll observed was caused by the activitier. of the project. 

2 •. Inaccuracies in reporting or recording data. This frequently results when the 
data i_s being col1ected by a third party, or by project personnel who may resent 
the extra burden of comp1eting special forms. 

3. Changes in a) the treatment approach, b) the assigrnnent to control and 
experimenta 1 groups, c) or the objectives be; ng sought. It is obvi aus that the 
findings of evaluation research are limited by the number of variables that were 
isolated and controlled for. Any time a program changes~ it reduces the quality of 
the data collected on that variable, and hence the ability of the evaluator to 
interpret the findings. This is not an admonition to maintain the status guo, 
but merely a lamentation on the difficu1ties of social research. 

There are yet other research problems that are worthy of special attention as they 
relate to the evaluation of burglary reduction projects. The first of these is 
the problem of the extreme variability of the data. One of the consequences of this 
variabil ity is that the data reported in the evaluation reports are subject to 
another, often less favorable interpretation. This;s not always caused by small 
samples, whi ch tend to exaggerate change, parti cul arly when expressed in percentage 
terms. It is true that a number of the evaluations of burglary projects had relatively 
small numbers of burglaries to deal with, but the problem seems to extend beyond 
that. Even Seattle's burglary rate does not represent a nice neat straight line, 
when charte&-over time. If the burglary rate is fluctuating without the effect of a 
project, how can we be sure that the fluctuations observed during and after a project 
result from the project itself. The project in Kirkland presents us with a dramatic 
example. 

Here, the annual residential burglary rate without the influence of a project has 
fluctuated more than 50 percent in some compared years. The 1970-71 years on the 
chart below are an example. The monthly rates may vary even more dramatically as 
can be seen in the second chart, from a low of two to a high of thirty-four. 

Note that the annual burglary rate seems to be declining ('73 v. '72) even before 
th~ project begins ('74). When the monthly averages for the precomparison period 
and post comparison period are statistically tested, the post period has a signi­
ficantlylovver monthly average. However, when the second and third years of the 
project (175 and 176) are compared, there is a statistically significant rise 
in monthly burglaries in the last year of the project. Although the monthly 
average for the third project year is no greater than that of the first project 
year. A similar resu1t was obtained in Seattle comparing the first and second 
years of operation. 

What this suggests is not that the Kirkland report misrepresented the success of 
the burglary program there. Rather, it suggests that the data are of such a 



nature that no firm con.clusions can be drawn, even when statistical significance 
can be demonstrated. In the case of the Kirkland data, we might ~xpla;n the 
unusual turnaround in findings by reference to the idea, proposed -by Matthews et a1. 
in Seattle~ that this type of project has an effect which is limited to around one 
year. 
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CHART B ]]j 

NUMBER OF REPORTED RESIDENTIAL BURGLARIES BY MONTH, 1973-1976 

PRE PERIOD POST PERIOD 
1973 1974 1974 1975 1976 -- --

JANUARY 11 13 16 

FEBRUARY 6 10 6 13 

MARCH 6 24 3 10 

APRIL 2 (low) 21 12 15 

MI'.Y 13 6 7 2 

JUNE 9 15 13 10 

JULY 13 8 12 12 

AUGUST 19 8 7 12 

SEPTEMBER 18 6 7 19 

OCTOBER 26 (high) 21 10 5 

NOVEMBER 18 11 7 

DECH1BER 25 7 3 
MONTHLY AVERAGE 11.4 7.3 11.4* t=2.14,p<.05 * 

PERIon MEAN =14.2 PERIOD MEAN = 9.8 
t=2.33~ 44 df, p= .02 0 

~. . 
*FlgUr es calculated by these \I/nters, all other figU)~es from oriainv.l evaluation report 
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One of the ways in which evaluators have sought to cope with the problem ot;, the 
variability of data and the uncertainties of interpretation is to deal directly 
with the victim of crime, instead of relying solely on police records of reported 
crime. This is called "victimization" research. '. 

Victimization studies have been done in a number of Amer'ican cities in the past 
few years. Relying on data reported to police departments as the sole indicator 
of actual crime is a prob1em. It can be especially troublesome when program effect 
is being measured. With regard to burglary, the most frequent problems with repo'rtil1g 
rates are: ; , 

1. At least 40 percent of the victims simply do not report crimes to the police. 

2. The reporting rate may vary within census tracts or from neighborhood fa 
neighborhood. 

3. It is possible for a crime prevention program to increase the reported 
crime in an area as this is often one of the program objectives. Unless 
we have more a,ccurate assessments of IIcrime" pri or to the project, it might 
appear that the project ;s self-defeating when burglary rates rise. 
Further, this may actually mask a decrease in burglary incidents. 

In a national victimization survey of the nationfs five largest cities, "Burglary 
uniformly produced the highest household vi ctimization rate"18/ compared to other " 
crime categories. In another victimization survey of thirteen cities, householders 
indicated a reporting rate of 55 percent to the police of all attempted and completed 
burglaries. Victimization studies in Bellevue and Seattle have reporting rates 
of 40 percent and 46 percent respectively. 

It is not possible for every city to undertake such a survey as they are costly 
in terms of money and man hours. For small cities and rural towns a victimization 
survey could be ve'rY Expensive and ~rrelevant if their crime rates are low to begin 
with. However, given the evidence that has already been gathered in this state and 
nationally, the assumption that crime is underestimated is certainly appropriate. 

The phenomenon of IIdisplacementll is another methodological concern; it represents an 
alternative explanation to those claiming project success. This theoreticall}1 occurs 
when a burglar moves hi s acti vfti es to an area other than tha t where he has been 
working, resulting in a decline in burglary in the project area. For those involved 
in burglary reduct'ion projects this suggests thaJthe project merely shifted the 
burglary activities to the surrounding area.' 

In mas t of the reports revi ewed there was concern for di spl a~ement as a proj ect 
variable. Two of the projects in this state~ Spokane and Seattle, attempted to test 
for displacement to surrounding neighborhoods. Neither city found that displacement 
had occurred. The Seattle Police Department conducted an evaluation effort inde­
pendent of that done by the Law and Justice Planning Office. Their report confirmed 
the LJPO claim that no evidence of displacement was found. This report indicated 
finding no evidence of displacement from residential burglary to ''illOnresidential 
burglary either. ' \',-;;1 ',_ 

This issue is addressed in the National Evaluation of Operation Identification 
~eport. The cities of Denver' and St. Louis were reported to'have found some ev;...;,) 

ence for displacement.lY Jhesewerenot extensive evaluation efforts, however. 
The evidence from Portland, "Oregon, on the other hand, tends to support Seattle's 

" 

finding of no identifiable displacemen~ effect. C! 
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Perhaps, then, displacement is ~~theoretical construct that has outlived its usefulness. 
If burglary is reduce( in a target a,rea only to increase in the locations surroundinq "~i' 
the experimental area, then the program has not actually decreased burglary, only 
changed the location. This is not entirely discouraging. Theoretically, the target 
area could serve as the epicenter of an ever-expanding project area. As displacement 
continued to take place (assuming this would occur in a constant manner) the effect 
of the project would expand in ever-widening circles. This would then be a positive 
indicator of project effect which could be identified and analyzed by an eVi\luator. 

It is also possible that the assumpt'ions some have made about the crime of burglary 
are in error. Displacement assumes a professional burglar that is deterred from his 
occupation in one location by 10, locked doors, etc., and simply takes his vocational 
skills into the next closest area. 

Perhaps casual burglars account for a larger portion of the burglary in residences 
than we had assumed in the past. It may be that casual burglars are deterred by the 
efforts of burglary reduction projects; perhaps some of the "success" recorded thus 
far is accounted for by this type of si tuati on. A second probl em that deserves 
special mention is the length of the project's effect. It is inevitable that some­
one should ask, "where success can be shown, how long will it List?" At the police 
department level it is possible for crime prevention programs to be incorporated 
into the regular functions of the department, especially those departments that 
maintain some type of community relations program. These departments can incor­
porate crime prevention education into their community meetings with residents and 
businessmen. However, the degree to which a community itself can maintain interest 
and participation in Operation Identification or Blockwatch is another issue. There 
is an assumption here that interest level and participation are equivalent to 
program effectiveness. 

Seattle is the only project of any size both nationally and within the state that 
has attempted to address this issue. t~hat they have found is that there is an· 
apparent IIdecay effect. II Their data suggest that project effects last from twel ve 
to eighteen months. The report cauti ons that these data are tentative but thi s 
question should be addressed, especially since the national report indicates that 
maintaining interest in crime prevention was not an important project activity 
for any of the projects they reViewed. 

If these burglary programs have even a small measure of success, we must ask "where 
do all the burglars go?" Spokane and Seattle have said they do not qo to surroUl'lrling 
targets within the city. Since Bellevue, Kirkland, and Auburn have claimed suc"::'.:s 
with their programs, we cannot assume that Seattle' burglars are shunted off to ~he 
suburbs. Commercial burglaries in these areas are also decreasing, thus \'Je cannot 
claim a transfer from residential to nonresidential burglaries. To believe that 
burglars are dissuaded from a life of crime because doors are locked, windows are 
watched, and property marked seems difficult to accept--although it would appear 
that this is the basic hypothesis of these projects. We do not know if burglars who 
are discouraged by reduction programs turn to other illegal means - such as robbery, 
purse snatching, shoplifting, or assaults. The interesting thing about the increased 
emphasis on burg1ary is that a number of departments are reporting increases in 
clearance rates which would indicate that there are other sources of deterrence 
operating; perhaps the overall effect of these factors is to combine in such a way 
as to actually discourage people from becoming burglars of opportunity. If deterrance 
can be said to occur, it would seem that it is most likely to have an effect on the 
nonprofessional. 
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BURGLARY PROFILES 

Aside from burglary rates, several of the Washington projects and two national 
publications have concerned themselves with the exploration of just who the burglar 
is, and where and how he works. What; s presented here is a summary of the findings 
and comments of all state projects that indicated anything ;n this area. It is 
meant to be descriptive rather than generally applicable to the population of 
burgl ars, 

Washington 

Commercial burglaries seem to take place predominately at night, while residential 
burglaries occur primarily during the day. Burglaries, by their nature, take 
place when the premises are not occupied, thus making it difficult to pin down 
even an approximate time on many break-ins. Residential burglars seems to prefer 
the weekdays with midweek be.ing the busiest; commercial burglars prefer the week-
ends. . 

The point of entry for residential burglary is evenly divided between doors and 
windows, with a slight increase in nonforced points of entry through windows. 
Since nonforced points of entry are more frequent for the suburban locations 
compared to the urban locations, this may reflect a general lack of caut;:on in the 
suburban areas. Perhaps thi sis due to an assumpti on that crime does not appear 
in suburban neighborhoods. ~Jhen the incidence of nonforced entry does not decline, 
it can be discouraging since the aim of many of these projects is to make the .' 
premises more secure against this possibility. It may mean that people are con­
centrating on locking their doors and forgetting about their windows, especially 
on mild days. 

National 

Thomas Reppetto in Residential Crime and Harry Scarr ;n Patterns of Burgla~ have . 
assemb1ed an impressive amount of data that lends itself to some overall generalizations 
about burglars and how they operate. Together thei r information covers the years 
1967-1970. Although dated, the information is confirmed by what is available from 
Washington and thus worth consideration. 

Both studies correlate a number of factors with the crime of residential burglary. 
Scarrand Reppetto agree that the most significant factor that is consistent in 
predicting the burglary risk is the percent of population between sixteen and twenty­
four years of age. In areas with concentrations of this. age group, th~ burglary 
l"isk factor is likely to be high. Reppetto reports tha~! 9S percent of the burqlars 
in the 1970 Uniform Crime Reports were mal es, and the med; an age was seventeen years. 

Other factors were examined i ncl udi ng the type of ne; ghborhood, race, occupation, 
income level, education, etc. None. was individually considered to be a good p'redictor 
of involvement in burglary. It is sufficient to say that most burglars do not come 
from high socio-economic backgrounds. Occupancy rate and IIsocial cohesiveness" of·a 
neighborhood were related to the likelihood of low burglary rates'. As scores for 
these factors went up, the burglary risk lessened; as scores went down,· the bur~lary 
risk tended to jnc.rease. . . 

Both of these studies confirmed,Jhe problematic aspect of burglary for law enforce-­
ment purposes. A high portion of the burglaries were not discovered until some time 
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after the act. Burglars prefer the unattended home which presents less risk to 
them. Of those burglaries reported to the police, only 10 percent result in the 
apprehension of a suspect. No on-the-scene witnesses are available. This is the 
basis for including objectives that deal with reducing response time in some of 
the 'projects. 

Burglars that were interviewed revealed that those individuals v/ho were willing to 
travel the furthest distance to "work," were considered the more profession"l of 
burglars and were willing to take items that cost more and needed sophisticated 
means of disposal such as jewelry and silver. Those burglars under twenty-five 
years were more amateurish, traveled the shortest distance to work, and preferred 
easily fenced items such as home entertainment equipment. Interviews indicated 
that the casual burglar is more likely to be deterred by involvement in the criminal 
justice system. The profess; ona 1 has found the time spent in pri sons, awa iting 
trial, etc., a part of the job and not a deterrent. 

Given all this, it seems fair to say that the quality and quantity of the data and 
the material generated by the Washington projects are certainly equal to and may 
be superior to the national studies that h~ve been done. Unequivocal success is 
still elusive, however. Directly attributillg success (a decline in burglaries) to 
the projects has been difficults for all the reasons just discussed in the section 
on IIresearch problems. 1I In most cases prc~ject implementation and a decline in 
burglaries have at least occurred at the same time. Intuitively we want to say 
that burglary prevention projects work and have cooperative aspects that are 
positive, such as the relationship between the police and the community_ The 
evidence found in Seattle for a IIdecay effectll bears watching; and may indicate a 
need for incorporating a follow-up aspect into the planning for such programs. 
The projects presented here have all claimed IIsuccess" to some degree. It is 
hoped that in another year the empirical data will more strongly support this 
claim. 

Two issues which have not been substantively addressed here but raise questions 
nevertheless are: 1) the extent of juvenile involvement in residential burglary 
and 2) the association of drug or alcohol abuse in residential burglary. In the 
past, such associations have been noted and cited as primary causes for burglary. 
In our research these issues were not addressed except by Sc~rr and Reppetto. 
Both state and national evaluations simply made no mentirn of these factors. This 
may be due to a tendency for the evaluators to concentrate on projects and their 
effects rather than inVestigation into causative factors. Perhaps such theories 
are no longer "in vogue ll as explanations for burglaries. Most likely it is because 
burglary prevention programs concentrate on the effects of burglary and prevention 
rather than who the burglar is or why he is a burglar. 

In any case, although these issues remain problematic we have not addressed them 
either but do wish the reader to know that we recognize the absence of such dis­
cussion. 



Footnotes 

.Jj For further information see Harry Scarr, Patterns of Burglary and Thomas Repetto, 
Residential Burglary. 

2/ The FBI's Uniform Crime Report for 1975 (UCR) indicates that these are the, 
crimes whi ch are most 1 i kely to be reported and whi ch occur wi th suffici ent'\ 
frequency to provide an adequate basis for comparison. Also called Part 1 
Crimes by the FBI, these include criminal homicide, forcible rape, robbery, 
aggravated assault, burglary, larceny, and theft. 

3/ All figures are taken from UCR Handbook 1975. Their figures do not include 
estimates for agencies not reporting. 

4/ The high rate of burglary in 1974 raises a problem in interpreting our data. 
It is possible that, due to chance fluctuation, the burglary rate was arti­
ficially high in 1974 and has since dropped back. This suggests that the cause. 
is due to chance and not to the influence of burglary projects. This is 
referred to in the jargon of stat; sti cs as Ilregressi on to the mean. II It 
constitutes our alternative explanation to the positive effects reported by 
the projects discussed below. 

5/ UCR 1975, p. 29. 

6/ Ibid., p. 54. 

?J This figure is misleading, however, as the range is large and IIper household ll 

does not necessarily refer to the number of households served. It may be 
based on total households in the area or total households visited whether 
occupants were home or not. It also does not indicate whether this figure 
is for each service, total services, or even attempted services. ~~osthomes 
receive more than one service. 

8/ This difference was statistically significant (X 2=+ 5.24; \'lith 1 df, probability 
equals .02.). 

9/ This is supported by the national findings in the Operation Identification 
Evaluation Report. 

lQI Grant #1485, Final Report -- 2/1/2 years, p.10. 

ll! Thomas White et a 1.". Police Burglary Prevention Programs~ p. 72 • 

.lY Grant #75-C-0185, Progress Report, 11-3-76, p. 6. 

l1I Crime Resistance, Federal Bureau of Investigation. 

liI Mi nnesota "Crime ~Ia tch, II p. 186. 

.l§' National Evaluation of Operation Identification Projects, p. 12. . . 

.l§! Kirkland Evaluation Report, October 1975, grant #1352, p.lla. 

]]j Kirkland Evaluation Report, December 1976, grant #0051, p.8. 
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l§! Crimina1 victimization in the Nation's fivE:! largest cities~ p. 31. 

19/ Heller et .al., Operation Identificatior, Projects: Assessment of Effectiveness, 
-- LEAA - NILECJ, August 1975, p. XIII. 
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The followingi sal i st of projects in the State of vJashington by name and 
designation. 

URBAN LOCATIONS 

Spokane 

Pi erce County 

Tacoma 

Snohomish County 

Vancouver 

Seattle 

SUBURBAN LOCATIONS 

Kennewick 

Richland 

Pasco 

Normandy Park 

Yakima 

Bothell 

Kelso/Longview/ 
Cowlitz 

Mason County/Shelton 

Bremerton 

Ki tti tas County 

Bell ingham 

Algona 

Fircrest 

Burglary Reducti on Program 
*Neighborhood Watch 
Burglary Task Force 
Crime Prevention Unit 

Crime Prevention Unit 

Public Awareness 

Crime Prevention Vehicle 

*Community Crime Prevehtion 
Expanded Investigation of Burglary 
Single Fingerprint System 
Pre-Anti Fencing Project 
Mobile Citizens Involvement Unit 
Systems Response to Burglary 

Burglary Reduction Project 

Burglary Reduction Project 

Burglary Reduction Project 

Burglary/Larceny Amel iorai:ion 

Operation liOn Guard ll 

Burglary Reduction 

Regional Crime Prevention/ 
Community Awareness Program' 

Burglary Prevention 

Crime Alert 

Burglary Reduction 

Felony Reduction Project 

Burglary Reduction Project 

Crime Watch/Burglary Prevention 
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Auburn 

Tukwi 1 a 

Clark County 

Renton 

Des Moines 

Kirkland 

Bellevue 

Auburn 

RURAL LOCATIONS 

Walla Walla 

Aberdeen 

Hoquiam 

Moses Lake 

Wh i tman County 

Toppenish 

Sunnyside 

Dayton 

Othello 

Walla Walla County 

Burglary Intruder Alarms 

Burglary Amelioration 

Crime Prevention Program 

Target Crime Reduction 

Theft Reduction t:'1fough Information and Public Support (TIPS) 

*Communi ty Crime Prevent; on 

*Citizen Involvement in Crime Prevention 

*Burglary/Auto Theft Reduction Team 

Crime Reduction/Public Awareness and Police-Community Relations 

Neighbors Against Burglary 

Neighbors Against Burglary 

Community Crime Prevention 

Neighborhood Watch 

Burglary Reduction Project 

Burglary Reduction Project 

Burgl ar Intruder Al arms 

Alarms for Corrrnerciar Burglaries 

Burglar Alarm System 

*These projects have completed some type of formal evaluation. 
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This chart is taken frbm the LEAA prescriptive package Police Burglary Prevention 
Programs by Thomas White et al. It is reproduced here to provide the reader with 
an aiternative program description that may be useful when Hshoppingtl for an 
appropriate project component. 





SHOPPING LIST FOR BURGLARY PREVENTIO:-.l PROGRA.MS Ca.IPO;-"13r.'TS 

Prescriptive Package 
Police Burglary Prevention Programs by Thomas White et al. 

Level 
of 

Effort 

Passive 

Crime Pattern & 
Vunerability 
Analysis 

Perform analysis 
of reported burgla­
ries. 

Commlmity 
Education 

Speak only on un­
solicited request. 
t-Jake printed mater­
ial available to be 
picked up. 

Program Components 
Premise 
Surveys 

Conduct surveys 
only in response to 
unsolicited request. 
Rely on voluntary 
compliance with se­
curity ordinances. 

Property 
~1arking Anti-Fencing 

Make engraving Check on pa\'IIl 
tools available shops and other 
for borrowing by places dealing 
citizens. in second-hand 
Have citizens use goods. 
their own engravers. 

Patrol 

Conduct routine 
patrol. 

Alarms 

Respond only 
to selected 
types of pri­
vately opera­
ted alarms. 

Ascertain distribu­
tion of burglaries. 
by M.O. and site 
characteristics. 

==~----------------------------------------------------------------------------------~-------------

Active 

Advocacy 

Perf 01111 surveys of 
sites to ascertain 
degree of coverage 
by type of burgla­
ry prevention ac­
tivities and lev­
els of victimiza­
tion. 

Propose or conduct 
demonstrations or 
experiments as indi­
cated by above results. 

Advertise availa- Advertise availa-
bility of services bility of services. 
and directly solicit directly solicit 
opportunities for appointments to 
presentation. conduct surveys. 
Distribute printed Enforce existing 
material door to security ordinances. 
door, or by mail. 
Sponsor crime pre-
vention exhibits .in 
public areas and in 
vans. 

Interact iqith private Promote or review 
and government organi- legislation on COID-

zations to promote mercial and residen-

Advertise availa- Conduct undercover 
bility of engraVing operations. 
tools. Coordinate activi-
Offer door-to-door ties and intelli­
engraving service. gence with other 
~~intain up-to-date jurisdictions. 
records of partici-
pant identification 
numbers. 

crime prevention tial security standards. 

Promote or re­
view legislation 
regulating the 
sale of second­
hand goods. through environmental 

design (e. g., structure, 
landscape, lighting). 
Address conflicts with 
fire and other safety 
requirements. 

Conduct: 
Burglary speci­
fic patrol. 
Truancy patrol 
Bicycle patrol 
Surv8illance of 
suspects. 

Saturation of 
high-crime area. 

Conduct ala11n 
installation 
and surveill­
ance in high­
incidence tar-~ 
get. 

Levy fines 
on excessive 
false alarms. 



TYPE CHART 
iype of program component "lith a li~ting of projects participating in each. 

Citizen Involvement and Education 
bPERATtON IDENTiFICATlON PREmSE SECURITY 

Seattle** 

King County** 
(unincorp.) 

Auburn** 

Mason County 

Bellevue** 

Ki rkl and** 

Halla Walla (city) 

Clark County 

Hoquiam 

H)ses Lake 

Snohorni sh County 

Bothell 

Des Moines 

Toppenish 

Kittitas County 

Pi erce County 

Pa,sco 

Kennewi ck 

( resi denti a 1 ) 

Seattle** 

Ki ng Cou nty** 

Auburn** 

Spokane** 

Bellevue** 

Kirkland** 

Halla Wal;~ 

Moses Lake 

Yakima 

Des I~oines 

Toppenish 

Sunnyside 

BLoCKWATcH 

Seattle** 

Ki n9 Cou nty** 

Auburn** 

Spokane** 

Mason County 

Bellevup.** 

Kirkland** 

Walla Halla 

Tacoma 

Bothell 

Vancouver 

Des Moines 

Toppenish 

Vlhitman 

Ki ttitas 

Aberdeen 

Ri chl and 

Aberdeen 

Kelso/Longview/Cowlitz 

Tuk\~il a 
*not an LEAA funded project 

**evaluation completed 

EDUCATION/AwARENESS 

Kino County** 

Clark County 

Attorney General 
(state) 

Yakima 

Snohomish County 

Tacoma 

Toppenish 

Normandy Park 

Kel so!l-ongvi ew/Cowl i tz. 

Bremerton 

Pi,rce County 

Ali,. deen 

Sunnyside 

Bellinpharn 

Pasco 

Kennewick 

Tukwila 

. ., J!. 

De~artmental 
INVESTIGI'IVE SKILLS 

Seattle** 

Auburn** 

Ki tti tas County 

Pierce County 

Sunnyside 

King CountyH 

EQUIPMENT OTHER 

Seattle Commercial Security 
. Auburn 

Hoquiam Moses Lake 

Renton Target Hardening 
Bell ingham 

Tacoma Seattle** 

Vancouver Fencino 
Seattle 

Toppenish King County 

Yakima 

\~al1a Nall a 
(county) 

Othello 

Auburn 

Dayton 

Fircrest 
(Town of) 

A 1 (lOna 

U of ~J 
Police* 

Apprehension through 
Citizen Reporting 

King County 
Tacoma 
Yakima 
Des Moines 
Bremerton 
Aberdeen 

Single Fingei-print 
file 

Seattle 

Bicycl~ LD. 
140ses Lake 

Systemls Response to 
B~rglary 

Seattle 

Adult/Juvenile Burg. 
Team 
Spokane 

I) 
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LOCATIONS OF LEAA FUNDED BURGLARY REDUCTION PROJECTS IN THE STATE OF HASHINGTON, 1976 
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WAHKIAK 

1..0 
KIN.~ Cot>mY LOCATIONS 
i- SErmlE. b-IV~LA 
'2.. So'rHELl.. 1-No0i\ANtr< ~ 
3· KnOO .. ,ANb 8- DesMolNES 
4-f~Vue 9-Au6U~ 
5-Ra..rt'ON \Q-tn.60NA 

SKAMANIA 

OKANOGAN 

CHELAN 

"TaPPEN \ SH lit 

SUNIJYS1[)E. It 

KLICKITAT 

FERRY 

SPOKANE 

DOUGLAS 

WHITMAN 

STATE OF WASHINGTON 

• Cities that have projects 

;~r~~Cou!1tiesthat have projects 
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The Comparati ve Burglary Rates Chart presents the resul ts from a number of projects 
which were able to designate a particular area within their jurisdiction as a 
control area. These control areas are believed to be similar to the area being 
treated in terms of the inC'idents of burglary experienced. In some cases, this 
assumption did not~roVe to be particularly accurate, but it is always useful to be 
able to compare what happened in one area with what happened elsewhere. Additional 
data from Seattle's crime prevention project, as well as the target hardening 
project from Seattle, are presented here as it was felt that the chart would be 
misleading without some representation from that source. The other project of 
findings presents a group of findings that did not have a control area, usually 
because they represent projects that attempted to treat the city as a whole. 
Ordinarily findings ft~om such a project \\Quld be considered less reliable because 
of the absence of the element of comparison. Ho\',ever~ in these instances the 
before and after data collected was of such a nature that we would be remiss in 
e xc 1 ud i ng it. 

Examining this list of findings, we find results which range from successful to 
unsuccessful, with the majori ty bei n9 on the plus side. One remarkably consistent 
finding is that where burglary does go down in the experimental or treated area, 
it usually also goes down in the control area as well (although to a lesser extent). 
Thus, it is possible that these programs are more successful than they appear 
because they are having an effect on citizens who are not receiving services directly. 
It is also possible, of course, that the decline is caused by something unrelated 
to the project. In fairness, however, it must be reported that the weight of the 
evidence is definitely in favor of the projects • 

. l,.','; 



,l 



CITY 

AUBURN 

SEATTLE - SEA 
KING VICTIMIZE 
DATA - 3rd YEAR 

SEATTLE 
(TARGET HARD-
ENING 

,SEATTLE P.D. 
REPORT ON GRANT 
1161 ~10NTHLY 
AVERAGE 

BELLEVUE 
2nd YEAR 

SPOKANE 2YR 

TARGET AREA 
PRE 

BURGLARY PER 1000 
HOUSEHOLDS/YR 
11.2 

BURGLARY PER 100 
HOUSEHOLD/YR 
6.34 

MEAN I~ONTHLY BURGLARY PER 
100 HH/YR 
5.88 

TOTAL BURGLARY/MO. 
391.7 
RESIDENTIAL 
295.5 
NON- RES I DENTIAL 
96.2 

MEAN NONTHLY BURGLARIES 
4.81 
LINEAR REGRESSION EQUATION 
Y=4.18 + .280x 

AVERAGE BURGLARIES 
PER ~lOtnH 
55.2 

COMPARATIVE BURGLARY RATES* 

CONTROL AREA 
POST PRE 

5.0 9.7 

4.04 10.43 

3.27 9.18 

408.8 (+4.4%) 628.2 

316.1 (+6.0;0 447.1 

92.7(-3.6% ) 181 .1 

2.33 3.57 

Y=6.38 - .50h Y=54.65 + 1.989x 

55.5 147 

POST 

8.6 

9.95 

8.36 

746.0(+18.8%) 

548.0(+22.5%) 

193.0(+ 6.6%) 

2.95 

Y=57 . 91 + .371 x 

146.6 

TEST AND COMMENTS 

SAMPLE TOO SMALL FOR REALISTIC 
RESUL TS NO TEST RUN - THIS IS A 
THREE MONTH COMPARISON ONLY 

USING TWO CENSUS TRACTS FOR THE 
TARGET AREA AND THE ADJACENT AREA 
FOR THE CONTROL . 
T~RGET AREA CONTROL AREA 
X =3.24 X2=.06 NOT SIGNIF'ICANT 
~.07 MARGINAL 

MEAN DIFFERENCE = 2.64 

p .05 

WILCOXON TEST SHOWED ALL 3 FIGURES 
TO BE SIGNIFICANT AT THE .05 LEVEL 

T == 3~545 TARGET p .005 
T = 1.577 NON:-TARGET NOT SIGNIFICANT 
REGRESSION DISCONTINUITY ANALYSIS 
RESULTS SUGGEST SIGNIFICANT CHANGE 
IN BOTH AREAS 

X2=.595 .NO SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCE 
BEnlfEN THETI10 AREAS 

({ 



EXPERIMENTAL AREA CONTROL AREA 

PRE POST PRE POST 
--: 

SPOKANE 3 YR AVERAGE BURGLARIES 
PER MONTH 55.2 59.2 147 142.3 

SEATTLE BURGLARY IN PROGRESS 
CALLS EXPRESSED AS 
.fA PERCENT OF ALL 
BURGLARY REPORTS 9.1 11.6 8.5 8.8 

KING COUNTY AVERAGE BURGLARIES DESIGNATED CONTROL AREA 
(UNINCORPORATED PER MONTH 
AREA) 78.1 67.6 (-13.4%) 83.8 10.1 (+20.5~~) 

ALL OF UNINCORPORATED KING COUNTY 
EXCEPT TARGET AREA 

351.9 386.4 (+ 5.6%) 

*CONTAINS DATA ON THOSE PROJECTS HHICH HAD A SPECIFIC AREA HITHIN THE JURUSDICTION SET ASIDE AS A COMPARISON GROUP 

X2=.3773 NO SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCE 

THIS PROVED STATISTICALLY SIGNIFICANT 
IN SPITE OF THE St4ALL PERCENTAGE 
B2CAUSE OF THE LARGE SAMPLE OBTAINED 
X =4.82 TARGET AREA p.05 

NO TEST FOR SIGNIFICANCE HAS DONE 
HOHEVER, THE RESULTS DO LOOK PROMISING 

REPORT DID NOTE POOR CITIZEN PARTICI­
PATION AND A SLIGHT INCREASE IN INVEST­
IGATION TIME PER CASE 



CITY 

AUBURN - 2 year (75) 

AUBURN - 3 year (76) 

BELLEVUE - 1% year 

KIRKLAND - 2 year 

KIRKLAND - 3 year 
CUMULATIVE FINDINGS 

OTHER PROJECT DATA 

PRE POST 

AVERAGE MONTHLY BURG-
LARIES PRE = 18.38 POST = 13.83 

AVERAGE MONTHLY BURG~ 
LARIES PRE = 18.27 POST = 15.35 

MEAN MONTHLY RATE 
PER HOUSEHOLDS 
PRE - 3.64 POST 2.91 

REGRESSION EQUATION 
(A MATHAMATICAL EXPRESSION 
OF THE RATE OF INCREASE FOR 
THE INCIDENTS OF BURGLARY) 
Y = 1 .• 06 (X) + 5.74 Y := -0.29 (X) + 12.25 

REGRESSION EQUATION 
Y = 1.06 (X) 5.74 

.. 

STATISTICAL TEST 

T-TEST 

T-TEST 

T-TEST 

REGRESSION DISCONTINUITY 
ANALYSIS 

REGRESSION DISCONTINUITY 
ANALYSIS 

SIGNIFICANCE 

To" 2.70 
P .05 at 30 df 

T=- 1.74 
NOT STATISTICALLY SIGNIFICANT 

T:= 2.5 

P .025 for 22 df 

STATISTICAL SIGNIFICANCE IN THIS 
CASE, CAN BE INFERRED FROM A COM­
PARISON OF THE TWO REGRESSION EQU­
ATIONS. THE PRE PROJECT LINE 
PREDICTS AN INCREASE OF BURGLARIES 
PER MONTH HHILE THE POST TEST 
PREDICTS A REDUCTION 

THE APPEARANCE OF A POST-TEST 
DECREASE IN BURGLARY ALMOST 
DISAPPEARS WITH THE ADDITION OF 
DATA. (THE POST-TEST NOIv SHOWS A 
STRAIGHT LINE, WHICH IS STILL 
SIGNIFICANTLY DIFFERENT THAN THE 
PRE-TEST INCREASE.) 
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The data from Seattle are significant not only because of the amount of data, but 
because they have data relating to the same variables, from different sources. The 
chart presents data relating to two thin~~! the burglary rate and the reporting 
rate. The project hoped to be able to show a reduction in burglaries, particularly 
among parti ci pants and part; cu 1 arly in the treated, or experimental, area. They 
also hoped to show that the reporting rate for this group increased, which would 
indicate a greater awareness of and concern for the problem of residential burglary. 
This data must be approached from the perspective that there are potentially 
(participants, nonparticipants in the area serviced by the program, and others) 
thre.e groups of people for whom vJe might have two sets of data (one for before the 
project "treatment, II and one after--post). Not all of the sources of information 
had data on all of these groups, but all are represented somewhere on the chart. 

The findings for the incidence of burglary are interesting, and rather difficult 
to interpret. The first piece of evidence comes from the project itself. This 
represents data on all project participants by the year of the project's operation 
and shows some rather surprising results. It seems that the first and third years 
proved tJ be quite successful, while the second year did not. The second piece 
of evidence, official police records 9 presents even more dramatic evidence of this. 
In the second year, the evaluation reports that the untreated area outperformed 
the treated area to a degree which proved statistically significant. What is most 
troublesome about this data ;s the figure for the three year cumulative total 
which shows a highly favorable drop in burglari es in the homes of project parti cipants. 
This cannot be accounted for by tremendous improvement in the figures foy' the third 
year, although that may well have been an important factor. The project did report 
a great improvement in the percentage of homes participating in the third year. 
In fact, they were able to increase the minimum saturation figure from 30 percent 
to 40 percent during the third year. Nevertheless, it is also true that in the 
third year, the project changed the method of collecting victimization information, 
and this has undoubtedly affected the results. The other data reported relates 
to any potential differences between t'''eated and untreated residences in the 
area servi ced by the project. These data are inconcl usi ve, but do suggest that 
project treated homes are burglarized less than the others. 

The second set of data refers to reporting rates, and again shows a rather incon­
sistent pattern. Basedon the data presented here, it would seem inappropriate 
to draw any specifi c cdncl us;ons other than that reporti ng rates seem to have 
increased over time in all three of the groups under consideration. 
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DATA SOURCE 

PROJECT VICTIMIZATION 
SURVEY 

OFFICIAL BURGLARY 
REPORTS 

SEA KING VICTIMIZATION 
(TWO PROJECTS AND TWO 
NON-PROJECT CENSUS 
TRACTS - 1974) 

CHANGE IN SEATTLE BURGLARY RATE 

COMPARISON DATA 

BURGLARY INCIDENTS STATISTICAL TEST 

BURGLARY RATE PER 100 HOUSEHOLDS PER SIX MONTHS 
PRE 

YEAR 1 '" 5.35 
YEAR 2 = 3.77 

*YEAR 3 = 4.46 (CUMULATIVE TOTAL) 

EXPERIMENTAL AREA 
(BOTH TREATED AND UNTREATED HOMES) 

POST 

YEAR 1 = 3.05 
YEAR 2 = 3.71 
YEAR 3 '" 2.34 

T0TAL BURGLARIES 

CONTROL AREA 

YR. 1 X~= 5.54 
YR. 2 X2: .01 
YR. 3 X =46.13 

PRE POST DIFFERENCE PRE POST DIFFERENCE 

YEAR 1 = 567 (12mo.) 544 -2.3% 
YEAR 2 '" 906 ( 8mo,) 828 -3.9% ()l.NNUAL 

YEAR 1 = 5949 6586 +11.7% 
YEAR 2 '" 7066 5525 -15.3% 

(11 MONTH FOLLOW-UP) ADJUSTED RATE 
YEAR 3 = NO FOLLOW-UP DATA AVAILABLE 

PERCENT OF HOMES BURGLARlZED 
PER YEAR 

PROJECT AREA 
PARTICIPANT NON-PARTICIPANT 
(22) 6.18% (35) 6.45% 

T01At PROJECT AREA (57) 6.34% 
NON-PROJECT AREA (60) 10.43 

PROJECT AREA 
PARTICIPANT NON-PARTICIPANT 
(6) 2.43% (14) 5.65% 

TOTAL PROJECT AREA (20) 4.041 
NON-PROJECT (CONTROL) (42) 9.95% 

*THIS FIGURE IS SUSPECT BECAUSE OF A CHANGE IN THE ~lETHOD COLLECTING DATA 

RESULTS 

P .05 
NOT SIGNIFICANT 
P .001 

P .05 (BUT WITH 18 
MONTH POST OATA, THE 
CHANGE IN THE TREATED 
AREA BECOMES +3.5% 
VS +7.3% FOR THE 
CONTROL AREA) 
p .05 FAVORING THE 
NON-TREATED AREA! 

.. ...~. 

THERE WAS A SIGNIFI­
CANT DECREASE IN 
PROJECT AREA BURGLARIES 

p .01 BUT NOT IN CON­
T~OL ARE,n, BURGLARI ES 
X =.207 NOT SIGNIFICPNT 



LJPO PHONE SURVEY (1975) 

(FIVE CENSUS TRACTS SURVEYED) 

ABOVE COMBINED WITH SEA 
KING DATA. ANNUAL RATE 

- \\ . \' 

LJPO PHONE SURVEY 

SEAKING ONLY 

PROJECT SURVEY 

, NtJI.IBEn AND PERCENT BURGLARIZED IN LAST SIX MONTHS 

PROGRAM PARTICIPANT NON-PART BUT I N TREATED AREA 

NUMBER PERCENT NUNBER PERCENT 
99 5% 80 6.1% 

204 ~.2% 174 11.1% 

COMPARISON OF REPORTING RATES 

EXrcRIMENTAL AREA 

PARTICIPANT 
NUMBER PERCENT 

69 71% 

PRE 

NON-PARTICIPANT 
NUMBER PERCENT 

63 80% 

144 72% 140 83% 

TARGET AREA 
NUl1BER PERCENT 

29 51% 

NON-TARGET 
NUMBER PERCENT 

28 47% 

PRE 

PARTICIPANTS ONLY 
84% 

CONTROL AREA 

POST 

TARGET AREA 
NUMBER PERCENT 

13 77% 

NON-TARGET 
NUMBER PERCENT 

24 57% 

POST 

89% l=2.27 

FAVC~S PROJECT, BUT 
NOT S-:-ATlSTICALLY 
SIG:.:FICANT 

P .C54 
MARG:'fALLY SIGNIFICANT 

NOT S:SNIFICANT 

p .01 SIGNIFICANT 
DIFFERENCE FAVORING 
NON-P';RTICIPANT 

CHANGE IN TARGET AREA 
REPORTING RATE: p .06 
MARGI';~LLY SIGNIFICANT 

THERE APPEARS TO,BE 
A SUBSTANTIAL IMPROVE­
t1ENT IN THE REPORTING 
RATES FOR BOTH AREAS 

NOT SlGNIFICANT (SHOWS 
AN UNt!SUALL Y HHlH 
REPOR;ING RATE) 
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RESOURCE LIST 

,In researching the subject area of burglary reduction a lengthy bibliography 
has been acquired, both from the books and articles found and reviewed and 
from sources independent of these. This bibliography is appended to the report. 
In addition we have also acquired a list of Who's Who in burglary reduction in 
the State of Washington and nationally. This is provided below in the hope that 
it will be a resource for those working in this area both as researchers and 
as practitioners. 

IN THE STATE 

Safeco Insurance Company 
Safeco Plaza 
Seattle, Washington 98105 
These people will send pamphlets concerning the prevention of burglary to 
anyone that requests them. 

Attorney General's Office 
Temple of Justice 
Olympia, Washington 98504 
Attn: Warren Guykema or 
Brooks Russell 
This office coordinates the state IICrime Watch ll program. 

Washington State Crime Prevention Association 
c/o Pat Olson 
City/County Building 
Tacoma, Washington 
Mr. Olson is current president of the association, which ;s made up primarily 
of law enforcement personnel, although membership is open to any interested 
party. 

Marilyn Wa 1 sh 
Battelle Law and Justice Study Center 
Seattle, Washington 98105 
Ms. Walsh is the primary author and investigator in the area of fencing, i.e., 
recei vi ng s to 1 en property., 

Federal Bureau of Investigation 
915 Second Avenue 
Seattle, Washington 98104 

NATIONAL RESOURCES 

These resources are footnoted in the Prescriptive Package Pol i ce Burgl arx 
,Prevention Programs. They are provided here. in list form oecause it is easier 
and because they have a 11 responded to reques ts for information from these 
res'earchers. 

NRTA/AARP 
1909 K StreetN.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20006 



This is an association of retired persons that works closely with crime prevention 
projects when possible. They often provide volunteers for the projects. The State 
of Washington has such a group working with the Attorney General I s Crime Watch 
program. 

National Association of Insurance Agents 
85 John Street 
New York, New York 10038 

Crime Prevention Institute 
louisville, Kentucky 40222 
Attn: Mac Grey or Barbara Bowmar 
This institute provides a number, 800-626-3550, to field calls regarding crime 
prevention .. They will provide pamphlets and brochures. They also run seminars 
and training sessions in various aspects of crime prevention techniques both 
for teaching others and as in-practice training. Several of the people involved 
in crime prevention in the State of Washington have attended their sessions. 

Office of Criminal Justice Planning 
7171 Bowling Drive 
Sacramento, California 95823 
This office has published s.everal reports on the status of their progr,ams and 
provides films at minimal cost on request. 

The Urban Institute 
2100 M street N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20037 
This group has received grants fram LEAA to do severa1 reports on various 
burglary programs. They will provide on request what is available at the time. 

National Sheriff's Association 
1250 Connecticut Avenue 
Suite 320 
Washington, D.C. 20006 
Thi s associ at i on coordinates the Nati ona 1 Nei ghborhood vJatch and is will i n9 
to provide pamphlets and information when possible. Send requests to the 
attention of Ron Brenner. 

International Association of Chiefs of Police 
11 Firstfield Road 
Gaithersburg, Maryland 
This group is interested in everything having to do with crime prevention. 

Federa 1 Bureau of Inves ti gati on 
U.S. Department of Justice 
Washington, D.C. 20535 

RESOURCE BIBLIOGRAPHY 

Barlow, Steve and Kaufman, E1 ai ne, II Burgl ary Task Force, II Eval uation of 
Grant # 76-C-0085 for Pierce County Sheriff1s Office, Pierce County, 
Washington: Law and Justice Planning office, 1977. 
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Barlow, Steve and Kaufman, El ai ne, "Crime Preventi on Uni t, II Evaluati on of 
Grant # 76-C-0084, Pierce County, Wrlshington: Law and Justice Planninfl 
Off ice, 1 977 . . 

Bender, Laurie, "Burglary/Auto Theft Reduction Team," Evaluation of Grant 
#1370 for the City of Auburn, King County, ~Jashington: Law and 
Justice Planning Office, 1976. 

Bender, Laurie, "Burglary/Auto Theft Reduction Team Update," Final Report on 
Grant #1370 and 76-C-009 for the City of Auburn, King County, Washington: 
Law and Justice Planning Office, 1977. 

IICitizen Action to Control Crime and Delinquency,1I National Council on Crime 
and Delinquency Newsletter, 1968. 

IICooperative Crime Preventi on Unit," mimeographed copy from Menlo Park and 
Atherton, California Police Departments, 1974. 

"Crime Prevention Uni t, II a mimeographed copy fran North San Mateo County 
Police Departments, 1974. 

/ 

Criminal Victimization Surveys in 13 American Cities, Information and Statistics 
Service for LEAA-NILCJ, Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing 
Office, June 1975. 

Criminal Victimization Surveys in the Nation's Five Largest Cities, Information 
and Statistics Service for LEAA-NILCJ, Washington, D.C.: U.S. Governm~nt 
Printing Office, April 1975. 

IIEdmonds, Washington Crime Prevention,1I Washington Law Enforcement Journal, 
Vol.5, No.2,Spring 1975. 

E1liot, Don D., "Burglary Prevention by Target Area," Grime Prevention Review, 
April 1974. 

Engineering ConSUltants and Publications, Neighborhood Watch, An Evaluation, 
prepared for the National Sheriff's Association, 1975. 

Falzer, Paul and Matthews, Kenneth, "System's Response to Burglary," draft 
of the final report for the City of Seattle, Seattle, Washington: Law 
and Justi ce Planni ng Offi ce, 1975. 

Federal Bureau of Investigation, Uniform Crime Reports, Washington, D.C.: 
U.S. Government Printing Office, yearly. 

Gray, Diana, Final Evaluation on the Process Objectives for the Crime Prevention 
Bureau, Portland, Oregon: . Oregon Law Enforcement Council, September 1975. 

Governor's Commission on Crime Prevention and Control, Minnesota Crime Watch; 
State of Minnesota, May 1976. 

Heller, Nelson B. et al. Operation Identificatioh Projects: Assessment of 
Effectiveness ,Phase I, Summary Report, U.S. Department of Justice, LEAA­
NILCJ, August 1975. 
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International Training, Research and Evaluation Council (ITREC), Crime 
~~nt;on Security Surveys, Phase I Report, LEAA-NILECJ, January 1977. 

KeTltYlg, Geoy:ge et al., (he Kansas City Preventive Patrol Experiment, !l 
Summary Report, Washington, D.C.: The Police Foundation for LEAA-NILECJ, 
1974. 

Kup.ersmith, G., High-Impact Anti-Crime Programs, A Sample Impact of Project 
Evaluation Components, The Mitre Corporation, for LEAA-NILECJ, February 1974. 

LEAA Annual Report, Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1972. 

LEAA "Newsletter," Vol-6, No.6, 1976. 

Mariland University, Ihsti tute of Crimi na 1 Justice and Criminol09Y, Deterrence 
of Crime in and Around Residences, NCJRS, Washington, D.C., U.S. Government 
Printing Office, 1972. 

Matthews, Kenneth, "Community Crime Prevention," Evaluation of Grant #1485 
for the City of Seattle, Seattle~ Washington: Law and Justice Planning 
Office, 1976. 

Expanded Investigation of Burglary, draft of Evaluation of Grant #1530 
-75",C-0039 and 76-C-0053 for the City of Seattle, Seattle, Washington: 

Law and Justice Planning Office 1976. 

Mattick, Hans W.et al., An Evaluation of an Implementation of Operation 
Identification in Illinois, University of Illinois at Chicago Circle: 
Center for Research in Criminal Justice, 1974. 

McLaughlin, MaryAnn, "Residential Burglary Prevention," Eva"luation of Grant 
#1122, King County, Washington: Department of Public Safety Research and 
Development Unit, 1975. 

IIModel Burglary Security Code," Model California Crime Prevention Programs, 
Sacramento, California: California Council on Crimindl Justice, March 1973. 

Murphy, Robert B., "Focus on Burglary: A Management Approach to Prevention 
of Crimes," police Chief, Gaithersburg, Maryland: International Association 
of Chiefs of Police, November 1975. 

National Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice Standards and Goals, A Call 
For Citizen Actioni Crime Prevention and the Citizen, LEAA, Washington, D.C.: 
O.S. Government Printing Office, April 1974. 

__ communit¥ Crime Prevention, Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing 
oft'i ce, 973. 

Newcomb, Molly, Dy\p.ft of "Target Hardening," Evaluation of Grant #1479 for the 
Seattle Housfhg Authority, Seattle, ~~ashington: Law and Justice Planninq 
Office, 1977. . 

"0peration Identification,1I Law and Order, 21/5, 1973. 
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Pope, Carl, The Judi ci a 1 Processi ng of Assault and Burg1 ary Offenders, Albany, 
New York: Criminal Justice Research Center, for LEAA, \~ashington, D.C.: 
U.S. Government Printing Office, 1975. 

Price, Stewart, itA Progress Report/ Pc1ice Chief, Gaithersburg, Maryland: 
IACP, fY!arch 1969. 

Pursuit, Dan, Police Programs for Preventing Crime and Delinguency, Springfield, 
Illinois: Charles C. Thomas, 1972. 

Prioritized Premise Security Survey Program, Eden Prairies, Minnesota: Governor's 
Commission on Crime Prevention and Control, 1976. 

Ray, JoAnn, IINeighborhood VJatch, II Eva luaticn of Grant #75-C-0283 for Ci ty of 
Spokane, Spokane County, VJashington: Regional Law and Justice Council, 
1976. 

Repetto, Thomas, Residential Crime, Cambridge, Massachusetts: Ballinger 
Publishing Company, 1974. 

Sandler, Carl, liThe Laurelhurst Crime Prevention Council ,II Washington Law 
Enforcement Journal, Vol. 3, No.1, Winter 1973. 

Scarr, Harry et al., Patterns of Burglary, McLean, Virginia: Human Sciences 
Research, Inc. for LEAA, VJashington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing 
Office, June 1973. 

Schneider, Ann, Evaluation of the Portland Neighborhood Based Anti-Burglary 
Program, Eugene, Oregon: Oregon Research Institute, 1975. 

Springer, Harry and Matthews, Kenneth, "Single Fingerprint System,1J Final 
Progress Report on Grant #1161 for Ci ty of Seattle, Seattle, \~ashi ngton: 
Law and Justice Planning Office, February 1975. 

IICharacteristics of the Burglary Offender,1I Grant #1338 Final Report, 
-- Seattle, Washington: Law and Justice Planning Office, 1975. 

State Attorney General l s Office, "Crime Watch Newsletter,1I Olympia, Washington 
1976-77 • 

System Development Corporat-lon, Crime-Specific Bur~lary Prevention Handbook, 
State of California: Office of Criminal Just1ce Planning, May 1914. 

Texas Municipal League, A Building Security Code for Texas Cities, Austin, 
Texas, 1976. 

__ Burglar Alarm Code for Texas Citizens,Aust;n, Texas, March 1975. 

uLaw Enforcement: City Officials Emphasize Citizen Involvement," Texas Town 
and City, September 1974. 

Tracy, Richard J., "Crime Check De1ivers,1I Police Chief, Gaithersburg, Maryland: 
IACP, June 1970. 



Walsh, Marilyn, A New Look at the World of Property Theft, Greenwood Press, 
December 1976. 

"Stolen Property and Its Redistribution in the Seattle Metropolitan Area," 
-- prepared for the Seattle Police Department, February 1975. 

IIStrategies for Combating the Criminal Receiver of Stolen GOOdS,1I Organized 
- Crime Control, LEAA Office of Regional Operations, ~Jashington, D.C.: 

U.S. Government Printing Office, September 1976. 

"War on Crime," U.s. News and World Report, 29 September 1975. 

Wein, Shelley, IICommunity Crime Prevention Program," Evaluation of Grant #1352 
for the City of Kirkiand, King County, Washington: Law and Justice 
Planning Office, 1976. 

White, Thomas W. et al..; Police Burglary Prevention Programs, for LEAA, 
Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1975. 
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