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PREFACE

This report, Crime Prevention Through Environmental Design Final

Report on Residential Demonstration, Minneapolis, Minnesota, describes

the process by which a CPTED demonstration project is being carried out
in an inner-ring residential neighborhood in Minneapolis, Minnesota. Pre-
liminary results of that project, along with a discussion of the design
for the project's evaluation also are presented.

A number of CPTED documents previously prepared by Westinghouse pro-
vide the basis for much of the material in this report. Additional details
can be found in those documents, namely:

@ Elements of CPTED (May 1976).

o CPTED Residential Demonstration Plan: Minneapolis,

Minnesota (November 1976).

© C(PTED Process Case Studies Report (Maxrch 1977) -~

This report analyzed the relationships among the
events, participants, and the planning process in
each demonstration site, and formulated a theoret-
ical framework of the process.

® CPTED Program Manual (April 1978) -- This multi-

volume document has been prepared to assist urban
designers and criminal justice planners in determining
the applicability and feasibility of the CPTED. con-

cept to the solution of crime or fear-of-crime
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problems in various environments. The three-
volume Manual also provides detailed guidance for
the planning and implementation of a CPTED project

Volume I, the Planning and Implementation Manual,

describes the planning framework and related pro-
Sect management activities., Volume II, the Strate-

gies and Directives Manual, presents a catalog of

strategies (or solutions to identified porblems),
together with eiamples of specific design directives
to implement those strategies in a given environment.
Appended to Volume II is an annotated bibliography
of CPTED-related materials that can be referenced by
the Manual user in search of greater detail on the
historical and theoretical aspects of the CPTED con-

cept. ‘Volume I1I, the Analytic Methods Handbook,

provides a catalog of analytical techniques covering
such topics as the use of police crime data and CPTED
project evaluation.

e CPTED Technical Guidelines in Support of the Analytic

Methods Handbook (April 1978) -- This document deals

with such areas of investigation and analysis as vic-

timization survey methods, behavioral observation
methods, quantitative analytical and decisionmaking

techniques, and environmental assessment methods.
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The Minneapolis demonstration was supported, in part, by a contract
from the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration to a consortium of firms
headed by the Westinghouse Electric Corporation. The consortium organi-
zations represented a broad range of public and private interests, and
contributed an equally broad range of skills and experience to the effort.
A partial orgénizational 1ist includes:

@ Barton-Aschman Associates, Inc.

e Urban Systems Research and Engineering, Inc.

e Mathematica, Inc.

o Linton and Company, Inc.

o Carnegie-Mellon University.

® American Institutes for Research.

e Public Systems Evaluation, Inc.

e Richard A. Gardiner and Associates, Inc.

# Augsberg College.

# National Association of Home Builders/NAHB Research
Foundation, Inc. "

® Nero and Associates, Inc.

e Public Technology, Inc.

e Council of Educational Facility Planners,
International.

e National League of Cities,

e National Association of Counties.

e Paradigm, Inc.
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Ii addition, a number of key consultants were involved almost con-
tinuously in the first 2 years of CPTED activities (May 1974 through July
1976) and periodically thereafter. A partial list, with disciplines repre-
sented in parentheses, includes:

e Thomas Reppetto (Police Science, Sociology, Public

Administration).

® James Tien (Systems Analysis).

e Larry Bell (Architecture, Industrial Design, Urban
Planning).

e John Zeisel (Sdciology, School Security Design).

® Richard Gardiner (Architecture, Urban Design).

e W. Anthony Wiles (Urban Planning).

@ Charles Wellford (Criminology, Sociology).

® W, Victor Rouse (Urban Planning).

e George Rand (Psychology, Urban Planning).

The support of the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration has
been a factor throughout and is greatly appreciated. Blair Ewing and
Fre& Heinzelmann of the National Institute of Law Enforcement and Crimi-
nal Justice provided essential support for the CPTED Program. Efforts
of Lois F. Mock and other Institute staff are appreciated. Richard M.

Rau and Richard M. Titus, initial and current monitors of the Program

for LEAA, have contributed substantially to the effort by resolving pro-
lems and providing proper perspective between this program and other re-

search activities.




Many members of the Westinghouse CPTED Consortium contributed to
the initiation, development, and implementation of the demonstration.
Particularly important roles were played by the following Westinghouse
staff: Robert A. Carlston, Phase I Project Manager; Timothy D. Crowe;

Lewis F. Hanes; and W. Anthony Wiles. W. Victor Rouse (then of Barton-
Aschman Associates), Gilbert A. Castle III (Barton-Aschman), and Carl
Ohrn (Barton-Aschman) performed similarly important roles while affiliated
with the companies shown.

‘The Westinghouse Consortium is indebted to the many officials of the
State of Minnesota and the City of Minneapolis who gave freely of their
time and effort. In addition to Mayor Al Hofstede and several members of
the City CSﬁncil, especiaily ﬁewis De Mars, Council President and Richaxd
Miller, gratitude is expressed to L. Irvin of the City Planning Office; T. A.
Thompson, City Coordinator; R. Viking and S. Strom, initial and current
Community Crime Prevention Coerdinators; and R. Crew, K. Ekdahl, J. Merriil,
and D. Frisbie of the Governor's Commission on Crime Prevention and Control
(now the Minnesota Crime Control Planning Board); and the Minneapolis Police
Department for their active participation.

Special appreciation is expressed to the many residents and community
organizations in the Willard-Homewoood Neighborhood, who not only allowed
the use of their neighborhood as a site for this demonstration but who in-
vited members of the Consortium into their homes to share their
special insights, suggestions, and ideas for the reduction of crime and the

fear of crime.
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The following specific acknowledgements are noted: Imre R. Kohn pre-
pared Appendix A. Chapter 6 on project evaluation was adapted from the
evaluation plan developed by the Minneapolis Crime Control Planning Board
(CCPB), C. Crabill, et. al., authors. Appreciation is extended to Marcy
Rasmussen of the CCPB for making this and other evaluation materials avail-

able.
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CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION

In May 1974, the National Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal
Justice (NILECJ), the research center of the Law Enforcement Assistance
Administration (LEAA), announced the award of a contract to a consortium
of firms headed by the Westinghouse Electric Corporation to launch a
program known as Crime Prevention Thrcugh Environmental Design (CPTED).

From its inception, a major thrust of the Program was the development
of real-world projects. Efforts to demonstrate the viability and utility
of a wide variety of physical and social strategies for reducing crime and
the fear of crime were undertaken. Three sites were selected for the en~-
vironment-specific demonstration projects:

e An inner-ring suburban neighborhood in Minneapolis,
Minnesota, for a CPTED Residential Environment
Demonstration.

e A commercial strip corridor in Portland, Oregon, for
a CPTED Commercial Environment Demonstration.

e Four public high schools in Broward County, Florida,
for a CPTED Schools Environment Demonstration.

This report describes the process lir which the residential environment
demonstration project is being carried outf;,. Some preliminary endorsements
of that project, together with a discussion of the evaluation design also
are presented. Many of the demonstration's activities were intended to be
replicable for similar residential environments throughout the country;
othérs were specially tailored for implementation in the specific

Minneapolis residential area known as the Willard-Homewood neighborhood.
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Consequently, the overall effort was influenced by special requirements
and constraints that were imposed by the site, as well as by the national
Program objectives,

1.1 Background of NILECJ/Westinghouse Program

The mandate for the initial 2-year, $2-million effort was to demon-
strate the usefulness of defensible space concepts (discussed in the next
section) in several areas through large-scale demonstration and evaluation
projects in schools, residential, commercial, and transportation emnvicon-
ments.* Research and dissemination activities were to play major roles
throughout.

The principal objectives for the first 2 years of the Program were:

@ To modify and expand the concept of defensible space,
tailoring it for the unique characteristics of each
demonstration.

e To select appropriate and cooperative local demon-
stration sites for each environment (the NILECJ man-
date deliberately precluded the involvement of Federally
assisted housing developments as CPTED demonstrations
since Oscar Newman and others had focused on these en-
vironments).

© To develop general strategies for each envircomment

and specific plans for each demonstration.

*The transportation enviromment was later dropped from consideration as
a separate demonstration site, although strategies focused on that en-

vironment were incorporated in the plans for the other demonstration
projects.
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e To support the implementation of demonstrations
and initiate an evaluation process for each.

The CPTED Program did not include the funding needed for implementation
at the demonstration sites. Rather, Westinghouse assistance to the demon-
stration sites included grant development and other funds leveraging
activities to help the sites secure implementation funding.

The Program concentrated upon predatory offenses against persons
(criminal homicide, forcible rape, robbery, and assault) and property
(burglary, auto theft, larceny, and vandalism).

The expectations for the CPTED Program during its first 2 years were
overly optimistic. Early in the effort, it became obvious that the amount
of scientific knowledge upon which. the Program could be based was inadequate.
Indeed, similar conclusions were being drawn at about the same time by others
working in the field (e.g., T. Reppetto, R. Gardiner, and C. R. Jeffery).

The Westinghouse project team found the concept of defensible space, Lo
as defined in Oscar Newman's early work, to be too limited in scope for direct
application in the Program environments. (Newman himself was begimmning to
seek ways to go beyond the narrow focus of his earlier work.) The degree
to which physical design alone could be expected to generate strong pro-
prietary attitudes in users of public environments was very questicnable.”
For example, no design directives existed that could be used to deﬁelop
territorial feelings in the thousands of individuals briefly passing
through a subway station.

When the limitations of the defensible space concept became clear,

NILECJ directed the project team to develop an expanded and more comprehensive




approach that would be more responsive and useful in a variety of environ-
ments. Through this effort, the CPTED concept of crime/environment analysis,
comprehensive planning, and community involvement evolved.

There now was a more realistic assessment of what could be accomplished

during the 2-year program. As a result of that assessment and a recognition

of the merit of the work that had been accomplished in the period 1974-1976,
NILECJ awarded Westinghouse a second 2-year, $2-million contract to carry
the CPTED Program through July 1978. A final report will be produced that
will build on the first phase's efforts and products but will focus on the
policy, research, and programmatic implications of the activities since
July 1, 1976. The report will be available in August 1978.

1.2 Background of CPTED

The CPTED concept highlights the interaction between .uman behavior
and the physical envirpnment in the battle against crime. The two basic
aims of CPTED are, first, to reduce opportunities for crime that often are
inherent in the structure of buildings and the layout of neighborhoods and,
second, to promote changes in attitudes among the population at risk. By
redﬁcing the apparent opportunity for crime, people should be less fearful
of moving freely about their enviromment. The assumption underlying these
aims is that physical changes can have their maximum impact on crime and
the fear of crime only when the user population actively supports and main-
tains the changes and aids in the detection and reporting of crimes.

The elements that comprise the CPTED concept are not new. They are
perhaps as old as the discovery that the environment influences human be-

havior and perceptions. However, contemporary intzsrest in the role of the




manmade enviromment in creating or reducing opportunties for crime has
been stimulated by research and social action policies developed during
the past 20 years. In the 1960's, concern about the detrimental effect
of urban renewal programs led many to study the psychic and social costs
of rebuilding enviromments, particularly with respect to a diminished
sense of secufity among resident:s. Elizabeth Wood studied public housing
projects and emphasized the importance of physical design in allowing
residents to exercise control over their environment. She supported de-
signing for natural surveillance by residents through visible identifi-
cation of a family and its home, and through enhanced visibility of public
spaces.

Oscar Newman supported Wood's ideas by showing that physical design
features of public housing affect the rates of resident victimization.
These design‘features included building heights, number of apartments
sharing a common hallway, lobby visibility, entrance design, and site
layout. His research also indicated that physical design can encourage
citizens to assume behavior necessary for the protection of their rights
and‘property. These concepts led, in Newman's terminology, to the de-
velopment of defensible space design principles for housing complexes.

Jane Jacobs applied many of these same design principles to urban
planning. In her view, the essentials for crime prevention were a sense
of community»céhesion, feelings of territoriality, and responsibility for
one's '"turf." Continuous street surveillance would be a natural byproduct

of residents' and shopkeepers' desire to control the nature of use and
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treatment of their environment. She further contended that neighborhood
land uses should be more diversified to create more opportunities for
natural surveillance and encourage the development of stronger social con-
trol networks.

Since then, several people have focused on urban design and crime.
Shlomo Angel,'for example, developed the critical-intensity-zone hypothesis:
Public areas become unsafe not when there are either few or many potential
victims present but when there are just enough people on the scene to
attract the attention of potential offenders, yet not enough people for
surveillance of the areas. He suggested alteration of physical configuration
to concentrate pedestrian circulation and, thereby, eliminate critical in-
tensity zones.

In 1969, the U. S. Senate Select Committee on Small Business began
the investigation of Crimes Against Small Business, which influenced the
course of target hardening, crime insurance, and police patrol for the next

5 years. In 1970, NILECJ funded six major studies that began the integration

of the CPTED-related areas of target hardening, architectural and city planning

design, and community cohesion. At the same time, criminologists such as

C. Ray Jeffery and Thomas Reppetto focused on the role of the physical en-
vironmert in fostering or discouraging crime. Jeffery pointed to the need
for more research on the relationship between crime and the environment,

and Reppetto concluded in his study of residential crime that future research
should be directed towards the development of a crime prevention model that

would blend together the deterrent effects of the criminal justice system
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and citizens' anticrime efforts. He suggested that improved environmental
design might be the most effective way.
In 1971, the ideas of Jacobs and Newman were expanded upon in the Rand

reports, Public Safety in Urban Dwellings and Vertical Policing Programs

for Highrise Housing. At the same time, HUD initiated its Federal Crime

Insurance Program and NILECJ developed Minimum Building Security Guidelines.

In 1972, significant publications and reports included Newman's Defensible

Space, NILECJ's Architectural Design for Crime Prevention, Harry Scarr's

Patterns of Burglary, and Rand Corporation's Private Pclice in the United

States. The HUD/LEAA interagency committee on Security in Public Housing
was also formed.

In 1973, the CPTED approach crystalized with the announcement of NILECJ's
intention to inaugurate comprehensive CPTED programs in residential, trans-
portation, public schools, and commercial environments. Additional data and
theory contributing to the CPTED framework came from five major NILECJ-sup-
ported reports concerning robbery (Feeney), burglary (Part II, Scarr), street
crime (Malt), urban housing (Reppetto), and residential security (Sagalyn).
Related developments included HUD's conference on security in housing, and

Newman's publication, Residential Security.

Finally, as the Westinghouse Consortium began the NILECJ CPTED Program
in 1974, project evaluations of a Kansas City streetlighting program indi-
cated successful results; a Hartford CPTED program was pushing forward; and

Newman's Design Directives for Achieving Defensible Space was completed.
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1.3 The CPTED Approach

The primary emphasis of the Westinghouse/CPTED Program is on strategies
(or solutions) that are designed to reinforce desirable existing activities,
eliminate undesirable activities, create new activities, or to otherwise
support desirable use patterns so that crime prevention becomes an integral
part of the specified environment. There are four operating hypotheses that
provide the underlying rationale for all CPTED implementation strategies.*
They are: Access control, surveillance, activity support, and motivation

reinforcement.

1
LI

Access corntrol strategies focus on decreasing criminal opportunity by
keeping unauthorized persons out of a particular locals. In its most ele-
mentary ‘“.rm, access control can be achieved in individual dwelling units or
commercial establishments by use of adequate locks, doors, and similar target-
hardening installations. Access control can also be achieved by the creation
of psychological barriers, such as signs, parkways, hedges -- in short, any-
thing that announces the integrity and uniqueness of an area.

The primary aim of surveillance strategies is not to keep intruders out
but to keep them under observation. Such strategies are hypothesized to in-
crease the perceived risk to offenders, as well as the actual risk 7f the
observers are willing to act when potentially threatening situations develop.

A distinction can be made between organized and natural surveillance.

Organized surveillance is usually carried out by police patrols in an attempt

*Appendix A outlines the overall theoretical frameswork.
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to project a sense of omnipresence (i.e., to convey to potential offenders
the impression that police surveillance is highly likely at any given lo-
cation). In some instances, surveillance can be achieved by mechanical
techniques such as closed-circuit television (CCTV) or alarms,

Natural surveillance can be achieved by a number of design strategies,
such as channéling the flow of activity to put more observers near a potential
crime area or creating greater observation capacity by installing windows
along the street side of a building. This technique of defining spaces also
is hypothesized to convey a sense of ownership and territorial concern to
legitimate users.

Activity support involves strategies for reinforcing existing or new
activities as a means of making effective use of the built environment.

This is based on the observation that, in a given community, there are
often resources and activities capable of sustaining constructive com-
munity crime prevention. Support of these activities is hypothesized to
bring a vital and coalescing improvement to a given community and result
in a reduction of the vulnerable social and physical elements that permit
criﬁinal intrusions.

In contrast to access control and surveillance strategies, which con-
centrate on making offenders' operations more difficult, motivation rein-
forcement strategies seek to affect offender motivation and, hence, behavior
relative to the designed euvironment by increasing the perceived risk of
apprehension and by reducing the criminal payoff. These strategies also
seek to positively reinforce the motivation of citizens in general to play

a more active prevention role by enhancing the community's identity and image.
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Territorial concern, social cohesion, and a general sense of security
can result from strategies that alter the scale of a large, impersonal en-
vironment to create one that is smaller and more personalized. They also
can result from improvements in the quality of an environment by such
measures as upgrading the housing stock, the school facilities, or the in-
teriors of squay cars; organizing occupants; or changing management policy.
These strategies can improve not only the image the population has of it-
self and its domain but also the projection of that image to others. The
definition and raising of standards and expectations are hypothesized to
decrease social estrangement as well as the motivation of criminal behavior,

The four key operating hypotheses provided the basis for specifying
project objectives for each of the demonstration environments. Figure 1-1
presents the objectives for a CPTED project that focuses on the residential
environment. In turn, the objectives provide the basis for the selection
of strategies. Although they cannot be neatly categorized because many
strategies include a combination of approaches, the strategy selection
process draws upon the following types of proposed solutions:

@ Physical Strategies -- Create, eliminate, or

alter physical features that affect criminal
actions, for example, by providing special bar-
riers to impede undetected access. This could
be achieved by installing grilles on ground
floor windows, cutting down concealing shrubs,

and erecting high fences.
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MOTIVATION REINFORCEMENT

Design aund Construction: Design, build, and/or repailr residences and residential
gites to enhance security and improve quality.

Resident Action: Encourage resideuts to implement safeguards on their own to
make homes less vuinerable to crime.

Territorial Identity: Differentiate private areas from public spaces to dis=~
courage trespass by potential offenders.

Neighborhood Image: Develop positive neighborhood image to encourage resident and

investor confidence and increase the economic vitality of the area.

ACTIVITY SUPPORT

Land Use: Establish policies to prevent ill-advised land and Building uses that -

have negative impact.

Social Interaction: Encourage interaction by residents to foster social cohesion
and control.

Police/Community Relations: Improva police/community relations to involve citizens

in cooperative efforzs with police to prevent and report crime.

Community Awareness: Create neighborhood/community crime prevention awareness
to ald in combatting crime in residential areas.

il

__j

SURVEILLANCE

Survelllance Through Physical Desim: Improve opportunities for surveillance by
physical design mechanisms that serve to inerease the risk of detection for of-

fenders, enable evasive actions by potential victims, and faeilifate intervention
by police.

Mechanical Surveillance Davices: Provide residences with security devices to
decect and signal illegal entry attempts.

Private Security Services: Determina appropriate paid professioumal and/or
* volunteer citizen services to enhance residential security needs.

Police Services: Improve police services to provide efficleat and effective
Tesponses to crime problems and to enhance citizen soopearation in reporting crime.

k-

ACCESS CONTROL o '

Access Control: Provide securs barriers to prevent unsuthorized ancess to budld-
ing grounds, buildings, and/or restricred building interior areas.

I

LU L}

. The four key hypotheses are not mutually exclusive. Surveillance objectives aldo

sarve to control access; activity support involves surveillance; snd motivation re-
inforcement provides support for the other three hypotheses.

Figure 1-1. Relationship of Residential Environment
Objectives to CPTED Operating Hypotheses
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Social Strategies -- Create interactions among

individuals. An example is to encourage inter-
action by residents to foster social cohesion and
control through the establishment of a block watch
organization. This organization could sponsor
épecial events for special age and interest groups
(e.g., dances for young people, recreation for older
people) to promote group identity and satisfaction;
sponsor flea markets and swap markets on weekends
through residential associations, and the like.

Management Strategies -- Have a policy and practice

thrust. One management strategy is to amend zoning
ordinances to reduce the vulnerability of structures

to burglary by establishing minimum security standards.
Management strategies also include those that effect

the economy, with the assumption that improving income
.levels, employment rates,.and the quality of the physical
environment (via monetary inputs) will ameliorate crime
problems.

Law Enforcement Strategies -- Concern both public

police support and private security forces. One
strategy in this category is to increase police
patrol in a high-crime-rate area, while another
involves hiring private security guards to patrol

particular blocks, building sites, or buildings.
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1.4 The CPTED Project

Each CPTED project involves four phases: Site Selection or Policy
Determination, Project Initiation and Organization, Project Planning, and
Project Implementation. Within each of these phases, a series of planning
and implementation guidelines is relevant (see Figure 1-2), Each phase
of the process can be viewed as a major decision point that affects decisions
to be made during later phases. In actual practice, however, the decisions
and activities associated with each phase do not follow any consistent
sequence. For example, policies must be reanalyzed continually to take
into account changing circumstances., The same holds true with respect to

the need for continually reorganizing, replanning, and reconsidering im-

‘plementation strategies for the CPTED activities.

e Site Selection/Policy Determination Phase --

Determines the applicability of CPTED principles
for local issues and concerns. Provided that
CPTED is applicable, local planners and decision-
makers must specify the objectives and scope of
the CPTED project, determine the location and
size of the project site, and determine major
organizational requirements (e.g., project manage-
ment, citizen participation, and available re-
sources,

® Project Initiation and Organization Phase -=-

Defines analytic needs regarding key problems
and issues, defines project objectives and re-

quirements, organizes the project planning team
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Site Selection/Policy Determination .

Project Initiation and Organization
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CPTED Planning and Implementation Process
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and its operating procedures, identifies com-
munity interests, and develops the overall work
program and schedule.

® Project Planning Phase -- Includes a series of

analyses that narrow the crime and fear problems
to a point where they can be treated by CPTED,
and provides insight into factors that contri-
bute to the defined crime/environment problems,
During this phase, a CPTED project plan is pro-
duced that specifies the strategies, directives
(the means by which a given strategy can be ful-
filled), methods of implementation, and funding
for the alleviation of selected problems.

® Project Implsesmentation Phase ~-- Comprises a series

of activities that produce the construction of the

physical portion of CPTED strategies and the carrying

out of other programmatic activities. Note that project

evaluation tasks, initially cited in the Site Selection/

Policy Determination Phase, are included in this phase.

To be adequate, evaluation considerations must be in-

cluded throughout the planning and implementation process.
The CPTED evaluation design addresses three general issues:

@ Was the project initiated effectively?

® How well were the project plans implemented?
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e Did the project meet its stated goals?
The Minneapolis Residential Demonstration project that is described
in the following chapters gives real-world substance to the CPTED con-

ceptual approach and project development.*

*Appendix B presents a chronology of development activities and project
highlights.
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CHAPTER 2, SITE SELECTION

2.1 The Residential Environment

The residential environment was a logical focal point for a CPTED
demonstration.because the residence is the center of family life and
represents a principal refuge from outside dangers and pressures. If
individual or family security is constantly threatened by crime or the
fear of crime, the quality of life within the residential environment
will suffer. Unfortunately, the incidence of crime within the environ-
ment (predominantly burglary, robbery, and larceny) are on the increase
and those committed in and around homes are perhaps the most fear-
producing of all crimes. Although other environmental modes may sustain
higher crime rates, incidents occurring in residential areas tend to
be most disturbing because it is there that the individual usually feels
safest. Furthermore, crime and the fear of crime are believed to be
significant factors in the physical, social, and economic decline of
reéidential areas.

2.2 The Inner-Ring Residential Area

The residential environment includes rural areas, suburban subdivisions,
high-rise complexes, planned-unit developments, new towns, public or sub-
sidized housing projects, inner-city residential areas, central-city areas,

or isolated concentration of housing within other settings.
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Previous research provided three classifications:™
e Core area -- Land is intensively developed,
with a population density seven or eight times
higher than inner-ring areas. Typically
occupied by many low-income and minority
bersons; has a high percentage gf multi-
family housing, much of it in poor con-

dition.

%

Inner-ring residential area -- Predominantly

single-family residential area located within

the city boundaries, usually near central

area but exhibits many physical and design

characteristics of suburban areas. Con-

siderably less dense than the core area.

@ Outer-ring -- Predominantly single-family,

lower density area; contains a considerable

amount of vacant land.
The core area immediately was excluded from consideration as a CPTED
Residential Demonstration site since substantial research already had
been conducted on residential crime and security in public housing

complexes and central city areas.

2.3 Site Selection Criteria

YA e

In assessing the CPTED potential of a residential demonstration

*E. M. Hoover and Raymond Vernon, Anatomy of Metropolis, Cambridge, MA:
. Harvard University Press, 1959,
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in the inner-ring or outer-ring areas, the Consortium used three kinds
of criteria: Crime-related, environment-related, and program-related.
Table 2-1 lists the topics covered in each of these areas. The following
points were considered tec be particularly relevant:
® The target site should have a sufficient level
6f crime and fear to justify a CPTED effort and
must be amenable to CPTED time and cost factors.
e The types of crime problems found within the
target site should be those that can be al-
leviated by CPTED,
- @ There should be readily available zrime and
environment data, Generally, the delineation of
crime/environment problems will involve analysis
of the relationship between<various aspects of
crime problems and physical, social, and economic
variables.
e The selected site should have strong support and
interest from community decisionmakers. There should
be an agreement-in-principle with a local government
official (e.g., Mayor or councilperscr) who is willing
and able to be an advocate for the program. In
addition, various public or private organizations and
agencies should be committed to improvements in the

site area.

2.3




TABLE 2-1

Demonstration Site Selection Criteria

Crime-Related Severity (Numerical Incidence, Incidence Rate
or Calculated Risk, Dollar Lass)

Fear (Attitude Surveys, Indirect Measures)

— - o

Envirommental Patterns (Temporal, Geographie,
Specific 'locale, Modus Operandi)

Offender/Victim Profiles (Individual Background
History, Offender/Victim Relationship)

Displacement Potential (Temporal, Tactical, Target,
Territorial, Functional)

s Tu .

Environment- Number of Sites
Related .
. Populaticn at Risk (Potential Victims)

Social Dependency (Provides Essential Services)

Value at Risk

Program- Amenability (to CPTED Strategies)
Relate

Implementability (within time and cost -- including
leverzge -- constraints)

Evaluability (within time and cost constraints)

Impactibility (with respect to institutionalization
and to crime and fear reduction)




e Supportive programs should be underway or planned
for the target site. These programs could pro-
vide funding assistance and expand the scope of
CPTED strategies.
@ The site selected and the model designed for
each CPTED target should facilitate evaluation.
e Lessons learned from the CPTED evaluation should
be transferable to other communities, therefore
the site selected should be to some extent physically
and demographically typical.

Since inner-ring locations were found to have similar physical
characteristics (e.g., single-family residences) and burglary, robbery,
and larceny were the predominant crimes found in their subenvironments,
the inner-ring area was selected on the basis of greater severity of

crime. In addition, it was assumed that successful inner-ring CPTED

strategies could be replicated in suburban areas because of the
similarity of environmental characteristics.

2.4 Selection of the Demonstration Site

In the spring of 1975, the Consortium began to search for an inner-
ring residential neighborhood that met the site selection criteria in
which to conduct the CPTED Residential Demonstration projecﬁf Numerous
cities were contacted with regard to such a neighborhood. Of these, the
three most promising were selected for site visits by the CPTED team.

After the site visits and consideration of the site selection criteria,
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the Willard-Homewood Neighborhood of Minneapolis, Minnesota, was selected
in May 1975 as the Residential Demonstration site.

2.4.1 The Willard-Homewood Neighborhood

The Willard-Homewood Neighborhood is situated in the Near North
Community of Minneapolis. The Neighborhood (consisting of Census Tracts
20, 27, and 28) is bounded on the north by 26th Avenue, on the west by
Xerxes Avenue, on the south by Plymouth Avenue, and on the east by Penn
Avenue and Girard Avenue. The area contains approximately 140 blocks,
covers over 427 acres, and contains approximately 2,884 parcels of land.

The Willard-Homewood area is primarily a residential neighborhood
consisting of single-family dwellings. There are some 2,775 dwelling
units, 62 percent of which are single-family units. Duplexes account
for 23 percent, or 640 of the remaining dwellings. The majority of
dwelling units are in excess of 50 years of age. Many of the residences
(some 25 percent) warrant rehabilitation and there are many abandoned
or boarded-up homes.

From 1960 to 1970 the minority population of the area increased from
27 percent to 35 percent, while the total population remained fairly
constant. Blacks represented 33 percent of the population mix, which ap-
peared to have stabilized. The population is predoeminantly moderaté-
income families whose size is slightly higher than the city average.
Between 1960 and 1970, the Neighborhood éxperienced a 10 percent increase

in the population below 19 years of age and a 10 percent decrease in

those over 535. -
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There is limited commercial development in Willard-Homewood, with
the largest area along Plymouth Avenue and with smaller concentrations
at Penn Avenue, Golden Valley and along West Broadway. A number of
vacant and boarded-up establishments existed in these areas, and many
establishments were in poor physical condition.

Community- and institutional facilities and services included two
engine companies on the periphery, Police Precinct Four within the
Neighborhood, two libraries, three elementary schools, a junior high.
and North High School, two major parks (North Common and Theodore Wirth),
and good bus transportation service. The street and alley setting
comprised some 140 blocks and alleys.

The Neighborhood was served by a variety of community organiza-
tions including: Willard-Homewood Organization, Urban League, Willard
Increasing Progress on the Go, and Pilot Cities.

The reported and perceived crime problems in the Willard-Homewood
Neighborhood were sufficiently serious to warrant CPTED study but not
so extreme as to be unrepresentative of other cities of comparable size.
Reported crimes in the Neighborhood included residential and commercial
burglary, aggravated and simple assault, street robbery, larceny, and
pursesnatch. Moreover, the residents of the Neighborhood perceived
crime to be an issue of great consequence in theix lives, and many
believed that reduction of crime and fear of crime could facilitate
neighborhood rehabilitation. The Neighborhood's community organizations

and block clubs indicated strong interest in the CPTED project.



In addition, the City of Minneapolis had initiated a number of

programs in the Neighborhood that could be expected to provide supplementary
support. These included: (a) A major housing rehabilitation program by

the Minneapolis Housing and Redevelopment Authority; (b) crime prevention

programs (such as the Patrol Emphasis Program, bicycle patrols,

and saturation patrols) sponsored by the Minneapolis Police Department;
(¢) a variety of social programs (such as Pilot Cities Program, court
services, and youth counseling); (d) a street and alley improvement pro-
gram sponsored by the Department of Public Works; and (e) probablyof
greatest impact, the Governor's Crime Commission already had initiated
plans for a CPTED-type project in at least two areas of Minneapolis
other than the Willard-Homewood Neighborhood.

2.5 Local Agreement-in-Principle

Beginning in April 1975, numerous meetings were held involving members

of the CPTED Consortium, representatives of the City of Minneapolis
(including the Mayor, City Council members, planners, and law enforce-
ment officers), State agencies (the Governor's Crime Commission),
neighborhood organizations, and others. During the course of these
meetings, the purpose of the CPTED Demonstration project was explained,
local problems and priorities were discussed, potential CPTED strategies
were considered, and possible supportive programs and other resources
were ildentified. Major Consortium objectives were to determine levels
of potential local interest and support for a CPTED Demenstration and

to initiate appropriate project planning procedures and activities.
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In May 1975, the Mayor declared his agreement-in-principle and
requested that the Consortium select his city for the Residential
Demonstration. Two months later, the City Council approved his recom-
mendation that the City participate in the development of a Demonstration
work plan. This informal, local self-selection combined with the
Consortium's favorable preliminary review of problems and opportunities
in the Willard-Homewood Neighborhood to make it a logical Demonstration
site. The City later reinforced its commitment by guaranteeing support
for a local CPTED Demonstration Manager, pending award of a granf

covering the Demonstration.
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CHAPTER 3. PROJECT INITIATION AND ORGANIZATION

3.1 Introduction

The Project Initiation phase of the Minneapolis demonstration
prcject was basically concerned with these major areas:
o Assessment of crime related problems and issues.
® Assessment of potential resources and support
programs.
@ Organization of the CPTED planning team and effort,
including initiating of community participation.

3.2 Crime-Related Assessments

The documentation of the extent of crime and fear of crime in the
Willard-Homewood Neighborhood was accomplished by utilizing a variety
of methods. Although reported crime statistics provide a usual basis
of analyzing crime problems, the known deficiencies of these data re-
quired that other approaches be employed. Thus, the crime analysis was
based on citizen interviews, reported crime data, victimization surveys,
an& interviews with local law enforcement and City officials.

Reported crimes in the Willard-Homewood Neighborhood included re-

sidential burglary, commercial burglary, aggravated assault, simple

_assault, street robbery, larceny, and pursesnatch. For &ach of these

crimes, information was obtained from police records on the distribution
of incidents by month, day, and hour; the type of weapon used, if any;

entry characteristics, if a burglary; location and other setting
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characteristics; characteristics of suspects; and characteristics of
victims. It was found that residential properties were the primary
crime targets in 1974, with robberies, assaults, and pursesnatches
occurring on the streects and in the alleys. In addition to being the
site of reported crimes, the Neighborhood's alley system produced fear
among community residents. During interviews with residents, a large
number stzted they were aware of many verbal or physical assaults on
the streets. Moreover, they were afraid to walk the streets for fear
of a more serious criminal action. The respondents believed that the
alleys were poorly lighted and provided an easy means of undetected
entry for residential burglary.

During 1975, a survey was conducted of a stratified random
sample of residents from the Willard-Homewood Neighborhond. This
survey was part of a citywide effort of the Minnesota Governor's
Commissicn on Crime Prevention and Control to assess the extent and
fear of ¢rime in the city of Minneapolis. The preliminary results made
available to the CPTED Consortium provided overall insight to the citizens'
exﬁerience with crime and fear of crime. Victimization data indicated
that residential burglary, residential larceny, auto theft, and vandalism
were the most frequent crimes, reinforcing the indications from the re-

ported data that crime prevention planning should be directed at these

offenses,

3.3 Resource Assessments

During the early stages, a list was compiled of persons and organ-

izations that represented different perspectives on resident issues and
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priorities. Existing programs that could offer support to demonstration
efforts were also identified. The most important feature characterizing
the planning effort was the extent of community coordination and in-
volvement that occurred. Numerous individuals and organizations --
representing virtually all facets of the urban and residential environ-
ment -- became involved in the Willard-Homewood project:

® Minnesota Governor's Crime Commissionm.

@ (City Planning Department.

¢ Willard Homewood Organization (WHO).

e City Housing Redevelopment Authority (HRA).

® Willard Increasing Progress On the Go (WIPOG).

e City Urban League.

e City Council.

@ City Department of Inspections.

e City Department of Public Works.

@ City School Board.

e City Park and Recreation Department.

® City Health Department.

e City Services Department.

o City Social Services Department.

@ Mayor's Office.

e City Police Department.

e City Community Development Council (CDC).

# State Department of Education.




® City Urban Concentrated Unemployemnt Training
Consortium.

e Willard-Homewood Block Clubs.

¢ The religious community.

¢ The business community.

'Key City and Willard-Homewood Neighborhood residents.

3.4 Proposed Activities and Participants

The assessment of the crime-environment problems, City and community
resources, and potential funding sources was a joint activity. The inputs
of State and City officials, law enforcement persomnnel, and representa-
tives of the Willard-Homewood Neighborhood were pulled together by the
Consortium. The result was a demonstration plan that formaiized the
project's Initiation and Organization phase. The plan proposed CPTED
strategies, project participants, and potential funding sources to sup-
port implementation. Some of the highlights of the plan are noted in
the following paragraphs.

3.4.1 Proposed CPTED Strategies

The design strategies and directives that comprised the Demonstration
Plan focused on three target scales within the Willard-Homewood Neigh-
borhood. These scales were selected on the basis of the crime environment
problem definitions and the appropriate crime environment targets for
CPTED concepts. The first scale was the individual dwelling unit --
almost always a single-family home or duplex in the Willard-Homewood

Neighborhood. The second scale was the individual block, encompassing




both private space (individual lots) and public space (alleyways). The

final scale was at the neighborhood level.

Although the design strategies

were developed on the basis of these three scales, it was important

that, for the Demonstration to be successful, the strategies were to

be implemented in sets.

CPTED strategies implemented individually on

a target scale basis were not as likely to be successful as a coordinated

implementation at the unit, block, and neighborhood level.*

3.4.1.1 The Unit Scale

Two CPTED design strategies were recommended for the unit scale:

(a) A partiéipatory target-hardening project that would improve access

control to existing residential structures and would produce security

guidelines and standards for other residential units; and (b) the

modification of structural design features to facilitate natural sur-

veillance and to improve access control.

CRIME ENVIRONMENT
PROBLEM

CPTED STRATEGIES

- CPTED )
DESIGN DIRECTIVES®

Inadequate access control
and poor security practices
on the part of Neighborhood
residents facilitate illegal
entry and provide opportuni-
ties for residential hure -
glacy and larceny.

- the involved units and will

Target Hardening

Initiate a participatory .
target~hardening project
that will result in
improved access control for

provide security guidelines
or standards for aother
residential units in

Develop guidelines
for residential target

. hardening. Conduct

target-hardening surveys.
Prepare target-hardening
manual and target-hardening
project.

Nillard-Homewood

*For a more detailed discussion, see:

U.S. Department of Justice, Law

Enforcement Assistance Administration, National Institute of Law Enforce-
ment and Criminal Justice, Elements of CPTED, by J.M. Tien et al.;
Westinghouse Electric Corporation. Washingtom, DC:

unpublished manuscript.
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CRIME ENVIRONMENT
PROBLEM

CPTED STRATEGIES

CPTED
DESIGN DIRECTIVES

Insdequate design and loca-
tion of entry points or
windows in both commercial
and residential units pre-
clude natural surveillance
and provide opportunities
for burglary, larceany, and
tobbery.

Design Modification

Based on specific unit
scals surveys, modify

the design features to
allow natural surveillance
and to eliminace crime
opportunity

Develop unit scale sur-
veys to determine surveil-
lance obstacles. Fommulate
and install design changes
that will eliminate these
obhstacles.

3.4.1.2 The Site/Block Scale

The CPTED design strategies recommended for the site/block scale
were: The housing rehabilitation strategy, alley modification, house

sitting, alleyway patrol, and block watch project.

CRIME ENVIRONMENT
PROBLEM

CPTED STRATEGIES

{CPTED DESIGN DIRECTIVES

Vacant, abandoned, or dilapi-

dated structures provide
opportumitics for illegal
activities. They also are
perceived by residents,
social agencies, and
housing officials as a
negative influence on the
area. These units creats

fear among resideats and are

" viewed as sourcas of
‘juvenile activity that is
outside the control of
adult supervision.

Housing Rehabilitation

Rehabilitate 311 feasi-
ble structures for
residential use. Thase
structures that-are

not faasible for resi-
dential use should be
converted into conmunity
recreation centers, sites
for mini-center for
neighborhood facilities
or services, or should be
removed to provide space
for playgrounds, tot-lots|
neighborhood garden
lots, or new housing
opportunities.

Rehabilitate
stTuctuTes

Revitalize vacant
struciurss.

Eliminate or reuse
abandoned structures,

Alleyways offer little
indication of where
publie property ends
and privats property

Alley Modification

Impart a sense of terri-
toriality, plus provide
ccess control through
difications to the

Define public versus
private spacas through
the use of special
paving techniques.

begins, This lack of 1leyways.

space definition adds

to an impression of poor

contrel of alleyways. .
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CRIME CNVIROMNMENT
PROBLLM

CPTED STRATEGIES

CPTED DESIGN DIRECTIVES

Numerous residential umits
ara unoccupied -~ because
of working families --
during the peak burglary
period.

Housesitting

Initiata a housesitting
project that will create
additicnal Neighborhood
surveillance of unatten-
ed residences.

Alleyway Patrol

Provide 3 "unit emphasis
patrol” by law enforce-
ment afficials that will
provide surveillance of
unoccupied residences
during high burglary
periods.

Develeop housesitting
projects.

Orient and inszall
patTol umits.

Nedighborhood residents
are reluctant te become
involved in security
practicss at the block
scale and are reluctant to

Block Watch
Initiate a cooperative
residents, block clubs

and law enforcement
officials.

Develop block watch

"block watch project among} project.

provide adequate surveil-
lanca of the public areas.

3.4.1.3 The Neighborhood Scale

CPTED strategies at the neighborhood level were felt to be
the most difficult to implement because of the costs and complexities in-
volved but ultimately the most likely to be successful in reducing
crime and fear of crime since they were intended to improve social co-
hesion, achieve neighborhood stability, and promote positive interaction
among residents. Recommended design strategies included physical
improvements aimed at creating social cohesion and identity, involvement
of residents in creating these imprerments, and socially oriented pro-

grams that focused on the adolescent population.
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CRIME ENVIRONMEN1
PROBLEM

CPTED STRATEGIES

CPTED DESIUN DIRECTIVES

The lack of social co-
hesion, neighborhood
identity, and intra-

Neipghborhood ldentity

Inplement a neighborhood
identity project through
physical improvements

Develop ncighborhocod
identity through
physical focal

neighborhood scale
facilities contrilutes
to a negative image,
and impacts social cone- : F
trols at a neightorhood
level

points

Neighorhood Councils

High level of juvenile

Organize neighborhood
delinquency

councils to coordinate
CPIED social strategies

Increase neighbor-
hoad cohesion by
increased organi-
zation . . .

Social Stratepies

Initiate soceially orie
. ented programs that
focus oa adolesccnts

And intervention/
remcdial social
prograss

3.4.2 Proposed Participants and Potential Funding Sources

The success of the proposed strategies would be dependent upon a
variety of participants. The participants and potential funding
sources for each of the proposed strategies are identified in the
following paragraphs.

3.4,2,1 The Unit Scale

3.4.2.1.1 Target Hardening

® Participants -- The principal focus of this

strategy was the residents and the building owners
in the Willard-Homewood Neighborhood Demonstration
area. The individuals who would make the presenta-
tion to the residents and inspect homes would come
from several sources. The Minneapolis Police

Department's Fourth Precinct had two police officers
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who had made.similar presentations and inspections
for other residents of the Near North Community.
Building inspectors of the HRA would also be
trained to make target-lhardening inspectionms.
Community and block workers attached to various
social agencies and the Willard-Homewood Organ-
ization would make presentations or conduct surveys
with the proper training.

Funding -- Funds for education and inspections
would come from a number of sources. Since the
Police Department carried out both an education
and an inspection program, it was assumed that

the Department would assist in this effort. The
HRA provided building inspections in conjunction
with its loan and grant programs, and it was as-
sumed that HRA would include the target-hardening
inspection within its normal activities if the
inspectors were given the needed training and
materials. If personnel or materials were required
in addition to those two sources, the most ap-
propriate source of funds would be LEAA funds ad-
ministered by the Governor's Commission on Crime

Prevention and Control.
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It was suggested that improvements needed to the
homes receiving HRA loans and grants be 100-
percent funded by the target-hardening project.
This was based on the fact that the individuals
receiving the loans and grants needed to meet
‘certain income criteria and would not be able

to afford the additional cost of the target-
hardening materials. The improvements to

other homes in the area would be funded on a
matching basis and in relation to the income

of the family. For those families with limited
income, 90 percent of the cost of the improve-
ments would be paid for from project funds. In
those instances where the family incomes were
relatively high, the project would pay 10 percent
in the cost as an incentive for household partic-
ipation.

3.4.2.1.2 Design Modification

e Participants -- Participants would include residents,
the merchants along Plymouth Avenue, the City
Planning and Development Department, and law en-
forcement officials.

¢ Funding -- Sources of funding would include small
business loans, community development grants, and

insurance foundations.
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3.4.2.2 The Site/Block Scale

3.4.2.2.1 'Housing Rehdbilitation

e Participants -- The HRA would be a major participant,

already having three programs that appeared to be the
best candidates to support the CPTED project of crime
prevention through housing rehabilitation in the
Willard-Homewood Neighborhood. The first of these
programs involved a transfer of dwellings from the
HRA to certain Neighborhood not-for-profit groups.
The not-for-profit groups then had ths responsibility
of rehabilitating these homes and returning them
to residential use. The second of these programs
involved transferring abandoned homes to the Urban
Homesteading Program and selling tﬁose homes to
interested persons for $1 plus the cost of rehabilita-
tion. The third program was the '"as is" program. In
this program, abandoned homes were sold for a few
thousand dollars.

e Funding -- Direct funding support would come from the
Housing and Redevelopment Authority rehabilitation
program.

3.4.2.2.2 Alley Modification

e Participants -- Participants in the alley modification

project would include Neighborhood residents, the

Department of Public Works, the Housing and Redevelopment
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Authority, and the Police Department.

Funding ~-- Funding support would come from the ex-
isting street improvement program and community
development funds. The possibility also was suggested
_of employing local residents, utilizing CETA Funds,

to carry out some of the non-public-works activities.

3.4.2.2.3 Housesitting

@ Participants -- The residents in the Willard-Homewood

community, the Willard-Homewood Organization, block
clubs; and other community-based organizations would
all participate in' the housesitting project. The
CPTED Demonstration Manager would assist the community
organizations in initiating continuing communications
with the Police Department to identify those homes
left unattended due to vacations or other absences.
The police would provide a unit emphasis patrol as part
of their regular patrol duties.

Funding -- It was suggested that funding support be
sought from the Governor's Commission on Crime Pre-
vention and Control for block club representatives,

and from the CETA program for funding of the house-

sitters.
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3.4.2.2.4 Alleyway Patrol

e Participants -- The Fourth Precinct of the Minneapolis

Police Department would be the primary group involved
in the alley patrol strategy. The planning, funding,
and evaluation would be accomplished through the
participation of the Willard-Homewood Organization,
the existing block clubs, and the CPTED Demonstration
Manager.

@ Funding -- The primayxy source of funds for the needed
police personnel might be the Minneapolis Manpower
Resources Program.

3.4.2.2,5 Block Watch

e Participants -- Residents of the Willard-Homewood Neigh-

borhood would be the primary group involved in the block
watch program. The Minneapolis Police Department's
Fourth Precinct would conduct the training of the block
watchers.

# Funding -- The primary funds for training of the block
watchers would come from the Governor's Commission for
Crime Prevention and Control.

3.4.2.3 The Neighborhood Scale

3.4,2.3.1 Neighborhood Identity

e Participants -- Responsibility for new gateways, curb

lines, roadways, and sidewalk improvements could be

part of the paving program underway by the Minneapolis
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Department of Public Works. Such changes could be
incorporated into the Department's paving activities
in the Willard-Homewood Neighborhood. Responsibility
for landscaping changes, in accordance with an overall
landscaping plan, would rest with local block groups
‘and individual property owners. The nature and location
of all street treatments would be negotiated among all
affected parties.

e Funding -- CETA funds could be used for short-term public
improvement projects.

3.4.2,.3.2 Neighborhood Council/Social

e Participants -- Major participants in social strategies
included such community-based organizations as the Willard-
Homewood Organization, Willard Increasing Progress On the
Go, and the Urban League.

e Funding -- Funding support for the social strategies would
come from several sources, including:

- The Governor's Commission on Crime Prevention
‘and Control.

- Minneapolis Community Development Agency.

- Minnesota Department of Education, Division of
Planning and Development.

- CETA.

3-14
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Figure 3-1 presents the overall work program and schedule proposed

to Minneapolis officials in the November 1976 CPTED Residential

Demonstration Plan.
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CHAPTER 4. PROJECT PLANNING

4.1 Introduction

Much of the effort of the CPTED Consortium in the Willard-Homewood
Neighborhood was conducted in parallel with the work of the Governor's
Crime Commission in Minneapolis' Lowry Hill East and Hawthorne Neighbor-
hoods. After review by the City of the Demonstration Plan, the Consortium
was asked in December 1976 to prepare a grant application to obtain fund-
ing of the Willard-Homewood Neighborhood Demonstration. Subsequently, a
decision was made by the City of Minneapolis and the Crime Commission to
prepare a combined grant application for all three neighborhoods. In a
real sense, the CPTED Program served as a major catalyst in contributing
to the support and enthusiasm of elected officials, State and City agen-
cies and officials, and the local citizenry, for the application and test-
ing of CPTED strategies on a citywide basis.

The Consortium committed to support the grant development and provide
followup for the Willard-Homewood demonstration, while the Governor's
Crime Commission committed to support both the grant development and the
crime prevention demonstrations in all three neighborhoods. The City com-
mitted to appropriate the required cash match and employ a full-time CPTED
coordinator. In addition, agreement was reached to process ‘the grant on
an accelerated schedule to achieve the earliest possible award date, but

with funding retroactive to January 1, 1977.

4-1




4.2 The Three-Neighborhood Effort*

In addition to the Willard-Homewood Neighborhood CPTED Demonstration,
the Governor's Crime Commission grant application proposed the implementa-
tion of crime prevention strategies for two additional Minneapolis neigh-
borhoods: Lowry Hill East and Hawthorne. The demonstration plans for
these two additional neighborhoods were developed through a joint effort
by the Governor's Crime Commission and City of Minneapolis staff. Figure
4-1 locates the three demonstration neighborhoods.

4.2.1 The Lowry Hill East Neighborhood

The Lowry Hill East meighborhood is 1/3 square mile in area and is
located approximately 2 miles southwest of downtown Minneapolis. It is
bounded by Hennepin and Lyndale Avenues on the west and east, by the in-
tersection of these two thoroughfares on the north, and by 29th Street
on the south.

The neighborhood is one of the most densely populated in the city,
with a population of just under 8,000. An unusuaily high percentage are
young adults between 18 to 24 years of age (36 percent, compared with 10
percent in the city as a whole).

The neighborhood is composed of a combination of large older homes
and both new and older apartment buildings. Approximately 80 percent of

the 3,400 housing units are in rental property. Seventy percent of the

*Because the. expanded. demonstration.plan enhances the generalizability

of NILECJ/Westinghouse supported Willard-Homewood CPTED Demonstration
project, this. chapter includes some discussion of the other two neigh-
borhoods.
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apartments are in buildings with more than four units. Perhaps as a re-
sult of the high proportion of renters and apartments in the neighbor-
hood, a large portion of the population is transient. It was estimated
that some 60 percent of the residents changed addresses during the first
six months of 1976.

While there are a few commercial establishments within the neighbor-
hood, the majority are located along the fringes on either Hennepin or
Lyndale. The neighborhood has several active community organizations.
The largest of these is Lowry Hill East Neighborhood Association, which
was working actively to reduce crime in the neighborhoad. All of the
neighborhood organizations were involved in developing the demonstration
plan.

4.2.2 The Hawthorne Neighborhood

The Hawthorne neighborhood is located in North Minneapolis. It is
bounded by Broadway on the south, the right-of-way for Interstate 94 on
the east, 26th Avenue on the north, and Girard Avenve on the west. Lyn-
dale Manor (a Minneapolis Housing and Redevelopment Authority apartment
coinplex for senior citizens) was included in the neighborhood for purposes
of this project because of the concern of older persons for crime.

The neighborhood has a high percentage of families with children.

The proportion of population under 18 years of age is 39 percent which
compares with 27 percent for the entire city. A high percentage of fami-

lies in the neighborhood are single-pavent families -- 19 pexcent as op-

posed to 12 percent for the city as a whole. Twenty-three percent of the




population are recipients of some form of general assistance or AFDC
(Aid For Dependent Children), compared with 7 percent for the city.

Roughly 22 percent of the population is 62 or over, compared with
18 percent for the total city. There are two HRA housing projects for
the elderly in the neighborhood, with a total of 354 units. Comnunity
interviews indicate there are also numerous elderly scattered throughout
the neighborhood living in their own homes.

The neighborhood population is 96-percent white, 4-percent Native
American, and less than l-percent black. It is felt by residents and
other contacts that the percentage of Native Americans was increasing.

The percentage of minorities is dramatically lower than for the area south
of Broadway. Census tracts to the south have at least a four times higher
percentage of minorities, while tracts to the north have only slightly
smallef percentages of minorities than Hawthorne.

The neighborhood is composed primarily of one- and two-family homes,
many of which date back to the turn of the century. Fifty-seven percent
of the housing is owner-occupied, although residents feel the percentage
has been decreasing. Nearly half of the structures are rated by the City
as below average in condition. The condition rating is a measure of the
deterioration of the structure. The cost of housing in the neighborhood
is among the lowest of any area of the city.

The HRA had been working actively to upgrade the housing in the
Hawthorne area through a number of programs. They provided loans or grants

to home owners for rehabilitation, purchased and demolitioned several
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severely debilitated homes, and were responsible for the comstruction of
several new homes in the community.

The section of Broadway that runs through Hawthorne is one of the
most heavily traveled streets in the city, with a daily volume in excess
of 20,000 vehicles. It is also one of North Minneapclis' major shopping
streets. This section of Broadway was the focus of a tax increment de-
velopment effort. This tax increment incentive and the efforts of a
strong businessmen's organization were bringing improvements in the com-
mercial development along Broadway, and further development was anticipat-
ed with the completion of a leg of Interstate 94 through the neighborhood.

In 1975, the HRA began to organize block clubs in the area. The pur-
pose of encouraging the formation of block clubs is to provide residents
a means of working together to improve their neighborhood.

There were a number of service organizations operating in the area.
Representatives of these organizations reported a low level of participa-
tion by Hawthorne residents in comparison with residents of surrounding
neighborhoods.

4.3 Proposed Strategies

As shown in Table 4-1, the proposed strategies reflect the similari-
ties and differences among the needs and resources of the three neighbor-
hoods.

4.4 Management Plan

The proposed crime prevention programs in the Willard-Homewood, Lowry
Hill East and Hawthorne neighborhoods possessed distinct individual pro-

files that required articulation at the neighborhood level but, at the




TABLE 4-1

CPTED Residential Demonstration Strategies

Strategy

Target Hardening
Housing Rehabilitation

Backyard and Alley
Modification

Housesitting

Alley Surveillance/Patrol
Block Watch

Neighborhood Identity
Neighborhood Councils
Social (Juvenile Advocacy)
Landlord Responsibility
Cash Off the Streets
Lighting*

Escort System

Traffic Circulation

Commercial Security**

Planned Use

Lowry
Willard-Homewood. Hill East Hawthorne
X X X
X
X X X
X
X X X
X X X
X X X
X X X
X
X X
X
X
X
X X
X X X

*Included in the Demonstration Plan for the Willard-Homewocd Neighberhood

but not funded under the Governor's Crime Commission grant.

**Commercial Security is not so major a thrust in the Willard-Homewood
Neighborhood as in the other neighberhoods.
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same time, reflected similar concepts and strategies that needed to be
coordinated at the citywide scale.

Each neighborhood was to implement a number of crime prevention stra-
tegies. It was at the neighborhood level where the most commitment, sup-
port, and action for successful implementation of the community crime pre-
vention program needed to take place. Without neighborhood support.and
action, the crime prevention effort could not succeed. Therefore, most
strategi¢s were to be initiated and implemented at the neighborhood level,
with facilitation at the city level.

A neighborhood coordinator located in each neighborhood was to work
with existing and new neighborhood organizations, such as the Crime Pre-
vention Action Council, to coordinate and implement crime prevention stra-
tegies, such as block watch programs, housesitting programs, premises se-
curity surveys, and target hardening. The neighborhood coordinator was
to assist the neighborhood in organizing block clubs and business associa-
tions to implement their crime prevention program. Educational programs,
training workshops, and seminars were to be organizqd at and designed for
the individual neighborhood level.

Many of the neighborhood strategies were common to all three projects
and would be facilitated at the citywide scale. For example, training
of inspectors for premises.security surveys and the purchase of necessary
target-hardening hardware would be accomplished at the city scale with

the resulting savings benefitting the programs and residents. At the city

scale, educational materials and methods, which had general applicability.

but enough flexibility to be tailored for the individual neighborhood,



could be developed. Working with neighborhood organizations and the
neighborhood coordinators, the demonstration manager would provide the
necessary communication link between the three projects and facilitate,
where applicable, experience transferral,

At the citywidé scale, the demonstration manager was to facilitate
the implementation of various environmental design strategies, such as
alleyway modification, the construction of traffic diverters, and the
improvement of neighborhood identity nodes. This facilitation was to be -
accomplished through the coordination of various governmental agencies,
such as the City Planning Department, City Public Works Department, and
HRA. Working with the demonstration manager, neighborhood coordinators,
and neighborhood organizations, an architect/designer was to provide con-
ceptual design for physical improvement strategies in all three projects.

It was at the city scale that many of the law enforcement and admin-
istrative crime prevention strategies needed to be coordinated. Changes
in legislation that would affect the problem of crime prevention would
possibly originate at the neighborhood level but, where appropriate, would
be enacted at the city level. While perhaps initiated and certainly im-
plemented at the neighborhood level, law enforcement efforts needed to be
coordinated at the city level. Finally, many varied community resources
and their assistance were to be coordinated at the city scale. Thus, the
Community Crime Prevention program was to be implemented at the neighbor-

hood level and facilitated and coordinated at the city level. Figure 4-2

depicts the proposed management structure of the three-neighborhood effort

with the respective relationships identified.
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4.5 Functional Responsibilities

4.5.1 Demonstration Manager

The demonstration manager's primary responsibility was to coordinate
and implement the three-neighborhood crime prevention program
of Minneapculis.

4.5.2 Architect/Designer

The architect/designer's primary responsibility was to initiate and
assist in the coordination and implementation of strategies directed at
changes in the physical environment of the neighborhoods.

4.5.3 Neighborhood Coordinators and Aides

Each of the neighborhood coordinators was responsible for coordinat-

ing and implementing strategies at the neighborhood level, specifically,

the organization and maintenance of block clubs and business azsociations.

Each coordinator was assisted by at least one neighborhood aide.

4-12
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CHAPTER 5. PROJECT IMPLEMENTATION

5.1 Introduction

The Project Implementation phase of the Minneapolis CPTED Demonstra-
tion project formally began with the April 1977 LEAA grant award to the
City of Minneapolis for its citywide crime prevention project. In a
broader sense, however, because successful implementation depended to a
large extent on the CPTED project's integration with a variety of ongoing
and planned programs in the city generally and the Willard-Homewood
Neighborhood in particular, the Implementation phase began even before
the first site visit to assess the feasibility of Minneapolis as a poten-
tial demonstration site.

There was, in fact, no single point at which the CPTED planning end-
ed and implementation bégan. Strategy implementation requires continuous
reassessment of what can be accomplished; that is, continuous replanning
is implicit in the Implementation phase. Thus, the process of implement-
ing the Minneapolis CPTED project has been quite complex. Table 5-1 pre-
sents some of the events that contributed to that complexity during the
period that began with the initial site visit and concluded with the grant
award.

The following sections discuss the two basic issues that emerged from
this period:

¢ The effort that has gone into making the project

a reality.
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TABLE 5-1

Implementation of Residential Demonstration Project
(Page 1 of 5)

EVENTS AND PARTICIPANTS

CPTED Consortium visits candidate sites

in search of immer-ring residential
neighborhood appropriate for
demonstration development

Numerous meetings between CPTED Con-

sortium and: (1) Mayor and other
representatives of City (Council
members, planners, law enforcement);
(2) state agencies (MCC); (3)
neighborhood organizations and
others. Strong support pledged for
CPTED; '"in principle' agreement
reflected in Mayor's request that
CPTED Consortium select Willard-
Homewood area of Minneapolis as
Demonstration site

NILECJ gives approval for W-H selection

as site of Residential Demonstration.
W-H environmental and crime data are
summarized

CPTED Comsortium and MCC propose to

City that a Demonstration work plan
-for a Residential Environment be
developed for W-H

Mayor recommends to Community Develop-

ment Committee of City Council that
Minneapolis participate in the de-
velopment of Demonstration work plan;
Council accepts; extensive tele-
vision, radio, and press coverage

Arrangements for development of mini-

plan for W-H coordinated with State
Criminal Justice Coordinating Council
and City officials

55 "

MONTHS SINCE INCEPTION




TABLE 5-1

Implementation of Residential Demonstration Project
(Page 2 of 5)

EVENTS AND PARTICIPANTS MONTHS SINCE INCEPTION

News article in daily paper entitled:
"Commission OK's Study on Reducing
Crime in City"

CPTED Consortium organizes the demon- 5
stration planning effort; to coordi-
nate CPTED for W-H with citywide
effort of MCC; identifies following
programs that could relate to CPTED:
Public works, schools, housing
authority, social services, parks
and recreation, planning, police,
health, MCC and city council,
Department of Inspection, HRA

Arrangements are made to have W-H em- 6
phasized in citywide fear and attitude
survey to be conducted by MCC

Minneapolis elects a new mayor; CPTED 6
programming efforts with Mayor's office
are shelved temporaily; development
of Demonstration plan continues, in-
cluding identification of key in-
dividuals in community organizations

Meetings are initiated with groups con- 7
cerned with crime in W-H; major points
addressed are description of CPTED
Program, reasons for selection of W-H,
and questions and answers

Eighy-five meetings huvld between CPTED 8
Consortium and City and State officials,
community organizations, business and
religious communities, and key
—residents—to-expand—local—dnput-cona——
cerning issues on which to have Plan
focus

5-3
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TABLE 5-1

Implementation of Residential Demonstration Project

(Page 3 of
EVENTS AND PARTICIPANTS

CPTED Consortium proposes classifi-
cation system for crime reduction
intervention strategies and com-
piles strategies according to this
system

CPTED Consortium conducts a 2-day
survey of W-H area to generate
environmental description data

CPTED Consortium provides support for
analysis of citizen survey data
collected in Minneapolis by MCC to
specify crime/environment problems

Initial draft of the Residential Demon-
stration Plan completed by CPTED
Consortium

CPTED Consortium gives CPTED presenta-
tion to four W-H community groups;
MCC, W-H office of Urban League,
Urban League Advisory Crime Task
Force, and several block clubs

CPTED Consortium and MCC give joint
CPTED presentation to Minneapolis
City Council, MCC, and Planning
Commission

CPTED Consortium memo outlines variety
of supporting programs available
in Minneapolis for the CPTED
Demonstration Plan

CPTED Consortium memo documents from

5)

MONTHS SINCE INCEPTION

10

10

10

12

12

13

13

various City agencies planned capital

improvements for W-H in 1976-77
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TABLE 5-1

Implementation of Residential Demonstration Project
(Page 4 of 5)

EVENT AND PARTICIPANTS MONTHS SINCE INCEPTION
Meetings between CPTED Consortium 13

and W-H residents, Urban League.

HRA, City Dept. of Public Works,

City Council, and MCC to investi-

gate other funding resources and

introduce the Demonstration Plan

Letter from chairperson of WHO 13
praising CPTED Consortium presen-
tations of CPTED program for W-H
area

CPTED Consortium makes presentations 13
of Demonstration Plan to LEAA and HUD
representatives; and to CDC and
Planning Commission

Construction cost estimates, completed 14
by CPTED Consortium for various
W-H improvements

Evaluation plan for W-H Demonstration 15
completed
Draft of Residential Demonstration Plan 16

reviewed by City officials and
community organizations

Residential Demonstration Plan completed 18

Onsite meeting attended by CPTED Con-~ 19
sortium; NILECJ's CPTED GPM, MCC,
City officials, and private groups,
resulting in a grant commitment by
MCC. City also agrees to provide
initial funding for City's coordina-

sor;—while-awaiting-grant--approval

CPTED Consortium completes draft applica- 19
tion for CPTED Action Grant
City CPTED coordinator hired 20
5-5




" TABLE 5-1

Implementation of Residential Demonstration Project
(Page 5 of 5)

EVENT AND PARTICIPANTS

Letters of support, pledging coop-
eration with CPTED effort, re-
ceived from several agency heads
and key members of W-H community

Onsite Consortium support in rewriting
of grant application to mesh with
City's plans for CPTED activities
in two other neighborhoods

City CPTED Coordinator meets with
leaders of WHO, WIPOG, and UL;
plans fcr hiring local assistants
are discussed

Grant application submitted to MCC

Grant Presentation made to Supervisory
Board of MCC; action on request
planned for Board's meeting the
following month, pending clear-
inghouse approval by the Metro-
politan Council

Grant awarded

MONTHS SINCE INCEPTION

21

21

21

21

22

23




o The physical, social, managerial, and law
enforcement changes that, to date, have ac-
.tually occurred,

5.2 Staff Activities

Following the development ¢f the Preliminary Demonstration Plan,
responsibility for the CPTED demonstration was placed in the City of
Minneapolis' Office of the City épordinator. Overall project efforts
were to be headed by the City-appointed Community Crime Prevention Pro-
gram Manager. Following the grant award, additional project staff were
added, at the City and the neighborhood levels. In addition, the City
Police Department, through the local precinct, assigned crime prevention
officers to work with the City and neighborhood staff and the neighbor-
hood residential associatioms.

The CPTED Consortium was actively involved in planning the physical
strategy implementation efforts and in planning and initiating the social
strategy implementation efforts (e.g., block club organization activities)
through early 1977. Thereafter the role of the Consortium primarily has
been one of providing limited technical support to the staffs of the
City of Minneapolis and the Governor's Crime Commission on an as-requested
basis. Staff of the Governor's Crime Commission (since renamed the Crime
Control Planning Board) have actively supported both the planning and the
implementation efforts.

5.3 Changes in the Physical and Social Environment

Stfategy implementation essentially began in mid-1977, and a number

of strategies have been or are in the process of being implemented in the




Willard-Homewood Neighborhood to bring about changes in the physical and
social environments. The strategies include residential security surveys,
installation of residential target-hardening devices, organization and
support of block club organizations, landlord responsibility awareness,
and alleyway modificatiom.

5.4 Factors Affecting Specific Strategies

Many strategies had been proposed during the Initiation and Planning
phases, and others were developed later. Some of these now are to be im-
plemented as proposed, others are to be revised, and still others have
been delayed or dropped. Such actions are to be expected because of the
experimental nature of the demonstration project. The following comments

suggest the range of circumstances that have affected various strategies.*

5.4.1 Project Management

During the Implementation startup, the Civy's demonstration manager
resigned and the project architect subsequently replaced him as Demonstra-
tion Manager. A new project architect was not hired until October 1977.
In addition, two new community organizers (one of whom was for Willard-
Homewood) were hired.

5.4.2 Neighborhood Offices

Because of the City of Minneapolis' somewhat time-consuming legal

system for the signing of leases, some delays were encountered in the

*Appendix D reproduces the Minneapolis Community Crime Prevention Pro-
ject Director's quarterly progress reports through March 31, 1978
(the last one available at the time this report is being prepared).
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establishment/occupancy of the three neighborhood offices. Occupancy of
the Willard-Homewood Neighborhood office cccurred on July 1, 1977.

5.4.3 Public Relations Material

Early on, neighborhood staff members felt ".at the information and
promotional material did not adequately meet the needs for neighborhood
organization.. As a result, efforts were made to determine the cost and
feasibility of having a local advertising agency develop a package of
project materials (e.g., promotional brochures, windsw decals, block
meeting invitations, handbook). Ultimately, one local agency agreed to
provide such materials as a public service. However, further delays were
encountered because of a. variety of factors, such as: New information
arising from staff members' increased field experience, completion of art
work, and long lead iimes for bidding and printing.  As a result, the com-
plete package of promotional material did not become available until mid-
January 1978. (Appendix C reproduces much of this material.)

5.4.4 Alleyway Modification

In the Willard-Homewood Neighborhood, the primary focus of iL.s physi~
cal design strategies was to be modifications of aileyways and alleyway
lighting. Although the Minneapolis City Council approved an '"alley vaca-
tion"* for one of the demonstratien alleys..early into the Implementation
phase, the severe winter weather caused delay in related work. As a re-
sult, this first zlleyway modification was not scheduled for initation

untiy April 1978. Other physical design strategies faced similar delays.

i

[

1}
*Appéndix E presents the correspondence and related documentation for this

propiosed modification.

i
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5.4.5 Residential Security Surveys

During the initial period, premises security survey forms were de-
veloped and printed. The premises security subsidy program as outlined
in the grant was further developed and initiated on a trial basis. How-
ever, there were some potential problems with the use of LEAA funds for
the subsidy program, The yremises surveys were to be conducted by police
officers. The grant had indicated that funds would be available to the
Police Department to pay for a portion of the police manpower required to
do these surveys. However, it was clarified that the LEAA funds could
not be used only for police overtime but must be used for regular salaries
plus a typical percentage of overtime. It was decided that the best course
of action was to use LEAA funds to pay a portion of the salary of the po-
lice coordinators working on the project. The Minneapolis Police Depart-
ment agreed to provide the services of police officers to do premises sur-
veys. Although the police overtime issue was resolved, it caused consider-
able delay in delivefing the premises security surveys. Subsequent delays
in conducting the residential security surveys arose because of Police De-
partment scheduling problems. The major problem appeared to be the resi-
dents' enthusiastic respomse to this strategy -- the. requests far outstrip-
ped the capacity to implement the strategy.

5.4.6 Community Organization

Throughout the life of the project, and particularly since the onset
of the Implementation phase, the major demonstration effort has focused
on community organization activities. These activities, which have in-

cluded a variety of community meetings, block club meetings, and a
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community picnic, have occurred despite the delays noted earlier. From
September 1977 through June 1978, 88 block meetings were held, covering

77 separate blocks of the Willard-Homewood Neighborhood.
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CHAPTER 6. PROJECT EVALUATION

6.1 Introduction

Evaluation of Minneapolis' CPTED project included two distinct phases.
During the first phase, the CPTED Consortium performed preevaluation ac-
tivities, including the collection of baseline data and the preparation
of a draft evaluation plan (incorporated into the Residential Demonstra-
tion Plan). Because the final evaluation design was dependent upon the
phasing and funding decisions of the Demonstration Plan, the draft evalua-
tion plan provided a guide to project evaluation that, in combination with
the baseline data, would establish the foundation upon which a successful
evaluation study could be built. The second phase was initiated in
October 1977 when the Evaluation Unit of the Minneapolis Crime Control
Planning Board (CCPB) assumed responsibility for designing and conductingb
an evaluation of the three-neighborhood crime prevention effort. At that
time, it was agreed that the Westinghouse Evaluation Institute (WEI) would
provide technical support to the evaluation effort as requested by the
CCPB. This chapter includes a brief presentatioﬁ of some issues raised
in the Consortium's early effort, follawed by a discussion of the design
and process being used in the CCPB's evaluation effort, Significantly,
CCPB's three-neighborhood design strenthens the evaluator's ability to

deal with the issues considered in the Consortium's design.

6.2 The CPTED Residential Demonstration: Some Evaluation Issues

A program evaluation is an attempt to answer two questioms. First,

to what extent did the program achieve its goals and, second, how or why
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did it (or did it not) achieve these goals? An evaluation answering the
first question is an Zmpact evaluation; one answering the second question
is a process evaluation. Answering the first question without addressing
the second furnishes no information about whether and under what condi-
tions a similar program can be implemented elsewhere. Answering the sec-
ond question without addressing the first leads to a situation in which
the method of implementation of the program is described, but its degree
of success is not. Both questions needed to be addressed in designing

an evaluation for the Willard-Homewood Residential Demonstration project.

The proposed evaluation design called for a pretest/posttest nonequi-
valent control group design (see Figure 6-1). A control area (which
should be selected to match as closely as possible the characteristics
of the Willard-Homewood community) would (like the Willard-Homewood site)
receive the pretest. The pretest consisted of collecting crime data and
conducting a fear and victimization survey. To control for expected large
changes due to seasonal variations, it was suggested that the pretest sur-
vey be conducted in both sites in the same month in 1977 as the posttest
data to be collected in 1978.

Obviously, a simpler and less expensive design for evaluation would
include only the pretest/ppsttest of the Willard-Homewood Neighborhood
site. The simple pretest/posttest design does not allow the researcher
to rule.out a number of very important alternative explanations:

® History -- Some event other than the treatment
occurred between the pretest and the posttest

that could have affected the results.

-




Pretest Treatment Posttest
Willard-Homewood CPTED Willard-Homewood
Control area : (None) Control area

Figure 6~1.. Schematic of the Nonequivalent Contrul Group Design
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Maturation -- The passage of time alone may be

responsible for any effect.

e Testing -- The effect of the administration of

the pretest and the posttest could have resulted

in any significant effects.

-Instrumentation -- There may have been changes

in the instrument used to collect the data be-
tween the pretest and the posttest. Thus, changes
in the way police collect crime statistics or ways
in which the survey is administered may be respon-
sible for any effect.

Statistical Regression -- This effect is caused

by the treatment group regresuing or moving to its
true level.

Selection -- Biases may result from differential
selection of respondents.

Experimental Mortality -- This bias may be intro-

duced if particular types of individuals move out
of the Willard-Homewood Neighborhood site. This
results in a selection artifact, since the Willard-
Homewood.residents would then be composed of dif-
ferent types of persons at posttest as compared to
the pretest.

Interaction -- Interaction of selection and many

of the other above artifacts may also take place.

6-4
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The simple pretest/posttest design controls for artifacts due to se-
lection and mortality, but does not adequately control for the other sources
of invalidity. In éontrast, the nonequivalent control grotp design
controls for all of the problems of internal validity except for the in-
teraction of selection with the other variables. However, regression
artifacts are still possible even with this design. It is believed that
the additional cost of including a control.group is more than worth the
benefits gained from being able to rule out many of the above artifacts.

Even if this were designed as a '"true" experiment, there are still
other threats to internal validity that could affect the evaluation,
w1ese include:

® Diffusion or Imitation of the Treatment -- Resi-

dents in the control group area might learn about

what is occurring in the Willard-Homewood Neighbor-
* hood and adopt some of the techniques, thereby in-

validating their status as a control group.

e Compensatory Equalization -- The City government

or other groups might feel that the control area

—— would have to be upgraded as well. Thus, they
might develop other compensatory programs in that
area. If this occurs, the control area again
would not be a true control area. |

® Compensatory Rivalry -- If the control area sub-

jects know that they are assigned to a control

group, they might be motivated to meet some of
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the project's geals in spite of their control
group status. This is unlikely to occur in the
current context. This threat occurs when the con-
trol group knows that it indeed is a coatrol group
and attempts to show that it is better than the
éxperimental group.

e Local History -- This bias is extremely important

in the preceding design. Effects other than the
ones generated by the project that are local either
to the control or experimental site can affect the
outcome of the study.

The reaim of events that are not shared by the control and experi-
mental sites can produce differences in fear of crime or the crime rate
itself. For example, the police in the control site might decide to
change their method of reporting, or'increase their patrols. It thus be-
comes extremely important for the evaluators to keep themselves informed
about activities in both the control and experimental sites which may af-
feét the outcome of the evaluation.

6.3 The Three-Neighborhood Crime Prevention Demonstration Evaluation

Plan*

6.3.1 Introduction

This plan includes procedures for both process and impact evaluations.

It was designed to be flexible enough to keep pace with changes in goals

*The remainder of this chapter is adapted from: Crime Control Planning
Board, Evaluation Unit. "Evaluation of the Minneapolis Community Crime
Prevention Demonstration' by . Michael Crabill et al. S&t. Paul, MN:
Crime Control Planning Board, December 1, 1877.
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during implementation and to be sensitive to important activities occurring

in nongoal areas.

6.3.2 Process Evaluation

The primary thrust of the process evaluation is that of illuminative
evaluation, which is a methodological approach that seeks to comprehend
all of the salient elements in a given.situation through careful observa-
tion and extensive inquiry. It uses techniques of both traditional and
nontraditioﬂal methodologies to examine strategies that are used in pro-
ject implementation.

While the illuminative method has distinct advantages, its subjec-
tive nature peses concerns. Therefore, the evaluators must be aware of
any biases that may be present when they view project activities.

With a team of three different evalﬁation personnel, individual
biases will be lessened as a result of interaction among the team members.
In addition, the subjective nature of this method of inquiry will be ba-
lanced off against the other more traditional evaluation strategies to
be used in the illuminative process. The use of modeling strategies and
goal-oriented methods should verify any conclusions based upon the illumi-
native inguiry process.

Several different techniques will be used to obtain the diverse in-
formation required. The evaluation team will examine the achievement of
the following five process goals:

e Increased Resident Involvement -- As a result of
this project, have the neighborhood residents be-
come more actively involved with each other and

the community at large?

6~7
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# Target Hardening -~ Have the residents become

more aware of what types of haxrdware devices se-
cure their home from entry by a burglar, and how
many have made changes?

@ Opportunity Reduction Through Environmental

Design -- What in the environment has been changed,
and have crime opportunities been reduced through
environmental changes?

® Increased Awareness of Crime Prevention Techniques --

Have residents become more aware of what they can
do as individuals to prevent crime in their homes
and neighborhoods?

® Cooperative Interaction between the Police and

Community -~ Are both the police and community

working towards active cooperation in preventing

crime?
While examining these five process goals, the team will focus on: (a) Any
salient features of the organizational strat2gies employed in each demon-
stration neighborhood; and b) any unique organizational components that
may have helped or hindered implementation.

Data will be gathered using the following five techniques:

@ Observation -- Observational methods will obtain

continuous records of ongoing events. Where appro-
priate, observational strategies and codification

methods will be used to organize informatidn.
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e Interviews -- Obtaining the personal views of the

participants is crucial to assessing the essential

elements of the process of implementation of the

program. Both structured and unstructured inter-
views will provide information as to why events
occurred and what reactions they generated. Inter-
views with key informants will investigate issues
pertinent to the decisiommaking process. Inter-
views with residents also will provide timely
information.

Neighborhood Office Recoxds -~ The evaluation re-

quires that the neighborhood program staff main-
tain certain records of their activities. These
records (relating, for instance, to organizing
efforts, block club meetings and requests for ser-
vices) will be used by the evaluation staff in pre-
senting a complete picture of the efforts involvad
in the implementation.

Questionnaires -- Where appropriate, questionnaire

and survey solicitation will be undertaken. This
effort will focus upon the neighborhood residents
and their reactions to issues concerning the struc-

ture and functioning of the project.




@ History and Background Sources -- During the eval-

uation, the team members will hold discussions
with the original planners and related staff. The
team will also review reports issued by the Com-
munity Crime Prevention Unit pertaining to the de-
velopment and implementation of the project. In-
formation relating to similar undertakings in other
locations will further contribute to understanding
of the project. Evaluation strategies from other
projects also will be examined as will resource
materials for community development and crime pre-
vention. -

The example used in Table 6~1 shows the process model that will be
used to evaluate the five desired outcomes. Under each of the outcomes,
the immediate objectives are listed with the activities that lead towaxrd
them. The activities have been divided into initial, continuing, and
concluding activities. The data that need to be collected are enumerated
under the different objectives. Finally, issues that may obstruact the
achievement of these objectives are listed.

6.3.3 Impact Assessment

A number of constraints were placed on the evaluation team due to
their lack of involvement in the early stages of the project. Fof example,
the demonstration sites were selected in a nonrandom manner. Randomization
is an essential ingredient for an experimental design, which is an effec-

tive method of finding out how well a program achieved its goals. The
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TABLE 6-1

Activities Addressing Process Outcomes (Page 1 of 5)

I. Desired Qutcome

A. Immediate Objective

Increased Resident Involvement

Block Clubs

INITIAL CONTINUATION CONCLUSION
Activities Leading Toward Establishing Maintaining Self-Sustaining
Objective Block Clubs Block Clubs Block Clubs
Variables Pertaining to 1. Prior block organization (i.e., involvement in com-
Objective munity activities)

2. # meetings per block

3. # paxrticipants per meeting

4. # housing units represented

S. Block population

6. Topics discussed/covered

7. Literature dissemination

8. # staff at Block Club meetings

9. Type of training given for Block Club Captains

10. # trained to be Block Club Captains
11. Time between selection and training as Captains
12. Captains nominated or volunteer
Issues Addressing Process 1. Do topics covered in Block Club meetings go beyond
Crime Prevention?

2. Are actions taken due to these meetings thdat go be-
yond Block Watch, Premise Security Survey, Operation ID?

3. How often do Block Club Captains assume maintenance
operations?

4, Does Block Club Captain welcome new neighbors with an
invitation to the Block Club and Crime Prevention
program?

5. Are residents hesitant to give up their independence by

B. Immediate Objective

joining a Block Club?

Business Associations

INITIAL CONTINUATION CONCLUSTON
Activitities Leading Toward Establishing Maintaining Self-Sustaining o
Objective Block Clubs Block Clubs Block Clubs
Variables Pertaining to 1. # businesses in demonstration neighborhoods
Objective 2. # proprietors contacted
3. # proprietors participating in Crime Prevention
Program meetings
4, # Business Association meetings held
5. Topics discussed/covered
6, Literarure dissemination
7. # staff at Business Association meetings
8, Type of training, if any, given to Business Groups
9. # trained
10. List of kinds of businesses represented
11. # business clubs per neighborhood
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II.

TABLE 6-1

Activities Addressing Process Outcomes (Page 2 of 5)

Issues Addressing Process

C. Immediate Objective

Activities Leading Tows ud
Objective

Variables Pertaining to
Objective

Issues Addressing Process

Desired OQutcome

A. Immediate Objective
Activities Leading Toward

QObjective

Variables Pertaining to
Objective

Issues Addressing Process

1. Do proprietors feel the benefits of a residential Crime
Prevention program are not substantial enough for them?

2. Are they already too busy to attend meetings?

3., Would a different method of participation, one requiring
less time and commitment, be necessary?

Neighborhood Watch Force Programs

INITIAL CONTINUATION CONCLUSION
Establishing Maintaining Self-Sustaining
Watch Force Watch Force Neighborhood

Watch Force

1. How much informal block watching existed prior to this
program.

2. # blocks involved with Watch Force

3. # Block Watches per block

4, # housing units participating per Watch

S. # participants per Block Watch

6. # Block Club meetings held before Block Watch introduced

7. Degree of media involvement with Block Watch; literature
disseminated as well as Watch Force Stickers, etc.

8. Method used for Watch (exchange of keys, phone numbers,
etc.) (For level of intensity)

1. How much resistance to Block Watch based on exchanging
personal information?

2. Are residents hesitant to give up their independence?
Target Hardening
Landlord Responsibility

INITIAL CONTINUATION CONCLUSIONS

Landlord List
(absentee and
owner occupied)

Citing Problems
to Landlords

Compliance

1. # violations before CCP Program
2. # violations after CCP Program

3. # landlords complying to code

4, Has.thers..baen.follow-up by staff
5, # times there has besn follow-up

1. How much of a role did block captains play?

2. How are carstakers involved in process?

3. Are renters reluctant to confront landlozds?

4. Are landlords apathetic concerning compliance with
security codes?

6-12




B.

TABLE 6-1

Activities Addressing Process Outcomes (Page 3 of 5)

Immediate QObjective

Activities Leading Towaxrd
Objective

Variables- Pertaining to
Objective

Issues Addressing Process

Issues Addressing Process

Immediate Objective

Activities Leading Toward
Objective

Variables Pertaining to
Objective

Variables Pertaining to
Objective

Premise Security Surveys

INITIAL CONTINUATION CONCLUSIONS
Promotion Requests Compliance
How request initiated

# requests

# surveys

.X amount of time bytween requests and surveys

# compliance checks conducted

X amount of time between surveys and compliance
# subsidies requested

X amount of subsidy delivered

# subsidies delivered

Range of subsidies

#/type of recommended changes (priority and non)
Amount of work done by locksmith/resident
Literature dissemination

How much of a role did bleck captains play?
requests

surveys

amount of time between requests and surveys
compliance checks conducted

amount of time between surveys and compliance
subsidies requested

X amount of subsidy delivered

# subsidies delivered

Range of subsidies

#/type of recommended changes (priority and non}
Amount of work done by locksmith/resident
Literature dissemination

B -

Are residents reluctant o have police officers enter
their homes?

Are the contractors behind schedule?

Are the police behind schedule conducting Premise
Security Surveys?

Operation Identification

WL LN
.

N~
.

INITTIAL CONTINUATION CONCLUSIONS
Promotion Requests Marked Property

Use of Stickers

# requests before CCP Program

# requests after CCP Program

Literature dissemination

How requests initiated

X amount of delay time between requests and acquisition
of engravers

How many other programs are promoting Operation ID?

Do residents perceive Operation ID stickers as telling
criminals that they have valuables worth taking?
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TABLE 6-1

Activities Addressing Process Outcomes (Page 4 of 5)

III. Desired Outcome

A.

Immediate Objective

Activities Leading Toward
Objective

Variables Pertaining to
Objective

Issues Addressing Process

IV. Desired Cutcome

A.

Immediate Objective

Activities Leading Toward .

Objective

Variables Pertaining to
Objective

Issues Addressing Process

Opportunity Reduction Through Environmental Design

Physical Changes

INITIAL CONTINUATION CONCLUSION
Means by which Selection Process Changes
Problem Areas for Changes

Defined

1. # surveys* conducted

2. # potential sites visited

3. Location and # of improvements

4. ‘Types of improvement

S. Neighborhood knowledge of improvements

6, # voluntary request as a result of survey

7. Attitude change concerning safety for those resi-
dents living in the area of the change

1. Did Block Club organization influence procigs?
2. What is neighbors' reaction to means by which changes
were determined?

Survey independent of this Evaluation Team

Increased Awareness of Crime Prevention Techniques

Education

INITIAL CONTINUATION CONCLUSION
Preparation/ Dissemination Become a ''"Resource
Development Centexr' to Community
of Materials Concerning Crime

Prevention

1. Different themes of literature

2. # by type of material disseminated

3. Who is recipient of material

4. How disseminated (reactive vs. proactive or both)
5. Kinds of media used other than pamphlets

6. How initiated concerning other media

1. Are there delays or difficulties in printing?
2, Are there difflculties in dissemination?
3. Is there a lack of interest on the part of the
residents which would prevent abscrption of
the information?
4. What is the functional literacy in each neighhorhood?
S. How much commmity organizing in the area other
than crime prevention?
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TABLE 6~1

Activities Addressing Process Outcomes (Page 5 of 5)

V. Desired Cutcome

A,

Immediate Objective

Activities Leading Toward
Objective

Variables Pertaining to
Objective

Issues Addressing Process

Cooperative Interaction Between Polic? and Community

Increased Police-Community Relations

INITIAL CONTINUATION CONCLUSION
Examine Present Citing Problems Mechanisms for
State Solving Problems

1. # times police officer attends Block Club meetings
2. # different officers involved with this project
3. Natire of the interaction
4, Level of support of CCP Program from police
administration
5. Resident perception of police officers in Minneapolis
6. Effectiveness of communication network between
CCP staff and pelice

1. Are longstanding, negative attitudes and perceptions
concerning police too deep for this project to
change?

2. Do the police also have negative feelings concerning
the residents in the area they serve?
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experimental design can, through randomization, protect against threats

to internal validity that can cause confusion in analyzing results. A
quasi-experimental design (that is, one that does not satisfy the strict
requirements of an experiment) can be used for this project. The differ-
ence between these two design types is that the quasi-experiment generally
leaves one or several of the possible threats to internal validity uncon-
trolled.

The survey instruments tapping victimization and residents' fear of
crime, also posed constraints. The resident survey was originally design-
ed as a planning aid rather than an evaluation tool; therefore, the re-
sponses tend to be of an open-ended nature. The first version of the sur-
vey was administered in the Willard-Homewood neighborhood in January of
1976 (see Appendix F). The survey was changed before it was administered
the second time, in Lowry Hill East and Hawthorne, in August of 1976.

A few questions were¢ deleted and specific responses were required instead
of keeping the open-ended format. Besides cutting down the time each in-
terview took, these changes also led.to an ease in administering the in-
strument. These changes, however, did not include topic changes. For
posttest measures on these surveys, identical replication is necessary.
This means that comparisons of responses cannot be made between Willard-
Homewood and the other two neighborhoods on the questions which were
changed.

Trial projects, funded in the manner this one is, also bear a time
constraint. At this point, the CCP demonstration is a one-year program.

The process portion of this evaluation is not likely to be hampered by
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the time allowed. However, crime rates can fluctuate from year to year
to such a degree that significant changes are unlikely to occur withiﬁ
the time of measurement. This statisticallreality‘1imits the conclusions
which could be drawn from only one year's data.

6.3.3.1 Threats to Internal Validity

The results of an evaluation project can be influenced by a large
number of factors in addition to the actual factor being studied in the
design of the experiment. These additional factors, Or alternative expla-
nations, were described in Section 6.2. They include: History, matura-
tion, testing, instrumentation, statistical regression, selection, experi-
mental mortality, interaction with selection, diffusion or imitation of
the treatment, displacement of crime, compensatory equalization, and com-
pensatory rivalry.

If this evaluation were merely to measure crime rates and fear of
crime before the intervention process in the demonstration neighborhoods,
and then méasure them after the intervention had been implemented, then
any of these alternative explanations could account for a reduction in
crime and fear of crime. The evaluation team could conclude that the in-
tervention raduced crime, but its chances of being wrong would be great
indeed. What was needed in order to reduce the likelihood of these con-
founding alternative explanations was a series of control tracts that are
as equivalent as possible to the demonstration neighborhoods. The selected
control areas are-similar to the demonstration neighborhoods in crime rates
and in demographic characteristics, and it is expected that they will ex-

perience no comparable intervention that will directly or indirectly
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influence the crime rate or the fear of crime. Table 6-2 presents the
basic design that is labeled a ''semi-equivalent control group, quasi-ex-
perimental design.' It is not an equivalent group design or a truly ex-
perimental design, because the profiles of the demonstration neighborhoods,
while being close, do not perfectly match those of the control groups.
Perfect matching requires randomly assigning neighborhoods to treatment
and control conditions.

6.3.3.2 Dependent Variable Measures

The dependent variables of the demonstration project are crime rates
and the fear of crime. Both of these variables were measured before the
implementation of the demonstration program by coding the Minneapolis
Police Department's crime resports (see Appendix G). Eight crime rates
were measured during 1974-75 in all 127 census tracts. To determine the
impact of the demonstration program on crime rates, these data must be
updated by coding crime reports for the demonstration tracts, noncontiguous
control tracts and for the contiguous control area. Crime reports for
the areas concerned will be coded for.all of 1977 through May 1978.

Since there could be considerable error in crime reports, the evalua-
tion team will also use a measure of crime rates derived from the demon-
stration neighborhood surveys. The survey questions will be asked again
on the posttest survey to see whether crime rates on both police
reports and on the'survey responses are affected by the demonstration pro-
ject. Pretest respoﬁses will be used in conjunction with the posttest re-

sults to see whether the crime reporting rate is affected by the project

as well,
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Schematic Representation of Control Group Design

Neighborhood

Willard-Homewood
Control

Lowry Hill East
Control
Hawthorne

Control

TABLE 6-2

Pretest

yes
yes
yes
yes
yes

yes
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Intervention

yes
no
yes
no
yes

no

Posttest

yes
yes
yes
yes
yes

yes




One of the goals of the demonstration projects is to improve crime
reporting, yet a change in crime report levels can confound the analysis
of the impact of the programs. The evaluation team will attempt to mea-
sure th?s change and adjust the analysis to take this change into account.

The crime rgporting rate can be estimated in two ways. First, of
those survey respondents who claim to have been victimized, the proportion
who claim to have reported that victimization can be computed. Second,
the victimization rates from the questionnaire can be compared to the
rates from police crime reports.

Both these comparisons are tricky and fraught with danger. First,
people are likely to overestimate crime reporting in an interview situa-
tion simply because it may seem inconsistent for respondents to tell an
interviewer that they were victimized yet did not report it. Also, the
survey questions ask whether someone either broke into or tried teo break
into their home, whereas burglary rates do not always include both aspects.
The officer handling an attempted burglary can either categorize it as a
burglary with the stipulation that it was not perpetrated, or as damage
to property, if damage was done in the attempt. Despite this slight dis-
crepancy, these comparisons will be made, particularly to determine if
there has been a change in these figures in the posttest data.

Psychological fear of.crime was measured on the pretest survey con-
ducted in Willard-Homewood, Lowry Hill East, and Hawthorne. The questions
included in the survey are listed in Appendix H along with the responses
for the residents in these three neighborhoods. These data provide the

baseline against which changes in fear of crime may be gauged.
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The questiuvns administered to samples from the neighborhoods were
identical in Lowry Hill East and Hawthorne, but there were some differ-
ences in question wording in Willard—Homewoqd. All of the questions in
Appendix H were identical with the exceptiop of the series of questions
under part 4. Whereas the Lowry Hill East and Hawthorne residents were
merely asked whether or not each situation was dangerocus, the Willard-
Homewood respondents were asked to rate the degree of danger for each
situation, from 0 (no danger) to 10 (very dangerous). All rezponses from
0 to 5 were considered as not dangerous and from 6 to 10 as dangerous.

The assumption was that since 5 is the midpoint, it could be assumed to
represent a neutral response (hence, not dangerous). Clearly, this as-
sumption is open to question, but any other (arbitrary) decision is equal-
ly (or more) open to problems. If anything, this procedure probably
underestimates the degree of danger perceived by respondents, as evidenced
by comparing Willard-Homewood with the other two neighborhoods on ques-
tions €, g, s, and aa under part 4. For purposes of evaluating the impact
of the demonstration in Willard-Homewood, the posttest questionnaire will
repeat the pretest format on these questions, again asking respondents to
rate each from 0 to 10. Then a simple difference Eetween mean scores
would be the appropriate analysis procedure. Unfortunately, this means
that no comparisons can be mdde on these questions between neighborhoods.

6.3.3.3 Statistical Models and Analysis

This design proposes to analyze the impact of the demonstration pro-
jects on the rate of crimé and citizens' fear of crime. Since the crime

rates are opportunity rates, the unit of analysis in each case is the
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opportunity. This includes residential units for residential burglary,
commercial units for commercial burglary and commercial robbery, residents
for street robbery and assaults, female residents for sexual offenses,
total structures for vandalism, and registered vehicles for auto thefts.
For as many of these crimes as possible, the evaluation team will delin-
eate each opportunity and calculate a pretest score that is the number
of times that opportunity was taken in the year preceding the interven-
tion. For example, a list of all residential units in the neighborhood
and the number of times each unit was burglarized during that year will
be needed. The evaluation will then require a posttest score for each
unit, consisting of the number of times that unit was burglarized during
the year following (or during) the demonstration project.

Two types of analyses will be conducted with crime data. First, for
every crime that one can disaggregate to opportunities as units of analy-
sis, the evaluation team will be able to perform an analysis of covariance
to test impact on crime. Second, for crimes that cannot be disaggregated,
a difference of proportions test will be employed. Finally, the analysis

of survey data on fear of crime will use a difference of proportions test.

6.3.4 Evaluation Products

As stated earlier, the evaluatkon‘of the residential demonstration
consists of two important components: Process and impact. The major
products will also be in two distinct forms that reflect both the audience
and content of these products. First, in holding to the precept that

evaluation feedback is a necessary component of ongoing project activiiies,
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monthly evaluation reports will be provided to each neighborhood office
and the demonstration project manager (see Appendix I). Second, an end
of year report will be published containing all evaluation findings and
recommendations.

Two types of information are included in the regular monthly reports.
The first type of information addresses the immediate objectives. It
reflects ongoing activities such as the number of block clubs organized,
premise security surveys given (see Appendix J), or block watches in op-
eration during any given month. The second type of information included
in the monthly reports is a summary of the neighborhood crime statistics
for the preceding month. Locations of each criminal activity are reported,
as well as statistics dealing with some of the more detailed elements of
the particular crime occurrences. In general, monthly reports highlight
level of activity, problem areas, actions taken to overcome impediments,
issues of coordination, and other pertinent elements of implementation
strategies.

The end-of-year report will include all findings from the investiga-
tion of both process and impact. Measures of impact will be presented
and analyzéd. Crime statistics will be used to examine project effects
in the demonstration neighborhoods as well as the project's displacement
effects. Conclusions will be drawn regarding criminal activity in the
demonstration neighborhoods and their respective control areas. Resident
interviews will be discussed with respect to changing community percep-
tions of crime and its associated fear, police efficiency, neighborhood

improvement, and personal security. Close analysis and discussion will
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be presented concerning the major characteristics of the process of im-
plementation. What strategies work in certain settings, what difficul-
ties can be anticipated in similar implementations, and what problems can
be averted through planning. The overall intent of the year-end report --
due on September 30, 1978 -- is to provide a framewérk for future imple-

mentation of similar projects at a citywide level.*

*This report will be available from the State of Minnesota Crime Control
Planning Board, 444 Lafayette Road, 6th Floor, St. Paul, Minnesota 55101.
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CHAPTER 7. CONCLUSIONS

This report summarizes the process by which the Minneapolis CPTED
residential demonstration project was initiated, planned, implemented,
and evaluated. This chapter briefly describes the project's status and
presents some. conclusions derived.from the activities associated with the
project's progress. The conclusions relate to citizen participation, the
complexity of a comprehensive crime prevention project, funding require-
ments, access to community leaders and decisionmakers, site selection,
the role of outside specialists, and expectancy effects,

7.1 Project Status

The late startup of the implementation phase makes the status of the
project difficult to assess, The neighborhood organization and involve-
ment is impressive (see Appendices D and I). However, the relationships
among that involvement, the ongoing implementation of the physical strat-
egies, and the ultimate impact on crime and the fear of crime are promising
but unknown at this time. The LEAA grant that provided support for the
first year's implementation activities was scheduled to terminate on

Apfil 30, 1978, A no-cost extension has enabled the project to continue

through July 1, 1978, Efforts to ensure continued support resulted in

the preparation of an application for an expanded crime prevention pro-
ject that would build on the core efforts in the Willard.Homewood, Lowry
Hill East, and Hawthorne neighborhoods. As of the date of this report,
grant award for the comprehensive areawide project appears imminent.

Should this occur, the ongoing implementation activities will have a real
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chance for actualization,

7,2 Ccmmunity Participation

To achieve long-term success, a crime prevention project requires
the direct involvement of the local citizenry, Residents must feel that
the project is in their best interests and under théix control, 1In
Willard-Homewood, the Westinghouse planners found that residents directly
were playing an active role in preserving and improving their community,
primarily through the two neighborhood associations. Therefore, it was
clear that the goal should be to increase the capability of citizens to
help themselves initiate and implement crime and fear reduction strategies.

Early face-to-face discussions between the planners and all candidate
participant groups are instiumental in encouraging participation. Group
meetings should be scheduled with local citizens, recognized neighborhood
organizations, and citywide institutions that have direct influence on
the quality of life in the project area, These meetings should have as
their objectives to define specific tasks and to create mechanisms whereby
those wishing to participate can be accommodated immediately.

To initiate these meetings, contezts should be made with community

leaders. Their support and guidance are essential for broad-based ‘acceptance.

of the project. Such key individuals may be associated with branch banks,
churches, a neighborhood police precinct, a local social service agency,
or other groups that provide community services.

Care should be exercised that enthusiastic selling of a CPTED project

does not create the expectation of a rapid and dramatic decrease in crime,
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Ta fact, increased awareness of crime, publicity on how to report crimes
and suspicious events, and projects that increase citizen surveillance
may result in an increase in the rate of reported crime., Citizen aware-
ness of this possibility, together with realistic goals, will help allay
increased fears or frustration when a dramatic rate decrease does not
occur,

The nature of participation may change as a project shifts from
planning to implementation, During the planning phase, participation is
broad-based and advisory, as the emphasis is on policies, goals, and
options; whereas, during implementation, the focus shifts to local citi-
zens and individuals within agencies or organization with direct imple~
mentation responsibility. Since changing roles can create difficulties
in the timing of, and commitment to, as well as in the general under-
standing of a project, the planners should structure their activities
accordingly,

A related consideration is that the nature of defined problems and
needs of a community may change during the course of a project. Con-
tinuity of participation will depend greatly on project planners Being .
responsive to these changes and keeping citizens informed of program
modifications.

7.3 Scope and Complexity of the Program

Large-séale intervention programs, by their very nature, present
planning complexities that inevitably lead to delays and program modifi-

cations, While it is difficult to anticipate forced changes in. scheduling
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and activities, planners should recognize the mutual dependence of pro-
gram components and examine the feasibility of a given change in one com-
ponent affecting others, and modify the program accordingly., For example,
the difficulty in gaining approval for the police compensation procedure
caused major delays in responding to requests for security surveys., The
potential impact on the support for other strategies calls for ongoing
monitoring and analysis,

The application of formal decisionmaking procedures derived from sys-
tems theory is virtually a must if planners are going to use feedback data
effectively and predict consequences accurately,

For large-scale programs, it is desirable to create a special crime
prevention unit, such as the Minneapolis' Community Crime Preyentien
Office, which consists of staff members who are knowledgeable about
planning and implementing all phases of a crime prevention project.

7.4 Funding Requirements

CPTED programming should involve diverse strategies. However, this
requisite diversity, combined with the typical absence of a large, suﬁ
portive fund earmarked for CPTED projects, will require innovative funding
tactics. Planners may find that numerous private and public funding
sources will have to be tapped and integrated.

When several organizations are attempting to bring about changes in
one project area, competition for funds is likely. Thus, early management

objectives should be to identify what is planned for the community by

various groups and to create mechanisms for interorganization cooperation
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so that a broader base of community support can be achieved, relevant in-
formation can be distributed and shared, and strategies for fund raising
can be developed. Contacts with Federal, regional, and State agencies
are important for funding purposes., In Minneapolis, the Department of
Labor, the Department of Commerce, the Metro Council, the Governor's
Crime Commission, and LEAA all played important funding roles,

When local representatives/decisionmakers commit themselves to a
project, it is useful to obtain informal written agreements from them to
stave off the competitive pressures for their funds and to ensure that
all key people are aware of the agreements and their implications, if
changes occur later, In the same vein, it is also useful in the CPTED
work plan to identify resources that will match funding needs and requests,
This is true even when the "match' is only informally agreed torby the
providing agency. The presence of committed or nearly committed resources
can be persuasive to other potential funding sources.

If the community has (or has access to) a lobbyist or public-interest
greup in Washington, D, C., such as the National League of Cities, a com-
plefe funding source list should be coordinated with it in the hope that
other funding sources can be identified at the Federal level. If appropriate,
intergovernmental grant mechanisms should be explored to simplify the- '
grant and coordination procedures. Similar coordination should also take
place at the State and local levels,

7.5 Access to Decisionmakers

Until a CPTED planning capability is instituted in the community,
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project leaders will find that they are competing with mainline institu-
tions (such as the public works department) for political and financial
support, For example, funds might be available for changing the surface
texture of streets and sidewalks in the project area, thus enhancing ter-
ritorial feelings among residents and aesthetic appearance, However,
these funds might go towards installing new sewer lines because of the
greater leadership visibility of that project., In other words, CPTED
projects will require the same basic leadership visibility (and hence the
political support) as other ongoing projects that involve multiple agency
participation, Implementation can only be facilitated by gaining access

to organizational and political leadership,

A municipal committee that is responsible for crime prevention planning

should, as is presently done in Minneapolis, incorporate CPTED programming
in its routine deliberations. This committee should interact with all
municipal agencies (such as public works or housing and development admin-

istration) whose activities often influence crime prevention planning, and

provide explanatory briefings about the CPTED implications of their activities.

This committee should also establish communication with community leaders
to enlist their immediate involvement in a CPTED project,

7.6 Site Selection

Although CPTED projects can be initiated in areas that currently are
not receiving attention from the community, the CPTED concept will be most
successful when it is introduced into a community that has supportive pro-

grams underway or planned, or otherwise is a focal point of community
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interest. The fact that the Minneapgﬁis CPTED effort complemented an
ongoing public works improvement effort and a neighborhood rehabilitation
project supported by community redevelopment funds facilitated the develop-
ment of a local constituency and the establishment of a political priority
for the area. The potential expansion into other communities should be

an ongoing consideration, with multiple benefits to be anticipated from
neighborhood comparisons such as those in the Minneapolis demonstration,

7.7 Qutside Specialists

Outside 'experts' may encounter resentment and distrust if they seek
to impose ideas, however beneficial, on a community, Members of the com-
munity may feel that these outsiders do not know the area's particular
needs and will not be responsive to local interests. In Willard-Homewood;
the residents at first responded negatively to a neighborhood rehabili-
tation plan presented by the Consortium and the City because Pt appeared
to be a program to displace people. Residents perceived the plan as one
for tearing down homes or for undertaking improvement that would result
in higher real estate taxes and rents, forcing families to move. Attitudes
changed once the consultants demonstrated to area residents that the CPTED
approach was consistent with their objectives of neighborhood stability
and improved quality of life. Perhaps more importantly, the residents
came to understand that the responsibility for policy and decisiommaking
was to be vested with them. Consortium planners were there only to assist
the local leadership and participating citizens to develop the capacity

to use their resources effectively, Once a program plan has been developed
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and capacity building objectives achieved, outside specialists should with-

draw from day-to-day project activities and primarily be available for
specific technical assistance and training requests initiated at the
local level,

7.8 Expectancy Effects

A final major conclusion emerging from the Minneapolis residential
CPTED demonstration is that people often engage in activities that serve
to fulfill expectations, even when such expectations are based on misin-
formation. An important consideration in selecting Willard-Homewood as
a demonstration site was that city officials and many members of the com-
munity perceived a rising crime rate, coupled with a changing racial and
economic balance in the area population, Fear of crime was prevalent and
the neighborhood's reputation was declining., An examination of crime and
census data actually showed a stable community with lower=than-average
crime problems, Nevertheless, the fact that there was a growing consensus
that the neighborhood was going downhilll might have precipitated a real
population turnover and an increase in crime. In other words, a given
population's expectance of change may come to serve as a self-fulfilling
prophesy.

The dynamics of this phenomenon can generate positive changeé as well,
People, collectively and individually, can assign constructive meanings
to events or contexts and act on the basis of their expectations of what
will occur, For example, residents were fearful of victimization in the

back alleyways, even though an analysis of crime data revealed that less
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than one percent of all violent crimes occurred in these areas. The police
responded by deploying an alleyway patrol unit, In a short time, interviews
with a small sample of residents indicated an improved sense of safety in
the alleyways. While their change in attitude may be attributable to the
perception of increased access control associated with the heightened visi-
bility of the.police, it is also possible that residents expected the patrols
to prevent crime and behaved in a manner consistent with their precon-
ceptions,

Planners should anticipate from the outset that residents' expectations
will play a part in neighborhood crime prevention programs. They should
take such cognitive factors into account throughout the planning and imple-
mentation process, especially in regard to the manner in which project
benefits and disbenefits are communicated. Their own expectations of par-
ticular program strategies are likely to play a role in determining actual
outcomes, Héw a problem is defined may also affect the extent to which
predictions about the efficacy of particular strategies will come true.
Change itself may lead to an improved situation because residents respond
favérably to receiving attention or being involved in a community project.
Residents may also assume greater responsibility for their territory, be-
cause they perceive that they are being observed and it is expected of
them. Thus, by carefully assessing the implications of- such effects on
the planning and implementation process, planners and participating citizens

may increase their ability to achieve deésired changes,
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APPENDIX A. CPTED THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK

1. Introduction

The purpose of this appendix is to familiarize the reader with the

program rationale of Crime Prevention Through Environmental Design (CPTED).

There are three major parts. The first part describes the purview of
the Program, the second part introduces some key theoretical postulates,
and the last part discusses OTREP (opportunity, target, risk, effort,
and payoff) as one approach to studying crime/environment problems.

2. The Purview of CPTED

CPTED seeks to reduce crime and fear of crime through the proper and
effective use of the built environment. The CPTED Program is based on
three beliefs: First, the security of one's surroundings is critical to
achieving and maintaining a cohesive, stable, and optimally used
environment; second, opportunities for crime can be minimized through
architectural design and urban planning, either by imposing real
structural comstraints on criminal behavior or by creating psychological
barriers; and third, crime and fear can be prevented by augmenting ex-
isting social control processes.

Social control is enhanced by supporting established covenants
and shared perspectives that have evolved and are maintained by users
for the protection of their environment. Such social protective

mechanisms can be reinforced through law enforcement activities, the
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formation of community organizations explicity charged with the
responsibility of deterring antisocial behavior and discouraging
unwarranted intrusion, and environmental improvement programs that are
aimed at raising the physical and social quality of that setting. The
key premise is that design and effective use of physical space can lead
to better citizen control over their environment and, at the same time,
to an improvement in the quality of urban life.

2.1 CPTED Target Crimes

The offense categories addressed by the CPTED Program are those
classified hy the Federal Bureau of Investigation as Part I crimes
against persons (criminal homicide, forcible rape, robbery, aggravated
assault) or property (burglary, larceny, and auto theft), as well as
some Part II crimes (simple assaults, arson, and vandalism). These
offenses receive attention because they are destructive to the social
and physical environment, they engender public fear of crime, and the
opportunity for their commission can be eliminated or minimized through
environmental design. Excluded from consideration are the so-called
"white collar" crimes (fraud, embezzlement), '"victimless' crimes (drug
abuse, prostitution), crimes against government, organized racketeering,
morals offenses, family and juvenile offenses, and disorderly conduct.

2.2 Prevention Concepts and CPTED

The term prevention as it is used throughout this paper refers

to measures adopted to forestall the commission of a crime. Lejins*

*Peter Lejins. 'The Field of Prevention." In W. E. Amos and C. R. Wellford
(eds.). Delinquency Prevention: Theory and Practice. Englewood Cliffs, NJ:
Prentice-Hall, 1967, p. 4-5: . ‘
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posited three types of‘prevention -~ punitive, mechanical, and
corrective -- and, to varying degrees, CPTED strategies involve all
three. In punitive prevention, threat of punishment discourages the
potential offender. A key CPTED planning objective is to create an
environment in which it is apparent that anyone who commits a crime
is likely to Ee detected, apprehended, and punished. This will
occur because legitimate users assume a large responsibility in
policing their environment and have an effective working relationship
with the police.

With mechanical prevention, obstacles are placed in the way of
the potential offender to make it more difficult for him to commit
an offense. Thus, while punitive prevention increases risk, mechanical
prevention increases the level of effort required for criminal activity.
It is important to note that mechanical prevention involves more than
controlling access through physical design. Traditional target-
hardening prevention techniques (such as dependable locking systems
and window bars) are included among CPTED strategies. Also in-
cluded are & broad range of urban design principles concerning the

»

form of the buildings, the layouts of streets, the location of

community facilities, the juxtaposition of social and functiomal activity

areas, and other elements that affect the design and use of the en-

vironment.

Corrective prevention is perhaps the most fundamental of the three

because it focuses on strategies aimed at the elimination of criminal
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motives. Although the CPTED purview does not include broad-based
education and employment programs, CPTED is corrective to the extent
that environmental design can affect the quality of life in a com-
munity, and is a social as well as a physical planning process.

2.3 Environmental Design

The term énvironmentaz design refers to problem-solving activities
that encompass more than architectural solutions but are still specific
to geographically bounded environments, Design is viewed not only as
an element in the environment but as a process through which plans
are developed to influence how environments are used and treated.

3. Four Key Postulates

There are four general CPTED theoretical postulates that provide
the underlying rationale for all of the crime prevention strategies.
They are access control, surveillance, activity support, and motivation
reinforcement. While conceptually distinct, these postulates tend

to overlap in practice (that is, each CPTED strategy is based omn

principles derived from more than one postulate). For example, strategies

designed to increase surveillance also tend to control access to a
given environment. Similarly, if they are to work, activity support
programs must involve surveillance strategies.

3.1 Access Control

Access control is primarily directed at decreasing criminal op-
portunity. In essence, it operates to keep unauthorized persons out

of a particular locale if they do not have legitimate reasons for being




there. In its most elementary form, access control can be achieved

in individual dwelling units or commercial establishments by use of
adequate locks, doors, and the like (i.e., the group of design
strategies known as target hardening). Many burglars and robbers dis-
play environmental preferences -- both physical and social -- that

can also be frustrated by the creation of psychological barriers. These
barriers may appear in the form of signs, parkways, hedges -- in short,
anything that announces the integrity and uniqueness of an area.

3.2 Surveillance

Although similar to access control in some respects, the primary
aim of surveillance is not to keep intruders out but to keep them
under observation. -Surveillénce increases the perceived risk to
offenders, as well as the actual risk if the observers are willing
to act when potentially threatening situations develop.

A distinction can be made between organized surveillance and
spontaneous or natural surveillance. Organized surveillance is usually
carried out by police patrols in an attempt to project a sense of
omnipresence (i.e., to convey to potential offenders the im-
pression that police surveillance is highly likely at any given
location). In some instances surveillance can be achieved by non-
human techniques such as closed-circuit television (CCTV) or alarms.

Natural surveillance can be achieved by a number of design

techniques such as channeling the flow of activity to put more observers
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near a potential crime area, or creating a greater observation capacity

by installing windows along the street side of a building, en-
closing a staircase in glass, or using single-loaded corridors. The
technique of defining spaces. can also convey a proprietary sense to
legitimate users, inducing a territorial concern.

3.3 Activity Support

the concept'of activity support involves methods of reinforcing
existing or new activities as a means of making effective use of
the built environment. This perspective originates in the observation
that, in a given community, social and physical networks and nodes
exist as latent, often underused, resources capable of sustaining
constructive cdmmunity activities. Surport of these activities can
bring a vital and coalescing improvement to a given community,
together with a reduction of the vulnerable social and physical gaps
that permit criminal intrusions. Such an approach might focus on
a geographic area (e.g., block, neighborhood, or city sector), a
target population (e.g., vulnerable elderly victims or opportunistic
y +%ful offenders), or an urban system (e.g., health delivery, trans-
portation, or zoning).

3.4 Motivation Reinforcements

In contrast to the more mechanical concepts of access control and
surveillance that concentrate on making offenders' operations more
difficult, motivation reinforcement seeks not only to affect offender

behavior relative to the built environment but to affect offender




motivation by increasing the risk of apprehension and by reducing the
payoff to him.

The motivation reinforcement concept also seeks to positively re-
inforce the motivation of pdtential victims. Territorial concern,
social cohesion, and a general sense of security can result from
such positive reinforcement strategies as altering the scale of a
large, impersonal environment by such measures as upgrading the
housing stock, the school facilities, or the interiors of subway cars;
organizing occupants; or changing management policy.

Territorial concern, social cohesion, and a general sense of
security can be reinforced through the development of the identity
and image of a communiﬁy. Recognized consciously, this approach
can improve not only the image the population has of itself and
its domain but also the projection of that image to others. With a

definition and raising of standards and expectations, patterns

of social estrangement decline, together with opportunities for aberrant

or c¢riminal behavior.

4. OTREP

Although all CPTED strategies may appear to run the gamut of
prevention opticns, they do not. CPTED strategies have one feature
in common: Crime and fear-of-crime problems are examined in terms

of environmental characteristics that foster or impede the commission

of crimes. Thus, a crime problem is viewed as a crime/environment problem




because the focus is on solutions that treat the environment in such

a way as to lessen the vulnerability of potential victims, increase

the level of effort involved in committing a crime, reduce the potential
payoff to the offender, and improve the chances of apprehension.

In order to study crime/environment relations in a way that is
useful for the selection of appropriate CPTED intervention strategies,

a comprehensive theoretical perspective is needed to understand the
complex manner in which elements of the physical and social environ-
ment interact to affect levels of crime and fear.

If CPTED strategies are to be effective, they must serve a dual |
function. First, as indicated earlier, they must instill a sense of
confidence and security in the use of the environment on the part of
legitimate users; the second function is that they must create an im-
pression for potential offenders that opportunities for crime in
the target environment are not worth the effort or risk involved. Thus,
CPTED strategies are designed to affect the perceptions of both
legitimate users and potential offenders, as well as to bring about
actual changes in the environment. The remainder of this section
focuses on a conceptual scheme to be used for defining crime/environ-
ment problems in such a way as to aid in the selecfibn of appropriate
strategies.

The concept proposes that the Opportunity for crime to occur in

an environment is a function of four factors: Target, Risk, Effort,




Payoff, i.e., the OTREP concept. These four basic factors are of central
importance to the criminal when selecting a site for a criminal act. It
is assumed that criminals avoid low opportunity environments (e.g., those
that require much effort to commit a crime, where the risk of apprehension
or punishment is high, where few targets exist, and where only a

small payoff cén be obtained). Similarly, it is assumed that

criminals prefer an environment where opportunity is high targets

are available that allow crimes.to be committed easily and quickly

for large rewards, with little or no risk of apprehension.

No setting or place exists where crimes cannot be committed.
Burglary, larceny, vandalism, and crimes of violence can occur any-
where. Faced with a wide array of available sites, the potential
criminal must select a site for his act. If no logic or rationale for
this choice existed, one would expect crimes to be randomly dis-
tributed in the environment.* However, such is not the case.

Crime occurs very frequently in certain area§, while it is almost
unheard of in other areas. Geographic areas characterized as
"high crime" or ''dangerous' are well known to the residents and police

of any municipal locality. Additionally, certain situations involving,

*One offender option is not to commit a crime in that or any other site.
Although OTREP attempts to simulate the decisionmaking process of crim-
inals, it is not based on the assumption that the potential offender has
already decided to act and simply has to decide where to act. If this
were the case, then the most that CPTED could hope to accomplisi would

be crime displacement. However, considering what is known about the
‘nature of opportunistic crimes, it appears that the environment can be
manipulated so that a large proportion of potential offenders do not even
recognize sites as potential targets-
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for example, the time of day, type of people, nature of the task, and

so on are readily perceived as more dangerous than others ("I'd never

let myself get into that situation!'). For some reason or set of
reasons, crime tends to occur more frequently in some environments than
in others.
Two approaches can be used to examine more closely the spatial dis-
tribution of crime. One approach is to study different environments
to uncover ‘dimensions that vary among them. The other approach is to
examine the séatial distribution of crime from the perspective of the
criminal. This approach assumes that criminal acts stem from individual
decisionmaking processes occuring inside the potential offender.
Although both the environmental and cognitive approaches seem
individually inadequate, a viable method of investigation emerges when
bcthvperspectives are simultaneously used. The questions to be addressed
then become:
¢ What aspects of the environment are the most
important to a potential criminal?
e How does the potential offender evaluate the
available environments?
® What set of environmentally based dimensions
is used in a criminal's decisionmaking process
that distinguishes one environment from

another?
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Before further discussion of the four factors, a fifth factor --
which has purposely been excluded -- merits comment. This factor re-
presents an individual, motivational, perceptual, and cognitive element.
With this factor, the model would be sensitive to organismic variables
that mediate environment/behavior relationships. To illustrate the
operation of this factor, for example, one could suggest that in-
dividuals in greater need of a reward (e.g., a dope addict in need of
a fix) will run higher risks for smaller payoffs than those with less
immediate needs. Individuals who perceive an opportunity for a crime
may attempt a criminal act, even though no opportunity in fact exists.
A criminal might think that the risk of apprehension in a specific
environment is low when, in fact, it is quite high.

The mediation of environment/behavior relationships by human pre-

dispositional variables is acknowledged. However, this factor is

_ presently excluded from OTREP because the emphasis of CPTED is towards

the environment. Project managers must manipulate environments and
physical design elements to reduce crime, and the orientation of OTREP
reinforces the emphasis. The intent is to avoid shifting the emphasis
from design variables that can be controlled and manipulated to
motivational and cognitive factors over which the manager has little
control. At some future date, however, the OTREP model may be expanded
to include motivational and cognitive factors if their utility for

CPTED programming efforts can be demonstrated.
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OTREP conceptualizes four attributes that relate to criminal be-

havior. The first factor, target, can be said to exist whenever a

potential victim and a potential offender are in proximity. However,

many opportunities are lost because a potential offender does not N
perceive the individual or property as a potential target. As the
salience of a potential target increases, criminal action by theﬁ
potential offender becomes more likely.

The concept of target allows the same environment to be characterized
by different degrees of opportunity for different crimes. If an elderl;'
lady carrying a purse is walking next to a young woman on a semi-
crowded street, the opportunity for pursesnatch would be much higher ‘
than the opportunity for rape.

The concept of risk implies that, as the risk of punishmeit or
apprehension increases, the attré;tiveness of an environment (to é
potential offender) decreases.‘ This is precisely the notion of deter-

rence. From a CPTED wviewpoint, perhaps the principal mechanism for

incfeasing risk would be surveillance, although certain access control

K 5

methods would also contribute. @ "

The ‘third factor, effort, assumes that an environment” becomes less
attractive as the phy51ca1 effort required to commit a crime 1ncreases.
The effort necessary to execute a crlme may be increased through CPTED
tactics, expecially access control or target-hardening approaches.

This is an area‘in which CPTED should be expected to have a large impact.

oo
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The final OTREP concept is payoff, or the anticipated benefits of
crime to the offender. As the payoff grows larger in an environmenf,
the attractiveness of that environment to the criminal is assumed ta
increase. It should be noted that the payoffs of acquisitive crimes
(e.g., robbery and burglary) are more susceptible to reduction through
CPTED than are the payoffs of other types of offenses (e.g., murder,
drug abuse, and prostitution)./

Some examplés qf the interplay of the;e elements are worth noting
briefly. If a target is not perceived, no crime will occur. If an
actual‘target is perceived, then payoff‘must be subjectively greater
than both effort and risk for a crime to occur. Effort and risk are-

not completely independent in that risk can decrease sumewhat as the

amount of time (the effort) required to commit a crime decreases.
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APPENDIX B

CPTED Residential Demonstration: A Chronology*

*
Based upon a consolidation of contractually required Monthly and

Quarterly Reports
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March 1975

On March 18, a "Crime-Environment Targets Workshop'' was held in Ar-
lington, Virginia. A major objective of thi. :.orkshop was to obtain
a consensus as to the subenvironment to be selected for mounting the
CPTED demonstration in the residential environment. Prior to the
Workshop, participants were provided background material describing
environmental characteristics and crime problems, as well as alterna-
tives to be considered. At the Workshop, additional material was pre-
sented, and the alternatives reassessed based upon comments received
and discussions by the participants. After consideration of recently
acquired data, previously provided statistics, and factors for con-
sideration presented by knowledgeable participants, a consensus was
reached that the subenvironment to be considered for the CPTED resi-
dential demonstxation should be a central city residential neighbor-
hood. A factor in selecting a specific site would be the seriousness
of its crime problem. The residential neighborhood crimes considered
of prime importance were burglary, robbery, and assault.

Members of the CPTED consortium met on March 26 to discuss locales
that might serve as a possible demonstration site for the residential
environment. The discussion was guided by recommendations that were
offered during the March 18 Crime-Environment Targets Workshop. It
was agreed that the residential demonstration need not necessarily be
limited to an inner-ring suburb, but might also consider neighborhoods

within the central areas of cities (but not within the cities ''cores'").

Candidate sites were to be examined and anlayzed with respect to crime
patterns and environmental characteristics. Since data characterizing
and/or correlating environment and crime factors were available for
certain locales, written studies of this nature were reviewed as to
pertinence and applicability to facilitate the selection of sites. A
survey instrument showing crime and environmental factors to be con-
sidered was prepared.

Three geographical sites that are characteristic of the selected sub-
environment were to be selected. These sites would then be examined

to determine their crime patterns and environmental characteristics.
~Available information on candidate sites was summarized and was to

be used in selecting the sites to be visited. Cities having resi-

"dential neighborhoods that appeared to be appropriate CPTED Program
'sites were Philadelphia, Minneapolis, and Daytonm.

April 1975

On April 22 and 23, meetings were held in Minneapolis that involved
members of the consortium, representatives of the City (including the
Mayor), and representatives from the State Planning Agency. All local

-
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representatives pledged strong support for a CPTED demonstration in
Minneapolis, and the consortium began collecting environmental back-
ground data in the City.

- July 1975

Consortium members began tasks associated with definition of the crime/
environment problems in the residential environment. Major activities
consisted of identifying three physical sites, gathering and analyzing
crime and environmental data for those sites, and initiating an effort
to relate crime patterns with environmental characteristics for each
site. Maps showing locations of property and violent crimes (and
whether occurring during the day or at night) by geographic location
were prepared. Visits were made to the sites to observe and photograph
specific locations marked by concentration and also absence of crime.
Additional maps were prepared showing relation between crime and:

(1) Land use, (2) income indicators, (3) housing, (4) street lighting
and transportation, (5) demographic characteristics, and (6) location
with regard to suspect residence address. Other analyses, as appro-
priate, were performed.

The CPTED Program, with the approval and cooperation of LEAA/NILECJ,
proposed to the City of Minneapolis that a demonstration work plan

for the residential environment be developed for a neighborhood in
Minneapolis. Minneapolis Mayor Albert Hofstede, supported by the
Police Chief, President of City Council, and a representative of City
Planning, presented at a Public Hearing of the City Council Committee
on Community Development a recommendation that Minneapolis participate
in the development of a demonstration work plan. The recommendation
was accepted. Extensive television, radio, and newspaper coverage was
accorded the Hearing and a subsequent news conference held in the
Mayor's Chambers. -

August - October 1975

Arrangements for development of a miniplan for the Willard-Homewood
neighborhood in Minneapolis were coordinated with the State Planning
Agency and with Minneapolis officials.

Consortium members visited Minneapolis in mid-September to obtain on-
site data and to coordinate with local officials on development of the
plan. Implementation of a CPTED demonstration for the Willard-Home-
wood neighborhood was discussed and working relationships were estab-
lished.

November 1975 - January 1976

A preliminary set of hypotheses was formulated, which described possible
relationships between the causes of crime and potential solutions. This
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set, which was developed specifically for the Willard-Homewood neigh-
borhood, was to be used as a guide to collection of crime data, de-
termination of crime/environmental relationships, and definition of
crime prevention strategies.

A data collection plan was drafted, which identified the elements of
data required for analysis of crime/environment relationships. Data
elements were selected based upon those required to validate the set
of hypotheses established.

A series ‘'of meetings was held with agency heads, representatives of
community organizations, the police, and concerned citizens. These
meetings served to identify those individuals having firsthand know-
ledge of conditions in the Willard-Homewood community.

Arrangements were made to have a fear and attitude survey made for the
Willard-Homewood neighborhood by the organization contracted to do a
similar survey citywide. A subcontract was to be negotiated after
LEAA approval.

Meetings were initiated with groups concerned with crime in Willard-
Homewood. These meetings addressed three major points: A description
of the CPTED Program; the reasons Willard-Homewood was selected as a
demonstration site; and questions and answers

Representatives of block clubs and key persons from private and public
agencies were interviewed to obtain information on community partici-
pation strategies, crime prevention issues and opportunities, community
crime prevention strategies, and community attitudes. Information
obtained was then analyzed and developed as it applied to Willard-
Homewood neighborhood housing, recreation, juvenile delinquency, ed-
ucation, social services, senior citizens, and block clubs. A map

was prepared showing the distribution of block clubs in the area, and
of key officials interviewed.

An inventory and classification system for residential intervention
strategies was developed, as well as a structure for formulating
crime/environment problems and for relating strategies to those pro-
blems. Data needs for the demonstration project were refined and
crime/environment analysis techniques developed.

February - April 1976

Hypotheses on the relationships between crime and the residential
environment were refined, and techniques for testing crime/environment
hypotheses were developed.
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A 2-day survey of the Willard-Homewood Neighborhood was conducted

so that a better understanding of the environmental features of that
neighborhood could be obtained. The neighborhood was visited at
various times throughout the day and evening to determine what
activities were taking place. Information gained in this manner

was used in the development of crime prevention/reduction strategies
in the plan for the residential demonstration.

An analysis was made of the results of the citizen survey conducted
by the Governor's Crime Commission. This information was used

in the specification of crime environment problems and in the
development of citizen-responsive crime prevention strategies.

A revised draft of the "CPTED Demonstration Plan for the Residential
Environment' was completed.

- July 1976

M N K E A SN W aar AN r O Ow I M NN R MR S

CPTED Residential Demonstration presentations were made to local

groups, including: The Willard-Homewood Organization; several
Willard-Homewood Neighborhood block clubs; the Urban League; the
Minneapolis City Council Community Development Committee; the
Minneapolis Planning Commission; and LEAA/NILECJ and HUD representatives.

Significant effort went into the production of the draft Revised
Residential Demonstration Plan. Included in this effort was an
extensive review of already existing materials and the incorporation
of the management and implementation plams. As further input to the
Demonstration Plan, inquiries regarding various strategies were
made of Willard-Homewood Neighborhood residents and City staff
members.,

Construction cost estimates were determined for various Willard-

- Homewood Neighborhood improvements (i.e., a neighborhood playground,

alley entranceways, and alley and street treatments, such as widened
sidewalks and landscaping).

August -~ October 1976

The draft CPTED Demonstration Plan for the Residential Environment
was revised. Comments regarding strategies, management, and
evaluation were received from numerous key State, City, and
neighborhood representatives who reviewed the document. Major
highlights of those reviews were:

- Mr. R. Crew, Director, Governor's Commission
on Crime Prevention and Control -- Mr. Crew

R R
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approved the Demonstration Plan strategies and
management approach. In addition, he urged that
the Management Plan be adopted citywide, and
indicated a willingness to fund a number of
strategies. He also indicated a willingness to
fund the CPTED Onsite Coordinator position if
the individual wouid assume the role citywide.
Mr. Crew viewed the Evaluation Plan as overly
ambitious and too costly; however, he indicated
a.willingness to fund the evaluation if con-
ducted through the Governor's Commission on
Crime Prevention and Control office.

- Councilman R. Miller, Chairman, Community
Development Committee -- Councilman Miller was
impressed with the Plan as a whole, and desired
a strong CPTED Coordinator to create a success-
ful program citywide. Of particular interest
to him was the planned citizen involvement.

The funding plan suggested the use of CETA money;
however, Councilman Miller indicated that the
money might not be available.

- Mr. V. White, President, The Willard-Homewood
Organization (WHO) -- Mr. White's comments
indicated that the WHO wanted to play a greater
role in strategy implementation.

- There was a strong feeling among many reviewers
that the City's CPTED Coordinator should be a
community-oriented, skilled planner/analyst to
be a liaison with City government.

November 1976 - January 1977

e The "CPTED Residential Demonstration Plan -- Minneapolis, Minnesota'"
was completed.

e Efforts were undertaken to identify suitable candidates for the
position of CPTED Coordinator. State and City officials determined
that the Coordinator should not only be responsible for the CPTED
demonstration in the Willard-Homewood Neighborhood but also for
companion CPTED-type projects being undertaken elsewhere in the city.
The CPTED team was asked to provide desired characteristics of the
individual to be selected. Particular emphasis was placed on
selecting a person who could interact successfully with the diverse
individuals and organizations in Willard-Homewood, who was experienced
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February

in city operations, and who could operate effectively with city
leadership and agency officials. Subsequently, Mr. R. Viking
was selected as CPTED Coordinator.

Dr. R. M. Titus, Government Project Monitor, and several members
of the CPTED team met in Minneapolis with the Director of the
Governor's Crime Commission and his staff, City officials, and
select private groups. The results of the visit included:

A grant commitment by the Commission (SPA)
to the City.

- A commitment by City officials to provide the
required cash match.

- A commitment by the City to employ a full-time
CPTED Coordinator (to be funded initially by
the Commission grant).

- An agreement from the Commission to cover
costs from January 1 onward.

- A commitment by the CPTED team to suppor
grant development fully.

- An agreement to process the grant on an
accelerated schedule to achieve a January
or February award date (retroactive to
January 1 to cover calendar year 1977).

April 1977

Members of the CPTED team provided technical support in preparing the

. final revision of the CPTED grant application, which was submitted

to the Governor's Commission on Crime Prevention and Control on
February 22, 1977. Highlights of the $528,732 grant application
include:

- $475,857 were requested from the Governor's
Crime Commission with the City of Minneapolis
to provide §$52,875.

- Two other neighborhoods were included as targets
for CPTED-type strategies, although they would not
require direct CPTED team support.

- Numerous City officials and local business
community leaders formally pledged their support
and cooperation.
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- Several individuals were specified as
coordination and support personnel for
the Willard-Homewood Neighborhood.

On April 15, the Governor's Commission on Crime Prevention and

Control approved full funding of the CPTED grant, with one stipulation:

"...provided that no expenditure is made for evaluation until
evaluation design has been approved by the Governor's Crime
Commission and the Region G Advisory Committee."

- July 1977

The City's CPTED Coordinator began implementing the work plan by
conducting a CPTED presentation at the organizational meeting of
the Willard-Homewood Crime Prevention Task Force.

Mr. Viking completed staffing for the three-neighborhood CPTED
Program when he.formally hired Mr. White as the Neighborhood

CPTED Coordinator, and two Aides for the Willard-Homewood Neigh-
borhood. Following Mr. White's appointment, Mr. Viking conducted

a one-week training program for the three Neighborhood Coordinators.

Mr. S. Strom was hired as the Demonstration's Architect-Planner.

Initial steps were taken toward implementing the alleyway
modification strategy.

The City's application was submitted for Community Development
funds to support CPTED activities during 1978.

The Governor's Crime Control Planning Board voted to have its
Evaluation Unit prepare the evaluation design and conduct the actual
evaluation of the CPTED Program, with the CPTED Evaluation Team

"providing technical support as requested.

Offices were secured in each neighborhood for the coordinators.

Numerous organizational meetings took place in each neighborhood,
the focus on active block clubs being a major thrust.

A police officer was assigned fulltime to the Willard-Homewood.
CPTED Demonstration.

)



August - October 1977

Mr. Strom replaced Mr. Viking, who resigned as the City CPTED
Coordinator; and Mr. J. Eaves was hired as the new Architect-
Planner.

Two fulltime coordinators were hired for the Juvenile Advocacy
Program.

Minneapolis and CPTED Program coordinators met with representatives
of a number of Federal agencies to explore possible funding support
to carry the demonstration beyond April 1978, which resulted in
several promising leads. As a followup, Mr. R. Macy, Director

of LEAA's Comprehensive Area-Wide Crime Prevention Program,

visited Minneapolis where he met with a number of City officials.
Mr. Macy expressed strong interest in Minneapolis as a potential
site for his program.

On September 8, Mr. L. DeMars, President of the Minneapolis City
Council, wrote to Mr. B. Ewing, Acting Director of NILECJ, to request
assistance in securing additional implementation funding to ensure
the Demonstration's continuation beyond April 1978. On September 21,
Mr. Ewing indicated in a letter to Mr. DeMars that he had made

"an initial formal request for continued support from our Office

of Regional Operations for the Willard-Homewood CPTED Demonstration.'

A number of block organization meetings were held in the three
neighborhoods. Drafts of several community organization documents
to assist the effort were developed.

The no-cost services of a local public relations firm were acquired.
The firm agreed to develop an attractive package of crime prevention

materials (e.g., posters, brochures, decals) for the Demonstration.

The first ''alley vacation! request was approved by the City,
enabling a portion of the public property in one of the CPTED targeted
alleyways to be renovated for private benefit.

More than 25 premise surveys had been completed, with requests
staying ahead of current capacity to meet them.

The Bvaluation Unit of the Minnesota Governor's Crime Control Board
began its process evaluation.

November 1977 - January 1978

Block organization activities continued as the major CPTED effort,
with 35 of Willard-Homewood's 100 blocks having had organizational
and followup meetings that focused on crime prevention.
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Enthusiastic response was received from residents of all three
neighborhoods after the City's CPTED Office distributed an eye-
catching package of community crime prevention materials. The
materials, valued at approximately $25,000, were prepared at no
cost to the City by a local public relations firm.

The premise survey/target hardening strategy continued to receive
strong neighborhood support. More than 50 surveys had beéen completed,
and approximately 10 homes were actually target hardened.

Implementation of the landlord responsibility strategy was begun.
The initial step was to send letters to landlords describing the
program and asking for their cooperation. Included in these letters
was a description of the City's Security Code for rental properties.

LEAA representatives Mr. C. Cooper, Assistant Administrator, Office

of Community Anti-Crime Programs; and Mr. R. Macy, Director, Area-Wide
Crime Prevention Programs Division, visited Minneapolis to evaluate
the City as a potential site for an area-wide anti-crime program

that would build on the three-neighborhood CPTED demonstration.
Following their meetings with Mr. Strom, the City's CPTED

Coordinator; Mr. DeMars, City Council President; and others,

Mr. Cooper and Mr. Macy requested that the City -- through Mr.

Strom's office -- submit an application requesting support that

would enable the CPTED program to continue beyond April 1978.

February 1978

Work was completed on a draft grant application to expand the three-
neighborhood CPTED Residential Demonstration into a citywide crime
prevention effort. The application, which includes funding to
carry the current program beyond its April 1978 expiration, was
submitted to LEAA's Office of Community Anti-Crime Programs.

March 1978

Following receipt of positive reaction from LEAA's Office of
Community Anti-Crime Programs to the City's draft grant application
for a citywide crime prevention program, work began on the final
grant application.

Evaluation documents were issued by the City's CPTED Program Office.
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Following are some examples of public relations materials used in
organizing citizen participation in the Minneapolis CPTED project. In-
cluded are handouts announcing meetings, informational brochures on crime
prevention, and an example of the ongoing community newsletter that keeps
citizens informed of crime prevention activities.

The open.eye is the symbol for the Willard-Homewood Block Watch
program. This decal is posted on participants' doors or windows to
notify potential offenders that their neighborhood is under surveillance

at all times.
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COMMUNITY CRIME PREVENTION, 301M CITY HALL + MINNEAPOLIS, MINNESOTA 53415 * TELEPHONE 612/348-6292

(COMMUNITY)

Dear

You are receiving this letter because you reside in

the Willard~-Homewood neighborhood, one of three Minneapolis
neighborhoods which have been selected for a Community
Crime Prevention Program being implemented throughout the
City of Minneapolis.

The Minneapolis Community Crime Prevention project was
designaed to test the effectivensss of various compre-
hensive crime prevention strategies. These strategles,
which are an effort to reduce criminal opportunity and
therafore reduce crime, include physical improvements,
improved residential and commercial security, community
organization, and cooperative police/Community Crime
Prevention efforts,

In order for this program to be succegaful, the coopera-

tion of those in the Willard-Homewoed neighborhood is necessary,
We need your participation. As a resident of this community,
the Clty of Minneapolis is providing three free burglary
prevention services which are now available to you.,

These services are 1) Operation I.D., 2) premise gecurity
surveys, and 3) Neighborhood Bleck Watch.

The staff members of the Willard-Homewood Community Crime
Prevention project will be visiting your home within tha
next two weeks to explain this program to you and answer
any questions you may have. We will have materials
avallable for you describing each aspect of our program
and informing you about what you can do to help make this
program a duccess and make your neighborhood & better and
gafer place.

We would like to thank you in advance for your cooperation.
If you have any questious and wish to contact the staff for
any reason, you may reach us at 348-3844 or-stop by and see

_us in our new neighborhood offite at 1009 W. Broadway.

Sincerely,
WILLARD-HOMEWOOD COMMUNITY CRIME PREVENTION STAFF

Van White Ella Gross Joyce Yetter

Residents of the Willard-Homewood neighborhood in Minneapolis received
this letter announcing the CPTED program and inviting their participation
in crime prevention activities.
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- : Let’s take a walk around an
.- imaginary neighborhqod with an imaginary
. M e

~hood. He's looking for easy marks,
sitting duck houses he can slip into with-
ease, And it's easy in this neighborhoeod,
because the neighbors really mind :
‘their own busmess

Wow, this little yellow rambler is
certainly brave, the garage door is wide
open. Billy's bike will take a ride. The
lawn mower will leave, Easy pickins. -

A

This brochure was one of several handouts given to local citizens in the
Willard-Homewood neighborhood to inform them not only of the problems in
their neighborhood but also of the various solutions in which they could
participate, such as Block Watch and Operation ID.




Now down the alley, we see a bed-
room window with just an old fashioned

g, -' ‘
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screen, It might keep. oul the bees but
not cur budding burglar. He's in quick as
‘can be, and out with the TV,

*Ah, but Mrs, Katz out walking her
dog sees him strolling away with the set,
“Hmmmm, she' wonders, “['ve never

seen him before, maybe he just moved in.”
He's moved Int all right. Mys. Katz .

.

\ PuT TEMPTATION.

{hinks she'll just mind her own business:
while Spot finds a spat. No senise being
marked a busybody, ‘

" And the burglar just steals away.
Wasn't it just @ month ago she
saw some kids lurking around Johnson's

garage? "Oh.' she thought. “kids

-
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will be kids But later she heard Johnson's
. boat had been decorated with black
spray paintwith homecoming slegans and
worse. But Mrs, Katz kept her tongue,
she didn't want her rose bushes trimmed,
This is your neighborhood, This-
is your neighber, your boat. that was your
. You see, many burglaries happen - ¢
in the davlight for all the neighborhood to
see. Often neighbors actually do see
something peculiar going on. Often the
culprits are young people with tme
on their hands. Gften a
crimeé occurs because
an opportunity occurs.
As Mae West said,

——

1 CAN RESIST, MIYTUING
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But. take heart: friends and
neighbors. You can do something. You're
not alone. YouTe not powerless.

_ Join the Force.

’I;le Neighborhood Watch Force

.is simply you and yourneighbors watching
out for each other. That begins with
gefting to know each other Othenvise.
how can you tell.a stranger from a
neighbor? - .

Long ago when towns were small,
everyone knew everyone else, and a
stranger caused a stir as soon as he rode
into town.

“Howdy Stranger. what brings you to
~ these parts?”
But somewhere along the trail to
the city, a good neighbor became °
a neighbor who minded his own business.
A body couldn't tell a stranger from
the guy {or gal) next daor Many, mariy |
neighborhoods and apartment buildings
became settlemnents of strangers living
side by side, each ignoring the other
Some people became lonely and
frightened. The 10 o'clock news tald
them there was a hostile world on the
cther side of their door; so they barred it.
. Nefghbors, the time has come to
open your doors and greet the best friend
a neighbor ever had...your next door

' neighbor and the~lady acrass the alley,

the elderly man down the hall, and the
kids on the comer. These are the peaple
that make up your Neighborhood
Watch Force. '

Beat a burglar with a Club.

A Block Club, or an Apartment Club

is a very effective, pleasant way of )

reducing burglary and vandalism as well

as other crimes...and the fear of

the crime in your little part of the world. -

Community Crime Preventon supports

individual block clubs ffom which the

Neighborhood Watch Force works. While
ommunity Crime Prevention is a

+ ' program designed to help vou help

yourselves prevent crime, it also gives

the human community rich, warm soil to -
- grow roots again. ’

Many people in neighborhoods

. and apartment complexes have already

recognized the need to work togerher,
but some have not: both can benefit from
Community Crime Prevention’s specific

- resources, materials, and suppor. To

learmn howyou and your neighbors can get
involved. see the back of this pamphler
for the number to call, )
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" at Block and Apartment Club meetings

Join the Force. ’ ~
The force is thé energy that's created:

.

when neighbors come together to take
specific actions against ctime. The
Neighborhood Watch Force is what. |
haypens when neighbors agree to watch
2ach other’s homes and to alert each
other and the police when a crime occurs,
Neigr:bors learn how to be good witnessas.
They wet to meet their police and discuss
their concerns. Victims feel the support of
their nelghbors, Witnesses who fear
retaliation feel the security of strencth in
numbers. Neighbors show their solidarity
by displaying a Neighborhood Watch
Force sticker on their door or windaw:

.

Operation LD, . - )
At a Block Club meeting, Operation ™
LD. is fully explained and demonstrated.
Simply, Operation [.D. Is the process

of marking propenty te discourage theft
and resale and posting the Operation 1.D.
stickér on your home or apartment.
This stcker co_mbinegi with the Neighbor-

- L Y
Ta

.¥:ur own‘,neighborhood;

WATCH|
FORGE!

PPy :
g &

hood &atch Force sticker is an excellent
deterrent to the would-be burglar

N

Pemise security surveys,

Through Block Club meetings, neighbors
learn what a Premise Secunty Survey is,
then appointments are made to have
individuals’ homes and apartments
examined for security. After a survey,
inexpensive improvements are recomni-
mended. Ways of getting the wark done
are developed.

+

activities.

When your Fores is on, you and your
neighbors can turn it to many problems
and’projects in your neighborhood:
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. alley beautification. additional lighting,
noisy neighbors, messy yards, délapidated
and empty buildings are all topics
Ellmi Force can address through Block

Zlubs. -

- .

.-

]:le Force. )
. Energy Strength, Momentum. -~
Neighbor Power. You and your neighbors

are the Forca that can prevent crime
by removing temptation and increasing
security and opening the lines of
communication between neighbor and
neighbor, neighbors and police. dog,
catcher’and building inspector. -

»

: But what about your privacy? ’
Let's put it this way; getting to know
the faces and habits of your neighbors *

.

h

St
Xl

3 Ao "i'cs‘ull(l‘u'/hﬁﬁ
allows you to recognize astranger or
suspicious behavior A criminal needs
privacy to wark. too. Neighborhood Watch -
Force is designed to invade His, not

vours. - .

v

.

The Force works.
Let's revisit our imaginary neighborhood
where our budding burglar has burgled
his way down easy stfeet. But now he's
entered a “Watched Block” where the
Force is arwork. Here the neighbors know .
who's away for the week, who's just
moved in and whao's moving out.

- Strangers who linger here have many
eyes upon them, .

L .




. Mr. Anderson sees an unfamiliar
van parked in the alley. he sees a
stranger peeking in the newlywed's
garage. looking for whatever might be 3
quickly saleable. . . R

Quickly, Mr. Anderson notes the . )
van's license plate number and the .
suspect’s description on his handy
witness report card while he-dials the
police emergency number While the
burglar is stll prowling about the yard, '
the police are on their way.
Thanks to a good neighbor.

5
s,
TENR

Force. Premise Security Surveys,
Operation LD. and more. To get ) Q (5) )
invoived, call our office. .

C . Community (fn‘me Prevention
301 M—City Hall

. Minneapolis, Minnesota
. Phone 348-6292

L5 1 Seo

Community Cdme Prevention is: o - .
Block Clubs, Neighborhood Watch ‘ @ @ @
D g )]

o . T Community Crime Prevention is a project
- : of the City of Minneapolis, funded
, by a Law Enforcement Assistance
S S : i Administration {L.LEAA) grant from.the
. . Minnesota Crime Control Planning .
. Vo . Board. N - "'S]
: W,
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Vﬁehide‘}Des;cripﬁon

— . B s

Whatmake?' '“'..‘~ ©o

S

What color? ‘

‘-'w-vvv..

ense numbez (stateo:backgmund&charactercolo:)

The police can use answers to as many of these , & Were there any other w:tmesses'?l ST -
questions as possible. Please rememberthatwrong: . Names and addressa"* ,

information is worse than no mfonnatxon at alk - T

Answer only those questions that youre sure Of'. T T

1. Howmanysuspectswerethere? et
2.What dxd they do?“ .

e

T4 Whatdidth ey.take

_;“-*' ...-

5 quchway dxdthey go7 z

-.—- - ....

3o n ke i

. v ' N .' - v . Nowr &~ Pl .
. T L T AT I TTI R s . - . - o
. \ R Rt R PR EERL LS ..: g m-\.;.:.. B e T R < L T A e o ha 1 A .

The illustrations appearing on this page and the next are intended to
aid residents and merchants in identifying suspicious activities or
persons associated with a crime.
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"'Y;ou ate invited to qu your neighbors._
& ', at the first Community Crime Prevention - %
> meeting on your block Toplcs to be, dlscussed}: ‘

lnclude‘ 5
‘El Nelghborhood crim roblems
-[J The Neighborhood atc con R
'E] Eorce s v'lty ::;. NY n*i"A'w o
+" [ Premise secur suweys, ' g
»“%’EJ Operation L.,
i+ ] The role of police.
¢K] The concemns of this block:

Sl AT M ot Y : BN Comrhunity Crime Preventlpn is an exciting i
xl bl R R et SR BN newrrogram aimed at solving the crime .
v AR W Y s B problems of this particular neighborhoad. Please ok

i Wattend this meeting to express your concens .
T 7 . i - § ¥ and give us your ideas. Your involvement :
: p o e -y < B ois essential. |

Host N
', Address.
":Time, i
Date_i"

Notices such as these were issued to announce the more than 80 formal meetings held in the

Willard-Homewood Neighborhood to galvanize citizen participation in Block Club and other
local crime prevention activities,

GlE N IS N w BN TN AN N u N AR BN m B B O am e
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AR ou are irwited to Join you\r nelghbors
W at a Commumty Crime Preventionblockclub -
- 'meeting, This meeting is of special importance. -
" We will be giving out materials to help you
... become an effective Farce in reducing crime
1% and solving other problems in your
. peighborhood. .
We will also be planning future actwities

al for this black. We need your help. Please plan
L toattend! . .-
. Host L e l' .
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Sexual Assault ami Yuur cmm

'H< -r—_‘

Sexua! assau]t has occurred

throughout history. In the- *

last five to seven years,
the problem has come out in
the open for our society to
deal with. Five years -ago,
the NIP Race Center opened;
and about a year or so atter
its obenina the reporting of
sex crimes in Minneaoolis
went up 43 percent. At first
wa wara dealine with situ-
ations which adult men had
saxually assaulted adult
women. On occasion we would

see situations where men had-<%~

been sexually assaulted by
other men, but for the most
part these situations were
not reported. In the last
year and a half, the Sexual
Assault Services .in the =
County Attorney's 0ffice, as
well as a good number of
other agencies in the com-
munity, have been looking at
and handling sex crimes
against children. 1In the

last several years there has ™
been an increase in reporting -

of sax crimes to children.
Hennepin County Child Pro-
tection Services reported in
1875 they had 44 cases of sex
¢rimes acainst chiidren by a
narent, caretaker, cuardian;
ir 187% 4wnay reooried 110
zizzer anz {n 1277 0 this
gase anout 8% cases. The
Minreabolis Pelice Department
reparts a third increase in
the reporting of sex crimes.

'“"abaut ‘children who are ™
‘victims of sexual abuse.

They.say most of this in- .
" crease is because of the. re--?'

ports they are receiving.’

I have seen thrae character-
istics of children who come
in our office. One, the
child has never been told of
the possibility of sexual
abuse. They are not agjven
any protective or orevention
skills. If we do tell them
we say, "stay away from
dangerous stranaers," never
say why. Eighty to 90 per-
cent, know the offender, so ..
it s not ‘the ‘stranger most’

often. Second characteristic.’

is that the child does not
understand that the adult is
the person who is respons-
ible. Often times I will

see the children think that.
they caused the sexual abuse,
or at least were an accom-
plice to it. The adult is
responsible, and the Taw is
very clear about this. The
third characteristic is that
they have often tried to tell

an adult that it was occur-

ring, but the adult just does
not hear what they are say-
ing. What I see is that
these characteristics really
do show us the need to re-
evaluate sex crimes against
children as well &s re-
evaluating zome of the ways
that we handle tnem. ‘e need
to consider what kind of
touching, is nurturing or
caring and what kind of

touch1ng 15 exp]oita“_ve or

damag1ng. ;

-~h Tbo often We te11 a ch11d to.
* go kiss Uncle Henry or’ Aunt

Nell when we as parents wouid
not touch Uncle Henry or Aunt
Nell. Children should be
given permission for their
own sexual development. For
instance, most children play
dogctor /90%) and they liks
"poop and foilet talk" wazn
they are apout three, four,
or five years oid. This i
normal healthy sexual de-
velopment. Most children
_when they are 5, 7, 8,.9, 10,

““or 11" suppress the1r sexu-

ality even though they are
still talking about it and
telling dirty jokes to one
another. At this periad,
children also may be involved
in girl germs, boy germs,
"kiss and ki11" on the play-
ground, or have a girl friend
cr boy friend that they keep
secret. Parents touch child-
ren differently as chiidren
grow up. For instance, in
early infancy there is a lot
of very close nurturing and
touching between parents and
a child., When a child is
five years old, for the mest
part they do not have that
same kind of intimacy in
tcuching as they did when
thay wer2 an infant.

Again, at ten years old a
child does not have as much
intimacy most of the time
with the parent as a child




“to them. s

“ities S0 that the offepder:
_can be stopped and tredted o
‘whatever is necessary““h SSHE S

[T

ran nEas ITudhing nd
whole way through. They need
caring, but they do not need

to take care of the adult's
sexual needs.. It can be

helpful and preventive to let
your child know that adults

do not have the right to do..- .-,
sexually explult1ve touchlng 2
‘I an"adul t does®
this, there is something .. ..
wrong with the adult and not

niid

something wrong with the- . r‘ft;”

child, and that your child -
should tell you. 1f this does
occur so. that you can then:»
take it to the right. autho

24

What if your child tells you .
she or he has been sexual]y
molested?

Some suagestions for telling 3,
your children about sexual

abuse,

Zafore vou start: 4,

Examine your own education in
this area--now were you told? .
Yere you told? “How did™ your- o
parents feel about sexual.
abuse, and how have those «*:.
feelings been passed on to SRV
you? . e e

Remember that your own anxi~
eties about sexual abuse may
be quite apparent to your - 1.
children. It could be very

useful to express those anxi-~ . .

eties. For example, "my * - -

mather never talked about ﬂl'?;'

this to me so ! am learnins - »
how to do it as I talk to-.. - .-
you." Verbalizing our anxi- ~ 2.
eties will help you to avoid

the double messages which

our non-verbal (body lan-

cuage) may be smitting. Try

iy Vaep relaxed and pick a

Timz to “2ik wren vou will

~6% rEeI oI onUTrY. 3

Ze aware that:

weooe - -

moiesiee oy
(now--o‘ten
friend of the

1*-7ve or
mily.

mﬂl

It is important to dis-
£i11 the myth that a sex

"~ offender is the "danger~

ous stranger

t’mayjbe someone “Fhe

nizes, and/or trusts.

not scarey or monster.

nl
’.'!
ﬂ

\«' e. In fact,. _they’
may be "nice™ or . PR

Ch11dren are usually not
violently attacked or
hurt physically during a
sexual assault. -

Children very seldom lie
about such a serious
matter.

Not all children are able
to tell parents directly
that they have been mo-

lested.. .. Changes in_be= s g
—p ST ® s Aok
‘“”“"'5.‘-‘; havior, reluctance to be

. with a certain person ar

g0 to a certain place may
" be s1gnals that scmeth1rg
has happened

0 What to do 1mmed1ate1y°

Go with the child to a
private place. Ask the.
child to tell you what ~
happened in her/his own -
words, and 11sten care=
ful1y~ - .

Te]T her/h1m that she/
he did weil to tell you,
that you are very sorry
thts happened, and that
you will protact her/him
Trom further molestation.

14 yau suspect veur chilg
has an injury, centact
your regular physwcwan or

AL N v -
l 105',\\ -vzn" o \..,,.-

. (.:"‘; Ve s PO -'3

hild knows$ recog=-

All sex offenders are

.qentle" look1ng*"ptf

11ke Jdn their appear- ~~;,:’

'.“..\-..4'-;‘

-

st

R Al

LudF o Medical luruar

imm -d.aznly for an avi-
dantiary exam if the in~

cident happened within

the last 36 hours. It iy

free and confidential.

*'4,- You may call the po]xce
:1nmed1ate1y, and. a-uni=.=.

formed officer will, come&

' -ﬂta your house to take an’

1n1t1a1 repnrt., o f?

Ypu may ca]1 the Ch11d—

‘ren's Protective Service,.

348-2942, for advice and '

s 1nfnrmat1pn about’ what tg.

- - LN
du-.,vs MRS ~=, l"",- e

- T
€ wany

AL, .

‘Helping your‘ch11d fo]1ow1ng
the assaults

1.

3.

" nancy.

e, o

Continue to believe your:
child, and do not blame
your child for what
happened.

Call Hennepin County Wed-
jeal Center, 347-3131,
your physicfan regard1ng
need for medical examina-
tion or follow up for
nossible V.0 or preg- i

..
I

.

Instruct your child to 1,
tell you 1mmediate1y if”
the offender attempts

_sexual molestation again

or bothers her/him in any
way.

Give your child reassur-
ance and suppart that he/
she is okay.

Respond to questions or
feelings your child ex-
sresses abhout the moles-
tation with a2 calm,
matter-of-fact attitude,
but do not oressure your
child to talk about it.

Ragnezt arijvacy oF :wi?d
by not tajiing a joi of
seople or letting other

_peaple question her/h1m.xma

- e

Tse axam is free..

. AN Ramm



4. Bed wetting.

8. Inform brothers/sisters
that something has hap-
pmmdtothecm1dbut

. that it is being taken

Take the t1me’to 3 .
over privately with some-
one you trust--your

_ spouse, a friend, a rela- . .

tive, a counselor; ax=-
press your fee11ngs.

Tems of sexual1y mo]eated,nvwl

childrens - ’

1. Sleep disturbances
(nightmares, fear of go-.
ing to bed, wanting light
en, waking up during the
night, Tear of sleeping
alone).

2. Loss of aopetite.

3. [Irritability, crankiness,
short-tempered benavinr.
e ML AT ‘l&.._:“-‘t;‘,“,g,‘_

5. Needing more reassurance
than usual, clinging to '
parent.

6. Changes in'behamior at

school or in relating to .

friends.
7.. Fears.

8. Behaving as a ybunger
ciild (regression).

These are ‘normal sions of up-
set. Your child may have
some of these problems or
none at all. They usual]y
will last a coudie of weaxs.
Try to notice ax1 cn—r~e=

ir usual senavicr, andé 3is-
cuss with your eau se) r

No one xnows ror sure about

-
vy “ M
. - . o b

S

P = et eary maze =
- * Jg,tevra Tnal

sizuation is nandisd in a
cirect and sensitive way at

the time it is revealed, your
child need not suffer perma-

nent]y from the assau1t.

. Contact the SexuaT Assault -

porting to police and going -
to court, getting help for
the offender, and any other-
. concerns. You are not alone.

A report must'be made to’
‘Ch11dren s Pratective Ser-
v1ces, 348-3552,. if there is.’
“any ‘potential further abuse
of the ¢nild or if the
child's gcarznt, caretaker,
or-guardian saxually ex-
ploitad the child.

Your child's fresedom to tell
you about & sexual abuse
experience will largely de~
pend on the cermission to
talk about it that she/he
has gotten from you. It is
important to create a family

" questions and report1ng
1ncidences. .

Remember that both boys and
“ girls are petential sexual
assault victims. Therefore,
boys as well as girls need
this 1nformation.

Deberah 3. Anderson.
Director .
. Sexual Assault Services

: §erv1ces ..348-5397, for, he1p,-;
~Tedital care; cnunsehng for ~aheug this problemd:. The =~
-“parents and’ the childy rd~ > ™

- sw.atmosphere where the childryrews ground S
. - “will be comfortable ask1ng\

e et el Le e .

How secure is your apzarIment?
Do you feel safe when you are
. at home; or do inadequate
. locks, or even none at all,
. make you .ee1 uneasy’

There 1si§ometh1ng _you can do

Minneapolws Housinq and Main-
" tenance Code réquires dead
bolt locks a5‘wel1 as window
Tocks on most” renta] prop-
erty, Here are a few places
. where Tocks are requ1red

f<oRooming houses ="on each

rooming unit’ unTess there
are six or Tess units, then
on ezach ex;enﬁorydoor.

"Multiple aweliinés - on each
dwelling unit.

-Jne and two-family dwell-
ings - on all exterior doors
{when let to another
nerson),

-¥indow locks - on windows
within 24 feet»qf the

""w‘"n N -

“The 1and1ord is respons1b1e
for your apartment's secu-
rity. The Community Crime
Prevention program encourages
. residents to notify their
landlord if their apartment
does not meet these code re-
quirements.  If your land-
lord fails to act, please

" notify your neighbarhood

Community Crime Prevention
off1ce.

" Puhce Emergency

What number are you calling?
The Tocal precinct has no
dispatcher, no way to contact
the car in the field. “or a
nsiice zmergency whan vou
want & car and poiice
officers NOW, call the dis-
patcher downtown at 348-2861.
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STATE OF MINNESOTA :
GOVERNOR'S COMMISSION Off CRIME PREVENTION AND CONTROL PROGRESS REPORT FORM
444 LAFAYETTE ROAD - ST. PAUL, MINNESOTA 55101
PROJECT TITLE
Minneapolis, Community Crime Prevention Project
CRANT NMBER THIS REPORT COVERS THR PERIOD:
Q320724977 €Y) Jamerw 1 -Mazed 3 (Due aprid 25)
SPONSORING UNIT OF GOVERNMENT
City of Minneapolis . L) Aprtll - Juse 30 (Do July 25)
EXPENDITURES, TO DATE (Current Geamx) . & 5,492 P )} July I -~ Septexbes 38 (Dus Oacobax 23)
EXPOOIRES THIS PERIOD 325'492 { ) October 1 - Decemder 11 (Due J ” 25)
3 . .
(ranrgas. axe required o submit quartsrly reports om project activities and plink Proge reports ara designad to
docuaent projece activirias and performance acd to providas. ongoing inf tion to ned sgencias. Prograss reports should

sdérens the aress cutlliaed balow. . . e . .
Dua_Data: Progress ruperts are dow on tha 2S5th of the momth fallowing tha reporting period, €.g., rsport for January=-March
is dua April 25. Raports shonld ba submittad oo these date® evan 1£ cha project bas not becm in operation tha full quarter.

Discridution: The projecc di i3 respousible for submitting twa copias of cha prograas vepert ta tha Grants Administracor
of the Governor’'s Comission on Crims Prevencion and Coatrol. If applicabls, send one copy of the report to the Ragionmal Advisory
Couneil aod Criminal Justice Coordinating Council. The projece director shosld check to dacermins whether the sponsoring unit

of governmant vishas to receive a copy of the progress rwworc, awmi i£ 50, should sead & copy to tho spomsaring unit.

o

Lonteats

LRI e

a. Describe.project activitdes and progreas toward sach goal and objectiva specif ix the grane application. Also deacribe
progress towsrd achisving corpliance with "Spenisl Conditilecs fox- this Project” specified {n the grant agreament.

¥. Daseribe othex administrztive or program activitfes undertabam during the reporting peviod wiich ars.not specifically related
te gcals or cbjactives, buc uhich ara necassary to fully describa project accivisies and progress (e.g., board xmeatings,
afforts ts secure percament funding, othar zeetinge scttended or comducted). .

€. Descrida problesms encoincnred in achieving gcals and objectives, and othwy probless
project. Is assiscanca neaded? If s0, in vhat areaas?

iz-choe d of this

d. Specify positicns £211ad duiing the guartwr, mame of parsons hired, qualificacions of naw staff, and current vacancies.

Begin your narrative hure.. Add as Doy pages Ay ascessary to describe progress during che reporting paviocd.

Primary activities af the Minneapolis Community Crime Prevemtion Project during the
report period January 1 through March 31, 1977, included efforts te continue involve-
ment of the three target neighborhoeds and city agencies in the planning of the
project, grant development and efforts to secure first year funding, and preparation
for the anticipatad implementation of the project. Meetings were held at each
neighborhood to inform residents of the project's goals and objectives as well as
suggested programs for implementing the project. These meetings, which took place
during January, February, and March of 1977, were a logical extension of the planning
and reszarch meetings which had beerf held during 1976. Not only were these neighbor-
hood meetings an attempt to inform residents about the current progress of the

- ¢rime prevention program, but the meetings were an attempt to involve the community
and solicit the suggestions of residents. WNeighborhood meetings included Lowry Hill
East on January 26 and February 14, 1977, Willard-Homewood on February 28 and March 1,
1977, Hawthome on March 14, 1977,

In addition to these community-wide meetings, numerous meetings were held with

community leaders throughout this three-month period. With the exception of Willard-
Homewood, the major informative meetings were conducted by representatives of the .
Governor's Commission on Crime Prevention and Control. At these meetings, residents

and involved community organizations were not only informed of the progtam and their
suggestions solicited, but were asked to assist in the crime prevention program by
helping to form Crime Prevention Task Forcés through the suggestion of membership

for such task forces and then designating representatives.

-
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Also, during this period a number of City departments and agencies were contacted
about’ the program and their support solicited. Ouring the month oF February, .
representatives of the Minneapolis Palice Department, Building Inspections Department,
Public Works Department, and othar interested City agencies were asked for their
input to the program and support. Police agencies in the Premise Security Survey

‘and educational programs were determined. The viability of completing allayway
modifications and traffic circulation was assessed, and it was concluded with the
Public Works Department representatives that a percentage of this work could be
completed in the fall of 1977. Assistance in the enforcement of the City's security
ordinance was sought from the Building Inspections Department and their commitment
to an all-out enforcement campaign was secured. Staffing projections and hiring
procedures for the crime prevention program were raviewed with the City's Affirmative
Action officer to ensure compliance with the City's affirmative actian policy.

In addition, meetings were held with the aldermen of the affected wards, which

would be. Aldermen Miiler, Munnich, and DeMars, to keep them appraised of the project's
.progress. Other interested councilmen were contacted and informed of the program

and its current status. :

In addition to the above mentioned meetings, the City's designated project director
secured matching funds from community development block grant monies for the purpose
of matching LEAA monies. NP .

ew i pifadess e et B P - P

£ RN A >

The project director met with representatives of Westinghouse National Issue Center

and Barton-Aschman Associates, principally Mssrs. Pesce, Kaplan, and Rouse. The

purpose of these meetings were to discuss those aspects of the Willard-Homewood

neighborhood demonstration site project that had -the-greatest possibility of being
..accomplished in 1977, Further discussions revolved around those aspects of the
<project which the City did not feel were viable, funding sources, evaluation, and

grant development. ]
Several meetings were held in conjunction with the grant application process. It-
was originaily haped that the grant would be awarded at the Gavernor's Comiission
on: Crime Prevention and Control meeting of March 10, 1977. However, the completed
grant- application had not been reviewed by the Region G Criminal Justice Advisaory
Council, and the Governor's Commission on Crime Prevention and Control adhered to
thein reguest to postpore sction unbi? the grant had been reviewed. This review
process took place on March 28, 1977, and was subsequently approved by the Metro-
politan Council. The Hennepin County Criminal Justice Coordinating Council reviewed
and approved the grant application on April 6, 1977, and the Governor's Commission
on Crime Prevention and (entrol awarded the grant on April 15, 1977. During the
period of March 1 through Apeil 15, 1877, numerous meetings were held with various
Minneapalis City Council reprasentatives, state legislators, Metropalitan Cauncil
representatives, and Hennepin County Criminal Justice Coordinating Council represent-
atives. to obtain their support for the project. Perhaps, had there been closer
liaison with the staff of the Region G Criminal Justice Advisory Council arnd the
Hennepin County Criminal Justice Coordinating Council during the grant development,
the grant application process would have been implemented more smoothly,

=
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N STATE OF MINNESOTA )
GOVERNOR'S CCRMISSION ON CRIME PREVENTION AND CONTROL - |. PROGRESS REFORT FORM
i 444 LAFAYEITE ROAD - ST. PAUL, MINNESOTA 53101

Minneapolis Community Crime Prevention Project
oRanT NUimer T THIS BEPOAT COVERS THE PERIOD:

0320724377 { ) Jaovary 1 -larch 51 (Due Apeil 25)
SPONSORING UNIT OF GOVERNMENT

City of Minneapolis (X) dpril 1 - June 30 (Qus July 23)
PXPENDITURES TO DATE (Curzent Grang) $ 7 54q ( )} July 1 - Ssptember 30 (Due Octobar 23)
PXPEDITURES THIS PERIOD 313:04i ( ) October L = Decembar 31 (Due Janusry 25)

Granteas are required o submit qusrsecly repovts om project activities end accomplishmenta. Progress reports ars designed to
docuaenc project activicias und parformance and to provide ongolng information to concerned agencies. Progress rsporta should
addrasas tha avaxs cutlined balow.

Dua Dace: Progress raports sre dug on the 25th of the momth following the reporting paziocd, e.g., rapert for Janusry-March
is dus April 25. Reports should ba gubmitted on thase dates even if tha project has not bean in opevaction tha full quartac.

Distribution: Tha project dirsctor is responaible for submicting two copiles of tha progress rapore to the Grants Adminiscrator
of the Govarnor's Comaissian on Crima Pravention and Control. 1f applicable, sand ona copy of the report to the Regional Advisory
Council and Criminal Justice Coordiniting Council., The project director should chack to detarnine whathar the sponsoring unit

of govarmmant wishas to reazelve a copy of the progress report, and if g0, should send & copy to the spensering unit.

Coutent:
Loutedc:

£« Dawsribe project activities and prograss toward each goal and objective specifisd in the granc application, Also dascribas
prograss towsrd achieving compliance with "Spacial Couditicns for thia Project” spacified in the grant agreazmant.

b. Dascribe othar administrative or program activities undercaken during ths reporting pariod which are not specifically related
to goals or objectivas, hut vhich are secassary tao fully describe project accivitisas and prograss (e.g., board zeatings, -
offorea to sacure permanent funding, orker zeetings actendad or condustad).

¢« Dascribe problems sucountered {n schieving goals and objectives, and other probluas ad in tha duct of this
projace. Ia assigtxnca naeded? If so, in what aress?

d. Spacify positicus filled during the quarter, nama of persons hired, qualifications of new staff, and currenc vacancies.

Begin your narracive hera. Jidd as many pages as necessary to dascribe progress during the reporting paricd.

Primary activities of the Minneapolis Community Crime Prevention project during the report
* period of April 1 through June 30, 1977, centered around «fforts to begin implementa-
tion of the project and comply with the conditions of the grant award as set forth by

the Governor's Commission on Crime Prevention and Control.

On April 6 a meetinc was held with the Hennepin County Criminal Justice Cotrdinating
Council to review with them the Minneapolis Community Crime Prevention project grant
application and seek their approval of the grant. The Hennepin County Criminal Justice
Coorainating Council did approve the grant application with the stipulation, however,
that the grantee not seek second year funding from LEAA allocaticns in Hennepin County.

The award of the grant was made April 15 at the meeting of the Governor's Commission
on Crime Prevention and Contrel. A condition of the grant award was that within 60
days of grant award, the grantee shall submit a compietely revised budget and narrative |
that would comply with all requirements of the Governor's Commission on Crime Prevention
and Control and LEAA including program income. A second condition of the grant was

that expenditures for remodsling/construction items at 90/10 contingent upon LEAA
approval at that ratio. A third condition of the grant award was that within 60 days
of award the project will submit for review and approval an evaluation design and
procedures for solicitation and selection of evaluators.

On May 4, 1977, the project director met with Mr. Joe Marolt, the Grants Analyst
for the project from the Governor's Crime Commission to discuss the conditions of the
grant, In addition, on that day a discussion was hald with Mr. Joe Marolt, Douglas
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Frisbie, and Peter Hartjens and the Crime Commission Director, Ms. 0'Donoghue to

discuss problems related to the evaluation design. Attached letter to Ms. 0'Donoghue

dated May 18, 1977, describes the chronology of events that led to this discussion

and the subsequent decision to seek approval from the Governor's Commission on Crime
Prevention and Control for the Governor's Crime Commission evaluation unit designing

the evaluation for the Minneapolis Community Crime Prevention project. Said approval

for evaluation design and the release of $5,000 from the grant to be expended on

evaluation design was given at the Commission's Research and Evaluation Committee

meeting on May 25, 1977. The Governor's Crime Commission evaluation unit began immediately
to develop the evaluation design. In June, Crime Commission evaluation people participated
in the Community Crime Prevention project's staff training and met frequently with

Crime Prevention project staff to discuss the evaluation. A first draft of the evalu-
ation design was completed about July 15, 1977. :

At a meeting to discuss evaluation on May 4, 1977, the project director, Mr, Viking,
expressed his concerns concerning the need for immediate hiring of evaluation
implementors once the design was completed. Viking indicated that through an inter-
governmental contract with the Governor’s Crime Commission for the purpose of carrying
out the evaluation, a six to eight week delay would be avoidad.

On July 19, 1977, Mr. Viking met with the Crime Commission's Research and Evaluation
Committee to request their approval of the Governor's Commission on Crime Prevention
and Control entering into an intergovernmental contract with the City of Minneapolis
for the purpose of the Governor's Crime Commission evaluation unit carrying out the
implementation of the project's evaluation. The Research and Evaluation Committee
recommended such approval with the condition that a nationally recognized evaluator be
contracted with to act as a consultant in reviewing the evaluation design and over-
seeing the implementation of the evaluation. It was felt that such an independent agent
could insura the objectivity of the evaluation. It is recognized that the Governor's
Crime Commission has had a large involvement in the development of the Community Crime
Prevention p;oject in Minneapolis and that the charge could always be brought that
pecause of this involvement, the evaluation was biased. It is hoped that the contract
with an independent evaluator will curb this possibility and negate possible criticism.

The City Council of Minneapolis is expected to give approval to entering into an inter-
governmental contract with the Governor's Crime Commission for the purpose of carrying
out the evaluation at its meeting on August 12, 1977. It would appear that the condition
of the grant regarding evaluation will be met during the month of August, 1977.

With respect to the condition regarding revised builget and narrative, meetings were
held during May, June, and July with Crime Commission staff and a revised budget and
narrative has been submitted as of the time of this writing.

A work program and plan for the construction items listed in the grant is being developed
and will be submitted to the Crime Commission and the Chicago national office during

the month of August, 1977, It would appear from informal conversation with the Chicage
regional office that the construction expenditures will be eligible for 90/10 ratio.
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Much of the activity of the Minneapolis Community Crime Prevention project during the
months of May and June were directed to the establishment of crime prevention task
forces and initial meetings and the hiring and training of staff. The Lowry Hill East
Crime Prevention Task Force held its first meeting April 25, 1977. A roster for that
crime prevention task force s included with this report. The first meeting of the
Task Force revolved around an overview of the project and a discussion of the neighbor-
hood coordinator position. Robert Viking explained the interviewing process for the
neighborhood coordinator and the fact that the interviewing board would consist of a
representative from the City, a representative from the Governor's Crime Commission,

a representative from the police, and two representatives from the Crime Prevention
Task Force. The Task Force salected Mr. Dick McChensey and Mr. Tom Martinez to sit

on the interviewing board. The Task Force also decided to have a display at the Bryant
precinct station during their open house May 16. The Hawtharne neighborhood held their
first crime prevention task force meeting on Thursday, April 28. A roster for the
Hawthorne Crime Prevention Task Force is included with this report. Their first meeting
followed the same format as the Lowry Hil1l East Crime Prevention Task Force's initial
meeting. The Willard-Homewood Crime Prevention Task Force held their first meeting
Monday, May 9, A roster for the Willard-Homewood Task Force is included with this
report., The Willard-Homewood meeting was somewhat different than the other initial
meetings of the Crime Prevention Task Force in that follawing the overview of the Crime
Prevention program, Mr. Viking reported that there was zn individual from the community
who was very interested in the position of neighborhood coordinator and that the City
of Minneapolis was very interested in hiring. This individual, Mr. Van White, has long
been recognized as a community leader in the Willard-Homewood neighborhood and brings
to the position excellent credentials.

After much discussion, the Crime Prevention Task Force decided to hold a meeting on

Thursday, May 19, to interview Mr. Van White for the position of neighborhood coordinator,

This meeting was held, and Mr. White was asked to take the position. The decision to
hire Mr. Van White as the neighborhood coordinator for the Willard-Homewood neighborhood
crime prevention program was an unanimous decision of the Crime Prevention Task Forcea.

Subsequent meetings of all three Crime Prevention Task Forcas took place in May and June.

Agendas and minutes for those meetings are attached to this report. Very few decisions
were made by the Crime Prevention Task Forces during the months of May and June with
respect to priorities and time tables for the project because the Crime Prevention Task
Forces and the project director, Mr. Viking, agreed that these decisions should wait
‘until the neighborhcod coordinator had been hired and were actively working with the
program. The direction of the meetings of the Crime Prevention Task Forces during the
months of May and June were primarily educational and devoted to answering questions
about the grant and the program.

On June 20, 1977, all three neighborhood Crime Prevention Task Forces met at North
High School for a joint workshop on crime prevention. The film, "Whose Neighborhood
is This?" was shown. Mr. John Merrill of the Governor's Crime Commission gave a slide
presentation on the development of the project and the crime data which the Crime
Commission's research for this project had produced. Captain Jack McCarthy from the
Fifth Precinct Police in which the Lowry Hill East neighborhood is located, spoke

Yy
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to the Task Forces about the role of the police in crime prevention and the rale of
the police in the community. This was followed by a question and answer period. The
meeting closed during a social period in which representatives from the Task Forces
had an opportunity to meet each other and discuss crime prevention in their particular
neighborhoods.

On April 29, 1977, the Minneapolis City Council authorized the appropriate City officers
to enter into a contract with the Minneapolis Housing and Redevelopment authority for
the hiring of three neighborhood coordinators. Subsequently, said contract was entared
into, and May 8 and 9 an advertisement for the position of neighborhood Crime Prevention
Coordinator was run in the Minneapolis Star and Tribune. On Thursday, May 12, the
advertisement was run in the Twin City Courrier and Spokesman. A copy of the advertise-
ment as wall as the neighborhood coordinator position description is attached. The
contract between the City of Minneapolis and the Minneapolis Housing and Redevelopment
Authority for the neighborhood coordinator positions i< also attached. On May 23, May
24, and May 25 candidates for the position of Neighborhood Coordinator were interviewed.
There were a total of 20 applicants--seven of whum were not interviewed due to not
meeting the qualifications as set forth in the job description. Six candidates were
jnterviewed in the Hawthorne neighborhood and seven in the Lowry Hill East neighbarhood.

The Neighborhood Coordinator selected for the Hawthorne neighborhood was Ms. Dorothy
James. The Neighborhcod Coordinator selected for the Lowry Hill East neighborhood was
Ms. Lucy Gerold. Previously, at the May 19 meeting of the Willard-Homewood Crime
Prevention Task Force they had selected Mr. Van White as the Neighborhood Coordinator.
Resumes for each of these individuals are attached. All1 resumes for candidates for
this position, as well as the results of the interviewing processes, are on file at
the Minneapolis Community Crime Prevention project office. The chosen Coordinators
were informed of the availability of the position, and each accepted with a starting
date of June 13, 1977, On June 10, 1977, each neighbarhood coordinater reported to
the personnel offices of the Minneapolis Housing and Redevelopment Authority to be
placed on the payroll. These are temporary employees and, as such, receive no vacation,
sick leave, or pension benefits. Monies from the grant, however, are being used to
provide hospitalization benefits.

The week of June 13 - 18 an intensive crime prevention training course was held for
the Community Crime Prevention project staff. Present at those training sessions were
the project director, the project designer, the three neighborhood coordinators, one
community organizet for the Lowry Hill East neighborhood who wds working as an intarn

for the Governor's Crime Commission, twa community organizers from the Willard Increasing -

Pride on the Go organization, and various members of the Governor's Crime Commission
staff. Attached is a memorandum describing the training and {ts purposes.

With respect to the hiring of the community organizers called for in the grant, the
community organizers will be hired as temporary employees through the Minneapolis
Housing and Redavelopment Authority.

On June 24, 1977, the Minneapolis City Council autharized the proper City officers to
enter into a contract with the Minneapolis Housing and Redevelopment Authority for

-~ . - ot s o -
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said purposes. One community organizer will be hired immediately., Mr. Douglas
Hicks was chosrn by the interviewing board from those candidates that applied for
the position of Neighborhood Coordinator in Lowry Hill East. Mr. Hicks' resume is
attached. Interviews will be held for community organizers for Willard-Homewood
and Hawthorne in late July, 1977.

In March-of 1977, the project director, Robert Viking, and Mr. Victor Rouse from
Barton-Aschman Associatas representing CPTED consortium met with Mr, Jules Beck
from the Willard Increasing Pride on the Go organization to determine {f the WIPQG
organization would be interested in providing the services of community organizers
to assist in the Crime Prevention project in Willard-Homewood. Pursuant to that
meeting, Mr. Viking met with Mr. Beck on May 23, 1977, to discuss possible contract
arrangements. At its June 24, 1977, Council meeting, the Minneapoiis City Council
authorized the proper City officers to enter into a contract with the Special School
District Number 1 for the provision of 40 hours per weck of community organizer
sarvices through the WIPOG organization. At the present time, Ms. Ella Gross and
Ms. Rose Haywood serve as community organizers to the Crime Prevention project from
the WIPOG organization. A copy of the contract between the City of Minneapolis and
Spacial School District Number 1 is attached.

On June 20, 1977, the three neighborhood coordinators begzn work. Their first
assignment was to locate office space within each neighborhood. This was accomplished
by June 27, 1977. On July 8, 1977, the Minneapolis City Council authorized the proper
City officers to enter into leases for the purpose of nejghborhood Crime Prevention
offices with the following individuals or organizations. .

Willard-Homewood neighborhood - Minneapolis Housing and Redevelopment Autherity -
office to be located at 1800 Olson Highway.

Hawthorne neighborhood - Kahler-Modeen -
office to be located at 1009 West Broadway.

Lowry Hi11 East neighborhood - John Salisbury -
office to be located at 2748 Lyndale Avenue South.

Copies of the leases are attached.

At the same time, the neighborhood coordinators were asked to begin sarvicing the
Crime Prevention Task Force in their neighborhood. As the first step towards working
with the neighborhood Crime Prevention Task Force, each neighborhood coordinator was
to prioritize the crime prevention program in his/her neighborhood and prepare a PERT
chart for the completion of the program. On July 5 and 6, 1977, the Crime Prevention
staff met and reviewed the prioritias as set forth by the neighbaorhood coordinators,
and a project time table was established. This time table is attached.

Meanwhile, neighborhood coordinators were beginning to meet with their Task Farces.
As noted_previously, the meeting of June 20. 1977, was an education meeting for all
three Crime Prevention Task Forces. The Willard-Homewocod Crime Prevention Task Force
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chose as their first project an ailey clean up campaign., It was their feeling that
this would aid them in determining alleys for redesign. The Hawtharne neighborhood
chose as their first project a determination of changes in street circulation and

alley redesign. The Lowry Hill East neighborhood chose as their first project the
organization of businessmen along Hennepin and Lyndale Avenues as well as securing
of block captains. Both the Hawthorne and Willard-Homewood neighborhoods have a

fairly high degree of existing block club organization; whereas Lowry Hill East has

very little, if any, block club organization. Neighborhood coordinators set August &

as the date for the first block captain training program.

This completes the activities during the months of April, May, and June, 1977. It
should be noted that further detail regarding any or all of these activities can be
obtained by researching through the files of the Community Crime Pravention project.
Said files will be maintained in the archives of the City following frtermination of
the project.
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:‘ July 1, by Hawthorne on August 1, and by Laowry Hill East on September 1.

The report period of July 1 - September 30 involved numerous start up
problems as recently hired staff began to gear up for the implementation
of the program. There was a great deal.of work involved in translating
the LEAA grant into a meaningful operational program.

Ouring this period, Robert Viking, the Demonstration Manager, left the
project to return to graduate school. Sheldan Strom, who had p(ev1ously
been the project Architect, was appointed as the new Demonstration Manager,

Two new staff people were added in August--Joyce Yetter, an organizer for
Hawthorne, and E1la fross, an organizer for Willard-Homewood.

There were problems and delays in establishing neighborhood offices. The
City of Minneapolis is required by law to use a rather time consuming
system for signinag leases. This caused some delays. In addition, the
Teasor of the Lowry Hill East office was slow in completing some re-
madeling. The neighborhood offices were occupiad by Willard-Homewood on

There. were also delays involving printed materials and other necessary
supplies. Early in this period, the neighborhood staff felt thgy were
operating with inadequate written materials. A brochure was written and
produced; and though it did documant the program elements in writing, there
was clearly a need for more and better information and promotional material.
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To solve this problem, local advertising agencies were contacted to
investigate the cost and feasibility of developing a package of program
materials, One of the agencies contacted was Martin-Williams Advertising
who agreed to provide these services to the project as a public service.

The materials to be developed included:

new qraphic symbol for the Community Crime Prevention program
window decals

promotional brochure

phone book cover with emergency phone numbers on the back
witness card

home security checklist

block meeting invitation

Tetterhead, business cards

handbook.

Ouring this periad, premise security survey faorms were developed and
printed. The premise security subsidy program as outlined in the grant
was further developed and was initijated on a trial basis. Some potential
problems with the use of LEAA funds for the subsidy program were discussed
with the Grants Analyst of the Crime Control Planning Board. As an
interim measure, it was decided by the Minneapolis staff to use $24,500

in Community Development Block Grant funds (i.e., non LEAA funds) for

the subsidy. At this time, it was thought that we may not need more than
this for the subsidy program in the first year. In addition, it was
suggested that other non LEAA funds may be available in early 1978.

The premise surveys are conducted by police officers. The grant had
indicated that $26,000 would be available to the Police Department to

pay for a portion of the police manpower required to do these surveys.

The Grants Analyst for the Crime Control Planning Board indicated that

the LEAA funds cauld not be used gnly for pelice avertime but nust be

used for requiar salaries plus a typical percentage of overtime, It

was decided that the best course of action was to use LEAA funds {o pay

a portion of the salary of the police coordinators working on the project.
The Minneapolis Police Department agreed to provide the services of police
officers to do premise surveys.

Though the police overtime issue was resoived, it did cause considerable
delay in delivering premise security surveys.

In August, Robert Viking and Sheldon Strom visited W& hinaton, D.C., to
solicit second year funding and to meet with representatives of the
Westinghouse national issues centar. While in Washington, a meeting was
held with Robert Macy of LEAA. Mr. Macy later visited Minneapolis and
is considering it as a site for a city-wide crime prevention program.

During this time period, some work was begun on physical design modifica-
tions for the Willard-Homewood and Hawthorne neighborhoods. An alleyway
vacation was initiated in Willard-Homewood. In addition, at & Willard-
Homewood CPAC meeting, the CPAC indicated that the primary focuses of
physical design modifications in Willard-Homewood should be on alleys and
alley lighting. However, the option of using some funds for traffic
modifications should still he caonsidered for Willard-Homewood.
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Traffic modification plans were presented to the Hawtharne CPAC. The
response to theseplans was good, but it was clear that a number of
additional alternatives should be considered and presented to the CPAC.

From mid-August to the end of September there was no staff architect
due to Sheldon Strom replacing Robert Viking as Demonstration Manager.

The new architact was hired earlier in Qctober. Eecause of this situation,

vary little physical deisgn work was done during the end of this quarter.

The activities in the three demonstration neighborhoods were focused
primarily upon community organization activities. Tha activities of the
individual neighborhoods are described below.

HAWTHORNE

Hawthorne staff began presenting Community Crime Prevention information
to the existing block clubs. Eight first Community Crime Prevention
meetings were held and one second Community Crime Prevention meeting was
held during this period. Staff were also involved in the preparation of
program materials, a neighborhood newsletter, organizing a new CPAC which
met each month., The Community Crime Prevention staff cooperated with the
Neighborhood Youth Corps to clean up six alleys in the neighborhood. A
Community Crime Prevention program kick off was held in September with
the Fairview Park dedication. Hawthorne staff cooperated with WIPOG

and Willard-Homewood staff to produce a block captain training manual.

This manual was designed for the residents of Willard-Homewood and Hawthorne.

Neighborhood businesses were contacted about Community Crime Prevention,
and they were invited to an office open house. Community Crime Prevention
staff attended business association meetings and made a radio presentation
about Community Crime Pravention. Staff also contacted the residents of

a senior high rise apartment to discuss the program.

LOWRY HILL EAST

Lowry Hill East concentrated on the commercial sector by contacting each
business along Hennepin, Lyndale, and the interior community several
times. These contacts explained the objectives of Community Crime Pre-
vention and announced a meeting to discuss crime prevention and bejan
steps towards the establishment of business association.. Two meetings
were held-~one for Lyndale and neighboring businesses and one for Hennepin
and neighboring businesses.

The entire residential community was contacted with introductory brochures
which were produced by the staff and with an announcement for the neigh-
borhood Community Crime Prevention kick off which was held in August.
Police, block captains, Police Reserve, and Community Crime Prevention
staff delivered these notices.




Page 4

Contacts throughout the neighborhood were established through the two
neighborhood organizations and the CPAC. Both groups suggested local
residents who would be willing to be block captains. These contacts were
made and ten residents agreed to he captains. A block captain training
manual was produced to support these people and a training session was
held. Initial block meetings were held in September.

Lowry Hill East staff were involved in writing specifications for the
hardware delivery system, early program materials, soliciting funds
from CDBG, and a Minneapolis Tribune article on Community Crime Prevention.

During this quarter, eight premise security surveys were requested and
one completed. Four block meetings were held on Cosmunity Crime Pravention
and one apartment meeting was held.

WILLARD-HOMEWOQD

The primary efforts in Willard-Homewood centered around reaching as many
residents as possible to expose them to Community Crime Prevention.
Community meetings wera held in July and August and a Community Crime
Prevention sponsored picnic was held in August as a kick off activity.

Staff spoke to various neighborhood groups throughout this period. Willard-
Homewood staff helped WIPOG and Hawthorne produce a block captain training
manual for use in those neighborhoods. They also combined efforts in

this training process.

Five alleys were cleanéd up with the cooperation of the Neighborhood Youth
Caorps.

Block club organizing was done by Community Crime Prevention staff and
WIPOG staff. Valarie Ifi1l, an intern for the summer, left the Community
Crime Prevention staff at the end of August. Staff then consisted of

Van White, Ella Gross, and WIPQG.

Fifteen block meetings were reported during this period of the project by
the Willard-Homewood staff,

p-13”
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During this quarter a yreat deal of proaress was made in refining
program elements and developing effective program delivery strategies. The

; community organizing process for the program was formalized and staff responsi-
; bilities were clearly defined.

The experience of the first few months of the program showed clearly
that crime prevention information could best be presented in twe block club
. meetings.

The first of those meetings sarves as introduction tn crime prevention
especially the neighborhood watch program, premise security surveys, and
operation identification.

! The naighborhood crime statistics are also discussed at this meeting.
In addition, residents are encouraged to identify other crime problems or
concerns. People siqn up for operation [N and premise surveys and aqrea tn
share thair names, addresses, and phone numbers on a block map.

! The second block club meeting begins by briefly raviewing the content
of the first meeting for the benefit of those block members whd did not
attend the first meeting.
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The Neighborhood tlatch program is then explained in more detail and the
neighborhood watch materials are described and handed out. (Note: Though
this two meeting approach was outlined early in December, the finished printed
materials were not available for distribution until early January.) The
local precinct police are brought to the second meeting to respend to ques-
tions from residents and to explain police procedures. The problems of the

block are then discussed in more detail and strategies for solving these
problems are developed. .

Future block meetings topics are develaoped and the responsibility for

ghese future meetings is transferred to a block captain with some assistance
y staff. .

Future staff directed block meetings may, in some casas, be held on

additional topics such as physical design or in response to a specific request
by a block club.

The use of this two meeting format provides thorough coveraqe of informa-
tional parts of the program, yet allows the organizing of all blncks in the
demonstration neighborhoods within the first year of the demonstration program.

During this quarter it became clear that good promational and informational
material was an intearaj part of the program. Unfortunately, there were delays
in the final primnting of these materials and the compliete package of materials
was not available until mid January. These delays were due to a number of
factors. The advertising agency was slow in delivering some of the final art
work for the materials. In addition, there were frequent revisions of the
materials as we gained more field experience.

Compoundina these delays were the long lead times invanlved in biddipq
and printing. Fortunately, most of thess delays occurred during the haliday
season when our block organizing efforts were de-emphasized due to the diffi~
culty of getting residents to attend bleck meetings which often conflicted
with their holiday activities.

These "slack" times at the end of the year were used by staff to update
block club records and to further develop strategies for the coming year.

In October, a new architect was hired. After an initial period of
training and familiarization with the program, the architect began meeting
with residents in Hawthorne and Willard-lomewood to further develop the
physical desiqn plans for those neighborhoods.

An alley vacation was approved by the City Council for one of the
4i1lard-Homewood demonstration alleys. However, due to severe !linnesota
wintars, the alley modifications will not be done until April of 1978.

During this period, meetinags were held with the Public lorks Department
and a raview and approva} process for physical design modifications was
established.

During this quarter the problems described in Jast quarter's report
invalving police overtime were formally resolved. Premise security surveys
progressed well in the Lowry Hi1l East neighborhood (5th Precinct).

PRI
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In the Willard-llomewood and Hawthorne neighborhoods (4th Precinct) there
were additional delays in conducting premise security surveys due to schedul-
ing problems.

In addition, the 4th Precinct police coordinator carries the rank of
officer whereas the 5th Precinct coordinator is a sergeant. This may have
made it more difficult for the 4th Precinct to qet the necessary palice
manpower for the premise surveys.

During Necember, the first community crime prevention newsletter "PUBLIC
EYE" was published and distributed to the demonstration neaighborhoods. The

newsletter contained two sections. The first section included news of interest

to all three demonstration neighborhoods. The second section was devotad to
news of particular interest to each neighborhoed. It is hoped that the news-
letter can be published monthly. lowever, the production of the newsletter
may be so time consuming that it can only be published bi-monthly.

During this quarter the Community Crime Prevention Office received a
number of assistance requests from areas of the Citv outside the demonstration
nejghborhoods. Though it was not appropriate to spend a great deal of staff
time on requests from outside the demonstration neighborhaods, some type of
response to this interest was required. We did not want to discourage inter-
ast from other areas of the City since one of the primary purposes of the
demonstration neighborhoods is to set the stage for an effective City-wide
crime prevention program.

In response to requests from the Southwest Minneapolis neighborhood, two
block captain training sessions were conducted by the demonstration manager
and the staff of the Crime Control Planning Board. Though these sessions
waere well received by the residents who were very interested in crime pre-
vention, the staff felt frustrated by the training sessions. The three
major elements of the program, (Neighborhood Watch, Premise Surveys, and
Operation I.D.) could only be briefly described since there were no effective
delivery mechanisms available for these proarams outside the demonstration
neighborhoods. 1t was decided that we should attempt to avoid future involve-
ment in block captain training outside the neiqhborhcods until effective
deliverv mechanisms were established in these neighborhoods.

The neiahborhcod organizer for Hawthorne was transferred to Willard-
Homewood and the process of hiring a new neighborhood organizer for Hawthorne
was initiated. This move was made due to a conflict between the other Haw-
thorne staff and the organizer. The neighborhood coordinator for Hawthorne
maintained that the organizer was not effective as an organizer and spent too
much time on personal projects. Because none of these activities could be
well documented and in an attempt to be fair to the orqanizer, she was trans-
ferraed on a trial basis to the Willard-Homewood neighborhood. The Willard-
Honiewood neighborhood coordinator says he is pleased to have her since he
felt an additional organizer was necessary due to the large size of Willard-
Homewood (100 blocks).

The newly hired neighborhood organizer was assigned to the Hawthorne
neighborhood in early January rather than to Willard-Homewood as ariginally
planned.

The progress reports for the individual neighborhoods are described
below,
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LOWRY HILL EAST

Because CCP materials were not complete dt the expected time, none of
the blocks received the concluding CCP mizeting. Several meetings were post-
poned to avoid having a meeting without a specific purpose or because meeting
hosts had conflicts. The holiday season around Thanksgiving and Christmas
reduced the number of convenient days available for organizing and holding
meetings. However, twenty blaock meetings - .re held as well as one apartment
meating. Of these, ten were first CCP mwetings and eleven were second mzetings.
Very few people were participating in the apartment clubs. Because of
this, organizing strategies were re-evaluated and it was decided that apartment -
residents would he included in the block clubs rather than separately. If .
time allows, apartment buildinas will be orqanized separately at the end of the
project. A second block captain training session was held for new block captains.

Commercial establishments were contacted for a second presentation of
the CCP program and to foster the development of associations. Five meetings
were held; two on Lyndale and three on Hennepin Avenue. Lyndale Avenue was
slow to take the initiative at establishing an organization. The Hennepin
Avenue association has developed a strong leadership, by laws, and has had
several independent meetings. Fortupately, this group had other critical
problems and issues to respond to. .

One CPAC meeting was held during this quarter. The November meetina was
not held because of the heavy organizing schedule. Ho meeting was held in
December because of the holiday season. )

CCP staff were also involved in planning for a visit of the Governor
to the neighborhood. The Governor visited the CCP office while on the tour.

Seventy Premise Security Surveys were requasted during this period and
farty-seven were completed.

HAWTHORNE

In November, the Hawthorne staff arranged for a community meeting with
several ex-burglars as the primary speakers. The ex-buralars spoke about
their tactics for breaking into homes and the types of things residents can
do to prevent burglaries. This discussion confirmed the importance of Com-
munity Crime Prevention.

CCP staff continued to vrganize block clubs. Seven meetings were held
presenting the first part of CCP and eight second meetings were held on
blocks. Hawthorne staff were unable to conclude program contacts becausa
Neighbarhood Watch materials were not complete during this quarter.

Fifty-eight residential security surveys were requested from duqe il
the end of this quarter. MNone of these had been done. Five commercial sur-
veys were requestad and one was completed.

WILLARD-HOMEHOND

Willard-Homewood staff continued to speak to community groups to explain -
the CCP program. CCP staff and WIPOG staff held first meetings with twenty-
one blocks and second meetings with nine blocks. Some blocks combined for
these meetings. Eighty-eight premise security surveys were requestes and
none were performed.

. . N
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. STATE OF MINNESOTA
H GOVERNOR'S CROMISSION O CRIME PREVENTION AND CONTROL PROGRESS REPORT FORM
» 444 LAFAYEITE ROAD - ST. PAUL, MINNESOTA 55101

. PROJECT TITLE
Community Crime Preventiaon

GRANT NRMBER ’ THIS REPORT COVERS THE PERLOD:
03020724377 #X) January 1 - March 31 (Due April 25) 1978

SPONSORING UNIT OF GOVERNMENT

. 1l - kio] Du
City of Minneapolis € ) Apeil 1= Juae (Bue July 25)
EXPENDITURES 10 DATE (Current Grane) § 100,925 ( ) July L « September J0O (Dua October 25)
B . ’
EXPENDITURES THIS PERIOD 3 69,003 ( ) ficcober L = D ber 31 (Due J: ¥y 25)
Grantees ars required £o submit quarterly reports on project activities and plish « Prog reports are designed to

docunent project activities and perforsmance aad ¢o provide ongoing infirmation to concerned sgencies. Progress raports should
address tha areas cutliced below.

Due Daze: Progress repores are due on the 25th of the month follouing the reporting pariod, e.3., report for January-March
is due April 23. Reports should ba sutmitZad on thase dates even L{ the project has not been in operation the full quarcer.

Distribution: The project dirscror {s responsible for submitting cwo copies of the progress tepe=- tou the Grancs Adminiscrator
of the GCovernor's Comaissiost on Crine Prevention and Control. If applicable, seud one copy of tie isport co che Regional Advisory
Council and Criainal Juscice Coordimacting Council. The project director should check to determidi whecher the sponsoring unit

of governtient wishas to recelve a copy of the progress veport, and Lf so, should send a copy to the sponsdring unit.

Content:

a. . Describa. project activities and progress toward each goal and objective spacified in cthe granc applicacica. Also dascribe
progress toward achiaving compliance with "Special Conditions for this Projacc” specified in tha grant: agreement.

b. Describe cther adminiscracive or program activities undercakan during the reporting period which are noc specifically relaced
to goals or objactives, but which are necessary to fully describe project activities and progress (e.f., board oeetings,
efforts to sscurs permanent funding, other meatings atzended or conducted).

c. Describe problams encouncered in achieving goals and objeccivas, and ochar problems ed in tha d cf th!.a'
praject. Ia assistance needed? If 20, in what arexs?

ide Specify positions tilled during the quarcer, name of persons hired, qualificacions of new staff, and current vacancies.

i Begla your narrative hera. Add as many pagas as necassary to describe progress during the reporting period.

During this quarter, a great deal was accomplished. Time spent previously
in program development and refifement yielded many dividends as the
systematic and effective organization of block clubs moved well ahead. -

Clearly, block clubs can be organized quickly and more effectively than

was anticipated at the start of this program. However, achievement of

i this high level of block club success requires a careful combination of

! highly motivated, competent staff, a clear and simple yet effective neigh-
borhood crime prevention message, attractive and effective program materiais,
effective central office support to neighborhoods, and hopefully a high

level of neighborhood interest.

0f the three demonstration neighborhoods, Lowry Hill Edst was by far the
most successful in terms of block meetings conducted and the turnout at
each meeting.

Hawthorne and Willard-Homewood experienced less success. The reasons
for this are not clear, but a difference in the attitude and background
of the neighborhood staff is certainly a significant factor.

i
|
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The Lowry Hi1l East staff have fully accepted the idea of continuously
modifying the organizing approach so that it can be done quickly with a
greater relijance on volunteers. Some of the Willard-Homewood and
Hawthorne staff have rejected this approach stating that it is unrealistic.
I feel that this reluctance to accept these new organizing methods is due
to previous staff experience with other organizing techniques which were
much slower and involved much more stafi involvement with the blocks.

In addition with the new method of organizing for crime prevention, staff
accomplishements can be more easily measurad in terms of results obtained,
for sxample, number of meetings and meeting attendance. Though these
numbers do not tell the entire story, they do provide excéilent insight
into staff performance. However, being evaluated in this manner appears
to be threatening to some staff members and may further explain some of
their resistance to modifying their organizing methods.

It is the opinion of the Project Director that a program invelving the
organization of block clubs for crime prevention can be truly effective
only if specific performance objactives are established and adhered to.

If this is not done, then a significant impact on the City or even the
neighborhoods will not be achieved. In order to increase staff and office
accountability, a monthly report form was developed. Prior to this, staff
were not reporting their activities in a manner that was comparable from
one office to anothaer. A copy of the monthly report form is enclosed.

Table 1 summarizes the reported Tevel of achievement for the indicated
categories on the report form. Other categories wera not included because
the information was not easily comparable from neighborhood to neighborhood.

The neighborhcod crime prevention programs are continuously being modified
and refined. Ouring this quarter, materials were added and refined. A
concise and convenient information sheet on how to recognize and report
suspicious activity and how to report a crime was developed for the back

of block maps. Enclosed you will find a copy. A faster method of producing
block maps was developed. A slide program was developed for use at intro-
ductory block meetings. Many other materials were produced and developed
during this quarter. An issue of "Public Eye" was produced in March. This
issue concentrated on the juvenile justice system. This article responded
to the concerns of many neighborhood residents.

A new staff person, Robert Henderson, was hired to be primarily responsible
for program materials and central office support of the field offices.

This has proved to be an excellent move and has brought order to our
materials production and has greatly increased our capabilities.

We have continued to work with Martin-Williams Advertising, Inc. to develop
additional materials. Martin-Williams is in the process of developing
informational material on personal security, commercial security, and
Operation Identification. In addition, Martin-Williams {s developing a
media and advertising campaign for use as the program expands to city-wide
service.
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During this quarter, plans were initiated for the training of postal
vorkers to identify and report crimes and suspicious activity as they
deliver mail in the neighborhoods. This training will be provided by
the Crime Contral Planning Board.

In January the Project Qirector visited the Seattle "exemplary project”
as part of an LEAA informational exchange program. This visit was most
informative. The Seattle program has many parallels with the Minneapolis
program and has proven to be a successful program. The greatest strength
of the Seattle program is that it is implemented systematically and
thoroughly by well-trained conscientious staff. The greatest weakness of
the Seattle program appears to be its lack of volunteers and other neigh-
borhood resources. This appears to greatly limit the areas that can be
covered and makes maintenance difficult.

The Minneapolis program can clearly benefit from Seattle by adopting a
similar "systematic" approach while at the same time placing a greater
emphasis on volunteers and the involvement of neighborhood groups.

In March the Project Director met with representatives of five other cities
in Dallas to dicuss the LEAA funding Comprehensive Community Crime Pra-
vention Programs. The six cities selected to be recipients of LEAA grants
of from $200,000 to $500,000 are Minneapolis, Portland, Oregon, Compten,

Colorado, Newark, New Jersey, Salt Lake City, Utah, and Jackson, Mississippi.

It was clear from the meeting that Minneapolis and Portland are well ahead
of the other cities in terms of developing city-wide crime prevention
programs.

Also in this quarter, neighborhood physical design plans were further
developed for Hawthorne and Lowry Hi1l East., These plans, which were
described in the previously submitted physical design plans, are largely
complete and simply require approval by the neighborhoods and the Alder-
men. The alley modification plans for Willard-Homewood were further
developed, and work was begun on an alley modification handbook.

In general, this quarter was very successful. Clearly, the program is
sound and can be delivered effectively. There is interest in the program
from throughout the City, and there is growing support from the Police
Department and the private sectors. It is the opinion of the Project
Director that Minneapolis is on the verge of having the most effective
crime prevention program in the country.

Additional activities of neighborhood staff are described below.

The demonstration neighborhood staff have been involved in other major
activities. :

Lowry Hill East

In January, staff were involved in business association meetings on
Hennepin and Lyndale Avenues, Community Crime Prevention presentations

+
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in the Corcoran neighborhcod, block captain training in the Armatage
neighborhood, and with the Crime Prevention Action Council. The CPAC had
two issues to develop--1) juvenile problems, and 2) problems concerning
activities at a local 24-hour gas station.

In February staff were involved in the training of new Community Crime
Pravention staff and staff for the Whittier demonstration program.

Further efforts were made with the Hennepin and Lyndale Avenue Business
Associations. Staff solicited neighborhocd CCP supporters to speak on
behalf of the program for the CDBG City match funding. A CPAC meeting

was held and a presentation was made to the National Association of Business
Women about Community Crime Prevention.

In March, the business associations continued to be active. The Hennepin
Avenue Association had several important issues to sustain and encourage
growth at is conception. This association has grown in both organization,
strength, and numbers. On the contrary, the Lyndale Association did not
have the critical issues nor the dynamic strong leadership which existed

on Hennepin. Consequently, this association has not been as active. In
March, however, the temporary leadership was replaced by a stronger group
of elected leaders. It is expected that this will contribute to its
success.

Staff again helped train Whittier Alliance staff and spoke to membars of
the St. Paul Crime Victim Crisis Center who will be organizing for crime
prevention. Articles were written for the Community Crime Prevention
newsietter, "Public Eye," and the local neighborhood newspaper. A CPAC
meeting was held as usual.

Hawthorne

In January, the staff were involved in block clul organizing. They alsa held
a CPAC meeting and attended a neighborhood association meeting. Security
guidelines for MHRA property were examined and additions proposed. Methods
of crime data collection and display were discussed with the police
representative and alterations made.

In February, a Northside resource 1ist was developed. Twg articles were
written for a local grade school paper about crime prevention. Staff
attended the CDBG funding meeting and met with people from St. Paul who
are organizing for crime prevention. A CPAC meeting was held.

The Crime Control Planning Board is researching crime victimization of
seniors. One staff person has worked extensively with the Crime Control
Planning Board to develop and distribute this questionnaire.

In March, a block captain training session was planned and absentee land-
lords were contacted about security improvements to their buildings.

¥i1lard-Homewood

In January, a CPAC meeting was held and an aftic]e was written for "Insight"
newspaper seeking resident input about physical design modifications within
the neighborhood.
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In Feburary, a block captain training session was held for four blocks,
and one seniaor citizen high-rise was serviced by Community Crime Prevention
staff. A resident security committee was established.

In March an article was written for the Community Crime Prevention news-
letter, “Public Eye."

City Wide

In response to the block captain sassion in the Armatage neighberhood that
was held in January, efforts were increased in March to have block meetings
here. Plans were also being made to expand into the Stevens Square and
Prospect Park areas of the City. These areas are Level IIl areas as defined
in the Comprehensive City-Wide Minneapolis Community Crime Prevention grant
proposal that was written in January and February.

Englosures: Monthly report form
When you suspect, dial direct
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TABLE 1
JANUARY FEBRUARY MARCH OFFICE TOTALS ' PROGRAM TOTALS
NE IGHBORHOOD LHE Wi H LHE 1] H LHE WH H LHE HH H
NUMBER OF STAFF 2 4%k 3Jxex] 2 4 3 2 4 3 2 4q 3
Operation 35 28 .7 9 35 11 27 21 28 71 84 46 201
, Identification
Premise Security 14 28 8 9 35 15 20 21 25 43 84 18 175
, Survey Requests
\ Premise Security 5 0 50 10 0 15 13 0 17 28 0 82 110
Surveys Done
= Introductory €CP Meetings Total meetings/total att. -
N - Done/Attendance 3/20 6/30 5/21 2/23 9/73 3/4 + 8/84 -2/12 8/29+ 30/287 287154 20/90 747631
(SN (1 mtg. no (2 mtg. no
Neighborhood Match att. reported) att. reported) Average attendance
. Meetings Done/ 8/57 0/0 0/0 4/42 3/19 5/21+ 5/61 4720 3/15 9.56 T 6.4 4.5 7.2 {Average
‘ Attendance {1 mtg. no attendance)
; att. reported)
®* One of the Willard-Homewood staff ‘15 provided through a contract with WIPOG (Wiltard Increasing Pride On the Go).
* January, LHE - Hicks left the office and was replaced by Doi. Doi in training; did not run mcetings until February. Hicks continued to have a few
meetings in LHE.
A&X January, Hawthorne - B. Esposito hired to replace d. Yetter. She was training during this period.
1
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APPENDIX E

Initial Alley Vacation Request
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OFFICE OF CITY COORDINATOR @] o
0IM CITY HALL * MINMEAPOLIS. MINNESOTA 55418 i Q U
CITY COORDINATOR wvviuvavssrasravesvaarans 3482032 . *
Tromes A, Themgson .
ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES ...0evvevnrennenns 348-2608 'W
Frank H, Foroas o
ENVIPONMENTAL CONTROL o.ovuvivennesienns 348-2664
o | Giylofflales
PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT ... oveussien 3482428
Robart C. Msfiet
HUMAN RESOURCES ...00ovverreermasrsennnes 342-2608
Charies R. McKenzio

August 5, 1977

Mr. Jay Tyson

President

Minneapolis Planning Commission
210 City Hall

Minneapolis, MN 55415

Dear Mr, Tyson:

The City Coordinator's office of the City of Minneapolis as part of
the Community Crime Prevention project requests the vacation of that
area of the currently plotted alley between the easterly 93.67 faet
of Lot 9 and easterly 93.67 feet of Lot 8 of the Homewood Rearrange-
sznt of Block 13 Minneapolis, Minnesota, as shown on the attached
dravings.

Reasons for request for alley vacation:

Residents indicate that the alley is used by through traffic as
a short cut between 12th Street and Farwell causing a dangerous
and disruptive situation.

Residents indicate that the alley has often been used to trans-
port stoien goods to and from the vacant land below a hill north~
west of the alley as shown in Figure 2,

Residents indicate that the allay is being used increasingly as
a thoroughfare for mini-bike, trail bikes, as well as for children
0 bicycles and on foot. This creates a potentially very dangarous
f&"‘iﬂituati on.
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Adequate access and egress for residential as well as service and
emargency vehicles can be provided without the need for the vacated
portion of the alley.

One of the primary responsibilities of the Community Crime Prevention
project in the Willard-Homewcod neighborhood is the creation of
“demonstration alleys" which are intended to show that appropriate
changes to the puysical environment combined with active and organized
rasidents can sianificantly reduce crime. This alley is perfectly
suited to such a demonstration project.

Description of proposal:

The area to be vacated is shown in Figure 2 attached, This area would be
equally divided between the two adjacent property owners. The existing
concrete in this area would be removed with Community Crime Prevention
funds. The adjacent property owners would then be responsible for land-
scaping and maintaining this area. Easements restricting development of
this land could be grouted to the City if required. The sidewalk and
boulevard would be restored with Community Crime Prevention funds. As
shown in Figure 2, a turn around area will be provided in the westerly

30 feet of the vacated alley. This land would remain in public ownership.
A more detailed description of all proposed improvements is being developed
by Community Crime Prevention staff who will coordinate their efforts
with the Public Works Department,

We, therefore, request that the proposed alley vacation be granted by the
Minneapolis City Planning Commission and that the $100 filing fee be waived.

Respectfully,

.Thomas A. Thompson

City Cocrdinator
SS/ds
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APPENDIX F

Citizen Survey for Willard-Homewood Neighborhood
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"CITIZEN" QUESTIONNAIRE

For Office Use Only
Study Number

Interview No.
Card Number

Community
Instruction to Interviewers:

Circle all code numbers. Notice lines on left of questionnaire. These
lines are for coding purposes only and are not to be used by interviewer.

It should-be remembered that this i{s a highly confidential questionnaire
and copies must never be left where they might fall into unauthorized
hands.
Interviewer:

Name

Address

City State 21P

Phone

Area:

Quota: Male

Female

Hello, I'm . I'm working with the State of Minnesota
in conducting a survey throughout the City of Minneapolis and would like your
household to be represented in our sample.

"
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A.

NEIGHBORHOOD AND ATTITUDES TOWARD CRIME

Al.

AZ.

+A3.

Ab.

AS.

Ab.

I'd like you to loak at this map (SHOW MAP). Here is where we are now.
I would like you to outline the area that you think of as your neighbor-
hood-~that is, the area where people you think of as neighbors live.
(INDICATE IN BLUE MARKING PEN)

la. Does this arca have a name?
1. Yes (CONTINUE)
2. No (SKIP TO A2)
1b. What is this neighborhood called?

How long have you lived in this neighborhood?
1. less than 6 months

2. 6 months to 1 year

3. more than | but less than 5 years

4. 5 - 10 years

5. more than 10 years

How much longer do you plan to live in this neighborhood?
1. 1 year or less

2. more than 1 but less than 5 years .

3. 5 - 10 years

4. more than 10 years

5. don't know

How many families do you know personally or do you recognize on sight

as living in this neighborhood? .
1. none

2. 1 or 2

3. 3ors

4. 5 to 10

5. more than 10

How many families in this neighborhood d& you know well encugh to ask
a favor or if you needed something?

1. none .
2, for 2

3. 301’.‘4

6., 5 to 10

5. more than 10

In some neighborhoods, people do things together and help each other--
in other neighborhoods, people mostly go their own ways. In general,
what kind of neighborhood would you say this is?

1. most people here help each other

2. some people here help each other and some go their own ways

3. most people here go their own ways

7. don't know

R




AZ.

A8.

A9.

9a.

9b.

9c.

Al0.

. 10a.

Would you say you really feel a part of the neighborhood here, or do
you think of it more as just the place you live?

1. part

2. place to live

In general, is it easy for you to tell a stranger from someone who -
lives in this area, or is it hard to know a stranger when you see
one?

1. easy

2. hard

In the past year, do you remember seeing any strangers in the neighbor-
hood whose behavior made you suspicious?’ -

1. yes (ASK 9a and 9b)

2. no (SKIP to 9¢)

N

If yes, about how many times in the past year did this happen?

If yes, did you do anything, like call a neighbor, ask the strangez
what he was doing, or call the police?

No (Why not?)

Yas (What did you do?)

D ——

(SKIP TO Al0)

If you djd see a stranger in your neighborhood whose behavior made you
suspicious, what would you do?

1. nothing

2. call a neighbor

3. ask him what he was doing

4, «call the police

7. don't know

9. other

In general, during the past couple of yeals, do you think this neighbor-
hood has become a better place to live, a worse place, or has it stayed
the same?

1. a better place to Iive (ASK 10a)

2. a worse place ro live (ASK 10a)

3+ has stayed about the same (SKIP TO All)

4. haven't lived here that long (SKIP TO All)

What about the neighborhood has gotten better/worse?
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All.

11a.

Al2.

12a.

12b.

Al3.

13a.

Aia'

If you had to move, where would you look for another place in the
Twin City arca--in this neighborhood, or in some other part of
Minneapolis or outside the city of Minneapolis?

1. this neighborhood (SKIP 10 A12)

2. some other part of Minneapalis (ASK 11a)

3. outside the city of Minneapolis (ASK 1la)

If b or ¢, why would you want to move away from this neighborhood?

Is there anything you don't like about this neighborhood?
1. yes (ASK 12a)
7. no (SKIP TO A13)

If yes, what? Anything else?

If more than one answer, which of the problems you mentioned would you
say is the most serious?

Within the past year or twe, do you think that crime in your neighbor=-
hood has increased, decreased, or remained about the same?

1. 1increased (ASK 13a)

2. decreased (ASK 13a)

3. same (SKIP to Al4)

"4. haven't lived here that long (SKIP TO A14)

7. don't know (SKIP TO Al4)

Were you thinking about any specific kinds of crimes if you said you
think c¢rime in your neighborhood has increased/decreased? '

1. yes (CONTINUE)

2. no (SKIP TO Al4)

If 'yes, what kinds of crimes?

How about any c¢rimes which may be happening in your neighborhcod~--
would you say they are committed mostly by theé people who live here
in this neighborhood or mostly by outsiders?

1. no crimes happening in neighborhood

2. people living hers

3. outsiders

4. equally by both

7. don't know
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Al5.

Al16.

16a.

Al7.

How much difference do you think it would make in the amount of
crime if pcople took steps to protect themselves and their property
from crime? Would it make a great deal of difference, some, or no
difference?

1. great deal

2. some

3. no

How much difference do you think it would make in the amount of
crime if a group of neighbors joined together to prevent crime from
happening in their neighborhood? Would it make a great deal of
difference, some, or no difference?

1. great deal (SKIP TO A17)

2. some (SKIP TO Al7)

3. no (ASK 16a) .

{IF NO) Why do you feel that way?

How willing would you be to help with a group that was concerned
about preventing crime in this area? Would you be. very willing,
somewhat,; or not at all willing? :

1. very willing

2. somewhat willing

3. not at all willing

How many people living in this area do you think would be willing
to help with a group that was concerned with preventing crime in
this area--all of chem, most, some, a few, or almost none of them?
1. all of them

2. most of them

3. some of them

4. a few of them

5. almost none

7. don't know
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A19.

A20.

20a.

20b.

AZl.

21a.

21b.

How often do you use facilities in your own neighborhood to do the
following activities?

Occasion=- Not Appli=
Frequently ally Naver cable
a) grocery shopping 1 2 3 4
b) shopping for clothes .1 2 3 4
" ¢) banking 1 2 3 4
d) eating at restaurants 1 2 3 4
e) entertainment 1 2 3 4
£) church or synagogue 1 2 3 4
g) outdoor activities
in parks 1 2 3 4
h) children's
recreation 1 2 3 4

-
£

i) adult recreation

j) visit with friends . 1 2 3 4

Are there any areas in your neighborhood where you feel afraid to go
alone after dark?

1. yes (CONTINUE)

2. muo (SKIP TO A21)

Where are those areas?

What makes them seem unsafe?

Are there any areas in your neighborhood where you feel afraid during
the day?

1. yes (CONTINUE)

2. ne (SKIP TO A24)

Where are those areas?

What makes them seem unsafe?

- P .. -
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A22. 1s this neighborhoed dangerous enough to make you think seriously
abput moving somewhere else?
1. yes (ASK 22a)
2. no (SKIP TO A23)

22a. 1If yes, why don't you? Any other rzason?
1. can't afford to
2. can't find other housing
3. relatives, friends nearby
4. convenient to work
5. plan to move soon
9. other (Specify)

A23. 1'd like you to look at this map (SHOW MAP OF MINNEAPOLIS) Here is

. vhere we are now. I would like you to ocutline any areas in the city
of Minneapolis where ycu would be afraid to go to alome at night.
(HAND RESPONDENT RED MARKING PEN)

23a. What is the name of this area?

23b. What is it about each place that makes it unsafe?

A24. 1'd like you to look at this map. (SHOW MAP OF MINNEAPOLIS) Here
is where we are now. I would like you to outline any areas in the
city of Minneapolis where you would feel afraid to go to alone during

T

24a. What is the name of this area?
24b. What is it about each place that makes it unsafe?
A25. Do you ever take any of the following things to protect yourself when
you go to an area where you feel afraid?
Do you take a: Yes No
a. gun 1 2
b. knife or other sharp instrument 1 2 .

¢. club, cane, or other blunt instrument 1 2

. d. whistle or other noisemaker 1 2

e. tear gas or other protection spray 1 2

f. dog 1 2

g+ other (Specify) 1 2

the day. (HAND RESPONDENT GREEN MARKING PEN)

 eeath

F-‘.8-

N

a G oy e o M b S R N A0 aw

LY




et

\

A26.

AZV'

A28.

Do you have any children under 18 years of age living at home?
1. yes (IF YES, CONTINUE)
2. no {IF NO, SKIP TO B1)

I would like to read some different situations and I'd like you to
tell me how worried you are for your children in each situation, that
is are you very worried, worried, or not worried at all.
1. How worried are you when your children are playing out-
side the house but are where you can see them or hear
them?
(IF WORRIED OR VERY WORRIED) What is it that
worries you?

e —————————

2. How worried are you when they are walking or riding
the bus to and from school?
(IF WORRIED OR VERY WORRIED) What is it that
worries ycu?

3. How worried are you when they are at school?
(IF WORRIED OR VERY WORRIED) What is it that
worries you?

4. How worried are you when they are in the neighbor-
hood during the day, but out of your sight or
hearing?

(IF WORRIED OR VERY WORRIED) What is it that
worries vou?

5. How worried are you when they are playing in the
neighborhood park?
(IF WORRIED OR VERY WORRIED) What is it that
worries you?

6. How worried are you when your children are away
from your home in the evenings?
(IF WORRIED OR VERY WORRIED) What is it that
worries you?

Now, 1'd like to read some other possible-situations and I'd like you
to tell me how likely it is, during the next year, that this situation
will happen to you. (SHOW RESPONDENT CARD) Is there no chance of
the sitwation occuring, less than a 50/50 chance, about 350/50, better’
than 50/%5Q chance of the situation occurring or almost certain to
occur. Lat's try the first situation. How likely is it that this
situation will occur?

1. someons would break into your house/apartment when
nc one is home ) .

2. someone would break into your house/apartment when
someone is home

e
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A29.

29a.

29b.

29c.

3. your pursefwallet would be snatched

4. someone would take something from you on
the street by force or threat

5. someone would beat you up or hurt you 9n
the street

6. someons would break into your car

7. someone would vandalize your car or your
property

A

8. someone would sexually assault or molest you

Now, I'd like to change the situation and have you answer in a dif- ~
ferent way. (HAND RESPONDENT SCALE CARD) When I ask you to answer
a question with a number from this scale, I'd like you to think of
it as a ladder. The larger the numbers, the higher you are on the
ladder, and the lower the numbers the lower on it. I will read some
possible situations and I'd like you to tell me how dangerous you
feel the situacion to be. For example, if the situation is noc dan-
gerous at all, you could answer O. As the situation becomes more
dangerous, you would go up the ladder to a more dangerous level. If
you said 10, the situation would be very dangerous.

(HAND RESPONDENT WHITE CARD) On each of the cards is something you
might do. Look at them one at a time and think how dangerous you
feel the situation might be. The higher the number the more danger-
ous you feel it is.

What number best represents how dangerous you feel it
is to walk around in your neighborhood alone during
the day?

Not applicable
Never use
What number represents how dangerous you feel it

is to walk around in your neighborhood with some=~
one during the day?

u

Not applicable

Never use

Which number represents lhiow dangerous you feel
it is to walk around in your neighborhood alcone
at night?

. Not applicable

Never use




St o e s A ek s e

b Gt o g St

R NN A SR

e

A th e ke

[CP OIS W/

29d.

2%e.

29f.

29¢g.

2%h.

291,

293.

29k.

Which number represents how dangerous you feel
it is to walk around in your neighborheood with
someone at night?

Not applicable
Never use
What number best represents how dangerous you
feel it is to wait for a bus alone during the
day?
Not applicable
Never use
What number represents how dangerous you feel
it is to wait for a bus with someone during
the day?
Not applicable
Never use
Which number represaents how dangerous you feel
it is to wait for a bus alone at night?

Not applicable

Never use

Which number represents how dangerous you feel
it is to wait for a bus with someone at nighe?

Not applicable

Never use

What number best represents how dangerous you
feel it is to watch television in your home
or apartment alone during the day?

Not applicable

Never use

What number represents how dangerous you feel
it is to watch television in your home or apart-
ment with someone during the day?

Not applicable

Never use
Which number represents how dangerous you feel
it is to watch television in your home or apart-
ment alone at nighet?
Not applfcable
Never use

10
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291.

29m.

29n.

2%90.

29p.

29q.

29r.

Which number represents how dangerous you f

eel

it is to watch television in your home or apart-

ment with someonec at night?

Not

What number best represents how dangerocus you

feel it is to be working or playing in your

yard or in front of your home alone during the

day?

applicable

Never use

Not applicable

What number represents how dangerous you fesl

it is to be working or playing in your yard

or

in front of your home with someone during the

day?

Never use

Not applicable

Which number represents how dangerous you feel

it is to'be working or playing in your yard
in front of your home alone at nighe?

or

Never use

Not applicable

Which number represents how dangerous you feel

it is to be working or playing in your yard

or

in front of your home with someone at night?

Never use

Not applicable

What number best represents how dangerocus you

feel it is to be walking through or sitting
your neighborhood park alone during the day?

What number represents how dangerous you fee
it is to be walking through or sitting in yo
neighborhood park with someone during the da

11

in

Never use

Wot applicable

1
ur

y?

Never use

Not applicable

—ert——
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29s.

29¢.

2%u.

29v.

29%w.

29x.

29y.

Which number represents how dangerous you feel
it is to be walking through or sitting in your

neighborhood park alone at night?:

Not

Which number represents how dangerous you feel
it is to be walking through or sitting in your

neighborhood park with someone at nighe?

Not

What number best represents how dangerous you
feel it is to be visiting your neighborhood bar

alone during the day? '

Not

What number represents how dangerous you feel
it is to be visiting your neighborhood bar with

someona during the day?

Not

Which number represents how dangerous you feel

it is to be visiting your neighborhood bar

alone at night?

Not

Which number represents-how dangerous you feel
it is to be visiting your neighborhood bar with

someone at night?

Not

What number best represents how dangerous you
feel it is to use your neighborhood facilities
like shopping for groceries, barking, or buying

¢lothes alone during the day?

--h-----—---—-

12
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Not

applicable

Never use

applicahble

Never use

applicable

Never use

applicable

Never use

.

applicable

Never use

applicable

Never use

applicabie

Never use

!
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29z.

29aa.

‘29bb.

A30.

Which numbher represents how dangerous you feel it is
to use your neighborhood facilities like shopping
for groceries, banking, or buying clothes with some-
one during the day?

Not applicable

Never use
Which number represents how dangerous you feel
it is to use your neighhorhood facilities like

shopping for-groceries, banking, or buying
clothes alone at night?

Not applicable

Never use
Which number represents how dangercus you feel
it is to use your neighborhood facilities like

shopping for groceries, banking, or buying
clothes with someone at night?

Not applicable

Never use

I am going to read you a list of crimes and crime-related problems
that exist in some areas. For each, I want you co tell me whether it
is a big problem, some problem, or almost no problem in the neighbor-
hood or area where you live.

Big Some No

Problem Problem Problem DK

a3) people selling illegal drugs 1 2 3
b) people using illegal drugs 1. 2 3 4
c) groups of teen-agers around

in the streets or parks 1 2 3 - 4
d) groups of men in the streets

or parks 1 2 3 4
e) drunken men 1 2 3 4
£) prostitution 1 2 3 4
g) vandalism 1 2 3 4
h) stealing cars 1 2 3 4
i)} burglary - breaking into

people's homes 1 2 3 4
"3j) robbing people on the streec 1 2
k) holding up and robbing small

stores or businesses 1 2 . 3 4
1) people being beaten up or hurt ~

on the strects 1 2 3 4

13
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30a.

Big Some No
Problem Problem Problem DK
m) rape : 1 2 3 4
n) other (Specify) 1 2 3 4

Overall, what do you think is the most serious crime probelm in your
neighborhood?

T . ) .
What ¥ould you like to see done in this neighborhood around your
home in order to make you feel more safe?

B. HOME PROTECTION

B1.

la.

32‘

2a.

During an ordinary week, about how many days are there when no ome
is home for some time during the daytime?
1. none (SKIP TO B2)

2. some (specify number )

»

1f some, about how many hours a day is that (that no one is home)?

(Hours per day)

And during an ordinary week, about how many evenings are there when
no one is home for some period after dark:

1. none (SKIP TO B3) :

2. specify number ) '

On these nights, about how many hours in the evening are there when
everyone's out of the house? hours.

14
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B3. Here is a list of some things people have to protect their homes.
(SHOW YELLOW CARD) Which of the things on the list do you (and
your family) have to protect your home?

4
[+

Yes

Deadbolt locks on one door
Beadbolt locks on some doors
Deadbolt locks on all doors
Special locks on one window
Special locks on some windows
Special locks on all windows
An alarm that rings

Silent alamm

Gun that could be used for protection

Lol e I T Y T S ST ey
N N NN NN NN

Other weapons--something you could use to protect your-
self (What kind? )

Automatic timers to turn lights on after dark

Specially trained attack or guard dog

Ordinary dog

Bars or wire mesh on one door

Bars or wire mesh on some doors

Bars or wire mesh on all doors ..
Bars or wire mesh on one window

Bars or wire mesh on some windows

Bars or wire mesh on all windows

[l T N S S SO O T WY
NN N RN NN NN

Have your valuables engraved with an Operation Identifi-
cation number in case they are stolen

ey
»N

Private patrolman or security guard making reguiar checks

1 2 Anything else you have to protect your home (Specify)

B4. (HAND RESPONDENT BLUE SHOW CARD) On this card are things you might
do when you go out for a while during the day. When no one will be
left at home during the day, do you:

Yes No

1 2 Lock doors

1 2 Have and use dead bolt locks on door
1 2 Lock windows

15
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B6.

Yes No

Leave dog in

Leave dog outside

Leave radio or TV playing

lotify persons

[ R TR Y

Set alarm
Leave outside lights on
Leave inside lights on
Set automatic timers to turn lights on aftér dark
Other (Specify)

[ T T S O

NN NN

Now tell me from the card the things you might do when you go cut for
a while at night? When no one will be at home during the right do
you:

1 . Lock doors
Have and use dead bolt locks on doort
Lock windows
Leave dog in
Leave dog outside
Leave radio or TV playing
Notify persons
Set alarm
Leave outside lights on
Leave inside lights on
Set automatic timers to turn lights on after dark
Other (Specify)

[ S S T T N
NN NN NN N NN NN

Here's a card (HAND RESPONDENT BUFF CARD) listing some steps people
might take to secure their home/apartment when they go away for a
weekend or a longer vacation. Do you:

Yes No
1 2 Lock your doors
1 2 Lock your windows
1 2 Tell your neighbors you're, going away
1 2 Turn on an alarm system
1 2 Leave outside lights on
1 2 Leave inside lights on

16



B7.

B8.

B9.

B10.

Yes No

1 2 Have someone reposition drapes and shades
1 2 Have and use deadbolt locks on doors
1 2 Set automatic timer to turm lights on after dark
1 2 Don't give out information about absence on telephone
1 2 Stop newspapers
1 2 Stop deliveries
1 2  Have lawn mowed/walk shoveled
1 2 Stop mail or have neighbor collect mail
1 2 Qther (Specify) .

Have you and any of your neighbors ever made an arrangement to watch
one another's houses when you are not at home?

1. yes

2. no (SKIP TO B9)

Do you do that all the time, or just on special occasions, such as
vacations?

1. all the time

2. special occasions

Are there any doors directly into your house or apartment that you
can't lock, or where the locks don't work properly?

1. yes

2. no

L}

Are there any windows in your home that you can't lock or where the
locks are broken?

1. yes.-

10a.

Bllk\

2. no

1f yes, are any of these windows om the first floor or in a place
that someone could get to them Fairly easily? :

1. yes (How many?)

2. no

Da you have any insurance to cover theft, vandalism, or injury due to
burglary?

1. yes

2. no

17
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c.

POLICE

Cl.

cz2.

c3.

Ch.

4a.

4al.,

4b.

CS5.

Now we would like cto talk abour the Minncapolis Police Department.
Overall, how would you rate the job being done by the Minneapolis
Police Department in this neighborhond?

1. excellent

2. good
3. fair
4. poor

5. very poor
7. don't know

In what ways could they improve? Any other ways?

About how often do you see the Minneapolis Police Department patrol-
ling in your neighborhood?--at least once a day, several times a
week, about once a week, several times a month, almost never.

Have you had occasion to call the Minneapolis Police Department for
assistance or about a crime within the last year?

1. yes

2. no (SKIP TO CS5)

INTERVIEWER NOTE: 1IF MORE THAN ONE CRIME, USE SUPPLEMENTAL GRID TO
RECORD ANSWERS TO Cla - 4b)

What was the nature of the call(s)?

What type of crime?

About how many minutes did it take the police to get here from the
time you called?

How many months has it been since you last talked to a Minneapolis
Policeman for any reason-~to ask directions, to ask about a crime, or
anything?

18
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c6.

c7.

ca.

c9.

ey

Did you talk to him on the telephone or in person?
1. telephone
2. in person

What was it about?

How would you say you were treated by'the policeman?--very well,
fairly well, or nat so well,
1. very well

2. fairly well

3. not so well

And how would you rate the way the Minneapolis police in general
usually treat people in this neighborhood?--very wall, fairly well,
or not $o well. ]

1. very well .
2. fairly well

3. not so well

D. VICTIMIZATION

Eﬂ

F.

The followihg questions refer only to things that happened to you
during the last 12 months--between May 1977 and today.

Yes No
1 2 Did you have your {pocket picked/purse snatched)?

1 2 Did anyone take something (else) directly from you by
using force, such as by a stickup, mugging, or threat?

i 2 Did anyone TRY to rob you by using force or threatening
to harm you?

1 2 Did anyome beat you up, attack you or hit you with some-
thing, such as a rock or bottle? (other than any inci-
dents already mentioned)

1 2 During the last 12 months were you knifed, shot at, or
attacked with some other weapom by anyone at all? (other
than any incidents already mentioned)

1 2  Did anyone THREATEN to beat you up or THREATEN you with
a knife, gun, or some other weapon, NOT including tele~
phone threats? (other than any incidents already
mentioned) )

20
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J.

K.

M‘

P,
Q.

s'

T.

Did aﬁyone attack you in some other way? (other than
any Incidents already mentioned)

Did anyone TRY to attack you im some other way?
(other than any incidents already mentioned)

During the last 12 months, did anyone steal things that
belonged to you from inside any car or truck, such as
packages or clothing? .

Was anything stolen from you while you were away from
home; for instance, at work, in a theater or restau-
rant, or while traveling?

During the past 12 months did anyone break into or
somehow illegally get into your (home/apartment),
garage, or other building on your property?

Did anyone get into a place where you or any member
of your family were temporarily staying, such as a
vacation home, a friend's homs, or a hocel, and take
something belonging to you or your family?

(Other than the incidents just mentioned) did you
find a door jimmied, a lock forced, or any other
signs of an attempted break in?

Was anything at all stolen that is kept outside your
home, or happened to be left out, such as a bicycle,
a garden hose, or lawn furniture?

Did you or anyone in your family own a car or another
motor vehicle anytime during the last year? (IF NO,
SKIP TO *)

Did anyone steal it or use it without permission? -
Did anyone try to steal it or use it without permission?

Did anyone steal or try to steal part of the car it-
self, such as the battery, hubcaps, tape-deck, and so
forth?

During the past 12 months did anyone vandalize your
car like an antenna or slash tires?

*(Other than any incidents already mentioned) Was
anything {else) stolen from you during the last 12
monchs?

Did you find any evidence that someone ATTEMPTED to
stcal something that belonged to you? (other than any
incidents already mentioned)

During the past 12 months did anyone vandalize your
property? That is, break your windows or throw paint
oa your belongings?

21
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Yes No
Wa 1 2
Wi.
V!
X4 1 2
X1.

Did you call the police during the last 12 months to re-
port something else that happened to you which you thoughe
was a crime? (Do not count any calls made to the police
concerning the incidents you have just told me about.)

If yes, what happened?

Did anything else happen during the past year which you
thought was a crime, but did not report to the police?

If yes, what happened?

22
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SUPPLEMENTAL QUESTIONS TO VICTIMIZATION SECTION

IF RESPONDELRT ANSUERS YES TO ANY OF TIE QUESTIONS IN "D VICTIMIZATION,' ASK THE FOLLOWING QUESTIONS AND RECORD THEM
IN GRID. (RECORD LETTER OF YES QUESTIO IN LEFT BOX.)

Da. MHow many times did this happen?

Db. Where did this incident take place? (HAND GREEN CARD)

Dc. Did this happen inuide city limits or outside Minneapolis?

pd. Did you report this to the police?

De. If no, what is the reason this incident was not reported to the police?
DE. What was the value of property taken?

Dg. What was the extent of any personal ihjuty that occurred?’

' INTERVIEWER: USE ONE LINE FOR EACH CRIME

Letter Number of Where Did Inside Report Value Extent of
of Yes | Times This | This Happen or to of Parsonal
Answers llappened (Green Card) Outside { Police | Why Not Reported? Property Inlury
' : 3
T
ot
NN







PERSONAL INFORMATION

El. -

E2.

E3.

E4.

ES.

E6.

E7.

E8.

In which age group arc you?

1. Under 28
2. 26-35

3. 36-45

4o 46-55

5. 56-b65

6. Over 65

7. Refused

Are your married, single, widowed, separated, or divorced?
1. Married

2. Single

3. Widowed

4. Divorced -

5. Separated

6. Refused

What is the last grade of school you completed?
1. 8 grades or less

2. 1-3 years high school

3. high school graduation only

4. 1-3 years of college

5. college graduation only

6. higher degree

Are you the main wage earner in this household?
1. yes (SKIP TO E6)
2. no (ASK ES)

What is the last grade of school the main wage earner in the household
completed?

1. 8 grades or less

2. 1-3 years high school

3. WRigh school graduation only

4. 1-3 years of college

5. <college graduation only

6. higher degree

What is the occupation of the main wage earner (if unemployed now, or
retired indicate this and ask about last job held).

What kind of business or organization (is/was) that in?

1s there anyone else living here who is employed full time?

1.
2.

yes (how many? ) .
ne
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E9. Is there anyone else living here who is employed part-time?
1. yes (How many?
2. mno

E10. Do you OWN or RENT this house/apartment?
1. own
2. rent

E11l.  How many children under 18 live here?

E12. What are their ages?

E13. Considering all sources of income and all salaries for everyone who
worked-~before deductions for taxes or anything--what was your cotal
household income for 19777 Please include wages and salaries, {ncome from
from businesses, pension, dividends, interest, and any other money
income received. .

Would you lock at this card and just tell me the letter of the group?
(SHOW INCOME CARD)

1. Under $1000

2. $1000 - 2999

3. $3000 - 4999

4. $5000 -~ 6999

5. $7000 - 8999

6. $9000 « 9999

7. $10,000 - 14,999
8. $15,000 -~ 19,999
9. $20,000 - 24,999
10. $25,000 - 49,999
{1. $50,000 or more

El4. Have you attended a block club meeting within the last nine (9) months?
1." yes (GO TO E15)
2. no (GO TO E16)

E15. Do you participate in Block Watch?
1. yes
2. no

E16. Have you had a premise security survey?
1. yes
2. no

25
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E17.

E18.

E19.

E20.

E21.

E22.

E23.

INTERVIEWERS: Check whether or not the resident displays stickers for:
1. Operation I.D.
2. Block Watch

What do you think should be done about crime?

How cooperative was the respondent?
1. very cooperative

2. fairly cooperative

3. not very cooperative

Sex
1. male
2, female

Race

1. VWhite

2. Black

3. Indian
4. Other

Type of dwelling

1. single family

2. duplex, 2 family

3. high-rise, multiple unit
4. other

General condition of dwelling
1. excellent

- 2. pgood
3. fair
4. poor

E24.

NAME

1. Respondent lives on ground floor of dwelling
2. Respondent lives above ground floor
3. Respondent lives below ground fleor

PHONE _ .. ...

ADDRESS

ZIP

26
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Offense Coding Form for Recording
Criminal Activity
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Code in boz 18 & 172. Sea coding inwtr ons for iate codes on these variables. &
11 Rezidential W ke m oy e meaver oo toAa " e e PN
Burglary . . i .
12 Burg. of business. COFFENSE T START J'H‘EOCCLR!ED FINIS-I RAN(E I8 TRACT CF OCCUBEIE_
10 Other burglery |‘ ,m. ! ] | S5
20 Shoplifting, L}"' » ! ~ ! W1 8
21 Theft from dwelling 15 I K ANRE ¥ N K M D0 |1 3
22 Theft from business see codas | Attampt Record in mucarg time. Il.' timm Record to 2
23 Theft from pecson- ac left O Parpa=— d is not d in rangs, nearest ™
24 Theft, purse snatch crated code time occurred finish as ggsd hour
25 Theft from auto sy - b - . BRI B - . . .- -
30 Deasge to property .
40 Auco theft
50 Fraud, no pay o
52 Robhbary of business 2
53 Robbery of person 5 g 2 a3
54 Robbary, purse Month bay Year 197 Monch Day Coda az follows, If diay of week i3 noe E’
snatch Record monch pumerically: 1 (Jang chrouah 12 (pac) ot ax 4 oxpressed én range, cods day of wask =
63 Assault or simple o #inish as 3. L ¥on, 2 Tua., 3 Wed.
assault in ranga, code date accurred 4 Thu, 5 Frd. 6 Sat. 7 Swm. 9 N.act
64 Aggravated amgaule . . . .. .. . . ... finish as 9834, .
66 Rape, att. rape
67 other sex related LOCATION OF Tl"FNT hlud
60 Other crime againsc o
parnon =
70 Other crimas 1 'FI" E "’Tn . ]
88 Other noncrima Record naun nim=  Name ot’ s:.reec. cod- ‘.trs: D rac= Un.(tom .n:tuc Record aparumnt number §
incidents ber. if no prectse eight latters of streat .S‘J.' AV tion of incident. If upper
99 Yot Ascertainable addregs —Sb Ue"- naze PLCT N E duplex, 2nd floor, code
from the raport coda 4 in box 4 ate, SE SW 2. If lower duplex, lse
cnd code nua.reac
c/L aucrges in box ete, Floor, code 1. .
48-51. .
Dtd'-r‘hl £ o m e . - . . e e .
gr on she premissa o o )
e of 'hep}'e Llcwing, f PREMISE_ V (T N
. Coda tn boz 72 & 73 S
77 Vacant building | " 5 3
1 . : ' g M~
1% gf:%:,ﬁ;iz,f" Sae codes: ‘an-” of gizRacc Sex - Age: Record | Found by polica Record case nurber as in &
13 Apartmaent bldg. at 10ft Coepal noo ) Whize 1 Male sge in years. 2 Radio card 1, boxas l-6. =
14 Residential garnge 0 None, If2 Blacl 2 Female If juvenile, 3 Citizen
15 Res. storage in FTe e 3 Nat Am, 9 N.A.+ age unk. code 4 Station
apartment bldg.. If Snknoyn, 8 Other 00. If adult, 5 Lattar
19 Ocher or uaspec. gguam 579 NoAF age unk. code 8§ Other
“rastdence: ftr e i 2:%; I:;’"g;:‘ 9 Noa.t
21 Grocery stors . A=ty age n 89, @
23 Car station dume 1. 89, If unk.,
22 Motel - cude 53,
26 Horel 79
26 tor VICT'S ATRESS l
Bl [ :MIHHIHIII]I[]I[}I{
= g:::;“:: u°“::‘ F AR R NS T 3 PR T GRS T3 LT 52 g
. uwic; ml' Record house numbar Name of streat: Code flrﬂ: 8 Direction Uniform Street Code %’
29 Other coumercial lattars of struet name. If 5-: Av ace N S SEetc.
c/L : victin did not live in city
31 Sehool =" e g e ochfwa..zet mding.izs::ucdou» - . P
24 0f2ice tudlding: - T ’ oo
2s ptten tullding SUSFECT [1FORATION
88: Othar premise- U | l l i [ 1 ! §
o __ FL 32 E%] 24 : 35 i g
‘Not bl
» gmg'_\:_::f"m:. Waa the incident Source of hwrﬁar of S‘Suspsct'a relationghip Raca* Sex* Ags*® Code age §,
actually seen?  suspsot in<-guspeets.  to victim¢ 1 Whice 1 Male in years, If
;0 No Jormation 0 None 0 Employee/customer 2 Black 2 Female juvenila, age
. 1 Yca, by persoms0 No info. [If more tham L Unrelated, strangers 3 Nat Am. 9 N.A.+ unknown, code
- . . who veportad 1 Suspect. g, wode § 2 Casval acquaintances 8 Other 0. If adult,
s cthe incidant was seen 9 Not Ascer~ 3 Well known 9 N.A.t age unknown,
;2 Yesy by ocher -2 Victin's  rainable 4 Officer/suspect cods 30, If
s vitoess suspicion: from re= 5§ Immediate family or older cthan 89, -
*9 Not Ascartain—3 Police port othervigse related coda 89. If
U able from the . suspiciom: 6 Caretaker/tenant unknown, cods
i repert 4 Suspect's: 7 Divorced/separated 99. ’ *
k . admissions 8 Ocher C/L, _ *NOTZ: If incident involved more than
8 Other 9 Not Ascertainable one suspact code information on only
! Jource from the report one suspect, on whom che mst infore -
FERT RS ——— 9 ",“ L-,,‘. M g ek S, Ko, v misngs i pACIGR, fg.avallablee. . .. .

TUNTO PAGEZ YA, Fob Ascertainable from the reports

X .
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CFFENSE REPORT DATA COLLECTION SHEET PAGE 2 .
e e e e e CODE ITDONCHIN OR MISSING VALUES AS (9! R N e et v e bmart

SISPECT'S ADDRESS ALES &S (318

H 2 2

I A ) B ~J PLy E

Record house number Name Of streec: Racatd firse Dl.rac:.cn' Unz.:‘am Streec Coda &

eight latters of street name. SI AV ate N § SE eee ™

(If guspace does not 2ive In cicy of offanse, ses coding instryctions.)

R LT

" I EE N I O N N YE Al B BN EE ..

T (F YALLE QTHER PROP TAKEN TYPE OF ORCPERTY TAGEN L RASAXED [SURANE
NIEERN al } ] sl | ‘ l 2
373839 80 67 83 53 84 85 =6 57 _ 33 u9 70 o
(ba.: 57-50 3 61-44): izprass vaiud ta ealdst Code up to 2 icems, (a,b) anbu 7ag premiua.nia vieTin g
dollae. If nona sakan, code 3000, I value cods each item only once, al» of cage P8acked? have n- 5
~ {3 expressed in range, code n-ru:::ar.nt of W.ge.:hgu¢, more than one of that egories. 0 Ne aux'zmcn?
. IT greater than 39398, code 3398. If wmoum jeem may have brea taken., marked. g y.a.+ or L y“
| coda 3999, Includs valus of ahacka, food Pind codes for property taken If more- ynaonije 9 N.Ast of
stampu, monay ordars, atc., 28 cash. ’ar:an Fage (D, J) than 4 cable inappils
. A d Be (S ppoobacs 40 hay & i A P he . L e v waem s e
W omards s A p N o bt i g e [T v L e e N LS TR R
SECLRITY FOLICE STATIS OF
DEVICES N REPORTING DIS GRTY g
¢ b | i ' 9. 3
73 25;; - ~ g
0id iitnaseea U vous Who ciscovered | Cleatwd by O Yone zaken or 0 o 3
gther than pic-l Alarm incidenc? arrest damgged If crime involvad more 5
'«m see auapgcu or 1 vicein 2 Excaptionally 4 Property dam= than that reported under =3
lor or inetdant? pacrol2 Vistim, house= clearad aged oaly TYPE OF CRIME (card I box 16~17)3
0 No 2 0p D . holder, wman., 3 Unfoundsd 1 All recoverad code as follows for second crimes®
‘If gen g1 ivs no.d Both ownar, 4 Case inactive 2 Some recovered ! Burglary
of mf:rwsaaa. of thel Employee pending further 3 None recovered 2 Thefe
IF more 'han 3,. above 4 Police leads 9 Not Ascertain- 3 Damage to property s
2oda ¢ s If une® WAt 5 Alaem 6 Report for ina,  able from cthe & Auto cheft <4
oo, md‘ 3. or ia=6 Neighhor purposes raport 5 Robbary =
If no. of wiz= appli~7 Friend, rel, 8 Other 6 Crimes agzinat parson <.
ngageg ig wi-  cable 8 Othar 9 H.A.1 8 Other g
kw 1. 9 N.A.+ S _ AT S . . §
CODE BOXES 1-0 BELOW THE FOLLONING INFORMATION IS FROM THE NARRATIVE. CODE cwr.v mcsx vmuu'sma  THE APPROPRIATE CRINE. v
CRIMES IF OCCURRENCK IS A MULTIPER CRINE INCIDENT AS RNCORDED IN CARD 3 BOX /78},CODE VARYABLES FOR APPROPRIATN' CRIMES.
e o e
) SIIEOF HOR OF EXT VICIIN'S
A , ! } ENTRY IRED VITY.
Ll B f [~}
L | [ | ‘ | ! ‘ 3
. 3 MY S A SR q‘ a
code a8 in card I, I-¢. 1 Lalorcaad 1 Through win~ i [roRtl Ac apertura to buud-c‘cda Floor Same as | Viccinm absenc 3
CODE BOXES- /-135 FOR 7 Caseknifed dow 2 Sack 2 inz Erom ou:siduld whare antry ‘“t? lass than 4 hrs.
lock 2 Through wia= 3 Side t aperture to oldg. yag Fforced: IF DIFFERENT) Atsasnt 4-12 hrs. N
FESILENTIAL AN .2 forcmd lock  dow in dpor 8 Othen ::::ef%ﬁﬂs(" ) aﬁ-mc FROM ENTRI: 3 bsant 13-26 hrs. ©
COMMERCIAL BLIRGLARY ) Sroke glass 3 Through door,? Ved.t SEES oogfe i garag-.l Firsc floor 2 fromt 4 Absent more than 3
ONLY, LEAVE BLANK 4 Body force - qg key used: porch, ecc,) 2 Sacond floor 3 Back 24 hrs. w
* 5 Racoved dooar - or mencioned 3 At aperture to bur=  or higher Side 5 Prascncén N
FOR ALL OTHER CRIMES, ot window 4 Through door,. glarized unit or of~ 3 Encry through? Suap-:: 8 Othay &
6 Cut or.re= used key ::2: from iacarior pogf 43 in- 4 9 Not Ascercainable B
Zovad SCreen § Through ochar: 4 8 Othar “““P“ from cha raporc
At tura co adf.
3 Other, apertura bld;?‘:ndr;nh: :l.ig 9 ¥ot Ascax- © No actual
G/l 9 Not Ascer- 5ae aperture co bldg. Cainable from SRESY 50 AAYOTE: If bom (13)
9 N.a.t tainable from And, unit the report SEXUCLUTS. ghoya 19 coded § 3
’ N the repore 8 gther vas oxde  go Lo page 4, code
: ‘ ? Nedo? 8 ather  bozgs ((54-60)).
- 9 ‘{ Aot
\--qw-wv,-.ma m m».w.~am~n - e e h --..‘-. . P T T
TYE OF INCIDENT “INCIDENT FORCE OF NT, \FH, IN‘?TOFWWE TYPFOFW VICTIM'S ACTIVITY
cone BOXES: 1420 FoR L—‘ Lvrl Lv-] . = T3 Z g
FOLLOWING: 2 Theft | outdoors, on or . I Front 0 Not theft from 0 o dazage 0 No damage 1 Victim ab 5
THE NG 4 Prop. . adjar.nu:':o bldg 2 Back auto 1 Used physical | pamage co  less than 4 hrs. §
PROPERTY CRIMES: + dam, 2 Park or playgrnd. 3 Stde 1 Velt. unlocked §:§i.;_n5:135 sttucture 2 Absent 4=12 hrs. -
THEET; TWEET FROM: 4 theft 3 Street or sidewalkd Other 2 U“ﬁc“-ﬁ:"h' 2 Uasd hitcing 2 Domage fo 3 Absent 13-24 hra. I
) i from & Indoars, public 9 M.d.t , pRI08 R object e, 4 Abgsent more thas
AUTD, DAMAGE TO auto area OF in8p= } Broke glass 3 Thraw object garage 24 hrs. =
PROPERTY i -5 Indoors, privare Plicable s frems caken 4 Used gun (ex= 3 Damage to 5 Presengew 3
* : area eg, apt, usre in trunk o “'-P: thug) vehicla 8 Other by
CHDE. THEFTS. FROMY ; garage. [ 5:3:- ::k-nh i 6 g::d ::yigs‘ 4 Dm:nc to ad;‘m:eﬂ 1 bex (20) " 3
PERGON: UNDER' CRIMES 5 Parking lot or ramp ara under oo othar %
i 8 Ocher 8 gthar, includ- , 335§°§u=:mg propexty above ig codad §,
AGAINST PERSON. : 9 Nodut Log "‘Z" axze= ' ghiect 9 VoAl ge to gago 4, =atla
; . ; i rior of 8uta g gcher objsct boxea ((54=30)).
COLE. AUTO: THEFT R~ e ey Y LR E7.X5 ST 15 3 V. S VTR e P v S
UNDER' AUTQ: THEET" ; TURETG: PAGE
, ‘ o . TURWTOPAGE Neober. Jot Ascartainable from: the report.
. 2
- .
G-3 b




Coding tnatruations for proparty taken.
Cirels codes appropriate to tha typa,
valua, and bulk of individual items

. talwn, even though mora than ana of
that item was taken. If quantities of

“"gﬁ%ﬁ l PHENT
CAt's:m.l. m:ﬁ TUAT

VALUE OF [TEM TAKEN

]

f 3.y

o & g 23
a3 3Es
5...5_“‘«._....9" 5382

200 202 204 206 208 209

<
=
» .
|«
4
i

8
s$§.§'.:
o5 @g %

SPORTING 60005, -
RECREATIONAL, anum-em’
WSHALL ETAS!

EMILY OGNCNJII-I

KHOHK
R INA
LICAB&

SS
%*
b
:

<tems taken were expressed other than fastazacic Cimaras, IQUINET 500 £02 604 606 508 609
by unit count (e.g., board faat of lum- Tila, Covuns, Tlash Tiahtag Tackls,
};:u-, galions a}{’ gasoline) or o1 collage e et e - " ormma 030 032 034 036 038 033
ong or aats (d.g. cotn co tion CEALASLY, ASTLY iflas, Shotguns,
case of oil, set of tools) cods mush = TIME MWINBEUS NI dundgma, Soeiks 430 031 033 05 0%7 039
montcies i intyical e, . FEERE, T
3 7 . amcs 3488, eCC. ZASELY E 624 6 529
T gl 0 (e e SRS omsess w SRSmiS. W@Ow
{tane Zi:aud on tha affmz report, ot z?:_o:::-s::m' MEE:':‘:;;: -
b, 1] v Sci » « Wy
2:'1'432945_5 7t w: mﬁ‘:,;f : Zﬁi:‘:;f;;.,g_,‘_.,s Yrow D IR RO gng 652 G54 656 659 659
£ a géﬁ%mu.sn G — S M%W . cau":?ur::si-; ngs
s 7 § 8% HE e X
S 548 gggg.‘;‘“: . 12012212 126 28 129 PeRE ST g5 662 660 666 668 56Y
o e e, Yall Hegginy Shelves, 3aall Sativosts,
ALEOHOL IC SEVERAUES 020 022 024 026 028 —== , Jostsensis e . Cemsn, ace.
MpeLe serer 2 ' Snall Tabis Leps | ML TUTIOT AN 6an 682 684 626 608 683
SHALL ITENS THAT CAN 3% . ATID TRAT ARX HEAVT OR Seowmonilas, Mizibikes,
GALRLID EASILY 120 122 126 126 128 129 SULKY 3UT (AN DE CARRIED Gait Cares
Iisexrie cxrgn, Sixsts, 1 LASILY JT OnX PrASON 150 152 154 156 158 153 o gowbosces Bumsbouts,
52{.5',,‘1;.‘ pheeti . Cattes Tebles, Speedbaace, tzzilaces o
| oLARGE APPLLUCES TRAT 140 142 140 146 148 109 ¢ E:‘s:::::-.ﬁ:*"- . :::rz::tsmn. ate. 690 B92 BIY 636 698 639
Saait Gtadou sir Co fm f A Tt T a2 e U6 U3 19 ‘4....‘,",.5“"."1”:..._-...““0 Bk2 6% 646 ?_l:?( 843,
diriouace, Humtditierss Y Diaing Tedles, Wulters,
s:::‘:uu:’ 1 ovessars, dedss § § zad
* SLARCK AFPLIAMCLS THAT CAke y Upbalatared Cuirey =% 8% % ia
Poisow R IUE g 16 164 166 168 169 ,.:'ﬁﬂs;cm' sz 8d §a
Exson g ! wLALCE TTRY O SXFINITE o8 ot sttt 2 AE 3.3
i | DO UL I 19 g
AUTY PARTS 7 ACCESSONTES™ . STECAR THAT € " d
v m s m g . ' “‘3“3} Igi:““ﬂg K:' 3 cm} e, 200 202 204 206 208 209
' n?t m-mu et 210 212 214 216 218 219 . ot ,mc"’m 150 152 154 156 158 159 m:;::::'cn«u
orbates C1 Radtons oedy y foldia cates, pliietiisten
ISSTALLID DTENS THAT VAR . [ :
T :fvﬁ:“v':xxu.u 910 912 914 916 918 919 ; m‘“ﬁ‘ Tt s 170 172 17“ 178 173 o n:.'vgfﬁm“' 210 212 214 216 218 219
fouIze TUT VINE 0T "EASILY CNCRALARLE 230 232 2% 2% 238 239
BRLETOT  mvmmass | g %2 mirmwem.,
e it laray st : 2 § % L T8 mnkapan
;oo 930 957 934 936 938 3M @28 8§ fEs cemwwimn
Gaa, 011, datitrvens, mu“mu-g;m - ” 0 Ladtos md
CONCTALABLE calvars. (That vers
B‘_N%Ljfn Speed, I ’P"‘ 3?% 8?} 8§z ?EE 853 v Tlatwers, tizeas, 300 302 300 306 308 309 ﬁo:::‘g::: e
nu'n.&?ia’ ',.’;‘ ATk F'---'- RS | el HEAYE ok SR, SUT Can
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Unaetalied fixfutan 540 S4Z SW4 SHE S48 SAQ + Tsvsmas, Ureosils, *‘l" Parcable Sceteds,
|t urmiis 960 562 564 566 568 S ¢ chaistures Hoeee Tumcasles, Recaivase,
Sasiacr: Labery i v 30 BLIB NS IV M| i
P Sl : .Ji'%k-u::i}aa; i
vALutmﬁr""i M acton farit 0173 105 17 478 ot
B ' f § Vid - -rm; ‘(m“:r ARE 7.::2: oz i?,:::.:::";;“
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gs;ﬁuwans';'mmnzas, mnzv‘nnneas. CRECKS, Jwall Toot Saxer,
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OFFERSE' REPORT DATA COLLECTION SHEET PACE 4

CODE UNKHOWN OR MISSING VALUES AS 9's

-—

— T et

: LOCATION OF [NCIDENT  LOCKEDY?  WHERE WERE KEYS? PECOVERED? _ TYFE OF VEH,  YEAR OF VM, -
wmnET o | | T ] L] f___} [T

: 3
e 2L 23 k] 24 2 FZoFr 3
BoxEs 2148 roR T Owmec's Was vahe 1 ln awnex's pos= O No T A Record actual &
AUTD THEFT OMLY. :U-GY- garage, icle segafon , 1 Yes, undazaged 2 V year, If 5
BLANK Tivevay lacked? 2 At owner's home 2 Yas, danaged 4 Motorcycle unknown, code
LEAVE FoR 2 Residentlal streat ar affice 8 Othed, {ncl. § Pickup 99.
v mrameermes e AU OTHER CRIMES, 3 Res. pavking loc 0 Unlocked 3 Tn auce ignition parcs taken 6 Truck
4 Other streat 1 Locked 4 Elsevhera in autod N.A.? 8 dther vehicle
5 Qther parkiung lot 9 N.dat 5 Loat or stolen 9 Yedot
e+ —m et s 6 Parking rvamp 8§ Other
8 Other 9 Unknown
L3 Halt
'y
1 T
_ 0 O O
DY TR T/ TN AR M 7 S L - ¥ 20 I Y N Vo T I N S T ) LT AN 2T -
Record house nurder Name of streat: Bnter first 8 Type Direction Uniform Street Coda ;
lettars gf scueet name. ST AV ete ¥ S SE acc 2
(If suvo uas vecovered in g place ocnev shan oidy oF grienge, 3eq toding <natruc- -
Vo -, ticna. IF suto was not recovered, ldave Siank,) 9
n
IECPIFTI(N ﬂF INCIIEHT SCEOPE FIRST THREAT OF VIOLENCE OR FIRST CONFRONTATIW: VIOENE TF A‘IY AT b
CHIVES AGAINST PREVMISE LGCATION VICTINYS ACTIVITY SUSPECT'S ACTIVITY _INITIAL CONFROTATION
7 T T
BERSON B ! : » ) .
e ) e e T s 3
Single fam, res, adoot public T Walking/scanding | was with vAGE1R 0 No violence to person 3
FOR FOLLOWING CRIMESS 5 5.5 5an, rea. area 2 Leaving building 2 Approached victim 7 Verbal abume oniy k4
THEFT FROM PERSON, 3 Apartment bldg. 2 Ind. private area:3 Hitchhiking 3 Followed victim 1 Personal threat only =
ROBBERY OF PERSON 0 Other ot wik res. eg apt. 4 At home 4 Has in vehicle, but 2 Minimum physical com= 33~
" ! 4 Sehool 0 Other indours 3 At res. other not with victin tact (push, shaove, grab) i
ROBBERY OF BUSINESS, 5 par or restaurancd Qutdoors, privata: than viceia's 5 Was hiding 3 Parsonal threat with =
ASSAILT, 6 Othaer nonres. area, yard 6 At place of em= 6 Sitring,scanding, weapon, no iajury
! e b Mley ployment waiting for viccim 6 Hinor {njury, bodily
SEX RELATED CRIMES. 4 Park, playground 5 Straet, 7 In vehicle 7 Was confroaced by force (bruisas,
LEAVE BLAMNK FR 8 Othar, sidewalk 8 Othdr victimi aceidental seratches, atc.)
i et 6 Packing lot, 9 Not Ascercaine confrontatien 4 Other {njury, bodily
woefLL OTHER' CRIMES 9 Hodot ramp able from the 8 Yas confronted by force
7 Other outdgors teport vicgim; inrentional 3 Injury with weapon
8 Gthay, lncl. in confrontation 8 Accidental iajury
aum 9 N.A.t 9 NiAut

R R TR e m e s e e -

%(. FTTC“J e {{{I(‘:r Wq %%W%U{%T&Y FOlL’WING FIRST THREAT OF VIOLEN(E R FIEX&]‘ ORA% IW’D

VICTIM QLSFE

. CTIN YEAPRN PRETIISE LOCATION
L-l L
CRIMES: AGAINST » ] T
. 5 No confron-~ 0 No violence td persong No uuporﬂ aIngIa Tam T lndoor, pul
PEESON: BOMES tation 7 Verbal abusa only 1 tnife res. area
0 Confrontationsl Personal threat only 5 Other cut? 3-4 fam res, 2 Ind. privace
but o 2 Minimum physical comer sé:gb‘;_: 3 Apartment ares, g
(come Bowes 460 faaccton, tact (puah, shove) abjace = bidg apartment
. VICTIM WAS " suspect 3 Peraonal threat with 2 Gun (ax- O Other or unk.
IF ) 2 Lefr scene or weapon, no injury cept 3B res. 3 Qutdoors,
PRESENT ON SCENE “::5—:“54 £ ¢ Miaor {njury, bodily 4 g‘;.n)in 4 School v
o {4 .
DURING BURGLARY' 1 Fought with forces (bruiges, 8 5 Bar, rest vag

suspact rTown

FROM P2, CARD 2,

-

Complind with % O:hlz {ojucy, bodily Z};jact 7 Park, play-

scratches, erc.) " object g othar nonres. 4 ALl

0 Other indoors or simijar circums,

i |

t’;" T
& 98 [oLiLGwing 30da8
Jor bomas 59 4 50;
1 Under influance
2 13 or was in bar,
or drinking {n bar
J is or was at party

*08-4 XUH UL 0T

intoxicants nmene=

privace area, cioned

4 Had been drinking,
bar or party not
mentioned

ay
5 Stresc, side~ 5 () ool /dvugel

auspect force 8 Othar ground § Pa%ﬁin Lot bottla, etc., ha
sax ) "6 screamad 5 Infury with vespon cbject & Other { Qther Sutdoors: 6 '}“ﬂ :‘"*’-“““‘
.8 other 8 Accidencal dnjury 9 Nacf 9 Nlir g geaer Incl aure O o ened .
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APPENDIX H
Resident Responses to Items
Addressing Fear of Crime



Willaxd«
Hawthorne Lowry HiT.L Zast Yomewood
(N = 94) (N = 116) (N = 163)
1. Within the past year or two,
do you think that crime in
this neighborhood has:
increased 30% 38% 22%
remained the same 38 25 42
decreased 11 12 12
‘other a 25 24
2. Is this neighborhood dangerous
enough to make you think
seriously about moving else-
whera?
yes 17% 17% 17%
no 81 80 82
don’t know 1 3 1
3. How likely is it that this
situation will occur (during
the next year)?
Spmeone would break into
your house/apartment when
n» one is home:
no chance 12% 6% 7%
some chance, less than
50-50 43 50 33
about S0-50 chance 31 29 39
better than 50-50 chance 3 10 19
don’t know 2 4 2
Someone would break into
your house/apartment when
someone is home:
no chance 46% 28% 30%
some chance, less than
50.50 4] 61 53
about 50-50 chance 7 6 12
better than 50-50 chance 4 4 S
don’t lmow 1 3 0
Your purse/wallet would be
snatched when youw’re within
this neighborhood: :
no chance 28% - 30% 22%
some chance, less than
50.50 45 47 46
about: S0-50 chance 15 18 2
better than 50-50 chance 12 4 10
don’t know 1 ) 0
H-2
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Willarde
Hawthorne Lowry Hill East Homewood
(N = 94) (¥ = 116) (N = 163)
Someone would take somew
thing from yvou on the
street by force or threat
when you’re within your
neighborhoed? -
no chance 32% . 28% 25%
some chance, less than
50450 46 49 47
doout 5050 chance 10 14 22
better than 50-S0 chance 9 4 5
don’t know 4 S 1
Scmeone would beat you up
or hurt you on the street
when you’re within this
neighborhood?
no chance 39% 31% 20%
some chance, less than
50.50 44 45 58
about 5050 chanca 3 15 20
better than 50-50 chance S S 4
don’ & know 3 4 1
Someone would break into
your car when you’re within
this neighborhood?
no chance : 12% 5% 12%
soms chance, less than
50-50 33 37 31
about 50-50 chance 21 25 28
better than 50-50 chance 20 i3 13
don’t know 13 19 10
Someone would vandalize
your properlty or your car
when you’re within this
neighborhood?
no chance 10% 17% 9%
some chance, less than
5050 46 41 32
about 50-50 chance 24 23 33
better than 50«50 chance 17 13 19
don’t know 3 11 6
Somaone would sexually ase
sault or molest you when
you’re within this neighe
borhood?
no chancs 51% 30% 32%
some chance, less than
30.50 30 44 49
about 5050 chance 2 13 14
better than $0.50 3 3 4
don’t know 14 10 1
H-3
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k.
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n.

Q.

.

.

T.

Willarde
Hawthorne Lowry Hill East Homewood
(N =94) (M = 116) (N = 163)
Watching TV at home
alone during the day.
not dangerous 98% 100% 93%
dangerous 2 1
Watching TV at home with
somecne during the day.
not dangerous 15 A 100% 93%
dangerous 2 1
Watching TV at home alone
at night.
not dangerous 89% 97% 87%
dangerous 11 3 7
Watching TV at home with
someone at night.
not dangerous 97% 99% 0%
dangerous 3 1 4
In your yard or in front
of your home alone during
the day.
not dangerous 96% 98% 89%
dangerous 4 2 3
In your yard or in front
of your home with somee
one during the day,
not dangerous 97% 99% 0%
dangerous 3 1 2
In your yard or in front
of your home alone at
night,
not dangerous 70% 72% 83%
dangerous 29 26 12
In your yard or in front
of your home with scmeone
at night,
not dangerous 89% 86% 85%
dangerous 11 11 7
In a park in this neigh«
hood alone during the day.
not dangerous 78 % 75% 80%
dangerous 15 10 3
In a park in this neighe
borhood with someonas
during the day. .
not dangerous 81% 77% 80%
dangerous 12 8 2
H-4
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h.

Willarde
Hawthorne Lowry Hill East Homewoed
(N = 94) {N = 116) (N = 163)
4., Is the following situation dane
Walking in this neigha
borhood alone during
. the day.
not dangerous 89% 96% 92%
dangerous 11 3 4
Walking in this neighe
borhood with someone
during the day,
not dangerous 7% 8% 2%
dangerous 3 2 2
Walking in this neighe
borhood alona at night,
not dangercus 34% 37% 67%
dangerous 64 83 26
Walking in this neighe
borhood with someone at
night.
not dangerous 85% 73% 79%
dangerous 35 26 14
Waiting for a bug in
this neighborhood alone
during the day.
not dangerous 87% 91% 79%
dangerous 13 3 3
Wadting for a bus in
this neighborhood with
someone during the day.
not dangerous 95% 92% 79%
dangerous S 2 2
Waiting for a bus in
this neighborhood alone
al: night.
not dangerous 33% 38% 53%
dangersus 63 §5 17
Vaiting for a bus in
this neighborhood with
someone at night.
not dangerous 61% 75% 70%
dangerous 37 18 10

ot all percentages add to 100 percent because the “don’t know” response
has not keen presented hera.
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Willarde
Hawthorne Lowry Hill East Homewwod
(M = 94) (N = 116) (N =163)
In a park in this neigh=
borhood alone at night.
not dangercus 18% 22% 50%
dangerous 68 63 31
In a park in this neighe
borhood with somsone at
night.
not. dangerous 40% 53% 63%
dangerous 46 32 17
In a bar in this neighe
borhood alone during the
daYn
not dangerous 50% 55% 40%
dangerous 17 S 4
not applicable 32 40 55
In a bar in this neighe
borhood with someone
during the day
not dangerous S7% 57% 41%
dangerous 10 3 3
not applicable 32 40 S5
In a bar in this neighe
borhood alone at night.
not dangerous 27% 41% 33%
dangerous 39 21 11
not applicable 32 38 58
In.a bar in this neigh-
borhood with someone at
night.
not dangerous 4% 53% 40%
dangerous 24 9 5
not applicable 32 38 S8
Using neighborhood fa-
cilities like stores or .
banks alone during the
day.
not dangerous 88% 85% 81%
dangerous 10 13 3
Using neighborhood fa-
cilities with someone
during the day.
not dangerous 949, 97% 86%
dangerous S 2 3
Using neighborhood fa-
cilities aione at night.
not dangerous 48% 55% 75%
dangerous 46 42 13

J‘-
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Willarde
Hawthorne Lowry Hill East Homawood
(N = 94) (¥ = 116) (N = 163)
bb, Using neighborhood faw
cilities with someone
at night, .
not dangerous 74% 81% 79%
dangerous . 20 16 8
Tell me whether each of these ig
a big problem, some problem, or
almost no problem in this neighw
borhoed.
People selling illegal
drugs
Big problem 21% 17% 14
Some problem 23 28 28
No problem 35 34 31
Don’t know 20 21 18
People using illegal drugs
Big problem 24% 16% 16%
Some problem Z 37 41
No problem 29 28 27
Don’t know 20 18 - 1§
Groups of tasene~agers around
in the streets or parks
Big problem 27% 7% 11%
Some problem 29 20 42
No problem 33 66 37
Don’t know 12 8 9
Groupsg of men in the streats
or parks ’
Big problem 4% 5% 4%
Some problem 19 13 15
No problem 62 73 72
Don’t know 15 9 8
Drunken men
Big problem 17% 5% 4%
Some problem 30 29 20
X problem 47 83 68
Don’t know 8 3 7
Prostitution
Big problem 4% 16% 3%
Some problem 12 20 16
No problem 64 S6 66
Don’ & know 20 9 15
Vandalism
Big problem 26% 20% 26%
Some problem 37 42 44
No problem 33 36 26
Don’t kmow 4 2 3

ir




Willard-
Hawthorne Lowry Hill East Homewood
(N = 94) (N = 116) (N = 163)
Stealing-cars
Big problem 13% % 12%
Some problem 26 26 36
No problem 48 54 39
Don’t know 14 13 11
Burglary-~breaking into
people’s homes
Big problem N% 25% 25%
Some problem 33 45 48
No problem 31 . 25 22
Don’t know S ) [
Robbing people on the street
Big problem 16% 9% 12%
Somae problem 22 38 33
Mo problem 49 43 48
Don’t know 13 10 7
Polding up and robbing small
stores or businesses
Big problem 16% 25% 124
Some problem 23 . 44 42
No problem 47 27 36
Don’t know 14 4 10
Paople being beaten up or
hurt on the street '
Big problem 18% 6% 12%
Some problem 21 30 36
No problem 46 53 44
Don’t know 15 10 7
Rape
Big problem 6% 1% 3%
Some problem 18 18 33
No problem 50 53 47
Don’t know 23 39 17

6. Qverall, which of these is the
most serious crime problem in
this neighborhood?

Selling or using drugs
Teens hanging around
Drunks

Prostitution

Vandalism

Car theft

Burglaries and breakins
People robbed on street
Business holdups
Beatings

Rapes

Mirder

Don’t know 15 18

e
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*Categories are not comparable on this question since an open-ended

format was used on this survey.
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WILLARD-HOMEWOOD EVALUATION REPORT
FOR
SEPTEMBER THROUGH DECEMBER 1977

This initial evaluation reports information for the last Eour months of
1977. A brief discussion of the evaluation approach applied to the CCP
project will be followed by scme comments om block club organizing. An
appendix contains some crime data exhibits. Finally, the form used to
code the crime data appears as an attachment. Qther aspects of the Comew
munity Crime Prevention (CCP) project will be amplified in future monthly
evaluvation reports. Some comments on block club organizing will complete
the report. Other aspects of the CCP project will be amplified in future

monthly evaluation reports.

Before the data is presented it might be helpful to explain briefly the
approach the evaluation team has adopted for its evaluation. Traditiomnal
methods of evaluation as well as innovative approaches will be employed.
The traditional approach assesses the progress toward stated goals (e.g.,
work plan objectives). We intend to supplement this by identifying issues
or events which affect goal achievement. This is a recognition that madi<
fication always takes place and exploras the structures and functions of
the project in relation to the changes which are occurring. It realizes
that frequently goal statements are transitory. Accordingly, the process
or metamorphosis of the project is emphasized. It acknowledges that this

program does not possess pure experimental controls. Rather, the project
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exists within a complex and diverse enviromment.

The foregoing discussion of the evaluation strategy may not appear to
be reflected faithfully in this report, given the emphasis upon quantita-
tive measures. This is because we do not yet feel justified in offering
judgments about the many process e;anen:s in the project. The precise
ways in which we will focus upon process elements is spelled out in the
evaluation design. We will be providing the neighborhood staffs a copy
of the design in the near future. The completed evaluation design is now

in the final typing stage.

In the next report we intend to present scme comparisons of block club
activity (including P.S.S. and Op.I.D.) and occurrence of crime. Incidence
of residential burglary among block club participants will be examined.

An intern from the evaluation team is coding the incidence of crime occur=
ving in Willard-Homewsud. Minneapolis Police Department records are the
source of information for the crime data. The frequencies, shown on the
tables bel'm;r, refer to recorded ¢rime, not reported crime. At this time
we cannot assert with confidence that the early stages in the implementaw
tion of the CCP program have or have not affected the incidence of crime

during the last four months of 1977.

However, the data presented in Table 1 (see Appendix) shows a steady
decline in residential burglary for each of the four months. It should be
noted that even for the month of December 1977, the rate of residential
burglary is higher than the average monthly rate for 1974«75 (21 per month).
It is still too early to derive any conclusions abc;uc residential burglary
since we have not yet been able to compare crimes rates in Willard-Homewood

for the last four months of 1977 with:

i




4. The same months for another year (e.g., 1974, or latexr)
2, Months just preceding September 1977
3. The control area

The same caveats listed above apply to the data for the 13 other crime

categeziles appearing in Table 1.

In order to produce as conclse a report as possgible at this time we
have decided to provide additional details only for residential burglary.
Moreover, residential burglary may be the category of crime which most
interests the CCP staff in the early period of the demonstration project.
Por each of the characteristics of residential burglary exhibited in Table
2 (see Appendix) the data was summarized for the four months. In the fu=
ture we will both list the detailed information by month and sumarize it
for all months. There were 147 incidents of residential burglary racorded
during the four months. The total frequency will not always add up to 147
for all of the characteristics shown in Table 2 because the informaticn was

not ascertainable for all incidents.

Somea of the effects of the CCP project eventually may be detected by
changes in' the characteristics of residential burglary. TFor example, Table
2 shows that 82.77% of the incidents were not seen. As the Neighborhood
Watch Force is instituted in increasing mmbers of blocks the percentage

of burglary incidents seen may rise.

The data in Table 3 (see Appendix), comparing the age of victim and
suspect tends to confim one’s ewpectations. However, since information
about suspects 18 available for just a few cases, the data in Table 3 must

be interpreted with caution.
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The various objectives of the CCP project are to be achieved through -
several different means. Black club organizing is a primary means for
implementing the program. The Willard-Homewood staff expects to organize
73 blocks by the end of April 1978. That 1s, at least 73 blocks are exw

pected toc have at least one crime prevention meeting by the end of April.

During the last Four months of 1977, 25 separate block meetings were held for

a crime prevention presentacion (If anyone has information which would ime
prove the accuracy of the data exhibit, please let us know). See Table &

in Appendix for more information.

In the next evaluation report we expect to have information which will’
enable us to compare location of crime incident and whether or not the
resident parcicipates in the CCP program through a block club, neighborhood

Wtch, P.SeSe and Op.I.D.

At this time we can note that out of the 147 total residential burgla-
ries in Willard«Homewood from September through December, 20 occurred in
blocks that had at least one bloclk club meeting prior to the incident.
Three of these 20 burglaries had been reported within one week after the
fixst block club meet:ing.' How much time must elapse before organizing
blocks may deter crime is unknown of course; but one week is likely insuf=

ficient.

The Willard-Homewood staff obtained 87 requests for premise security
surveys through December 14, 1977. The police were unable to conduct any
surveys during this period, however. Actually obtaining police staff, to
perform the surveys was complicated by uncertalinties about payment for

overtime.

¥




In addition to gathawing quantitative information the evaluators will
contimue to meat with neighborhood staff members and attend block club
meetings. Meetings with other people in the neighborhood will also be
furthered. Demonstration manager ard staff also come within the evaluation
purview. 1In short, we intend to learm as much about all aspects of the
CCP project as is humanly possible. Although our involvement in evaluating
the CCP project will be relatively short (October 12, 1977 to September 1,
1978) we expect to offer scme helpful insights about both the impact and

process of the demonstration.
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TABLE 1

REPORTED CRTME DATA IN WILLARD-IKXEWOOD
FOR SEPTRMBER, OCTOBER, MOVEMBER, AND DECH{BER 1977

NUMBER OF TNCIDENTS PER MONTH
(PERCENT OF TOTAL FOR MONTH)

TYPE OF CRIME SEPTEMBER OCTOBER NOVEMBER DECEMBER ROW_TOTAL
'Frequeney Percent 'I-‘mquency Pamont‘.' 'E':equency l’mft:ant:l 'Frequenuy Pm'cmnl:I 'I-‘raquancy Percentl
s Residantial Burglary 52 39.7% 36 32,1% 32 32,31 26 27,71 140 33.5%
Burglary of Business 4 3.1 4 3.6 1 1.0 3 3.2 13 2.8
Theft from Dwelling 3 2.3 4 3.6 | § 5,1 9 9,6 21 4.8
\ Theft fram Business 4 3.1 3 2.7 8 8.1 12 12.8 27 6.2
Theft from Person 5 3.8 4 3,6 4 4,0 3 3.2 16 3.7
— Theft, Purse Snatch 2 1.5 9 =0 1 1.0 1 1,1 4 0.9
olo}. Theft from futo 12 9.3 12 10,7 1 74 9 9.6 40 9,2
e Damage to Property 22 16,8 23 19,6 14 16.2 9 9,6 69 15,8
) Robbery of Buainess 1 0.8 3 2.7 3 3.0 4 1.3 1 2.8
' Robbery of Person P 2 1.8 " 4.0 2 2.1 13 2.8
i Robhery, Purse Snatch o -0~ 0 -0- 1 1.0 3 33 4 0.9
Assault 19 14.5 18 161 . 17 17.2 12 12.8 66 15.1
Criminal Sexual Gonduct 3 1.5 0 n0- 0 ~0- 0 -0- S X
Other_Sex Related 1 0,8 4 3,6 0 =0- 1 1.1 8 14
COLMH TOTAL: 131 100.0% 112 100.0% 99 100.0% 94 100,0% 436 100,01
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WAS CRIME COMMITTED REQ
Attempt 18
Perpetrated i
147
DAY OF WEEK - START
Monday 19
Tuesday 22
Wednesday 17
Thursday 25
Friday 22
Saturday 25
Sunday <18
148
TYPE OF PREMISE
Single Family 83
2 = 4 Family 19
Apartment Bldge. 12
Residential Garage 5
Residential Storage in Apt. 1
Other or Unspacified 20
146
WITNESSES OF BURGLARY
AND SUSPECT
None, Other than 97
Victim
1 i1
2 5
3 1
4 1
Unknown 22
147

TAELE 2
SELECTED RESIDENTIAL BURGLARY Ci-'lARACI‘ERIS‘I‘ICSl

FREQ %
110 82.7%
21 15.8
2 1.5
133 100.0%
80 56.7%
39 27.7
19 135

1.4

1 047
141 100.0%

6 23.1%
3 11.5
9 34,8
5 19.2
-3 1.5
26 100.0%

QInforma.ﬂ.on unascertainable for 121 cases

% WAS INCIDENT SEEN
12.2% No .
87.8 Yes, by Incident Reporter
100.0%  Yes, by Other Witness
13.0%  SOURCE OF SUSPECT )
15.1 INFORMATION
11,6 No information
17.1 Suspact was seen
15.1 Victim’s suspicion
17.1 Police’s suspicion
11.0 Suspect’s Admission
100,0%
SUSPECT"S RELATIONSHLIP
10 VICTIMZ
Bl.0% Unrelated, Straongers
138 Gisual Acquaintances
8.2 Well kxiewn
3.4 Carataker~Tenant
0.7 Cther
13.7
100.0%
METEOD OF ENTRY
66,0%  Unforced
Forced lock
14.3 Broke Glass
3.4 Bedy forca
0.7 Removed door or window
0._7 Qut or removed screen
15,0 Caseknifed lock
100.0%  Other
I-9

22 16.4%
8 4.5
57 4205
15 11.2
10 7.5
15 11.2
) 2.2

4,5
134  100,0%



SECURITY DEVICES
Nene

Alarm or patrol
Operation I.D.
Both of the above
Not Ascertainable

TOLICE DISPOSTITION
Cleared by Arrest
Came Inactive

N.A.

FLOOR OF ENTRY
Basement

First Floor

SBacond Floor and up
N.&.

VICTIM’S ACTIVITY

Absent less than 4 hours

Abgent 4~12 hours
Absent 13-24 hours

Absent mare than 24 hours

Present
N.A.

:

[ - I X )

147

12
59

5
146

14
103

[J I}

147

3
12
3
10
13

104

145

—t
8,2%
1.4
8.1
0.7

64.6

100.0%

8.2%
40.4
51.4

100.0%

9.5%
70.1
3.4

7.0

100.0%

2.1%
8.3
2.1
6,9
8.9
71.7

100.0%

WEERE SUSPECT ENTERED
Through Window
Thraugh Window in Door
Through Door, no key
Through Door, key used

SIDE OF ENTRY
Front

Back

Side

N.A.

138

36
46
22

41

145

LNihere the total frequency does not equal 147 the NB (Not: Ascertainable)
frequency was cmitted.

—
26.1%

3642

32,6

5.1
100.0%

24,8%
31.7
15.2
28.3
100,0%
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TABLE 3

MEAM AGE QP VICTTM AND SUSPECT BY TYPE OF CRIME

o e i e e Tt

NUMBER OF BLOCX CLUB mmml
SEPYEMBER THROUGH DECEMBER 1977

Maan Age of Mean JAge of

Type of Crima Victim Susoect
Rasidential Burglary T §0.9 22.8
Burglary of Business - 4.0
Thaft from Dwelling 38.3 26.8
Theft from Busineass - 23.9
Theft from Person 37.4 19.4
Theft, Purse Snatch 63.7 18.7

. Theft from Auto 63.8 22.0
Damags to Proparty 63.8 22.0
Rebbery of Business 3L.4 24,5
Robhaery of Perszon 34.0 19.4
Robbery, Purse Snatch 45,5 17.5
Asgaulit 33,1 .0
Criminal Sexual Conduct 34.0 40.0
Othar Sex Ralated 0.7 45,5

TABLE 4

Number of Nmber of Mumber of Yumber of

Blocks Separata Maeting New Block  Hlocks Maeting

Yonth Moeting Iocations2 Maetings For Sécond Time
Septembar 6 4 -] 1]
October 13 10 12 1
November 10 § 8 2
Dacember [ 8 3 3
TOTALS: 38 28 9 8

J'Scurce of informations:
Neighborhood files.

zch-ral blocks somstimes maet together,

I-11
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TOTAL 5 -
RESIDENTIAL BURGLARY . BY MONIH AND DAY
' N :
}Dm-% I MONDAY Vi TUESDAY WEDNESDAY THURSDAY ‘ FRIDAY 10 SATURDAY I SUNDAY 17 TOTAL Y
OF Fra= Row  Frae Row = Free Row = Fre~ Row = Free Row = Free Row ° Fre- Row = Fra= Row
1971 quancy Percent quency Peroent quenay Parcent quency Percent quenocy Percent quengy Peroent quenocy Percent quency Percent
'
Septenber 3 5.8 6 11,8 8 15.4 13 25,0 ] .15.4 8 15.4 6 1.8 52 35.6
E: October 5 13,9 4 7.1 4 1.1 7 19.4 3 8.3 8 22,2 H 13.9 26 ‘207
N._ Hovenber ? 21.9 7 21.9 4 12,5 1 3.1 5 15,6 L} 12,5 4 12,5 a2 - 21,9
! December. _4_ 354 _5. _19,2°' _1_. _3.8 4 154 _6 _2s1 S 19,2 _1 _3m8 26 __17.8
i TOTALs 19 13.0 22 15.1 17 11,6 a5 17.1 22 1§8.1 P 17.1 16 11.0 6 100.0%







WILLARD~HOMEWOOD

EVALIJATION REPORT
for
January and February 1978

April 18, 1978

by
Bill Muggli
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A. INTRODUCTION

This evaluation report presents several tables of information about
incidence of crime (appended), a graph of residential burglary, and a table
which lists the number of block club meetings. Summary figures Eor PSS and
OPID are noted. A few words about the survey of residents concludes this

report.

The tables listing information about crime need to be interpreted with
care since:
1. crime data for a comparison period is not provided;

2. the number of incidents for a given crime is still too few to
support any inferences; and,

3. crime data from the control area is not presented because it is
not avallable at this writing.

We have much more detail on crimes than appears in this report. For
the specific detail being collected for any or all of the crimes see the

Offense Coding Form in our Evaluation Research Design (Appendix B, Part 3).

B. BLOCK CLUB ACTIVITY

The numbers in Table 7 may well not be wholly current. Organizers
have not always counted meetings when attendance has been low (e.g.; 2).
For evaluation purposes it is helpful to document the effort required to

organize blocks for crime prevention purposes. Table 7 includes all knowm
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meetings--whatever the attendance.

In this report, no attempt has been made to cﬂaracterize the
nature of each of the block club meetings in light of its conformity to
the recommended model. This model was described in the December 7, 1977
memot;ndum from Sheldon Strom to Neighborhoed Coordinators and Organizers.
According to the Demonstration Manager's guidelines, a block would be
prepared for Neighborheood Watch by the end of the second crime prevention
meeting. Further elaboration of how to characterize a block club meeting

appears in the March 9, 1978 memorandum from Sheldon Strom to all staff,

As a given block achieves the Neighborhood Watch status it may well
be instructive to chart the nuwber of preceding meetings (however defined).
Tabie.7 indicates that Neighborhood Watch had not been instituted in any
oé the blocks. April 11, 1978 is the date of the first block to be organized
through Neighborhood Watch in Willavd-Homewood. Organizers felt handicapped
in preparing blocks for Neighborhood Watch because the required materials:
were not available until late January or early February. At times, obe

taining the block maps in a timely fashion has been difficult.

C. OPID AND PSS

In Willard-Homewood each block club, requesting Operxation Identification
participation, is provided a set of numbers (usually ten initially). Block
club captains return the engcavers as well as lists of the residents par-
ticipating when all %nteres:ed individuals in the block have completed the
application of I.D. numbexs. The residents participating in OPID are then

recorded in the WIPOG office.
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By the eq? of 1977 (this includes the period of July through December)
72 residents had applied OPID numbers to their valuables. Another measure
of the number of OPID participants is the total number of OPID numbers
assigned (265 as of April 12, 1978) and the total number turned in (93
as of April 12, 1978). .

During January and February 47 premise security surveyé were performed.
This number still lags far behind the number of requests for a PSS. The
former evaluation report noted some of the obstacles which ihwartad efforts
to undertake the PSS. A mew obstacle occurred in this reporting period.
A police officer criticized the practice of providing residents with the
name of a contractor who could make security changes recommended by the
PSS. (The contractor had originally been selected through the competitive
bid process.) This new obstacle to performing premise security surveys

will be resolved soon, if not already accomplished.

D, RESIDENT SURVEY

OQur survey of residents in the Willard-Homewood neighborhood began
April 5, 1978 (175 residents will be interviewed). Winona, Inc., is
conducting the survey. Expected completion date of the intervie%ing is
April 24, 1978. A copy of the questionnaire appears in Appendix B (Part 2)
of our Evaluation Research Design dated December 1977 (actually delivered
to your office the last week of March 1978). The "Citizen! questionnaire

is the interview instrument used in Willard-Homewocod.

s

The present survey is a post-test of an identical sur'rey conducted

about two years age in this neighborhood. The survey covers the following

- o Is=16 .. . ’
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substantive areas:
1. neighborhnod and attitudes toward crime,
2. home protection,
3. police,
4 victimization, and

5. personal information.

Each interviewer is to carry identification. A cover letter is to be
provided to each respondent. The cover lettar is undersigned by the
Demonstration Manager on Ciky Coordinator's letterhead. The latter proe
vides the respondent with the telephone number of the contractor and the

4ch Police Precinct (Sth Precinct for Lowry Hill East).

' The Deputy Chief of Patrolts office downtown, the 4th and Sth Polica
ﬁrecinc:s, and the neighborhood offices have been supplied a copy of the
cover letter as wall. This cover letter also includes the names of the

intervisvers.,

For additional information about the survey please see the Evaluation
Research Design (pages 66<67). The design also describes in detail the

various ways we intend to evaluate the Community Crive Prevention praject.

As always, please let us know your reactioms to this report, or any

other evaluation activity.
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TABLE 1

REPORTED CRIME DATA IN WILLARD.HOMEWQQD FOR
JANUARY AND FEBRUARY 1978

Number of Incidencs Per Monch

Type of Crime (Percent of Total for Month)
January Fabruary Row Total
Frequency Frequency Frequency
(Percent)  (Pureont) (Percenc)
Residential Burglary 14 16 30
(18.7) (25.0) (21.6)
Burglary of Business 5 4 9
(6.7) (6.3) (6.5)
Theft from Dwelling [ 7 11
(5.3) (10.9) (7.9)
Theft from Business 10 2 12
(13.3) (3.1) (8.6)
Theft from Person &4 2 6
) (5.3) .1) (4.3)
Theft, Purse Snatch 0 1 T
G (1.6) (0.7)
Theft from Auto 5 3 8
6.7) (4.7) (5.8)
Damage to Property 13 § 19
(17.3) (9.4} (13.7)
Robbery of Business 1 2 3
’ (1.3) (3.1) (2.2)
Robbery of Person Q 3 3
{0y 47y (2.2)
Robbery, Purse Smatch 2 2 &
(2.7) (3.1) (2.9)
Assaule 15 13 28
€20.0) (20.3) (20.1)
Crininal Sexual Conduct 2 3 5
(2.7) (4.7) (3.6)
Colump Total 75 66 139
(Pezcent) (100.07%) (100.0%) (100.1%)
I-19
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TABLE 2 [
TYPE OF CRIME AS A PERCENTAGE OF THE''TOTAL CRIME FOR THE MONTH
SEPT oCT NOV DEC JAN FEB Row Total
Type of Crime Percent  Percent - Percent Percent Percent  Percent Poreent
Residential Burglary 40.0% 33.3% 32.3% 28.0% 18.7% 25.0% 30.9%
o "7 71 Burglary of Business 3.1 3.7 1.0 3.2 6.7 6.3 3.7
Theft from Dwelling 2.3 3.7 S.1 9.7 5.3 10.9 5.6
Theft from Business 3.1 2.8 8.1 12.9 13.3 3.1 6.9
Theft from Person 3.8 3.7 4.0 3.2 5.3 3.1 3.9
Theft, Pursc Snatch 1.5 [} 1.0 1.1 o] 1.6 6.9
Theft from Auco 9.2 11.1 7.1 9.7 6.7 4.7 8.4
e v e et o Damage to Property 16.9 20,4 16.2 9.7 17.3 9.4 15.5 _ .
Robbery of Businaas 0.8 2.8 3.0 4.3 1.3 3.1 2.5
Robbery of Person 3.1 1.9 4.0 2.2 0 47 2.6
Robbery, Purse Snatch 0 0 1.0 3.2 7 3.1 1.4
Assault 14.6 16.7 17.2 12.9 20.0 20.3 16.5
- Criminal Sexual Conduct 1.5 "] 0 0 2.7 4.7 1.2 -
TOTAL . 99.9% 300.1% 100.0% 100.1% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
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TABLE 3
SELECTED RESIDENTIAL BURGLARY CHARAGTERISTICS

Yas Crime Committed

Attenpt
Parpatraced

Day of Heck«Stire
Honday.
Tuesday
Wednasday
Thutsday
Friday
Saturday
Sunday

Iype of Premise
Single Family
2-4 Family
Apartment 3ldg.

Qthar or Unspecificd

Res.

Witnesses of Burglacy
and Susvect

Rone, other than
Victin

1

3

Unknowm

Has Incident Scen
No

Yes, by other victim

Not Ascartainable

Source of Suspect
Infommactort

No Tnformacion
Suspect was seen
Victim's suspicion
Police's suspicion
Kot Ascertainable

zR
6
26

%
——

20.0
80.0_

100.0%

13.3
26.7
10.0
0.0
13.3

3.3

3.3

100.0%

-

30.0
13.3
10.0

26.7

100.0%2

Suspect's Relationship FRER ° 4

to Yiceim

Not Ascertainable 30 100.0%
Method of Enery

Unforced 2 6.7

Forced Lock 1 3.3

Broke Glass 12 40.0

Body Forca 3 33

Removed Door or .

Window 2 6.7
Cascknifed Lock 2 6.7
Qther 7 23.3
Not Ascercainabla 3 10,0

30 100.0%
Security Devices
None 3 16.7
Qperation I.D. 1 3.3
Not Ascertainible 24 20.0
30 100.0%
Police Disvosition
Cleared by Arrest 3 10.0
Case Inactive 13 43.3
Nat Ascertainabla e 6.7
30 100.0%
Floor of Enery
Basement 3 10.0
Firsc Floor 14 5.7
Second Floor & Up 2 6.7
Not Ascertainable 11 = _36.7
30 100.0%
Victinfs Activity
Absent 4012 Hours 2 6.7
Present 1 3.3
Hot Ascertainable 27 90.0
0 100.0%
Yhere Suspect Sarered
Through Wirdow 9 30.0
Through Window in

Door 6 20.0
Through Door, No Key 12 4.0
Through Door, Koy

Used 1 3.3
Not Ascartainabla 2 6.7

Side of Entry
Front
Back
Side
Not Ascertainablae

30 100,07

8 26.7
10 33.3

3 10.0

2 30.0
30 190.0%

o st a—
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TABLE &
RESIDENTIAL BURGLARY-BY MONTH AND DAY
JANUARY AND FEBRUARY 1978
Monday  Tuesday Wednesday Thursday Friday Saturday Sunday Total
TREQ FREQ FREQ FREQ FREQ FREQ FREQ
Month - (Row %}  (Row %) (Row %) (Row % (Row %) (Row %)  (Row %) (Row %
January 2 4 Q 5 2 1 [¢] 14
(14.3%)  (28.6%) 0 (35.7%) (14.3%) (7.1%) (0) (46.7%)
February 2 & 3 4 2 0 1 16
(12.5%2)  (25.0%) (18.87%) (25.0%) (12.5%) (o)} (6.3) (53.3%)
Column
Total 4 8 3 9 4 1 1 30
(Percent) (13.3%) (26.7%) (10.0%) (30.0%) (13.3%) (3.3%) (3.37%)  (100.0%)

TABLE 35

RANK ORDER OF RESIDENTTAL BURGLARY INGIDENTS
BY MONTH AND Dé.‘l'1

MONTH RANK FOR

1977 1978 THE SIX
Day SEPT OCT FOV DEC | JAN FE3 | _ MONTHS
Monday 7 Je5  1i5 4.5 ) 3.5 4.5 5
Tuesday 5 5.5 1.5 2.512 1.5 2
Wednesday 3 5.5 5 6.5 } 6.5 3 [
Thursday 1 2 7 4.5 11 1.5 1
Friday 3 7 3 1 3.5 4.5 3.5
Saturday 3 1 5 2.5¢( 5 7 3.5
Sunday & 3.5 3 6.5 | 6.5 6 7

1

The lower the Number the higher the Number of burglaries
on a given day. A rank of mumber one (1) indicates more
burglarias ocgurred on that day char any other day. Rank
of a seven (7) indlcates the day with the least numbar of
burglaries.
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TABLE 6
MEAN AGE OF VICTIM AND SUSPECT BY TYPE OF CRIME
Mean Age of Mean Aga of
Type of Crime Victim Suspect
Rasidential Burglary 45.6 18.3
Burglary of Business - 20,5
- Theft from Dwelling 20.0 20.0
Theft from Eusiness -~ 27.7
‘Thaft from Peyson 26,0 20,4
Theft, Purse Snatch 28.0 18.0Q
Damage to Property oo 16.2
Robbery of Business o= 18.3
Robbery of Person 28.3 17.0
Robbery, Purse Jnatch 42.8 7.0
Assaule 25.9 26.6
Criminal Sexual Conduct 20.4 33,6
TABLE 7

BLOCK CLUB MEETINGS SEPTRMBER
THROUGH DECEMBER 1977, JANUARY
AND FEBRUARY 19781

Vumber Number Number of Number of Blocks e
of of Separate Blocks Meeting Meeting For: .

Blocks Meeting for the Second  Third rourtmn Slock

Youeh Meeting Locacions Firse Tima Time Time Time Hacch

SEPT [} 4 6 0 0 2} Q

ocT 13 10 12 1 0 0 [¢]

wov 13 11 2 4 o o

DEC 6 2 4 [¢] 0 0

JAN 7 2 2 3 0 o]

Fe 0] 1 £ £ 1 1 9

TOTAL 61 . 45 39 17 4 1 [}

1'L'hese are the best figuves available to date. The Mumbar of Mectings way
ba understated. Fipal Figures will be available following additional
meetings with cach of the organizers.
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Figure 1. Residential Burglary Incidents in Wiliard-Homewood
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WILLARD-HOMEWOOD

EVALUATION REPORT

for
March, April, and May 1978
3 July 1978
by
Bill Muggli bt 4 e 20 e <]
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. This report is the laét of the "interim" evaluation reports. The final
evaluation report will be completed:within the next few months., Most of the
months remaining to perform the project evaluation will be devoted to com-
pletion of the final evaluation report covering the first year of the CCP
program in Minneapolis., Nevertheless, the evaluators will attempt to.main-

tain contact with the demonstration neighborhoods.

It is no secret that the final month or two of the CéP project were
quite frustrating for, it seems, everyone connected with the program. Uncer-
tainty of one's position was worrisome and the absence of staff éeetings
further complicated the avenues of communication. Perhaps by final report

time the evaluators will be able to relate the events of the last days of

the project's first year with some insight or meaning.

The tables appearing in this report follow the format of the previous
interim reports. Figure 1 graphs burglary incidents for 1974-75 compared to
nine months of the CCP program period. The incidents graphed are for census
tracts 27, 28, and 32. In other words, the portion of Willard-Homewood
extending into parts of census tracts 20 and 21 has not been included in

computing Figure 1.

Figure 1 needs to be interpreted with care because we lack crime data

from the control areas. Such crime data will be available soon.

In the final evaliiation report we will have more information concerning

the survey of residents. e still have not had an opportunity to supplement

-if



our preliminary exhibit of survey results delivered to you in mid-June (see

memo dated 13 June 78).

- Table 6 data are derived {from information contained in the Willard
Homewood Block Club Master File. In some instances the master file has
been supplemented to include meetings attended by the evaluator but not
recorded in the master file. As of this date it has not been possible to
ascertain the month when various hlacks achieved the Neighborhood Watch
level of organization. There now are thirteen blocks in Neighborhood Watch,

the first one occurring about April 12, 1978.

The backlog in Premise Sscurity Survey requests continues to plague
the crime prevention pregram in Willard-Homewood. The precise number of

unfilled requests is not available just now.

As this phase of the CCP program draws to a close we hope that we will
be able to continue gathering the data required for our analysis. We would
also henefit from further discussions with staff members. Pleasz inform us
about any concerns you may have abeut this evaluation document or our

prospective evaluation efforts.

1-27
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TABLE ¢

REPORTED CRIHE DATA IN WILLARD-HOMEWOD

FOR SEPY, OCT, KOV, DEC 1977, JAN, FFQ, MARCH, APRIL, MAY 1978

TIPE OF CHINE

NUMBER OF INCIDENYS VER MONTIH (PERCENT OF TOTAL FOR MONTH}

*Percantupcs huve been ¢ounded,

SEPT ocT oy DEC JAN FEB NARCH APRIL, MAY nowW TOTAL

Freyuency  Frequency  Freguency Frequency Frequency Frequency Frequency Fraquency Frequency | Frequency

{Pereent)  (Percent) (Percent) {Pereent) ([Percent) (Percent) (Percent) (Pervent) {Porecnt) | {Percent)
° 52 38 32 29 14 18 19 4 28 233

Reidential Burglacy {39.7) (32,1) {32.7) (228.4) (18.4) (28,9} ({1 }] 32,4} {21.9) tas.6)
’ 4 4 ) 3 s ] ] [ 1 2t

surglsry of Busineas {3.1) {3.4} {1.0) {2.9) (8.8) (s.0) 12) [:1] {0.9) )
3 4 3 10 4 10 [} 14 64

Theft frum Dwelting 2.3 {3.8) (3.1} (9,8} (3.3} (11,9} {10) (5.7} {12.3) (v
4 3 L] 12 10 ? [ 1] L] 39

Theft from Businsus (3.1) {2.7) (.2} {11.8) (13.2) {3.0) (8) {1.6) (5.3} (R0}
H 4 4 3 4 2 3 2 4 n

theft from Pecaon 13.8) (3.8) {e.1) (2.9} 5.3} {3.0} {3} (1.9} {3.5) {3.4)
2 [} 1 1 Q9 t ) 0 o L}

theft, Purae 3natih (1.9} {0} (1,0} (1.0} (o) (1.5} ) {0} o} 0.7
"” 12 7 H] s 3 9 7 ] 13

L from Aute 19,2) (10.7) (7.1} (8.5 [({R]] {4.5) {9 (6.7} {1.9) (8.1}
2 22 18 n 13’ 0 17 22 it 148

Damage to Fropartly (14.8) (19.8) (16.3) {10.8) {17,1) (9.0) an {21 {14.9) {16.1)
] 3 3 4 1 2 1 1 4 20
Ruhbiery of Rusinens {a,3) {2.7) {3.4) (3.9) (1.3} {3.0) () 1) {3.8) 2.2
4 H 4 2 1] 3 11 4 3 34

Aubhery of Persca {3.1) (1.8} {4.1) {2) (1.3) (4,3) [$38] (3.4} (2.6} {a.m
] ] 1 3 2 2 4 2 3 17

Rohbery, Purse Snatch {0) {o) {1.0) (2.9 (2.6) (3.0) L} (1.9} (2.8) (1.9)
19 ] 18 " 13 13 18 16 . 2% 152

Aananlt {14.5) 1.8} (16.3) (1.7 {19.7) {19.4} (18) (13.2} (21,94 {16.8)
Criminul ‘ienual Cunduct 3 4 o 1 2 3 1 3 3 20

(s ther Yew Rafated) {2.3) {3.8) {0} (1.0) (2.6} (4.3} {1) {2.9) t2.0) (2.2
Culumn Tutal 13 12 L] 102 10 1)) 100 103 114 ‘308
tPercent s {100} {ino} {100) {100) {100} {100) {100) {100} (100) (toa)
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SELECTED RFSTUINIIAL RPRGE ARY VHAHWIFRTSTICS
LRAS I, ARHEE, MAY Nerdy
RIS VRIS Canutraie FREQLESVY  PRacksTe ME LN UE BN SHY EREQUENCY  PERUENT®
Attempt ’ 9 1t Untorved 19 24.4
Prrpetrated 43 [ LT Fureed fawh 13 15,7
' wo Revke Gluns 13 t¥.2
! Bly Force 18 1%.2
— Remuved Door or Weadow 3 1.3
DAL Of NEER-ITIAY Cut op Remuved Syraen - [ ] 1.8
Monday 1o 12.2 other N ) 1 1.3
Tuesday 18 20.% Not Ascertaimalie - J 6.4
¥edneaday 18 0.3 " 100
Thurcday 1 4.2 ¥
;:ﬁz“ : s SECURITY DEV/CES
Sunday 4 9.0 None 23 29.8
I 100 Qperation (D T 2.0
Both of the sbove 2 2.8
IYPE OF PREMLSE Not Assertainable 48 59.0
RS A0S - —
single Family 3 4,9 L 100
2-4 Faaily 10 12.4
Apartaent Building s 10.3 £OLICE DISPOSITION
Residential Carage 9 1.4 Cleared by Arrest 4y 51
Other ar Unspecified Residence 1§ 19.2 Case Inactive 33 7 a3
vacsnt Huilding J . 1.3 Report for Insurance 2 2.6
P 100 Not Ascertainable 39 30,0
78 100
WITNESSES QF BURGLARY
ANU_SUSPECT FLOOR OF ENTRY
None, Other Than Victim 27 90.0 Basevent 3 3.8
1 8 3.3 firat floor 4 69,2
Unknown 2 8.7 Second Flooer & Up 3 1.8
0 00 Not Asc/irtaiaable 18 23.1
79 100
¥AS INCIDENT SEEN .
"N PP 24.0 yIeTin's ACTIVITY
Yee, by Ircident Reporter a 10.3 Alisent Less Than 4 Hours [} 7.7
Yea, by Other Witnass 1 1.3 Abzant 4-12 Hours 12 17.9
Mot Ascartainable 3 3.4 Abyent 13-24 Hours 1 1.3
7% 100 Absant > 24 Hours 3 1.3
Fresent [ ] 10.3
JQURCE QF SUSPECT {NYORNATION Not Asgertainsble . B
No Information 33 67.9 LA 120
Suapect Waz Seen 17 21.8
victia’s Suspicion ] 7.7 NHEAE SUSPECT ENTERED *
Hot Aacertainsble 2 2.8 Theaugh Window 23 3.3
7 100 Through ¥indow in Dnar 10 13.8
Through Doop, Na Key 38 20.0
" " Through Onor, Koy Used 3 .4
SUSPECT'S RELATIONSHI® :
B T R — Hot Ascertainable o 1.3
Carelated R 3 3.3 M 8 100
Casual Acguaintance t 1.3 i
vell Known s P SIOF NP ENTAY
Fanily Relations 1 1.3 front L 11.8
Yot Ascertainazie L] a2 fack 32 41.9
P 100 Side 1Q 12,4
! Mot Ascortainable L. 34.8
*pefcentages have been eeunded. ' T8 ]
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TABLE J

RESIDENTIAL BURGLARY BY MONTIi AND DAY

SEPT, OCT, NOV, DEC 1977 - JAN, FEB, MARCH, APRIL, MAY 1978

¥onday Tucsday Wedmesday  Thursday  Friday Saturday Sunday Rlow
Frequency Frequency Freq y Freq y Freq y Freq y Freq Y Total
MONTH (Row %) (Row %) (Row %) {Row %) {Row %) (Row %) (Row %) [ (Column %)
3 s 8 13 8 ] [ 52
Septenber (5.8) (11.%) (15.4) (25.0) (158.4) {15.4) (11.5) (20.5)
s 4 4 7 3 & 5 36
October (13.9) (11.1) (11.1}) (19.4) (8.3) (22.2) {13.9) {14,2)
) 7 7 4 1 s 4 4 32
Noveshar (21.9) (21.9) (12.5) (3.1) (13.6) (12.5) (12.5) (12.6)
4 H ' 4 [ s 1 26
Decenber *  (13.4) {19.2) (3.8) (15.4) {23.1) (19.2) (3.8) {10.2)
2 4 0 ] 2 1 [ 14
January (14.3} {28.6) (o) (35.7) (14.3) (7.1) {0) {5.5)
Y e 2 & 3 ) 2 0 1 18
February (12.5) (25.0) (18.8) (25.0) (12.5) (0} (6.3) (6.3)
2 ) 2 [ 2 0 3 19
March {10.5) (21.1) (10.8) (31.8) {10.5) {0) (15.8) (7.5)
5 [ 8 2 4 7 2 34
Aprii (14.7) (17.7) (23.5) (5.9) (11.8) (20.6) {5.9) (13.4)
3 6 [ 3 3 2 2 25
May (12.0) (24.0) (24,0} (12.0) {12.0) (8.0} {8.0) {9.8)
Column .
Total 33 48 36 45 33 35 24 254
(Percent) (13.0) (18.2) (14.2) (tr.7)y (13.8) (13.8) (9.5) | (100.0)
*01d Total (26 instead of 29) '
*+0ld Total (18 instead of 13)
. 130, -
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TABLE 4

RANK ORDER OF RESIDENTIAL BURGLARY INCIDENTS
BY MONTH AND DAYL

+
!
'

]

HMONTH RANK, FOR T
. 1977 1978 THE NINE
DAY SEPT  OCT MOV DEC _JAN FEB MARCH APRIL _MAY MONTHS B

Monday 7 3.5 1.5 45 3.5 4.5 5 4 &
" Tuesday 5.5 5.5 1.5 2.5 2 1.5 2 1.5 -

Wednesday .3 5.5 S 6.5 6.5 3 5 1.5 3

Thursday 1 2 7 . 4.5 1 1.5 1 6.5 4 2

Friday 3 ? 3 1 3.5 4.5 5 5 4 4.5

Saturday 3 1 5 2.5 S 7 7 2 6.5 4.5

Sunday 5.5 3.5 S 6.5 8.8 & 3 6.5 6.8 7

l'rhe lower the number the higher the number of burglaries on a given day. A rank
of one (1) indi_cates more burglaries occurred on that day than any other day. A
rank of seven (7) indicates the day with the least number of burglaries.

i
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TABLE §
MEAN AGE OF VICTIM AND SUSPECT BY TYPE OF CRIME
(MARCH, APRIL, MAY 1578)
MEAN AGE MEAN AGE
TYPE OF CRIME OF VICTIM  OF SUSPECT
Residential Burglary 82.2 17.2
Burglary of Business -— 25.0
Theft from Dwelling 34.2 22.8
Theft from Business — 21.2 N
Theft from Person 27.7 . la.0
Theft, Purse Snatch ,35.0 25.0
Theft from Auto 64.7 - 15.6
Damage to Property 81.0 21.0
Robbery of Business 46.0 28.7
Robbary of Person 32.6 22.1
Robbery, Purse Snatch 33.5 19.1 i
Uther Crime Against Person 22.0 — =
Assault 25.6 28.7
Craminal Sexual Conduct 25.4 22.6
1-31 P TN
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TABLE &

BLOCK CLUB MEET:NGS®
{SEPT, OCT, NOV, DEC 1977: JAN, FEB, VARCH, APRIL, MAY, JUNE 1978)

NUMBER NUMBER OF BLOCKS MEETING
NUMBER oF FOR
oF SEPARATE FOUR OR  NEIGH-
BLOCK MEETING  FIRST SECOND THIRD MORE  ROGRHOOD
MONTH  MEETINGS  LOCATIONS TIME TIME TIME TIMES  WaiTCH 2
Sept. 6 4 8 0 o 0 o
Oct. 13 12 12 1 ] ) 0
Nov, 14 0 12 2 0 o o
Dec. s 2 4 ) 0 0
Jan. 7 2 2 3 o 0
Feb. 14 11 5 7 1 1 0
March 5 s 2 2 1 0 0
april 9 s 4 3 0 2 ?
May 9 9 4 2 2 1 ?
June 5 4 0 1 4 0 ?
88 77 49 24 11 4 13

Lthis information was extracted from the Willard-Homewnod Master
File on June 29, 1978.

zthe first Block to achieve Neighborhood Watch occurred in April.
Thirteen Blocks are now at the Neighborhood Watch status (the
svaluator does not yet know the month blocks achieved this status).

——
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APPENDIX J

Premise Security Survey Follow-Up
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PREMISE SECURITY SURVEY FOLLOW UP

FILE NUMBER:
1 TYPE OF PREMISE: 1. Single Family . 3. Apartment §. Comerotal
2. Duplex-Fourplex 4. Industrial 6. Other (specify)
2  LOCATION: 1. Lowry Hil) East 2, Hawthome 3. Willard.Homewood Block #
3 IS RESIDENT A PARTICIPANT INj 1. Block Cluk 2, Operation ID 3. Neighborhood Watch

{ask if not ghecked on PSS
circle all that apply)

4 NUMBER OF CRIMINAL INCIDENT3 IN PAST 12 MONTHS: Robbery Burglary Theft Vandaliem
{ask 1f not reported)

' 5 AVERAGE TIME PER DAY PREMISES UNOCCUPIED: 1. O thru 5§ hours 2. 6 thru 12 hours 3. over 13 hours

(ask if not reported)
G 6 WHAT PROMPTED YOU TO REQUEST A PREMISE SECURITY SURVEY?
X . ,

7 WERE YOU AWARE OF MOST OF THESE SECURLTY PROBLEMS BEFORE THE PREMISE SURVEY? l. Yes 2. Mo

HAVE YOU MADE ANY OF THE SECURITY CHANGES WHICH WERE RECQMMENDED? 1. Yes
2. No if no, GO TO Q18
9 WHEN WAS THE WORK COMPLETED?

Daya Between

\ 0 WHEN WAS THE fSURVEY COMPLELED?

Days Between ,
1 “WI{F.!N WAS THE SURVEY REQUESTED? . . ’ )
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PSS FOLLOW UP TR
WHAT SECURITY CHANGES HAVE BEEN MADE?
RECOMMENDATIONS PRIORITY COMPLIANCi?I WHO DID WORK CosT . REASON NON-COMPLIANCE
Letter and number Check if Check if C=Contractor
from survey form starred yes . 3=Self

|

|

|

|
BEREEEEE.
RN

EEREEEEEN

If respondent has not mentioned all the changas written on the PSS Form inquire as to whether they have
been undertaken, e.g. “THE COPY OF THE PREMISE SECURITY SURVEY WHICH THE OFFICER HAS RETURNED TO ‘OUR
OFFICE INDICATES THAT WAS ALSO IN NEED OF IMPROVEMENT. HAS ANYTHING BEEN DONE ABOUT THAT?Y

If response is no, write down the lsetter and number of tha item, cheok non oanplienge blank and ask why
this partiocular change was not made.

OF THE CHANGES MADE, WIHICH WERE COMPLETED BY A LOCKSHITH?

GAN YOU TELL ME HOW MUCH EACH OF THE CHIANGES COST YOU TO THE NEAREST DOLLAR? IF YOU DID THE WORK YOURSELF JUST
GIVE ME THE COSP OF THE MATERTALS, ‘ :

WHAT WAS THE TOTAL COST TO YOU OF COMPLETING THE WORK?
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PS3 FOLLOW UP
16 WOULD YOU HAVE COMPLETED THESE SECURITY CHANGES IF THE COST &UGSIDY PROGRAM WERE NOT AVATLABLE

1. Yes R

2, No if no, ask WOULD YOU HAVE HAD AT LEAST THE ITEMS PERTAINING TO DOOR LOCKS
AND WINDGWS TAKEN CARE OF' :

1. Yes
2. No

17 DO YOU FEEL MORE CONFIDENT THAN BEFORE THAT YOUR HOME WILL NOT BE BURGLARIZEDR? 1. Yes 2, No
STOPLIY  STOPiNL Sropt i Sioptt! STopilt  sToPflt SIOPI!

------------------

18 DO YOU INTEND TQ MAKE ANY OF THE RECGMMENDED CHANGES IN THE NEAR FUTURE? 1. Yes if yes, GO.'.IU Q19
2. No if no, GO TO Q20

19 WHICH ITEMS DO YOU INTEND TO TAKE CARE OF?
{write letter and nuwber fram PS3I Form)

20 COULD YOU TELL ME WHAT YOUR MATOR REASONS ARE FOR NOT HAVING THE WORK COMPLETED?

w,












