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General:

Grant Numbers:
Grant Title:
Implenenting Agency:

Project Director:
Project Period:

Budget:

Categorieé

Personnel
Overtime
Consultants

(National Crime

PROJECT INFORMATION

i

FA-37-72, 75-060, 76-006, 77-051
and 76-093
New Castle County Crime Prevention

and Unit Crime Prevention Training -

(76-093)

New Castle County Police Department
Sgt. William Honey
9-1~72 to 6-30~78

Expenditures

Prevention Insti-

tutefs two week

“progyram)
Travel
Supplies

Operating Expenses

Equipment

Total o

Federal
Match

Allocations
FA~-32-72, 75-060,
76-006 76-093

$ 1,258 $ 1,258
24,672 24,354
$15,100 15,000
3,055 800
13,300 10,068
28,649 18,699
5,390 2,538
$76,324 $15,100 $72,717

$91,424

81,250

10,174
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I. Introduction

The New Castle County Crime Prevention Unit was developed

in reactioen to two factors, First, despite increases in the

number of county policemen and the concurrent increase in the

amount of time spent on patrol, the crime rate in ‘the county
conﬁiFued to rise. Secondly, the county administration was
beginning to realize that additional manpower and traditional
police tactics were not curbing the crime rate and it was
decided to approach the problem from a different perspective,
that of preventive education and citizen action. At the same
time, federal funds became available through the Governor's
Commission on Criminal Justice (then the Delaware Agency to
: ' \

ReduceNCrime) for poliée—community crime prevention piograms.

The cbﬁnty first applied for such funds in 1972 and was

awarded $2,258 (FA~-37-72) to send two officers to the Crime

‘Prevention School in Louisville, Kentucky. Upon returning,

these two officers initiated two crime prevention programs;

Crime Prevention for Construction Sites and Crime Prev7htion
\

Surveys. In 1975, the county assigned four full-time ¢fficers

to the Crime Prevention Unit. A grant’for $31,500.(75;\6Q§
from GCCJT was used for overtime for eight officers enabliug
them to give crime prevention presentations to community
groups. Crime prevention materials, e.g., films and pam-
phlets were also purchased. ' The program continued in

basically the same form in 1976, with GCCJ awarding $24,222

Y




(761006), again for overtime, supplies and operating expenses.
Also; during 1976, the county received a grant for $16,777 |
(76~-093) to provide community crime prevention training for 50
100 police officers from six police departments throughout the
state. The county has received an addifional grant (77-051)
for $16,667 from GCCJ to continue the crime prevention project
through June 30, 1978. These funds will be used for supplies,
travel, operating expenses and equipment (no overtime). The
project will operate basically as it has in the pasﬁﬁgxcept
there will be a new emphasis on community crime prevehtion
in apartment complexes.

To date, GCCJ has awarded a total of $91,424 through five

subgrants to the New Castle County Police Department for the

support of community crime prevention programs and training.

The purpose of this report was to evaluate the performance and
impact of tﬁose graﬁts.“ The evaluation was based on a review
of archival material, inﬁerviews with project persohnel and
with peééons who have had contact with the county crime pre-

vention unit.

II. Project Operation

tne of ‘the concepts behind mapy community ¢rime prevention

programs is that "potential victims are in’the best position
! i
to diminish criminal opportunity, recognize stealth and

to




s

minimize their own vulnerability."l The New Castle County
Police agreed with this philosophy and in keeping with it,
implemented a project which encompassed. soliciting citizen
involvement in recognizing stealth through communityﬁblock
watch programs, and educatingmthe public ¢oncerning ways to
minimize their chances of being a victim through presenting
crime prevention lectures and conducting security surveys.

The unit also implemented an operation identification program,
renovated a community crime prevention van, presented public ser-
vice announcements on area radio stations and sponsored a crime
prevention training seminar for police officers from various
departments throughout the state. Each of these functions and
the performance related to them will be discussed.

A, Comﬁunity Block Watch Proygyram. It has become accepted

by many proponents  of community crime prevention programs that
theve sinply are not enough police to adequately patrol‘neigh~
borhoaods.

The prevalence of residential burglary in partic-
ular makes it mathematically improbable that even
greatly increased pwlice patrol would deter many
crimes... Moreovex, the nature of residential

. burglary makes it particularly elusive to tradi-

O tldenad polive. mathods. The crime reguires only
stealth and opportinity: ‘Begavse the poldce patrol
officers are, after all, ‘hon=gesidents HH a patrol
neighborhood and outnunbered by households , they are
greatly hampeted in thelr ability to recognlzc either
stealth or opportunity.?2 i

In order to mobilize the citizenry in the fight against

R
crime, the New Castle County Crime Prevention Unit implemented

lpaui Clrcl et.al., An Exemplary Project Community Crime
Prevention Program, Seattle, Washington, U.S. Departmcnt oL
Justicge, September 1977, p. 4. ' ‘ :
21bid., p. 1 and 2.




. a éampaign’to urge residents of neighborhoods to develop ¢ommunity
block watch programs. The unit was both active and re-active in
its efforts in that it did not merely assist neighborhoods which
sought help in implementing such programs but it also identified
high crime areas through crime analysis and contacted residen?s
of those néighborhoods in an attempt to convince them to develop

- block watch programs.
While each block watch program was tailored to the particu-
lar neads of the neighborhood, they were all basically the
same. They involved residents in patroling their neighborhoods
and reporting suspicious activity tockhe police. It was felt
that residents have a better knowledge of such things as what

cars belong in the neighborhoodaand what families are away on

vacation. Initial training was provided by the crime prevention
unit. —By-laws were developed, officers chosen and schedules of
patrol developed. In some neighborhoods, the civic association
wolild assist the block watch program by providing magnetic signs
which could be transferred from car to car and plading signs at
the gntfance of the dévelopmeﬁf indicating the existence of -~ ™
the‘pétrol.
MémberS«ef the patrol do not attempt to make arrests or
’detain pérsons. Primarily "they report situations to police via -~ ¥«
radio and/or telephone. 1In many instances they may take
action suchk as disbanding a group of youth gaﬁhereﬂ on a .
street corner. They are trained to notice and record déiails'

v of situations such as descriptions of unfamiliar vehicles in

(e




the neighborhood. o date, there have been no problems with
false reporting of incidents or citizens involved in unauth-
orized actions. Aftex implementation, the block watch program-
maintains at least monthly contact with the unit.

In the applications approved by GCCJ, the crime prevention
unit proposed to introduce block watch programs to 75 neighbor-
hoods., A total of 80 developments were contacted (106 percent
cf -the goal) and introduced to the block watch concept. Of these,
42 implemented programs, Approximately 2000 citizens are involved
in these prograns.

B. Crime Prevention Lectures. Officers in the unit give

lectures to community groups on topics such as rape, assault and
‘burglary pre§ention. Lectures have also been presented in

area high schools. The unit has been so successful in this area
that they have been requested +to make presentations out of the
county's jurisdiction, i.e., in the City of Wilmington and in
Pennsville and Salem, New Jersey. Somewhat rr~lated to this,

the unit distributes c¢rime prevention pamphlets.

The approved applications indicated the unit would make 465
crime prevention presentations and contact 48,000 citizens. A
total of 737 presentations (333 percent of the goal) were made
with federal money with approximately 30,999‘residents (83 per-
cent of the goal) attending.

C. Security Surveys. A security survey consists of exam-

. ining premises and informing the occupant of steps such as in-
stalling locks or improving lighting which could be taken to

reduce the likelihood of a crime occurring.

g
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In the field of secuxmty as well as in the prac~
tice of crime prevention, the security survey is
considered one of the most 1mportant single
methods of recognizing, appraising, and reducing
losses due to criminal victimization.3

Officers of thé ;nlt.conduct both residential and commer-
cial surveys either upon request or after victimization occurs.
Upon completing an examination of the premises, a written report
is delivered to the subject. These reports vary in length from
two pages to over 15 pages. ’ .

The applications stited 1560 security checks would be made.
A total of 554 (37 perxcent of the goal) were completed;. Approxi-

AN

mately six months after completion of the surveyyﬂa post card .o
is sent to the person for whom the check was done to determine

if any of the recommendations had been implemehted. Approximately
75 perqgnt/gﬁ the citizens who received a security check indicated
that they had implemented at least some of the recommendations.

No follow-up Qas done to determine if these citizens had been

the victim of a crime following implementation of‘ﬁhe recommenda—

tions.

D. Operation Identification. In conjunction with its other

programs, the unit implemented an operation identification pro-

sgram. Through this program, the unit provides engravers for citi-

zens who wish to identify their personal property with an engraved

number which hopefully can aid in identification should the propgrty

i

be stolen and recovered. The engravers are also loaned to civic

<o

)

BCrlmc Prevention Security Surveys - Phase I Summary,
International Training, Research and Evaluation Councill, January,
1977r p. 1.
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associations and block watch programs. It was not specified in
the applications how many persons would use this seérvice norx

was it known how many persons had used the service. It was also
not known how much property, if any, had been returned to its
"rightful.owner because of this identification.

E. County Crime Prevention Van. With the aid of GCCJ

funds, the unit has refurbished a van which displays various
3crime prevention paraphernalia such as alarm and lock installa-
ﬁion. The van is made available for inspection at various

places such as shopping centers. It was proposed in the applica-
~tions that the van would be displayed eight times per month dur-
ing the final gquarter of the project. It'was displayed four times
per month (50 percent of the goal) with 1,800 citizens visiting

" F.-. Public Service Announcements. The unit also prepared

public service announcements which were aired on area radio sta-

tions with tips on how to prevent crimes.

o

\\

G. Apaf&ment Compiex Crime Prevention. In the final grant

application #77—501) it was proposed that community watch programs

would be established in eight apartment complexes. The first
half of the grant period was devoted to cdﬁducting crime analyses
to determine the most appropriate apartment complexes for such

a program. As of December 31, 1977, pfograms had been implemented

E—

in two apartment complexes.

H. Crime Prevention Training. The county sponsored a sem-

insr in Séptember 1976 for police officers throughout the state

+ . & 1] “u . \l\
on community crime prevention techniques in which the Nati&gal

I3
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Crime Frevention Institute presented its two week training pro-

gram. It was proposed that training would be provided to 50 to

100 police officers from various departments throughout the state.

A total of 51 officers from the following departments attended
the session: County Police (19); Delaware State Police {10);
Wilminéton Police (15); Newark (3); Dover Police (2); Mllfb:ﬁ
Poli?e (1); and Smyrna (1). The overwhelming majority of -
\partiCipants (80%) who evaluated the training found it wgll ééne

and worthwhile.

D

ITII. Impact
The obvious goal of a community crime prevention program
is to prevent crime from occurring. Of course, it is almost

impossible to prove any particular crire was prevented.

However, a measure of a crime prevention program's success - o

could be the reported crime rate. Supposedly, if crimes were
being prevented, the rate of increase or actual crime rate would
decrease.4 Based on this assumption, one measure of thgfimpact
of a crime.prevention program would be to compare the crime
rates in the jurisdiction before and after project implementa-
tion. Unfortunately, such data wag not available for all of

New Castle County. This data was available for selected

iThere are a number of problems with this measure. Flr$t,
. a community crime prevention program may change the gitizen's
view of the police department and lead to more crimes belng
reported than previously, which show up as an.increased crime
rate. Secondly, a decline in the crime rate may be dde to °

factors other ‘than the crime prevention pgqxect, such as increased
L

patrol or alfferent deployment of personn
; g ) yﬁ

;
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Exhibit I

~

Number of Reported C',‘rimé‘;,,..f;‘;n Selected Communities with Block Wat

ch

Cyiminal

Mischiof

7

-

AR N e L R L S NI

Programs
Robbery Burglaxy ‘Thdft
SCOTTFIELD (Started 9/76)*
Jan - May, 1975 0 4 6
Jan - May, 1976 0 L . 9
Jan -~ May, 1977 0 4. 12
" RECHARDSON PARK-ELMUTIRST ' RAMARAANERARSEREE S .
S (Started 10/76) T
Jan - May, 1976 0 15. 26
Jan- - May, 1977 0 4 13
CHESTNUT HILL, RSTATES
(started 6/76)
Jan - May, 1975 0 4 12
Jan - May, 1976 0 6 29
Jan - May, 1977 0 0 ; 21
N - -'|
. . B)
BROOKMONT FARMS
(Started 8/76)
“Jan - May,”i1976 4, 31 23
Jdan ~ May, 1977 0 8 19
PENN ACRES (Started 10/76)
dan - May, 1976 ) 0 5 22
Jan - May, 1977 0 - 9 10
JEFFERSON FARMS (Started 9/75)
Jan -~ May, 1975 0 44 25
Jan - May, 197C 0 3 15
Jan - May, 1977 0 1l 12
RADNOR GRFIN (Started 6/76) -
Jan - May, 1975 0 5 8
Jan -~ May, 1976 0 7 iy
gdh - May, 1977 , 0 2 5
GREEN ACRES (started 1/76) .
Jan - May, 1975 [ 6 16
Jan -~ May, 1976 I 3 9.
_ Jan - May, 1977 : 0 0 7

¥Tndlcates date Block Watch programs started.

‘

~ *

30
1y

17
12

N 4D

Kl 7‘—0

26
24-
24

oo

Thetye
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neighborhoods which participated in the block watc§ program and
ig presented in Exhibit A. This exhibit shows that in almost
all instances in-these communities, ‘the crimes of/féﬁbery,
burglary and theft are(down when compared‘with the time hefore
the block watch programs were initiated.

i It must be noted that these communities represent only a
sample and such reductions may not be occurring in other commun-
ities. Furthermore, contidis were not established to permit
any reduction in crime to_unquestionably be attributed to the
crime prevention unit rather thaggsome other factor such as a
change in population, or increased police patrol. Also, what
may be occurring is that crime is being displaced from neigh~
borhoods which have crime prevention programs to those which do

not.

Iﬂwaddition to reviewing data such as reported c¢rime

rates, subjective measures of the project's impact were sought.
Discussions with persons such as organizers of block watch pro-
grams, other police officers and citizens who had had contact
with the crime prevéntion unit revealed support.ﬁor ﬁhe project.
The fact that the unit presently has far more requesﬁs for
servicesizian it can promptly respond to, is some indicaﬁiqq of
the communiﬁy‘s support. ﬁqually as important as community |
support has been the support the unit has received from the
county government. The director of public safety for the coﬁntyl

indicated he was very pleased with the unit. The couﬁiy is

already providing the majority of funding.  Approximately

G-
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$104,500 in county funds was allocated to the crime prevention
unit for FY 1978 for the existing four persons and there is

hope that it can be expaﬁded in the future. GCCJ funding for

. the project terminates June 30, 1978.

IV. Conclusion
Although this project did not achieve all of the stated

perfdtmance objectives, it was the opinion of the evaluator that

this was due to an unrealistic projection of the need and capa-

N

bllltles in terms of time avallable of the unit. Furthermore,

it was the opinion of the evaluator ‘that the New Castle County
Crime Prevention Unit appears to be a good example of how the
LEAA program was intended to work. Imitial geed money was pro-

vided by LEAA through GCCJ which enabled the county to "try

- out" the concept at little cost to itself. Although available

plementlng a smmllar project.-

data did not unquestioﬁably attribute impact in preventing crime
to the unit, there was sufficient support in the county admini-
stration and in the community that the county began to contribute
more than the required 10 percent matching funds. GCCJ's con-
vtribution'to the project has: diminished over the final two years,
@nd when dts funding is exhausted in June, 19%8, the project will

coﬁtinue and may even expand solely through countj efforts. In

‘addltlon to county support, oelsonnel from other police 3ur1~~

dictions (Springfield Pennsylvania~for example) have visited ‘the

unlt and retulned to their 3urlsd1ctlons w1th,the intent of im-

7
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V. Reconmendation

Based on the findings in this report, the following recom-

mendation was made:

=4

1. The record keeping of the unit concerning its own

‘activities was adequate for evaluating its performance but not

its impact. Data should be maintained which will permit moxe

intensive evaluation of the program. At a minimum, this should

)

include (1) county crime rates for those crimes which. the

project is intendéd to have the greatest impact such as robbery,

4 burglary, theft and malicious mischief; (2) crime rates for

these same crimes for all neighborhoods which implement block

watch programs; (3) amount, type and value of stolen prope#ty

et

recovered and returned as a result of being engraved; and L

(4) number of persons victimized after completion of a éecuritx

e

survey, and how many of the recommendations:-were implemented

prior to their ‘being victimized.

12
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FA-37-72 New Castle County Crime Prevention Unit,

75~060 and Crime Prevention Training (76-093)
©76~006 New Castle County Police Department

77051 ‘ 9~1~72 to 6-~30-78

and January 1978

76-093

($81,250)

A Purgoses:

1. To introduce the concept of community block watch pro-
grams to 75 neiggporhoods.

2. To give 465 crime prevention lectures and contact 48,000
citizens. ' N

3. To conduct 1500 security surveys.

4, To implement an operation identification program in
vhich engravers are made available to members of the community.

5. To refurbish and display a crime prevention van.

6. To provide community crime prevention training to 50 to
100 police officers from various police departments in the state.

7... To develop elght community crime prevention programs in
apartment comnlexes.

B. Findings:

1. The block watch concept was introduced to 80 nélgthLhoods'
(106 percent of the goal). Of *hese, 42 implemented such programs.
_ Over 2000 citizens were involved in these programs.

2. A total of 737 crime prevention presentations (333 pexcent
of the goal) were made with approximately 30,999 citizens (83 per-
cent of the goal) attending. The Crime PrevenLJQn Unit was so
successful in this endeavor that it was requested to make presen-
tations outside of its jurisdiction. ;

3. A total of 554 (37 percent of the goal) security surveys,
ranging from two to over 15 pages, were completed.

4. An Operafion Identification program was implemented.
5. A van was refurb* hed to display various c¢rime prevention

paraphernalia such ag locks and alarm systems. The van was dis-~
played approxmmatcly four times per month. ~

,}/
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6. Public qerV1ce announcements with tips on how to prevent
crime were aired on area radio stations. .

7. The County Police sponsored a two week training session
on community crime prevention in which ‘51 officers from seven
different departments participated.

8. Community Crime Prevention programs were established in
two apartment complexes.

9. A non-randomly selected sample of neighborhoods partici-
pating in the community block watch program showed that in almost
all instances the crimes of robbery, burglary and theft were down
when compared with the time before the block watch programs were
initiated.

10. Subjective measures of the project's impact revealed sup-
port for the project from organizers of block watch programs,
other police officers and other 01tlzens.

11. %he New Castle County Crlme Prevention Unit has received
a great deal of support from the county government. Approximately
$104,500 in county funds were allocated to the unit for FY 1978.

12. It was the opinion of the authoxr that the project was
well run, and represented a good example of how the LEAA program .
was intended to operate. Initial “"seced" money was provided through
GCCJ to enable the county to try out this concept. The concept
proved valuable, and the county began to contribute more than
the required ten percent. By the time GCCJ funding terminates in -
June 1978, the project will continue, at least at its present
level, supported solely by county funds.

C. Recommendation:

The record keeping of the unit concerning its own activities :
~was adequate for evaluating its performance, but not its impact. - . =
Data should be maintained which will permit moxe intensive ’ :
evaluation of the program. At a minimum, this should include L
(1) county crime rates for those crimes which the project is ~f%WN§”I
intended to have the greatest“impact on such as. robbery, burglary, .
theft and malicious mischief; (2) crime rates for these same

crimes for all neighborhoods which implement block watch programs* "
(3) amount, type and value of stolen property recovered and ‘
returned as a result of being engraved; (4) number of persons

victimized after completion of a security survey, and how many

of the recommendations were implemented prior to their being

victimized. ‘
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