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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 . ..,!g76). 

., CPTED Residential Demonstration Plan: Minneapol,is, 

Minnesota (November 1976). 

• CPTED Process Case Studies Report (March 1977) -­

This report analyzed the Te1ationships 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 

vii 



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

ject management activities. Volume II, the Strate-

gies and Directives Manual, presents a catalog of 

strategies (or solutions to identified porblems), 

together with examples 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 refexenced by 

the Manual user in search of greater detail on the 

historical and theoretical aspects of the CPTED con­

cept. Volume III, the Analytic Methods Handbook, 

provides a catalog of analytical techniques covering 

SUCQ topics as the use of police crime data and CPTED 

project evaluation. 

• 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 decisionmi~ing 

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 consortiwn 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 organizational list includes: 

• Barton-Aschman Associates, Inc. 

• Urban Systems Research and Engineering, Inc. 

• Mathematica, Inc. 

• Linton and Company, Inc. 

o Carnegie-Mellon University. 

• American Institutes for Research. 

• Public Systems Evaluations Inc. 

e Richard A. Gardiner and Associates, Inc. 

o Augsberg College. 

• National Association of Home Builders/NAHB Research 

Foundation, Inc. 

• Nero and Associates, Inc. 

• Public Technology, Inc. 

• Council of Educational Facility Planners, 

International. 

• National League of Cities. 

• National Association of Counties. 

• Paradigm, Inc. 
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Ifl 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: 

• Thomas Reppetto (Police Science, Sociology, Public 

Administration). 

• James Tien (Systems Analysis). 

• Larry Bell (Architecture, Industrial Design, Urban 

Planning). 

• John Zeisel (Sociology, School Security Design). 

• Richard Gardiner (Architecture, Urban Design). 

• W. Anthony Wiles (Urban Planning). 

• Charles Wellford (Criminology, Sociology). 

• W. Victor Rouse (Urban Planning). 

• 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 

Fred 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 be.tween this program and other re­

search activities. 
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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 ~roject 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), an.d Carl 

Ohm (Barton-Aschman) performed similarly import~t 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 Council, especially Lewis De Mars, Council President and Richard 

Miller, gratitude is expressed to L. Irvin of the City Planning Office; T. A. 

Thomp~on, City Coordinator; R. Viking and S. Strom, initial mld current 

Community Crime Prevention Coordinators; and R. Crew) K. Ekdahl, J. Merrill, 

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 insiehts, 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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CHA.PTER 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 Through Environmental Design (CPTED). 

From its inception, a major thrust of the Program was the development 

of real-~orld 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: 

• An inner-ring suburban neighborhood in Minneapolis, 

Minnesota, for a CPTED Residential Environment 

Demonstration. 

• A commercial strip corridor in Portland, Oregon, for 

a CPTED Commer.cial Environment Demonstration. 

• Four public high sr.:hools in Broward County, Florida, 

for a C~ED Schools Environment Demonstration. 

This report describes the process ~Ilr which the residential environment 

demonstration project is being carried out. 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 v 

replicable for similar residential environments throughotJlt the country; 

others were specially tailored for implementation in the specific 

Minneapolis residential area known as the Willard-rlomewood 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/Wes~inghouse Program 

The mandate for thA 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 transportatjon environ-

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 cllaracteristics of each 

demonstration. 

• 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). 

o To develop general strategies for each environment 

and specific plans for each demonstration. 

*The transportation environment 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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• 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, L 

as defined in Oscar Newman's early work, to be too limited in scope for direct 

application in the Program environments. (Newman himself was begilming to 

seek ways to go beyond the narrow focus of his earlier work.) The degree. 

to which. ph.ysical design alone could be expected to generate strong pro­

prietary attitudes in users of public environments was very questi<lnable.·' 

F<?r example, no design directives existed that could be used to de'\j'elop 

territorial feelings in th.e th.ousands of individuals briefly passiIilg 

through a subway station. 

When th.e limitations of the defensible space concept became clear, 

NILECJ directed the project team to develop an expanded and Inore comprehensive 
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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 \.l.llIlan behavior 

and the physical environment in the battle against crime. The two basic 

aims of·CPTED are, first, tD 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 

reducing the apparent opportunity for crime, people should be less fearful 

of moving freely about their environment. The assumption underlying these 

aims is that physical changes can have their ma.'Cimum impact on crime and 

the fe~ar of crime only when the user population actively supports and main­

tains the changes and aids in the detection and reporting of crimes. 

1~e 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 interest in the role of the 
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manmade environment 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 environments, particularly with respect to a diminished 

sense of security among residents. Elizabeth Wood studied public housing 

proj ects and emphasized the imp<)rtance 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 cohesion, 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-

vironment 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 environme:ntal 

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 Progra~ 

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 Police 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 desir~ble 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. 

Access cOhtrol strategies focus on decreasing criminal opportunity by 

keeping unauthorized persons out of a particular locale. In its most ele­

mentary ~~r.m, 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 if the 

observers are willing to act when potentially threatening situations develop. 

A distinction can be made between organized amd natural surveillance. 

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

*Appendix A outlines the overall theoretical framl~work. 
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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 survei.llance can be achieved by a number of design strategies, 

such as channeling 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 

criminal 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 environment 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 inlage. 

1-9 



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 subway cars; organizing occupants; or changing management policy. 

These strategies can improve not only the image the population hus 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 incl~de a combination of approaches, the strategy selection 

process draws upon the following types of pl'oposed solutions: 

II Physical Strate~~ies -- 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 and Construction: Design, build, and/o~ re~air residences and residential 
sites· to enhance security and improve quality. 

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

Territorial Identit!: 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 Ul-advised land and building uses that 
have negative impact. 

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

Police/Communi tv Relations: Improve police/community relations to involve citizens 
in cooperative efforts with police to prevent and report crime. 

Co~tl Awareness: Create neighborhood/community crime prevention ~areness 
to aid in combattiIJ.g crime in residential areas. 

SURVEIIJ.,A,.'iCE 

Surveillance Through Phvsical Desise: Improve opportunities for surveillance by 
physical design mechanisms chat serve to increase the· risk of detection for of-
fenders. enable evasive. aceions by potene1a.l. vic1:im.s, and. facilitate .interventiotl 
by police. 

Mechanical Surveillance Devices= Pl:ovide residences with security devices to 
detect ami signal illegal entry aeeempts. 

Private Seeurit! Services: Determine appropriate paid professional and/or 
volUDteer citizen services to enhance residential security needs. 

Pollce Services: Improve" police services to provide efficient and effective 
r"ponses to crime problems and to enhance citizen cooperation-in reporting crime. 

ACCESS CONTROL 

Access Control: Provide secure barriers to prevent unauthorized aGcesa to bu:Lld-
inS grounds, bu1ld:l.ngs, and/or restncted building interior areas. 

n. four key hypothesa' are nOt. IIUtually exclusive. Surveillance objectives a.l.so 
.erv. to control. access; act1.vity suPpo'!:: involves sw:veil 1 ance.; and. mot:f.vat;tQl'1 re­
Worcement provides. 'UPPO" for the. other tlu:ea hypotheses ... 

Figure 1-1. Relationship of Residential EnYirOI~ent 
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 

special 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. 

e Law Enforcement Strategies u 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 pra.ctice, however, the decisions 

and activities associated witn each phase do not follow any consistent 

sequence. For example, policies must be reanalyzed continually to take 

into accotmt changing circumstances. The same holds tnle with respect to 

the need for continually reorganizing, replanning, and reconsidering im­

plementation strategies for th.e CPTED activities. 

• 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 participatioD 1 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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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 Impl~mentation 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. 

CPTED evaluation design addresses three general issues: 

• Was the project initiated effectively? 

• How well were the proj ect plans implemented? 
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• 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 

residential 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:* 

• 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 

persons; has a high percentage of multi-

family housing, much of it in poor con-

dition. 

• ]nner-ring residential area -- Predominantly 

single-family residential area located within 

the city boundaries, usually near cen.tral 

area but exhibits many physical and design 

characteristics of suburban areas. C:on-

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 
/ .. 

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. Th.e following 

points were considered,to be particularly relevant: 

• The target site should have a sufficient level 

of crime and fear to justify a CPTED effort and 

must be amenable to CPTED time and cost factors. 

• 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 crime and 

environment data. Generally, the ,.1elineation of 

crime/environment problems will involve analysis 

of the relationship between various aspects of 

crime problems and physical, social, and economic 

variables. 

• The selected site should have strong support and 

interest from community decisionmakers. There should 

oe an agreement-in-principle with a local government 

official (e. g., Mayor or councilpersol") 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. 
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Crime-Re 1 at~d 

Environment­
Related 

Program­
Related 

TABLE 2-1 

Demonstration Site Selection Criteria 

Severity, (Numerical Incidence, Incidence Rate 
or Calculated Risk, Dollar Loss) 

Fear (Attitude Surveys. Indirect Measures) 

Environmental Patterns (Temporal,Geographic, 
Specific 'Locale, Modus Operandi) 

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

Displacement Potential (Temporal, Tactical, Target, 
Terri tori,al, Functional) 

Nwnber of Sites 

Population at Risk (Potential Victims) 

Social Dependency (Provides Essential Services) 

Value at Risk 

Amenability (to CPTED Strategies) 

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

Evaluability (within time and cost constraints) 

Impactibility (with respect to institutionalization 
and to crime and fear red'l..,ction) 
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• 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. 

• 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 projec\',. 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. 

for 23 percent, or 640 of the remaining dwellings. 

Duplexes account 

The majority·of 

dwelling units are in excess of 50 years of age. Many of the residences 

(some 2S 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 predominantly moderate­

income families whose size is slightly higher than the city average. 

Between 1960 and 1970, the Neighborhood experienced a 10 percent increase 

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

those over 55. 
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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 induding: Willard-Homewood Organization" Urban League) Willard 

Increas'ing 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 theb: 1i ves, 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. 
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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; 

(c) a variety of so~ial 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) probably of 

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 w.ere 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 identified. Major Consortium objectives were to determine levels 

of potential local interest and support for a CPTED Demonstration 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 participa.te in the development of a Demonst~ation 

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 grant 

covering th~ Demonstration. 
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CHAPTER 3. PROJECT INITIATION AND ORGANIZATION 

3.1 Introduction 

The Proj ect Initiation phase of the Minneapolis demonstration 

prej ect was basically concerned with these major areas: 

• 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 

Will ard-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 approaci1es be employed. Thus, the crime analysis was 

based on citizen intE~rviews, reported crime data, victimization surveys, 

and interviews with l.ocal la.w enforcement and City officials. 

Reported c1'imes :In thl;} Willard-Homewood Neighborhood included re­

sidential burglary, commercial burglary, aggravated assault, simple 

ass aul t, street robbery, larceny, and pursesnatch'. For e.ach of these 

crimes, information was obtained from police records on the distribution 

of incidents by month, day, and h.our; the type of weapon used, if arty; 

entry characteristics, if a burglary; location and other settin~ 
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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, a'ssaults, and pursesnatches 

occurring on the stre6ts and in the alleys. In addition to being the 

site of reported crimes, the Neighborhood's alley system produced fear 

among community residents. During interviet<ls with residents, a large 

.m . .1lnber st~;ted they were aware of many verbal or physical assaults on 

the streets. Moreover, they were afraid to walk the streets for fear 

cd: 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 Neighborhood. This 

survey was part of a citywide effort of the Minnesota Governor's 

Commission on Crime Prevention and Control to assess the extent and 

fear of (~rime in the city of Minneapolis. The preliminary results made 

a.vailable to the CPTED Consortium p'rovided overall insight to the citizens' 

experience 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 

3-2 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

i I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

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-

vol vement that occurred. Numerous indi viduaJLs and organizations 

representing virtually all facets of the urban and residential environ­

ment -- became involved in the Willard-Homewood project: 

8 Minnesota Governor's Crime Commission. 

• City Planning Department. 

• Willard Homewood Organization (WHO). 

• City Housing Redevelopment Authority (HRA). 

• Willard Increasing Progress On the Go (WIPOG). 

• City Urban League. 

• City Council. 

• City Department of I~spections. 

• City Department of Public Works. 

• City School Board. 

• City Park and Recreation Department. 

• City Health Department. 

• City Services Department. 

• City Social Services Department. 

• Mayor's Office. 

• City Police Department. 

• City Community Development Council (CDC). 

• State Department of Education. 
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• City Urban Concentrated Unemployemnt Training 

Consortium. 

• Willard~Homewood Block Clubs. 

• The religious community. 

8 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 

r.esources, and potential funding sources was a joint activity. The inputs 

of State and City officials, law enforcement personnel, and representa­

tives of the Willard-Homewood Neighborhood were pulled together by the 

Consortium. The result was a demonstration plan that formalized the 

project's Initiation and Organization phase. The plan proposed CPTED 

strategies, project participants, and potential fundi~g sources to sup­

port implementation. Some of the highlights of the plan are noted in 

the following paragraphs. 

3. ~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 
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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. CPT ED strategies implemented individually on 

a target scaie 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 

fwo CPTED design strategies were recommended for the unit scale: 
\ 

(a) A participatory target-hardening project tha~ would improve access 

control to existing residential structures and would produce security 

~~delines and standards for other residential units; and (b) the 

modification of structural desi~l features to facilitate natural sur-

veillance and to improve access control. 

eRn-re ENVIRO~IE.'IT CPTED 
PROBLEM CPTED STRATEGIES DESIGN DIRECTIVES' 

iarBe~ Hardcnin~ 

tnadequa~e access control Ini~iate a pa~icipatary . Develop guidelines 
and poor security prac~ices t6lrgct-h:ttde:ting proj ect for residential target 
on the part of Neighborhood that will result in . h:1rdening. CondUct 
residents facilitate illegal improved access control for target-hardening surveys. 
e1l't'1'1 and provide opportuni- the invol~ed units and will Prepare target-hardening· 

. 

ties for resid~ntial bur- prOvide security guidelines manua! and targc1:-hardening 
ilary an. larceny. or nandal'ds for other project. 

residential units in .. 
WillaTd-H~mewcod 

*For a more detailed discussion, see: U.S. Department of Justice, Law 
Enfor~ement Assistance Administration, National Institute of Law Enforce­
ment and Criminal Justice, Elements of CPTED, by J.M. Tien et al.; 
Wes,tinghouse Electric Corporation. Washington, DC: Department of Justice, 
unpublished manuscript. 
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CUME EHVIR~ CP'TED 
PROBLSI CPTED ~"TRATEG1ES DESIGN DIRECTIVES 

Desisn ~!odification 

Inadequate design and 10C3· B~sed on specific unit Develop unit scale sur· 
tion of en1::rY points or scale sur/ors. modify yers to determine surveil· 
windows in both commercial the ciftsizn fe~tures to lance obstacles. Formulate 
and residential units pre~ allow natural surveillance and inst~ll design changes 
elude na'tural surveillance- and to eli~nate ~me that will eliainate these 
and provide opportunities opportunity ob:stacles. 
for burglary. larceny, .:md 
Tobbery. 

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. 

C~:U1F. EliVIRO~tarr 
PROaWI 

Vacant. abandoned, Qr dilapi. 
dated structures pro~icie 
opportunities for illegal 
activities. They also are 
peTceived by reSidents, 
social agencies. and 
housing officials as a 
negative influenco on the 
area. These units create 
fear among resideRts and aTe 
viewed as sources of . 
juve~le activity tha1: is 
outside the control of 
adult supervision. 

Alleyways offer li1:1:1e 
indication of where 
public property ends 
and pri'Vau prtrpeny 
begins. This lack of 
space definition adds 
to an impres~ion of poor 
control of all eyways • 

CPTED DESI~~ DIRECTIVES 

Housing Rehabilit~tion 

Rehabilitate all feasi­
ble structures for 
residcn~ial use. Those 
structures th~t'are 
not feasible for resi· 
dcntial use should be 
converted into cocmunity 
rec:rea1:ion centers. sites 
for mini-center for 
neighborhood facilities 
or services. or should be 
removed to provide space 
for playgrounds. tot-lots 
~eighborhood garden 
flats. or new housing 
jopportunities. 

Alley Modification 

Impart a sense of terri· 
toriality, plus provide 
~ccess control through 
~difications to the 
lalleyways. 

Rehabilitate 
struct'Ure:s 

Revitalize vacant 
stl'uctures. 

Elimin3te or reuse 
abandoned stru~tures. 

Cefine public versus 
private spaces through 
the use of special 
paving techniques. 
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~U1E i!.I'lVIRO~t.ENT 
PROIsWt ePTs) STRATEGIES CPTEI) DESIGN DIRECTlrES 

~.sitting 

Numerous resid~ntial units Initiate a housesitting Develop housesitting 
an unoccupied 0_ because project that will create projec'ts. 
of working families -- additional Neighborhood 
during the peak burglary surveillance of unatten-
period. ed residences. 

Aller:ar Patl'ol 

Provide a "unit emphasis Orient and install 
'. patrol" by law enforce- panol units. . 

men~ officials that will 
provide SUl'Veillance of 
unOCCUpied l'esidences 
durin'g high burgl ary 
periods. 

Block Watch 

N4~il:hbol'hood residents Initiate a cooperative Develop block watch 
al~e reluctant to become 'block watch project among project. 
ir.lvolvcd in security residents. block clubs 
Pl'3C'tic:es at the block and law enforcecent 
scale and ~e reluctant to officials. 
provide adequate sUl'Voil-
l~~ce of the public areas • 

• 

3.4.1.3 The Neighborhood Sca~ 

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 improvements, and socially oriented pro-

grams that focused on the adolescent population. 
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aUIE E..'i\' I \tO~1EN1 
POOBLat CP'Ta) STRATECIES CPTED DESlt:.~ DlREcrt'."U 

Ncichborhood Idcntitl 

The l~ck of ,oci~l co- Jmplelllen~ a neiehborhood Develop nci~hborhood 
hcsion, nei ,!Ibornooci iucn~ity project through identity throu~ 
identity, ~u intra- physical improvcgcnts physical ioelll 
ncillhbornoo.1 scale poinu 
facilities contributes 
to a negative image. 
and impact~ social con-
trols at a nei&hborhood 
lev.l 

Neichorhood Councils 

Higb level o£ juvenile Orllanilo neighborhood Increase neighbor-
llolinC(ucncy • councils to coordinate hoocl cohesion by 

CPTED social strate;ies increased organi-
:ati= • . . 

Social Stratesies 

Initiate socially ori- And inu:rvention/ . cnted prc~r=-s that remc:dii11 socii11 
fOCWll CHI adolescents prollrus 

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-hardening inspections. 

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 bllilding 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 

• 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 1he Site/Block Scale 

3.4.2.2.1 Housing Rehaoilitation 

• Participant~ -- 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-pr0fit groups. 

The not-for-profit groups then had thIS responsibility 

of rehabilitating these homes and returning them 

to residential use. The second of these programs 

invol ved transferring abandoned homes to the Urban 

Homesteading Program and selling those 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. 

• Funding -- Direct f~ding support would come from the 

Housing and Redevelopment Authority rehabilitation 

program. 

3.4.:2.2 •. 2 Alley Modification 

• 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. 

• FlUlding ._- Flmding support would come f:rom the ex­

isting street improvemtmt program and commlUlity 

development flUlds. The possibility also was suggested 

.of employing local residents, utilizing CETA Funds, 

to carry out some of the non-pub1ic-works activities. 

3.4.2.2.3 Housesitting 

• Participants -- The residents in the Willard-Homewood 

community~' the Willard-Homewood Organization~ block 

cluDs, 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 flUlding 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 bte the primary group involved 

in the alley patrol strat(:lgy. The planning, funding, 

and evaluatio:n would be at:~complished through the 

·participation of the Willard-Homewood Organization, 

the existing block clubs, and the CPTED Demonstration 

MarLager. 

.. Funding -- The primary source of funds for the needed 

police personnel might be the Minneapolis Manpower 

Resources Program. 

3.4.2.2.5 Block Watch 

• 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 

• 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. 

• Funding -- CETA funds could be used for short-term public 

improvement projects. 

3.4.2.3.2 Neighborhood Council/Social 

• 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. 

• 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. 
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3.5 Proposed ptojectSchedule 

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 awa:rd date, but 

with funding retroactive to January 1, 1977. 
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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 neighborhood is 1/3 square mile in area and is 

located approximately 2 miles southwest of downtown Minneapolis. It is 

bounded by Hennepin and Lynda1e 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 unusually 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 genera1izability 
1--------------~of~N~I~L~E~Cj/Westinghouse supported Willard-Homewood CPTED Demonstration 

project, this. chaptel! includes some discussion of the other two neigh­
borhoods. 
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Figure 4-1. Map of C;ty ... of W mneapolis 
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apartments are in buildings with more than fClUr units. Perhaps as a re­

sult of the high proportion of renters and apartments in th.e 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 t~ere 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 neighborhood. All of the 

neighborhood organizations were involved in developing the demonstration 

plan. 

4.2.2 The Hawthorne N~ighborhood 

The Hawthorne neighborhood is located in North Minnelapolis. 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 Avenue on the west. Lyn­

dale Manor (a Minneapolis Housing and Redevelopment Authority apartment 

complex for senior citizens) was included in the neighborhood for purposes 

of this proj ect because of the concern of older persons fl:lr crime. 

The neighborhood has a high percentage of families w:L th children. 

The proportion. of population under 18 years of age is 39 llercent which 

compares with 27 percent for the entire city. A high perClentage of fami-

lies in the neighborhood are single-palzent families -- 19 percent as op­

posed to 12 percent for the city as a whole. Twenty-three percent of the 
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population are recipients of some form of general' assistance or j~DC 

(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 HR~ housing projects for 

the elderly in the neighborhood, with a total of 354 units. Comnrunity 

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 minoriti~s is dramatically lower than for the area south 

of Bro~dway. Census tracts to the south have at least a four times higher 

percentage of minorities, while tracts to the north have only slightly 

smaller 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 dAcreasing. 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 F~ograms. They provided loans or grants 

to home own.ers for rehabilitation, purchased and demolitioned several 
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severely debilitated homes> a.l1d were responsible for the cClnstruction 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 Minneapolis' 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 ~roposed 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.~ 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 
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TABLE 4-1 

CPTED Residential Demonstration Strategies 

Strategy Planned Use 

Lowry 
Willaxd-Homewood. Hill East 

Target Hardening X X 

Housing Rehabilitation X 

Backyard and Alley 
Modification X X 

Housesitting X 

Alley Surveillance/Patrol X X 

Block Watch X X 

Neighborhood Identity X X 

Neighborhood Councils X X 

Social (Juvenile Advocacy) X 

Landlord Responsibility X 

Cash Off the Streets 

Lighting* X 

Escort System X 

Traffic Circulation X 

Commercial Security** X X 

Hawthorne 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

*Included in the Demonstration. Plan for the Willard-Homewood Neighborhood I 
but not funded under the Governor's Crime CommJ.ssJ.on-grant. 

**Commercial Security is not so major a thrust in the Willard-Homewood .1 
Neighborhood as in the other neighborhoods. 

I 
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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 

strategifs 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 organiz~d 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 bene;itting 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, 

4-9 



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 citywide 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 

liRA. 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

£strative 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.S Functional Responsibilities 

4rS.1 Demonstration Manager 

The demonstration manager's primary responsibility was to coordinate 

and implement the three-neighborhood crime prevention program 

of Minneapvlis. 

4.S.2 Architect/Designer 

The architoct/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 Ne~ghborhCiod Coordinators and Aides 

Each of the neighborhood coordinators was responsible for coordinat­

ing and implementing strategies at the neighborhood 1eve1 1 specifically I 

the organization and maintenance of block clubs and business associations. 

Each coordinator was assisted by at least one neighborhood aide. 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
'I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

----I 
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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 senseI however I 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 l in factI no single pOint at which the CPTED planning end­

ed and implementation began. Strategy implementation requires continuous 

reassessment of what can be accomplished; that iSI continuous replanning 

is implicit in the Implementation phase. Thus I 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 MONTHS SINCE INCEPTION 

CPTED Consortium visits candidate sites 1 
in search of inner-ring residential 
neighborhood appropriate for 
demonstration development 

Numerous meetings between CPTED Con- 0 
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 1 
as site of Residential Demonstration. 
W-H environmental and crime data are 
summa-rized 

CPTED Consortium and MCC propose to 2 
City that a Demonstration work pla.n 
for a Residential Environment be 
developed for W-H 

Mayor recommends to Community Develop- 2 
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- 4 
plan for W-a coordinated with State 
Criminal Justice Coordinating Council 
and City officials 
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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
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
phasized in citywide fear and attitude 
survey to be conducted by MCC 

Minneapolis elects a new mayor; CPTED 
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
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 hold between CPTED 
Consortium and City and State officials, 
community organizations, business and 
religious communities, and key 

--res±dent-s to expand-local input con .. 
cerning issues on which to have Plan 
focus 
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TABLE 5 ... 1 

Implementation of Residential Demonstration Project 
(Page 3 of 5) 

EVENTS AND PARTICIPANTS MONTHS SINCE INCEPTION 

CPTED Consortium proposes classifi- 9 
cation system for crime reduction 
intervention strategies and com-
piles strategies according to this 
system 

CPTED Consortium conducts a 2-day 10 
survey of W-H area to generate 
environmental description data 

CPTED Consortium provides support for 10 
analysis of citizen survey data 
collected in Minneapolis by MCC to 
specify crime/environment problems 

Initial draft of the Residential Demon- 10 
stration Plan completed by CPTED 
Consortium 

CPTED Consortium gives CPTED presenta- 12 
tion to four W-H community groups; 
MCC, W-H office of Urban Lea.gue, 
Urban League Advisory Crime Task 
Force, and sever-al block clubs 

CPTED Consortium and MCC give joint 12 
CPTED presentation to Minneapolis 
City Council, MCC, and Planning 
Commission 

CPTED Consortium memo outlines variety 13 
of supporting programs available 
in Minneapolis for the CPTED 
Demonstration Plan 

CPTED Consortium memo documents from 13 
various City agencies planned capital 
improvements for W-H in 1976-77 
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TABLE 5-1 

I 
I 

Implementation of Residential Demonstration Project 
(Page 4 of 5) 

EVENT AND PARTICIPANTS MONTHS SINCE INCEPTION 

I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

Meetings between CPTED Consortium 
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 
praising CPTED Consortium presen­
tations of CPTED program for W-H 
area 

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

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

Evaluation plan for W-H Demonstration 
completed 

Draft of Residential Demonstration Plan 
reviewed by City officials and 
community organizations 

Residential Demonstration Plan completed 

Onsite meeting attended by CP'fED Con­
sortium; NILECJ's CPTED GPM, MCC, 

I 
City officials, and private groups, 
resulting in a grant commitment by 
MCC. City also agrees to provide 
initial funding for City's coordina-

...... , __ -----~G_lT-wh_i_1_e_aWa4_t4n_g_~. approval 

.1 
I 
II 

CPTED Consortium completes draft applica­
tion for CPTED Action Grant 

City CPTED coordinator hired 
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. 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 

Ci ty CPTED Coordinator meets ,'Ii th 
leaders of WHO; WIPOG, and UL; 
plans fc;r 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 
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• The physical l social, managerial I and law 

enforcement changes that, to date l have ac­

,tually occurred. 

5.2 Staff Activities 

Folloldng the development clf the Preliminary Demonstration Plan l 

responsibility for the CPTED demc.mstration was placed in the City of 

Minneapolis' Office of the City Ci')ordinator. OVerall project effort~ 

were to be headed by the City-appointed Conununity Crime Prevention Pro­

gram Manager. Following the grant award, additional project staff were 

added, at the City and the neighbQxhood levels. In addition, the City 

Police Department, through the local precinct l assigned crime prevention 

officers to work with the City and neighborhood staff and the neighbor­

hood residential associations. 

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. Th'ereafter the role of the C . .msortium primarily has 

been one of providing limited technical support to the staffs of the 

City of Minneapolis and the Governor's Crime Conunission on an as~requested 

basis. Staff of the Governor's Crime Conunission (since renamed the Crime 

Control Planning Board) have actively supported both the planning and the 

implementation efforts. 

5.5 Changes in the Physical and Social Environment 

Strategy implementation essentially began in mid-l977 1 and a number 

of strategies have been or are in the process of being imp~emented in the 
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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 all,eyway modification. 

5.4 Fac~ors Affecting Specific Strategies 

M~ny 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 Ci~y's demonstration manager 

resigned and the proj ect 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 £'01' the signing of leases, some delays were encountered in. the 

*Appendi:Jc D reproduces the Minneapolis Community Crime Prevention Pro­
ject Dil~ector' s quarterly progress reports through MaTch 31, 1978 
(the la.st one available at the time this report is being prepared). 
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establishment/occu.pancy of the three neighborhood offices. Occupancy of 

the Willard-Homew()od Neighborhood office occurred on July l, 1977. 

5.4.3 Public Relations Material 

Early on, ne:ighborhood staff members felt ',.,at the information and 

promotional material did not adequately meet the needs for neighborhood 

organization.· A~; a result, efforts lolere made to determine the cost and 

feasibility of h,aving a local advertising agency develop a package of 

project materials (e.g., promotional brochures, wind~w 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 times 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 Neighborl'lood, the primary focus of I.. .... a physi­

cal design, strategies was to b~ modifications of alleyways and alleyway 

lighting. Although the Minneapolis City Council approved an "alley vaca-

tion'''* for one of the demons-t:rat.ion alleys .... early into the Implementation 

phase, the severe winter weather caused delay in related work. As a re-

suIt, this first alleyway modification was not scheduled for initation 

unti~l April 1978. Other physical design strategies faced similar delays. 
!, 

-,,!---------------­.' 
* AppIlmdix E presents the correspondence and related documentation for this 
prol"osed 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 ?remises 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 fu:t1s could 

not be used onZy for police overtime but must be used for regular salaries 

plus a typical pE~rcentage of overtime. It V-las 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 delivering 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 response to this strategy -- t~e. 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. 

5-.11 



5-12 

I 1 ___________ _ 

I 
I 
I 
I 
'I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I, 
I 
'I 



I 
I. 
I 
I 
I 
'I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
'I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

CHAPTER 6. PROJECT EVALUATION 

6.1 Introduction 

Evaluation of Minneapolis' CPTED project included two distinct phases. 

During the first phase, the CPTED Consortium performed pre evaluation 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 conducting 

an evaluation of the three-neighborhood crime prevention effort. At that 

time, it was agreed that the Westinghouse Evaluation Institute (tmI) would 

provide technical support to the evaluation effort as requested by the 

CCPB. This chapter includes a brief presentation of some issues raised 

in the Consortium's early effort, followed 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 Demonst:t·ation: Some EValuation Issues 

A program evaluation is an attempt to answer two questions. 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 impact 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-Homewl:lod 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 post test 

data to be collected in 1978. 

Obviously, a simpler and less expensive design for evaluation would 

include only the pretest/posttest 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 thall the treatment 

occurred between the pretest and the posttest 

that could have affected the results. 

., 
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Pretest Treatment Posttest 

Willard-Homel'lood CPTED Willard-Homewood 

Control area (None) Control area 

Figure 6-1.. Schematic of the Nonequivalent Cont.rcll Group Design 
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• Maturation -- The passage of time alone may be 

responsible for any effect. 

• Testing -- The effect of the administrati9n 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 regree:.·lllg or moving to its 

true level. 

.. Selection Biases may result from differential 

selection of respondents. 

• Experimental Mortalitl -- 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. r~\sidents would then be composed of dif~ 

ferent types of persons at posttest as compared to 

the pretest. 

• Interaction -~ Interaction of sel\~ction and many 

of the other above artifacts may also 1;ake place. 
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The simple pretest/po~ittest design controls fOl" artifacts due to se­

lection and mortality, but does not adequately control for the other sources 

of invalidity. In contrast, the nonequivalent control group 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. 

ulese 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. 

• 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 tht.) control a~ea 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 goals 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 control group 

and attempts to show that it is better than the 

experimental group. 

• 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 realm 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 E~valuators to keep themselves informed 

about activities in both the contrc)1 and experimental sites which may af-

fect the outcome of the evaluation. 

6.3 The Three-Neig~borhood 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 g.O.a.l.s. 

*The remainder of this chapter is adapted from: Crime Control Planning 
Board, Evaluation Unit. "Evaluation of the Minneapolis Community Crime 
Prevention Demonstration" by C. Michael Crabill et al. St. Paul, MN: 
Crime Control Planning Board, December 1, 1977. 
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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 

nontraditional methodolQgies to examine strategies that are used in pro-

ject implementation. 

While the illuminative method has distinct advantages, its subjec-

tive nature poses 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 evaluation personnel, individual 

biases will be lessened as a result of interaction among the tea~ members. 

In addition, the subjective nature of this method of inqui~y 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 inquiry process. 

Several different techniques will be used to obta.in the diverse in-

formation required. The evaluation team will examine the achievement of 

the following five process goals: 

• Increased Resident Involvement -- As a r~sult of 

this project, have the neighborhood residents be­

come mOrEt actively involved with each other and 

the commumity at large? 

6-7 

~ '( 

Ii 



Jl _______ { ___ L ,} , 
t' . 



ill, 

I 
.~ 

, .' 



• Target Hardening -- Have the residents become 

more aware of what types of ha.:;:dware 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 at'lare 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 

salit;}I1t features of the organizational stratJgies employed in each demon­

'itration 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 information. 
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• 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 

~ccurred and what reactions they generated. Inter­

views with key informants will investigate issues 

pertinent to the decisionmaking process. Inter­

vie:Ws with residents also will provide timely 

information. 

• Neighborhood Offi/~e Records -- The evaluation re­

quires that the neighborhood program staff main­

tain certain records of their activities. These 

re<:ords (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 involv~d 

in the implementation. 

• Questionnaires -- ilJhere appropri,ate, 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. 
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• History and Bac~ground Sources -- During the eval­

uation, the team members will hold discussions 

with the original planners and related staff. The 

terun will also review reports issued by the Com­

munity Crime Prevention Unit pertaining to the de­

·ve1opment 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 mod~l that will be 

used to evaluate the five desired outcomes. Under Elach of the outcomes) 

the immediate objectives are listed with the activities that lead toward 

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 obst~lct the 

achievement of these objectives are listed. 

6.3.3 Impact Assessment 

A number of constraints were placed 011 the evaluation team due to 

their lack of involvement in the early stages of the project. For 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 

6-10 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 



I 
I 
I 
I 

I. 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

TABLE 6-1 

Activities Addressing Process Outcomes (Page 1 of 5) 

Desired Outcome 

A. Immediate Objective 

Activities Leading Toward 
Objective- • 

Variables Pertaining to 
Objective 

Issues Addressing Process 

B. Immediate Objective 

Activitities Leading Toward 
Objective 

Variables Pertaining to 
Objective 

Increased Resident Involvement 

Block Clubs 

INITIAL 

Establishing 
Block Clubs 

CONTINUATION 

Maintaining 
Block Clubs 

CONCU1SION 

Self-Sustaining 
Block Clubs 

1. Prior block organization (i.e •• involvement in com-
munity activities) 

2. ~ meetings per block 
3. It participants per meeting 
4. It housing units represented 
S. Block population -
6. Topics discussed/covered 
7. Literature dissemination 
8. It staff at Block Club meetings 
9. Type of training given for Block Club Captains 

10. It trained to be Block Club Captains 
11. Time between selection and training as Captains 
12. Captains nominated or volunteer 

1. Do topics covered in Block Club meetings go beyond 
Crime Prevention? 

2. Are actions taken due to these meetings that go be­
yond Block Watch, Premise Security Survey, Ope'ration ID? 

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

4. Does Block Club Captain I~elcome new neighbors with an 
invitation to the Block Club and Crime Prevention 
program? 

S. Are residents hesitant to give up their independence by 
joining a Block Club? 

Business Associations 

INITIAL 

Establishing 
Block Clubs 

CONTINUATION 

Maintaining 
Block Clubs 

CONCU1SION 

Self-Sustaining 
'Block Clubs 

1. It businesses in demonstration neighborhoods 
2. It proprietors contacted 
3. It proprietors participating in Crime Prevention 

Program. meetings 
4. It Business Association meetings held 
S. Topics discussed/covered 
6. Litera~ure dissemination 
7. It staff at Business Association meetings 
8. Type of training, if any, given to Business Groups 
9. It trained 

10. List of kinds of businesses represented 
11. t business clubs per neighborhood 
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TABLE 6-1 

Activities Addressing Process Outcomes (Page 2 of 5) 

Issues Addressing Process 

C. Immediate Objective 

Activities Leading TOI!',~d 
Objective 

Variables Pertaining to 
Objective. 

Issues Addressing Process 

II. Desired Outcome 

A. Immediate Objective 

Activities Leading Toward 
Objective 

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 

Establishing 
I~atch Force 

CONTINt~ 

Maintai.ning 
Watch Force 

CONCLUSION 

Self-Sustaining 
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 :,Jer Watch 
S. ~ pB1~icipants per Block Watch 
6. It Block Club meeting~, held before Block Watch introduced 
7. Degree of media invo:Lvement with Block Watch; literature 

disseminated as well as Watch Force Sticke~s, 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 

Landlord List 
(absentee and 

owner occupied) 

CONTINUATION 

Citing Problems 
to Landlords 

1. # violations before CCP Program 
2. # violations after CCP Program 
3. # landlords complying to code 
4. Has.· therE)..been..,follow-up by staff 
S. # time~ the~~ has been follow-up 

CONCLUSIONS 

Compliance 

1. How much of a role did block captains play? 
2. Ho~ are caretakers involved in process? 
3. Are renters reluctant to confront landlords? 
4. Are landlords apathetic concerning compliance with 

security codes? 
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TABLE 6-1 

Activities Addressing Process Outcomes (Page 3 of 5) 

B. Immediate Objective 

Activities Leading Toward 
Objective 

Variables'Pex~a1ning to 
Objective 

Issues Addressing Process 

Issues Addressing Prgcess 

C. Immediate Objective 

Activities Leading Toward 
Objective 

Variables Pertaining to 
Objective 

Variables Pertaining to 
Objective 

Premise Security Surveys 

INITIAL CONTINUATION CONCLUSIONS 

Promotion Requests Compliance 

1. How request initiated 
2. II requests 
3. II surveys 
4 •. X amount of time b6~ween requests and surveys 
S. It compliance checks conducted 
6. X amount of time between surveys and compliance 
7. II subsidies requested 
8. X amount of subsidy delivered 
9. It subsidies delivered 

10. Range of subsidies 
11. It/type of recommended changes (priority and non) 
12. Amount of work done by locksmith/resident 
13. Literature dissemination 

1. How much of a role did bleck captains play? 
2. It requests 
3. /I surveys 
4. X amount of time between requests and surveys 
5. It compliance checks conducted 
6. X amount of time between surveys and compliance 
7. /I subsidies requested 
8. X amount of subsidy delivered 
9. It subsidies delivered 

10. Range of subsidies 
11. It/type of recommended changes (priority and non) 
12. Amount of work done by locksmith/resident 
13. Literature dissemination 

1. Are residents reluctant to have police officers enter 
their homes? 

2. Are the contractors behind schedule? 
3. Are the police behind schedule conducting Premise 

Security Surveys? 

Operation Identification 

INITIAl:. CONTINUATION 

Promotion Requests 

1. n requests before CCP Program 
2. /I requests after CCP Program 
3. Literature dissemination 
4. How requests initiated 

CONCWSIONS 

Marked Property 
Use of Stickers 

5. X amount of delay time between requests and acquisition 
of engravers 

1. How many other programs are promoting Operation IO? 
2. 00 residents perceive Operation 10 stickers as telling 

criminals that they have valuables worth taking? 

6-13 



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 Outcome 

A. Immediate Objective 

Activities Leading Toward 
Objective 

Variables Pertaining to 
Objective 

Issues Addressing Process 

Opportunity Reduction Through. Environmental Design 

Physical Changes 

INITIAL 

Means by which 
Problem Areas 

Defined 

CONTINUATION 

Selection Process 
for Changes 

1. # surveys· conducted 
2. # potential sites visited 
3. Location and # of improvements 
4. 'Types of improvement 

CONCLUSION 

Changes 

S. Neighborhood knowledge of improvements 
6. # voluntary request as a result of survey 
7. Attitude ch~~ge concerning safety for those resi­

dents living in the area of the change 

1. 
2. 

Did Block Club organization influence proc..lss? 
What is neighbors' reaction to means by which changes 
were determined? 

* Survey indep~ndent of this Evaluation Team 

Increased Awareness of Crime Prevention Techniques 

Education 

'INITIAL 

Preparation/ 
Development 
of Materials 

CONTINUATION 

Dissemination 

1. Different themes of literature 

CONCLUSION 

Become a "Resource 
Center" to Community 

Concerning Crime 
Prevention 

2. # by type of material disseminated 
3. Who is recipient of material 
4. How disseminated (reactive vs. proactive or both) 
S. Kinds of media used other than pamphlets 
6. How initiated concerning other media 

1. Are there delays or difficulties in printing? 
Z. Are there difi~~u1ties in dissemination? 
3. Is there a lack of interest on the part of the 

residents which would prevent absorption of 
the information? 

4. What is the functional literacy in each neighborhood? 
S. How much c01IllllUl1ity 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 Outcome 

A. Immediate Objective 

Activities Leading Toward 
Objective 

Variables Pertaining to 
Objective 

Issues Addressing Process 

Cooperative Interaction Between Polic';! and COJlImunity 

Increased Police-Community Relations 

INITIAL CONT!NUATION 

Examine Present 
State 

Citing Problems Mechanisms for 
Solving Problems 

,.' 

1. It times police officer attends Block Club meet.ings 
2. # different officers involved with this project 
3. Nature of the interaction 
4. Lavel of support of CCP Program from police 

administration 
S. Resident perception of police officers in Minneapolis 
6. Effectiveness of communication network between 

CCP staff and police 

1. Are longstandins. 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 Wer" 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 ear,e 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 Wi11ard­

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 pr9gram. 

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 within 

the time of measurement. This statistical reality limits the conclusions 

which could be drawn from only one year's data. 

6.3.3.1 Thr~ats 'to Internal Validity 

The results l:lf an evaluation proj ect can be influenced by a large 

number of factors in addition to the actual factor being studied in the 

design of the exp,eriment. 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 demonstra~ion neighborhoods, 

and then measure 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 r~duced crime, but its chances of being wrong would be great 

indeed. What was needed in order to reducel the likelihood of these con­

founding alternative explanations was a series of control tracts that are 

as equivalent as possible to the demonstrat,ion neighborhoods. The selected 

control areas are-similar to the demonstration neighborhoods in crime rates 

and in demographic char.acteristics. J and it is expected that they will ex­

perience no comparable intervention that will direct}.y 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 reports (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 19J8. 

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
l 

survey responses are affected by the demonstration pro­

ject. Pretest responses will be used in conjunction with the posttest re-

suI ts to see whethl9r the crime reporting rate is affected by the proj ect 

as well. 
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TABLE 6-2 

Schematic Representation of Control Group Design 

Neighborhood Pretest Intervention 

Willard-Homewood yes yes 

Control yes no 

Lowry Hill East yes yes 

Control yes no 

Hawthorne yes yes 

Control yes no 
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Posttest 

yes 

yes 

yes 

yes 

yes 

yes 



One of the goals of the demonstration projects is to improve crime 

reporting I 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 this change and adjust the analysis to take this change into account. 

The crime reporting rate can be estimated in two ways. First, of 

those survey 'respondents who claim to have been victimized l the proportion 

who claim to have reported that victimization can be computed. Second I 

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 l 

people are likely to overestimate crime reporting in an interview situa­

tion simply because it may seem inconsistent for respondents to tell ~~ 

interviewer that they were victimized yet did not report it. Also, the 

survey questions ask whether someone either broke into or tried to 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

crepancYI these comparisons will be made l particularly to determine if 

there has been a ohange 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 l 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 questions administered to samples from the neighborhoods were 

identi~al in Lowry Hill East and Hawthorne~ b~t there were some differ-

ences in question wording in Willard-Homewood. All of the questions in 

Appendix H were identical with the exception 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 dangerous, the Willard-

Homewood respondents were asked to rate the degree of danger for each 

situation, from 0 (no danger) to 10 (very dangerous). All rtisponses from 

o 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, llf:)t dangerous). Cl\~arly, this as­

sumption is open to question, but any other (arbitrary) decision is equal­

ly (or more) open t10 problems. If anything, this procedurJ;) probably 

underestimates the degree of danger perceived by respondents., as evj,denced 

by comparing Willard-Homewood with the other two neighborhoods on ques­

tions e, g, 5, and aa ~nder part 4. For purposes of evaluating the impact 

of the demonstration in Willard-Homewood, the posttest questionnaire will 

repeat the pretlast format on these questions, again asking respondents to 

rate each from 0 to 10. Then a simple difference between mean score~ 

would be the appropriate analysis procedure. Unfortunately, this means 

that no comparisons can be ma:de on. these questions between neighborhoods. 

6.3.3.3 Statistical Models and Analysis 

This design proposes to analyze the impact of the demonstration pro-
~ 

j ects on 'ehe rate of crinie"': and citizens I fear of crime. Since the crime 

rates are opportunity rates, the ullit 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 robbel'y 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 opporttmity 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 ~tated earlier, the evaluation of the residential demonstration 

consists of two important components: Proc.ess 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 activi't-ies, 
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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 wili include all findings from the investigia­

tion of both process and impact. Measures of impact will be presented 

and analyzed. 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 

intetviews will be discussed with respect to changing community percep­

tions. of crime and its associated fear, police efficiency, neighborhood 

imprclvement, 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 framework 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 t'lith 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 invo1ve-

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 unkno~m at this time. The LEAA grant that provided support for the 

first year's implementation activities was scheduled to terminate on 

April 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

j ect that would build on the core efforts in the Will ard .. 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 



chance for actualization. 

7.2 Community 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 their control, In 

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 t~ 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 inst~c:umental 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 proj ec'; 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, contr.~ts should be made with community 

leaders. Their support and guidance are essential for broad,...aas:e.d ·~cce:pta,nce. 

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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1.1 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 fi~i~g . 

responsive to these changes and keeping citizens informed of program 

modifications. 

7.3 Scope and Complexity of the Program 

Large-scale 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 

:.. Z.-3 :. 



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-

terns 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' Ccmununitr Cr:iJne l'reyent:j:'on 

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, sup-

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 

7-4. 
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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. 

lfuen 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 to by 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 

grcup in Washington, D. C., such as the National League of Cities, a com­

plete 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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proj ect leaders will find that they are competing with lUainLi:ne i'n:rti'tu .... 

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 sidewa.lks in the proj ect 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 ePTED 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 Minneapolis 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 Outside 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 tt 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 important ly, the residents 

came to understand that the responsibility for policy and decisiorrroaking 

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 maj or conclusion emerging from the Minneapolis residential 

CPTED demonstration is that people often engage in activities that serve 

to fulfill expectations, even \vhen 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 \vas a growing consens.us .. 

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 changes 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 indicatea an improved sense of !;afety 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 \'lith their precon­

ceptions. 

Planners should anticipate from the outset that residents' e~ectations 

will playa 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, How 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 

favorably 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 o£ 

them. Thus J by carefully assessing the implications of· such effects on 

the planning and implementation process, planners and participating citizens 

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

I 
1. Introduction I 

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

program rationale of Crime Prevention Through Environmental Design (CPTED). I! 
There are three major parts. The first part describes the purview of 

the Program, the second part introduces some key theoretical postulates, 
II 

and the last part discusses OTREP (opportunity, target, risk, effort, I 
and payoff) as one approach to studying crime/environment problems. 

2. The Purview of CPTED I 
CPTED seeks to reduce crime and fear of crime through the proper and I 

effective use of the built environment. The CPTED Program is based on 

three beliefs: First, the security of onels surroundings is critical to I 
achieving and maintaining a cohesive, s~able, and optimally used 

environment; second, opportunities for crime can be minimized through I 
archi':ectural design and urban planning, either by imposing real I 
structural constraints on criminal behavior or by creating psychological 

barriers; and third, crime and fear can be prevented by augmenting ex- I 
isting social control processes. 

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

mechanisms can be reinforced through law enforcement activities, the ,I 
I 
I 
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formation of community organizations explicity charged with the 

responsib:U.ity 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 spa.ce 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 by 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 governmen4 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. l'The Field of Prevention." In ('I. E. Amos' and C. R. Wellforci 
(eds.). Delinque.ncy Prevention: Theory and P1;,actice. 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 C.PTED planning objective is to create an 

environment in which it is apparent that anyone who COITmlits a crime 

is likely to be 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 rlaquired for criminal activity. 

It is important to note that mechanical prevention involves more than 

controlling access through physical design. Traditional target­

hardening prevention techniqu.es (such as dlependable locking systems 

and window bars) are included among CPTED strategies. Also in-

cluded are ~i. broad range of urban design principles concerning the 

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

community facilities, the juxtaposition of socinl and functional 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 envi~onmentaZ 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 on 

pri~ciples 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 SUppoTt 

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 
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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 

stTategies known as taTget hardening). Many burglars and robbers dis-

play environmental preferences -- both physical and social -- that 

can also be frustrated by the cTeation of psychological barriers. These 

barriers may appear in the form of signs, paTkways, 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. Surveillance increases the perceived risk to 

offenders, as well as the actual risk if the observers are willing 

to act \'lhen 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 (eeTV) 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 COlTidors. The 

technique of defining spaces. can also convey a proprietary sense to 

legitimate users, inducing a territorial concern. 

3.3 ~ctivity 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 J social and physical net\'iorks and nodes 

exist as latent, often underused, resources capable of sustaining 

constructive community 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 

t~rget population (e.g., vulnerable elderly victims or opportunistic 

"j p-":.£u.1 offenders), or an urban system (e.g., health delivery, trans-

pottation, or zoning) . 

3.4 Motivation Reinforcements 

In contrast to the more mechanical concept's 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 

, . . 
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motivation by increasing the risk of apprehension and by reducing the 

p,ayoff to him. 

The motivation reinforcement concept a.1so seeks to positively re-

inforce the motivation of potential victims. Territorial concern, 

sQcial cohesion, and a general sense of security can result from 

such positive reinforcement strategies as altering the scale of a 

l:arge, impersonal envirorunent 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 community. 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 criminal 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 exuTl\ined in terms 

of environmental characteristics that foster or impede the commission 

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

. -", . 
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because the fecus is on selutiens that treat the enviroruneht in such 

a way as te lessen the vulnerability .of potential victims, increase 

the level of effert invelved in cemmitting a crime, reduce the petential 

payeff te 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 ma.nner in i'ihich 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 

cenfidence 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 oppertunities for crime in 

the target environment are not worth the effort or risk involved. Thus, 

CPTED strategies are designed t.o affect the perceptions of beth 

legitimate users and potential .offenders, as well as t.o bring ab.out 

actual changes in the environment. The remainder .of this section 

fecuses en a c.oncep't;ual scheme te be used fer defining crime/enviren­

ment preblems in such a way as te aid in the select~on .of apprepriate 

strategies. 

The cencept propeses that the Oppertunity for crime te .occur in 

an environment is a functien .of feur facters: Target, Risk, Effert, 
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Payoff, Le., 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 envi~unments (e.g., those 

that require much effort to commit a crime, where the risk of apprehension 

or punishment is hign, where few targets exist, and where only a 

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

criminals prefer an environment \"here 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 areas, 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. 
Althou~ 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 CQuid hope to accomplish 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 occ~r 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 spatial 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 

both perspectives are simultaneously used. The questions to be addressed 

then become: 

• What aspects of the environment are the most 

important to a potential criminal? 

• How does the potential offender evaluate the 

available environments? 

• What set of environmentally based dimensions 

is used in a criminal! 5 decisionmaldng 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 COlIUUent. 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 m~diation 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 opportunitie:, are lost because a potential offender does not 

perceive the individual or property as a potential target. I\s the 

salience of a ·potential target increases, criminal action by the 

potential offender becomes more likely. 

The concept of target allows the same environment to be characterized 
." 

by different degrees of opportunity for different crimes. ~f an elderly' 

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 zvZsk implies that, as the risk of punishmelit or 
.' 

apprehension increa.ses, the attractiveness of an environment (to a 

potential offender) decreases. This is precisely the notion of deter-

rence. From a CPTED ,viewpoint, perhaps the principal mechanism fox 

increasing risk would be surveillance, although certain access control 
... 

methods would also contribute. I~ 

The third factor, effo~t~ assumes that an environmen~becomes less 

attractive as the physical effort required to commit a crime increases. 

The effort necessary to execute a crime may be increased through CPTED 

tactics, expeciallyaccess control or target-hardening approaches. 

This is an area, in which CPTED should b~ expected to have a large impact. 
". , 



J 

The final OTREP concept is payoff~ or the antic~pated benefits of 

crlme to the offender. As the payoff grows larger in an environment, 
. 

the attractiveness of that environment to the criminal is assumed to 

increase. It should be noted that the payoffs of acquisitive crimes 

(e.g . .J robbery and bur~lary) are more susceptible to reduction through 

CPTED than are the payoffs of other types of offGlnses (e.g., murder, 

drug abuse" and prostitution) . 

Some examples of the interplay of these elements are worth noting 

briefly. If a target is not perceived, no crime will occur. If an 

actual t,arget is perceived, then payoff must be subj ectively greater 

than both effort and risk for a crime to occur. Effort and risk are" 

not completely independent in that risk can decrease somewhat as the 

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

CPTED Residential Demonstration: * A Chronology 

Based upon a consolidation of contractuaLlly required Monthly and 

Quarterly Reports 



March 1975 

• On March 18, a "Crime-Envirorunent Targets Workshop" was held in Ar­
lington, Virginia. A major objective of thh. ;,orkshop was to obtain 
a consensus as to the subenvirorunent to be selected for mounting the 
CPTED demonstration in the residential environment. Prior to the 
Workshop, participants were provided background material describing 
environme~tal 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 demonstration 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-Envirorunent 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 envirorunental 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 envirorunental factors to be con­
sidered was prepared. 

• Three geographical sites that ru~e characteristic of the selected sub­
environment were to be selected. These sites would then be examined 
to determine their crime patterns and envirorunental characteristics. 
Available information on candida.te sites was summariZed' andw·a.s··to· 
be used in selecting the sites to be visited. Cities having resi-· 

'dential neighborhoods that appealred to be appropriate CPTED Program 
sites were Philadelphia, Minneapolis, and Dayton. 

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. 

May - 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 relat~ 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. 

e 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 

.......... ""f'I' ... 
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set, which was developed specifically for the Willard-Homewood neigh-

I 
I 

borhood, was to be used as a guide to collection of crime data, de- I· 
termination of crime/environmental relationships, and definition of 
crime prevention strategies. 

• p, data collection plan was drafted, which identified the elements of 
data required for analysis of crime/environment relationship~. 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 
cownunity 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 club~ 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 
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environment were refined, and techniques for testing crime/environment I 
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. Infonnation 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 
~y 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. 

May - July 1976 

• CPTED Residential Demonstration presentations were made to local 
groups, including: TIle 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. 

• Signific.ant 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 plans. 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 

-~-.,. 
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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 would assume the role citywide. 
Mr. Crew viewed the Evaluation Plan as overly 
ambitious and too costly; however, he indicated 
a. \'1illingness 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 

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

• 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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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 support 
grant development fully. 

An agreement to process the grant on an 
accelerated schedule to achieve a January 
or February award date (retroactive to 
Janu'ary 1 to covs·r calendar year 1977). 

February - 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 sup~o~r~t~. ____________________________________ ~ 

Ntunerous City officials and local business 
community leaders formally pledged their support 
and cooperation. 
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Several individuals were spC:lcified as I 
coordination and support personnel for 
the Willard-Homewood Neighbo:rhood. 

• On April 15, the Governor's COImnission on Crime Prevention and I 
Control approved full funding of the CPTED grant, with one stipulation: 
" ... provided that no expenditure is made for evaluation until I 
evaluation design has been approved by the Governor's Crime 
Commission and the Region G Advisory Committee." 

May - July 1977 I 
• 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 full time to the Willard-Homewood 
CPTED Demonstration. 

~ " 
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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 full time 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 
seveTal 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. Ewin.g, 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 
lIan initial formal request for continued support from our Office 
of Regional Operations for the Willard-Homewood CPTED Demonstration. lI 

• 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 Evaluation Unit of the Minnesota Governor's Crime Control Board 
began its process evaluation. 

November 1977 - Jantttt~a~r~~~1~9H7~8.------------------------------------

• 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 been completed, 
and approximately 10 homes were actually target hardened. 

• Implementation of the landlord responsibility strategy was begun. 
The initial step was to send letter~ 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, Dixector, Area-Wide 
Crime Prevention Programs Division, visited Minneapolis to evaluate 
the City as a potential site for an area-wide anti-crime program 
that ''lould build on the three-neighborhood CPTED demonstration. 
Following their meetings with Mr. Strom, the City's CPTED 
Coordinator; M~. 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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APPENDIX C 

Neighborhood Organization Mat~~ials 
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Following are some examples of public relations materials used in 

organizing citizen participation in the Minneapolis CPTED project. In-

eluded 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. 30lJ'.o1 CITY HALL· MINNEAPOLIS. MINNESOTA 55415 • TELEPHONE 612/348.6292 

Dear 

You are receiving this letcer because' you reside in 
che Willard-Home~ood neighborhood, one of three Minneapolis 
neighborhoods which have been selected for a Com:unity 
Crime Prevention Program being implemented throughout the 
City of Minneapolis. 

The Minneapolis Community Cri~e Prevention project was 
designed to Cest the effectiveness of various compre­
hensive crime prevention scrategies. These strategies, 
which are an effort to reduce criminal opportunity and 
therefore reduce crime, include physical improvements, 
improved residential and commercial security, community 
orgsnizacion, and cooperative police/Community Crime 
Prevention efforts. 

In order for this program to be successful, the coopera-
tion of chose in the Willard-Homewood neighborhood is necessary. 
We need your participation. As a resident of this community, 
the City of Minneapolis is providing three free burglary 
prevention services which are nov available-CO-you. 
These services are 1) Operation 1.0., 2) premise securi~y 
surveys, and 3) Neighborhood Block Watch. 

The staff members of the Willard-Homewood Community Crime 
Prevention project vill be visiting your home within the 
next two weeks to explain this program to you and ansver 
any questions you may have. We will have materials 
available for you describing each aspect of our program 
and informing you about what you can do to help make this 
program a success and make your neighborhood a bettp.r and 
safer place. 

We would like to thank you in advance for your cooperation. 
If you have any questions and wish to contact the staff for 
any reason, you may reach us at 348-3844 or-.top by and see 
us in our new neighborhood office at 1009 W. Sroadway. 

Sincerely, 

W'):LLARD-HOMEWOOD COMMUNITY CRI:M:e PREVC:NTION 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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And ~hat to do vAth it 
when you get it. ~! . 

. (!C!C!: 
. C!C!(!/ 

Let's taW: a walk aro.und an 
imaginaty neighborhQOd with an imaginary 

• hood. He's looking for easy marks. 
sitting duck houses' he can slip Into with­
ease. And It's easy in this neighborhood, 
because the neighbors really mind . 
their own business. 

Wow, this little yellow rambler is 
certainly bl'ave, the garage door Is wide 
open. Billy's bike will take a rid.e. TJ:le 
lawn mower will leave. Easy pickins: • 

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. 
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Now down the alley. we see a bed· 
room vJindow with just an old fashioned 

I 

screen, It might keep,out the bees but 
not cur budding burglat He's in quick M 
'can be. and out with the iV, 
'M, but Mrs. Katz out walking her 

dog sel;'.s him strolling al,\.~y with the set. 
"Hmmmm:' she-wonders, "I've never 

seen him before. maybe he jUst moved In.'' 
He's moved Irt all right. Mrs. Katz . 

,thinks she'll just mind her own'buslness' 
while Spot finds a spot. No sense being 
marked a busybody. • 

. And the burglar just steals away. 
Wasn't it just a month ago she 

saw some kids lurkil'lg around Johnson's 
s,arage? ;'Oh:' she thought. "kids 

\vill be klds:'But later she heard Johnson's 
, boat had been decorated with black 
spray paint with homecoming slogans and 
worse. But Mrs. Katz kept her tongue, 
she didn't want her rose bushes trimmed. 

This is your neighborhood. This 
is your neighbor. your boat. that was your 
Tv. You see, many burglaries happen .• 
in the daylight for all the neighborhood to 
see. Often neighbors actually do see 
something peculiar going on. Often tlle 
culprits are young people with time 
on their hands. Often a 
crime occurs because 
an opportunity occUrs. 
As Mae West said. 



But. take heart, friends and 
neighbors. Yo~ can do something. You're 
not alone. You're not powerless. . 
Join the Force. . 

The Nei~hborhood Watch Forc~ 
. is simply you and your neighbors watching 
oUt for each other. That begins with 
gettIng to know each other. Othelwisf!. 
how can you tell.a stranger from a 
neighbor? . 

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

to;V 
~ 

"Howdy, Stranget 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 gall next dQot Many, many .. 
neighborhoods .and apartment buildings 
became settlements of strangers living 
side by side, each ignoring the other. • 
Some people became lonely and 
frightened. The 10 o'clock news told 
them there was a hostile world on the 
other side of their. door; so they barred it. 

o Neighbors, the time has come to 
open your do~rs and greet the best friend 
a neighbor ever had ... your next door 

_ '" 

C-6 

neighbor. and the lady acro-5s the alley, 
the elderly man down the hall, and the 
kids on the comer. These are the people 
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 weU 
as ocher crimes ... and the fear of 
the crime in your little part of the world .. 
Community CrilJ1e Prevention supports 
individual block clubs from which the 
Neighborhood Watch Force works. While 
Communitv Crime Prevention is a 
program designed to help Y9U 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 togechet 
but some have not: both can benefit from 
Community Crime Prevention's specific 
resources, materials, and sUp'po~ To 
leam how you and ~ur neighbors can get 
involved. see the back of this pamphlet 
for the number to call . . 
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JOi~ the Force. ' 
The force is the energy that's created, 

. at Block and Apartment Club m"le~ng$ , 

U:hen r1eighbors come togeth~r to t~ke 
specific: actions against ctime. The I 

Neighborhood Watch Force is what. 
ha,per1s when neighbors agree to watch 
eac::~ other's homes and to a[ert each 
oth€ 7 and the I'0Uce when a ctime occurs. 
Neigl bors learn how to be good witnesses. 
They !i:et to meet their police and discuss 
their COlltems. Victims feel the support of 
their nel;::lhborS. Witnesses who fear 
retaliation feel the security o( strenr;th in 
numoers. Neighbors show their solidarity 
by displaying a Neighborhood Watch 
Force sticker on their door or window. 

o,eradon I.;. . .' .. . 
At a Block Club meeting, Operation ... 
LD, is fully explained and demonstrated. 
Simply, Operation 1.0. is the process 
of marking propertY to discourage theft 
and resale and posting the Operation 1.0. 
sticker on your home or apartment: 
This sdcker combined VJith the NeIghbor· ... ' .. 

-, 

hood Force sticker is an excellent 
deterrent to the would·be burglat 

Premise security s~rveys. -
Through Block Club meetings. neighbors 
lea."fl what a Premise Secunty Survey is, 
then appOintments are made to have 
individuals' homes and apanments 
examine~ for security. After a survey, 
InexpenSIve improvements are recom' 
mended. WayS of getting the: work done 
ar,: developed. 

Your own·.neighborb~: 
activities. 
When your Forca Is on, you ,~nd \Jour 
neighbors can tum it to many problems 
and'projeCtS in ~ur neighborhood: 

1.------------_.;.. ___ ..IL.. _____ ~_..;.,...;. _____ ..;..~.;.u:;.=.-:.;J... (hr.,;". ·",_10,~" '-,"';:".;J' ""';..""~ ,.' ,,,~~.,,. 

..... --\~ ........ 
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· alley beautification. additional lighting, 
noisy neighbors. messy yards, dEilapidated 
and empty buildings are all topics 
The Force can address through Block 
Glubs. 

The Force. 
Ene~ Strength. Momentum .• ' . 

, Neighbor Power. You and your neighbors 

are me Forel! that can prevent crime 
by removing temptation and increasing 
security and \:lpening the lines of 
communicatkm between neighbor and 
neighbor. nei~lhbors and police. d09. 
catcher'and building inspector: . 

But 'what ~~ut your Priv~cy?'·· 
Let's put it this way; getting to know 
the faces and habits of your neighbors . 

allov,'S you to recognize a' stranger or 
suspicious behaviot. A criminal needs 
privacy to work. too, Neighborhood Watch 
Foree is designed to invade r.is. not 
yours. 

, The Forcew~rks. 

,- :. 
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Let's revisit our imaginary neighborhood 
where' our buc.iding burglar has burgled 
his way down easy street. 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 who's moving out. 
Strangers who linger here have many 
eyes upon them. 
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. Mr. .~derson sees an unfamiliar 
van parked in the alley. he sees a 
stranger peeking in the newlyWed's 
garage. looking for whatever might be 
quickly saleable. 

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 sail prowling about the yard, 
the police are on their way. 

Thanks to a good neighbor. 

Community Crime Prevention is: 
Block Clubs, Neighborhood Watch 
Force. Premise Security Surveys, 
Operation l.D, and more. To get 
invoived, call our office. 

'. 

" . 

'. 

.COMMUNITY 

CRmM5 
PREVENTION 

G~~ 
G~G 
GG~ 

Community Crime Prevention 
301 M-City Hall 
Minneapolis. Minnesota 
Phone 348·6292 

Comljlunity Crime Prevention is a project 
of the City of Minneapolis, funded 
by a Law Enforcement Assistance 
Administration (L..E.~) grant from. the 
Minnesota Crime Control Planning 
Board, 

----.-----_-'-_______ ........1. -- -~- .... _-

... ~. -." ..... 
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Vehicle·DeSCription .. 
What make? , 

What color? 

_ .... 
-~ 

What year? 

Body style? (2 dr ... conv., .~~)_~_ 

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

". ;,,;~' ;::-=:::Ideriti!ying dents.sc::atches? 
..... .. 

... '. 
. . ,~ '. 

- ~~ -""-'" 
.;\~~ ;,,/ ..... " .... ,. ...... ~ ... " ... 

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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Describe 
the suspect. 

Sex _____ Race _____ Age _____ Height _____ Weight ____ _ 

Hat Style and Color -----~~ 

Hair (Style & 

Complexion; 

Speech impediments 
accents 

Tattoos, Amputations. 
or Marks '. 

~;:/'<~"~; :' .":;::'" 
~ --::.~~ ~~ .. .,! .. :- ::: .. " .... ' ..... ",,"""";;;:,", 

./:~ :::.::,(~ .. '.' •• " •• ~ . ., .• ,.',,~~.·r.'-',.;.' .... 

------- Glasses 

Moustache/Beard 
Sideburns 

~i1~t1-----------ne 

". ~: 

:~~·~;:~~f~~~~tt¥A~~r. 

C-ll 

-1-------- Coat 

Weapon ,;;,:" 

o Revolver ~. .' 
. " . . 

~PIst?I' Gi 
Pants and Shoes 

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



(j, 
I " 
~'. 
N. , .,. ~ 

,,);~~}r; 
I flo, ...... ··1~t·~l t-, ' . 

·A--~.,~,".~-.• i 'tf~,.,:!,:,,};,?·;;:~'.::\~:'::t!!C :"', 

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. 

------------------­~I, 



-, - - - - - - - - - ____ i ____ _ 
~ 

nl 
I . ..... \ 
ttl, 

, " 

:,~,,;:>(~,,:,,;,~; .. \~:!\.':/:.',::':.j:'\~';}:".)'~';'~<-;~\', ' I" ';' , " ' 

:i.,(~};;S" YoP"'A'~~I~~t;'d Ji~ j6i~ 'yo~\r neighbof$ 
1:::11 '~t p Community Crime Prevention blo~k club . ' 
(':!meetlng, This meeting is of specialll\nportqnc;:e. 

,:'q~' We will be giving O\.lt materials to help you 
~':~;':'l become all effective FQrce in reducing crime 
.a'~~~: and ~oJving oftwr problem~ in your ' 

. ,} ":/' fleighborh,ood. . . " ' . " " 
,)(.>~ We will also be planning future ach\lIUe~ 
i~;:'Aof this block. We need yQur help. Please plan, 
';~:::;:~ to attenp! :.' : .;. ",.~~",' 
',: '~ I-Io.:-t " ,. i 

.,,' ,'(' ~ I ~ , &'.. ';. '. 

:';~::' , Actdres's ; ,,':' ,..w"'"-J"'·. , . . " , 

,i 

";·'.Time' , 
I ' I H l 

'f ':',.: Date'~ ____ :..--~-..-_____ -,-
I ' 

t,' • , 

.... ",-
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THE 20MMUNITY CRIME PREVENTION NEWSLETTER'" ... 

~::": .: .,.~.; ',. -~~~f~~ ,~.~ ':~: ... - .. ' ":. ,:' :;,;.' :~::-:~1~?~:~\~;',: 
Sexual Assault and -y'our" Child" .:\":rh~Y_·:~a~ .;~st of this in- . ',_ to~ch~'ng'~fs',ip,l~ij~hve 0:' .. 
, . . '~, . ' :2:. .,< '-:':f,:"~' -,-:..q~ase 1 s .bec~se o! ~he .r.~~ .. ; . da~ag) ng .• : :.,. ;7~ ::~:. ':.-: . 

. ,'. ,. .~.... . ..... - ports they are recelv1ng.": .,,': ,,'" ' , .. ,.; , ," '; r."::'.~ ",; ~ ... ' _ 
Sexual assaui t lias !occurred"'" "aoout "chi 1 d'ren who' are , .. :,;:"., .'" roo often ;we 'tell'a enil d to, 

\ 

throughout history~' In the' victims of sexual abuse ... · .. -. go kiss Uncle Ffe'nry'or' Aunt 
last five to seven years, Nell when we as parents wouid 
the problem has come out in I have seen three character- not touch Uncle Henry or Aunt 
the open for our society to ;stics of children who come Nell. Children sho~ld be 
deal with. Five years 'ago, in our office. One, the given permission for their 
the NIP Raoe Center opened; child has never been told of own sexual development. For 
and about a year or so after the possibil ity of sexual instance. most children oiay 
its oPenina the reporting of abuse. They are I10t Cliven doctor '90~) and they like 
sex cril:1es in 1·~inneaoo11s any protective or orevention "0000 and teiiet tal k" \1:1er. 

'.'lent uo 43 oercent. At first skills. If we do tell them thev are aoout three, four, 
I'le '"ere :leanne wi:h situ- we say, "stay away from or five years oid, ihis ~s 
ations which adult men had dangerous stranaers," never normal healthy sexual de-
sexually assault~d adult say why. Eiqhty to 90 per- velopment. ~lost children 
women. On occas, on we woul d cent. know the offender, so ~". when they are 5. 7, 8,. ~, la, 
see situations where men had ,<:-~" it 'is not 'the' stranger 'most-'''~':-~or '11- suppress their: sexu-
been sexually assaulted by often. Second characteristic ality even though they are 
other men, but for the most is that the child. does not still talking aboutit,and 
part these situations were. understand that the adult is telling dirty jokes to one 
not reported. In the last the person who is res pons- another. At this period, 
year and a half, the Sexual ible. Often times I will children also may be involved 
Assault Services ,in the see the children think that. in girl germs, boy germs, 
County Attorney' s Offi ce. as they caused the sexual abuse. uki ss and kill" on the pl ay-
well as a qood number of or at. least were an accom- ground, or have a girl friend 
other agencies in the com- plice to it. The adult is cr boy friend that they keep 
munity, have been looking at responsible,' and the law is secret. Parents touch child-
and handling sex crimes. very clear about this. The ren differently as children 
against children. In the third characteristic is that grow up. For instance, in 
last several years there has they have often tried to tell early infancy there is a lot 
been an increase in reporting an adult that it was occur- of very close nurturing and 
of sex crimes to chiTdren. ring, but the adult just does touching between parents and 
Hennepin County Child Pro- not hear what they are say- a child. When a child is 
tection Services reported in ing. What I see is that five years old, for tt,e most 
!975 they had 44 cases of sex these characteristics really Dart they do not have that 
crimes ac:ainst chiidren by a do show us the need to re- same kind of intimacy in 
Daren~, caretaker, ouardian; evaluate sex crimes against :cuchina as they did when 
i" ::?-f :"-2Y reoortee :10 children as 1'le11 as re- they \'/ere an in:'"ant. 
:a!5£t !~: i~ 1977 to t~is evaluatin9 so~e of t~~ ways 
Cil-:" aco:.r: :85 :ases. ine that we handle tnem. :·je :'leed 
\l~nreaDol is Pol ice: Deoartment to consider I~hat kind of 
reports a thi rd increase in. touchi ng. ; s nurturi n9 or 
the. reporting of llex crimes. caring and what kind of 

Again, at ten years old a 
child does not have as much 
intimacy most of the time 
with the parent as a child 
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1 ...... _ ",':' 6'";:~': .' .,: .... ::.- :~.. .._. _'" .. _,.."" ._. ~:",:r 
:.ni~:r·E:!1 !~==C :~~c;:~n; :.::: ::;~Ie:,:.ec Ol !:::-r-:..:: ~~:ey "',... _. ':.:.,J':ra~ .. ~ __ .;.,.. 
whole way through. ,hey ~eed l<now--often a rela:ive or :-v.ln •• : "--'-",' --. '-;,' 

. b t -h d . d ",r;end of the fami'!y, 1m::lsdiately ·01" an :.1-car,ng, u "ey 0 not nee centiary exam if t~e in-
to take care of the adult's cident hapoened within 
sexual needs. It can be It is important to dis- the last 36 hours. It is' 
helpful and p.,.eventiv~ to 1et, till the ~yth that a sex free and confidential. 
your child know that adults., offe~der 1S tne "danger- , . 
do not have the right ~o do." ...... , ()!Js stranger •. > ' ~ 4.", You may call the poli~e 
sexua 1.1y, ~xp 1 ~i ~ive. t.~uc~1~lJ·i-,. -;;'~.::fi~i~~~~.~,":;.f1.5.";~;':"i .. ~ .... ,. ".: ":'~;"'.:"-;" i-::-~d;lJrnedja,!ely;.:..and .. ~ .uni::-.".·"" 
to them •. :" If' an'adu'lt does ~. ~~~'~~:i:=",<::': a"-:';Jt: may oe. someone the.·;,:.': '-;: fonned' off; cer wi 11 comeF't· 
this. there is something .. ·;;,:·:",,:'·,s.:~~~/ch;.Jd Rnowi;- reco·g;;· '.' " ":-:- fQ'y'otir~ house"tO' take an:" 
wrong with the adult and not ...... ' .. :·~nizes. ',and{,or trusts. initial report;·, . "" 
something wrong with the'" ::.: ~" .. :.L:;·.:·· •... ':: ...:.' .... ;,? ;~;~, '~'" /:': .• 
child, and thatyoul" child . ;.~'. ~.~ ... bi. All sex. of,fenders are S. You may cal1' the' Chi' d-.. 
should tell YOl!o if this does'~~ '.;'.":. not scarey or monster.ren,s Protective Service. 
occur. so that· yo~ can then.':;;~:::>::~~:~~'~~~~::l.1~e .i~, .t~e~r a~pear:- '.' '. ~48:'2942'! for .. ~dvice and' 
,~a ~e 1 ~ ~o th~ ~~ ght. auth0r..:: ~:'~:~:~" .. ,~.::;':":,}!.1C,~~,'.;:.~n.f?;t • .Jhey;· ... ', . ~l ,1 nforma~).on ~bout: ~~at ~q 
1 t, es so that. tlie o ffender.::.·.'{ .; .= .... ~::: i .~ •. ?~.;... may be . n1 ce. or •. ,:::'~k2·; \f~" do:~, ~/,,:;,;~ ... '" .... ;,\~:.~:;. '.,~".'-

.-' • d" d t' '''ted • -.... ~ .... ..:::=.- ,""n" tl "1 k'" ..~ '-.... -. " '. -. Can b'e~t~ppe ,an re,.~_ " .. :~!:~::::.:';,-i~';;'~~·~i,.,~~n_, ,e;:. ,00 .1ng-: .... _ ... ':.;' ;.; • .., .. '(~~ :.';' ~.:;~' ..... :~_. : .... ;~.~ 
whatever 1S necessary • .,..:J· ' . .... ~ •• i'< • .. "... • Heloina your child followlng 

2. Children are usually not the' assault:· 
What if your child tells you, 
She or he has been sexually 
molested? . 

Some suaaestions for te11ing 
your chiidren ~bout sexual . 
abuse. 

3. 

violently attacked or 
hurt phys;callydur;ng a 
sexual assault. 

Children very seldom lie 
about such a serious 
matter. 

1. Continue to believe your 
child. and do not b1ame 
your child for what 
happened. 

Sefore you start: 

2. Call Hennepin County ~ed­
ica1 Center, 347-3131. or 

4. Not all children are able your phYSician regarding 
to tell parents directly need for medical examina-

Examine your own education in that they have been mo- tion or follow up for 
thi s area--how yer:e 'y'?U}9.l9~,;"""~l..e,:;.tqg,";,,, •. Ch~ng!'!.Lj~ .. b~-:-..:,.;:,'.;,.:~~,,;;· !!ossible V.I)': or preg-' ':-J~!. 
\.Iere you told?' liow d,d your·~'·':.~: naVlor, reluctanceJ:Cl oe . '.' nancy. The ~xam is free,,', 
parents feel about sexua 1.: .. :" .. :::,.:.:;. wi th a certa i ~ person ot' . ~:. 
abuse, and how have those . . .. go to a certaln Place may 3. Instruct your child to '. 
feelings been passed on to" .' .. , .' be signals that something tell you itmlediately if' . 
you? .. .... • ... :-. has' happened.; . the offender attempts 

, '.. ': ,., sexual molestation again' 
Remember that you~ o~ anx'i-':'·::· 'What to d~ imm~diatelY~' . or bothers her/him in any 
eties about sexual abuse may way. 
be quite apparent to your 1. Go with the child to a 
children. It could be very private place. Ask the,. 
useful to express those anxi-':: child to tell you what: 
eties. For example, "my , '.. happened in her/his own . 
mother never ta I ked about , .. ~: words; and 1i sten care-
this to me so t am learnin:;:: fully~.: :.:''':. . ~ 
how to do it as I talk to· .. 
you." Verbalizing our anxi- . ·Z. 
eties will help you to avoid 
the double messaaes which 
our non-verbal (body 1an-
~uage) may be emitting. Try 
to ~eeo relaxed and oick a 
:'~e tc ~a'~ w~en you will 

Tell her/him that she! 
he did we'll to tell you. 
that you are very sorry 
thts happened, and that 
you wi1) protect her/him 
fram further molestation. 

4. 

5. 

Give your child reassur­
ance and support that hel 
she is okay. 

Respond to questions or 
feelings your child ex­
presses about the moles­
tation with a calm. 
matter-or-fact attitude, 
but do not ores sure your 
child to talk about it. 

6. Res:-ect orivacy 07' :"'t~1d 
3. If you suspect your -::~i1c by not te1 iina a iot of 

has an injury. contact people or letting other 
Be aware that: your re~u1ar physician or ps·ople question her/him •. ' 

.' _ .·-.:.: .... :~~.:\~;~t .. :t~'f~·;?;:: .. ::;::./~.':~'ftt.:~< .. ;/'~.:, -:' 2···;.~, .. ,,-; . : .• '. . _'·i~. 
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;exoec: usual cnor~s, bed- si:~ation is ~andje: ir. a 
tin:es, rules). cirect and sensitive way at \.jow secure is your aoar::::ent? 

the time it is revealed, your Do you feel safe when you are 
8. Inform bl'others/sisters child need not suffer perma-, at home; or do inadequate 

that somethi'ng has hap- nently from the assaul t. ' . locks. 0'" even none at all. 
pened to the chi 1 d but , . . .. make you feel uneasy? 

, . that i.t is .being take,!' . Contact the Sexual Assault. '.' '. '~_ .':,,>:-" . 
. '. : .. 'care of~;·~ ~:;'i~':,; .f.,:"-~i::~".' . ,:: ..... ,.S~rvi ces ... 348-5397 .. for help ,: ~. Theh~; i~ aomething you can do 

:.-,. ::. ... '.:.'i"-,:-;.: ,:: ..... ,.:',.,,~ '-""';: 1;:<.'1, ,<,,' ... ,;. yo: ':'~~'." 'm'e' d',"c~'al'\'c"'a'r'e"~'" 'c"o'u'nsel ,"n' 'g' .. 'for' :".-~.. .' 't""'t'h '- '-.t •• -. '''';;;',.' • '" Th ., -.•• , """J:' ,:..... ='''.,. '/':;j.:' ." .-;........ • ' . '. a J r .lI. 1S prou em .. ·. e 
. g/'>rake the·:time,""to'taiK·';t.~-·\'parents and' the child; re- ~;~--:' Minne'ap'olis'Housin~' and Main­

'over privately with some:' . porting to pO'l ice and goi nq ,. . tenance Code requires dead 
one you trust-':your . , .. , to court', getti ng help for bo 1 t locks as' we 11 as wi ndow 
,spouse,:~ fi-i'end. a rel~- .,the of~ender. and any. other' locks. on J!lOst>"ental prop-
tive'~ a counselor; ex';' : concerns. , You. are not alone. erty,' Here 'are a few places 
press your:.f~elings.·~.i~.,:~",\::::y'..£ .;:-,:;,., -;. ,- . -·:whereJ§g~s.ar\'1'.r~qujred • 

..... • .. ,~.:~." ,'.... ,: .. "- ".~~,;;.' A report must be made to'" ,',' ," " ., .. , ........ ~;'7.; ...... ".~. :., 

Most CCIM10~ irrmeafatap,;o'b~:~~[cfii1dren"s Protective' Sei'::7 .::;.·~.'''Roomin:g 'liooses'!'''on 'eaCh 
1 ems of sexua 11'y rno"estelC'~'~' ::;.:\dces ~' 348-3552.., if '~h'ere'''is :7" rooming tiifit 'unl ess there 
children:- ,." , ...... 'any"potential further' abuse are six or less' units, then 

of the cnila or if the on each exterior door. 
1. Sleep disturbances 

(niCJhtmares, fear of go-· 
inq to bed, wanting light 
on, waking up during the 
niqht, fear of sleeping 
alone). 

2. Loss of aopetite. 

child's carent, caretaker, . ~ ... :;. 
or,guarc1an sexually ex- . -t~u1tiple dwellings - on each 
ploited the child. dwelling unit. 

Your child's freedom to tell 
you about a sexual ab~se 
exoerience will largely de­
oena on the ~ermission to 
talk about it that she/he 

-One and two-family dwell­
inas - on all exterior door~ 
(when le~ to another 
:cerson) . 

3. Irritabil ity, crankiness, ha!: gotten from you. It is -~!indow locks - on windows 
short-tempered behavior. important to create a family \~ithin 24 feet of the 

r,_. ' ........ ~:, ,!.~,,:,:,!1.z;:;. •• ::~~~; "' ... ~tmosphe~!!, where. th~' ch~ 1 d ;t'f:'~"": gr.ound.·:::-·.-:'i~':''':~''1'}··"· ... 
4. Bed wetting. .; "'.',' -.:' wil'. be comfortable ~sk'ng __ .... "'. ..' :::, . 

'. questions and report1ng The landlord is responsible 
5. Needing mor~' reiassurance incidences. . for your apartment's secu-

than usual, clinging to - . rity. The Community Crime 
parent. Remembe~'that both boys and: Prevention program encourages 

. . : girls are potential sexual residents to notify their 
6. Cha~ges in 'behavior at assault victims. Therefore, landlord if their apartment 

school or in relating to boys as well as girls need does not meet these code re-
friends. this information. qUirements. , If your land­

7. Fears. 

8. Behaving as a younger 
child (reqression). 

These are'normal signs of up­
set. Your child may have 
some of these problems or 
none at all. They usually 
will last a couole of weeKS. 
Try to notice a1l ciar.qes 
1r ~~~a~ :enav~cr, an~ dis­
c~ss ~;ith yc~r c~unse1~r. 

rIo one knows for sure about 

.: . 
Deborah 5. Anderson, 
Director 

. Sexual Assault Services 

. .. . ..~ ~if .. ~. ' .. -' 

.' .4' 
.; ... =:r _ ........ ,. ,4. ~w, ••• ,,:. 

.... ,,: ...... " • .. .. l 

-'.'" 
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lord fails to act, please 
notify your neighborhood 
Community Crime Prevention 
office. 

Police Emergency 
\'!ha t number are you ca 11 i n~? 
~he local precinct has no 
disoatcher, no way to contact 
tr.e car in the field. =or a 
::: ~ i::e a:-:erCiency \~tien you 
',ant a car and ooi; ce 
off; cers ~lOW, call the di s­
patcher downtown at 348-2861. 

~ .' 
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STArE or KINl!t5OTA 
c;ovElUlal' 5 CctfIIISstOl/ ctI ClW!E PIIEV!lIrtOli ANll CORnOL 

444 WAn:n!: ROAD - S1' PAUL, MINNESOTA 55101 
nOGlll!SS Rl!:POR1' FORH 

---'-'--.. 1 

l'IOJECl' rtIU 

Minneapolis_ !4l1l1l!.t,Uli.tv Crime Prevention P'~;e~. 
CIAlIl' l!tIlIlI!Jt 

{..;0;,;:32:;:· ~07Z:,;:,,;4;.,977==:-=-====~ ________ -4 (X) J~ 1, - l!a«b ll. (1)ua .lI>rll. 2S) 
510.';SOI.ll1: UlIX1' OF COVEillllENl' 
City of Minneapolis • ~ ) An:;U.l- Ju_dll (Daa.nd7 25) 

~DJ'=llIll=t::tIlUS=:-.-=TO~DAIX=--:CCul:nu::---c:-:-Ct-MtC=)-':"}-------- <. 1, Jw.Y'l -s.~.,.~. JO (llu4 Cc=b .. 25) 

.5.492' 
EU!!IDItUUS tillS PEltIllD }. 5,492 ( ) OC1:obcr 1 - Dec .... " 31 (I!ue JuIUar,r 25) 

,lz'au: ..... are nquind to .uba1~ quarterly npon:. OIl \>t'Ujecl: act!vitiea and. ac~P"I'Uallll:mtll. I'1:cgr .... reports are d .. ignad to 
do.........: I'tojecc .<:t1vit1&5 .1Id pado.........:_ aM to p1'01dlJa. ongOUlS iataruUcm tet ~=1m1*i .11""<:1.... ~ reports ahould 
1!I!Ce .. til. uu.a olld1:uod. bal"". 

~ Pro.....,,_ r.".,.-u an d". OQ tlla 25th of tho IIC1lth !OUO.,UI. the r8!'ot'Ung pcrioct. a-If •• r81'OR tar Jalluary-Kn~h 
1a eWe AprU 25. iaporcs slDaU be. subain.a .,... thuo d&1:U ..,.,. if tha project bas IIOt b .... in al'"at1ol1 eba foUl quarur. 

Mnributiao: The p.rojece dirt= is nll\>OOS1111e far subldte~ tv<> ~ol'i .... ot th ... pRSte. teJ>ctrt: to tha GrlDcs Adlllillistraeor 
of the Galin"",,', Comissioll atl Cr1crl PnftllUcm. atld COlltrel. If ."pl1cabl., send ene caltY ot tn. <II\>O"C to the Regional Advisory 
c:o.mcu and Cr1:zWl..a.l. J", .. 1c" c..oriilutiag CoImdL lb. ptoj"ee dinccor should ~clr. co de.emu.. whethar the 8poaaorillg lllI1.t 
at acmrnaene w1lba. to roctWta .. ~P7' ot tha p"oa:ua ~atc. am if. ao, should Se114 '" C"I'T to tho sp~nns unit. 

, ..... "''' ..... 
.' .~.. .. fA._, .. ~ .. 

a. Ducr1.J>e 'I'l:ojece aceiviU ... ami pr~ tovu4 o&o.h goal and obJ..,U ... specif1.ad 1: tbe grant a\>l'l.1cadoll. Also d .. ~rib. 
prolIX""'. to...,& ..:h~ """",U.aac. tUm "Sped&1. Conditt..,.., for.b.ta l'rojltCc" S\M1Ii:1.ed 14 the ",&at agr_lIc. 

to. o-rlbe othex acl!:iaisc:nU_ '" Progl:'''' acCiIrit"'..-undaralom cIariIIt:. the reporU!1& pedocf vlticl'l; a .... DOC 'l'ec1f1cal1y related 
te &call at obJ.~c1v ... bue uh1ch ara """ .... ry to fuU" daacrib. p .. oj..,c .cciv1.::i ... .u.d. prose- (c., •• boari .... tillSs. 
.tfacu te IHICUnr pe~ tW>d1:tg. arhar _tillga attended or ~oaI""tod.)_ 

c. Dooecziba pcobu- OlOCDUtltUm !Il ac:llt....ilIg teals aDd objeeUft ... aM otlrer \lToItI __ ,ulIi 1:' ~ coaduct of thb 
pcvjroet.. 1. "",.1sc.aAec llaad.aJ1.t It so, 14 whe~ .., .... 1 

.i. !pacify po.1Ucna rUlld rm.~ the r;aanu. _ of l'Ua.-·IUred. qualifil:aCi ..... at lISW rtaff. &ad c:urrenC vacallCi" •• 

1a1iA. 1""" uttat!"" !wr.... Add _ .... T pain a.~ cace ..... y:e;.-daKrlha pragrau riur!ng the "!tDrt1o~ partod. 

Primary acttvities of the Hinneapolis Community Crime P'revention Proje.ct during the 
report period January 1 through ~larch 31, 1977, included efforts to continue involve­
ment of the three target nei ghborhoods and ci ty agencias ; n. the p 1 ann i n9 of the 
project, grant development and efforts to secure ftrst. year' funding, and preparation 
for the anticipated ill1)'lementation of the project. r-leet.ings were held at each 
n~ighborhood to inform residents of the project's goals' and objectives as well as 
suggested programs for impleroonting the project. These meetings~ \~hich took place 
during JiUluary, February, and Harch of 1977, were a logical extension of the planning 
and res~arch meetings whi ch had been'" hell d during 1976. Not only were these nei ghbor'­
hood meetings an attempt to inform residents about the current progress of the 
cdme prevention program, but the meetings were an attempt to involve thfl corrmunity 
~nd ~olicit the suggestions of residents. Neighborhood meetings included Lowry Hill 
cast on January 26 and February 14, 1977, Wi 11 ard-Homewood on February 28 and r~arch 1, 
1977, Hawthorne on March 14, 1977. 

In addition to these corrmunity-wide meetings, numerous meetings were held wit.~ 
corrmunity leaders throughout this three-month period. With the exception of Willard· 
Homewood. the major informative meetings were condu(;ted 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 progrdm and their 
suggestions solicited. but were asked to assist in the crime prevention program by 
helping to form Crime Prevention Task Forces 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. During the month 07 February, . 
~presentatives of the Hirmeapolis Poli.ce Department, Building !nspections Department. 
Public Works Department, and other intere~ted 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 "iability of completing alleyway 
modifications and traffic circulation was assessed. and it was concluded with the 
Public Works Department rE!presentatives that a percentage of this \~ork could be 
completed in the fall of 1977. Assistance in the <:!nforcement of the City's security 
orQinance 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 reviewed ~Iith the City's Affirmative 
~ction. off1 eel' to ensure c:ompl i ance wi th the Ci ty' s aff; rmati ve action po 11 cy • . -. ..... ..' .. . , . . 

,In' addition, meetings were held with the aldermen of the affected wards. which 
would be. Aldermen Miner, Munnich, and DeMars, to keep them appraised of the project's 
progress. Other interestE!d councilmen were contacted and informed of the program 
and its current status. 

In addition to the above n~ntioned meetings, the City's designated project director 
secured matching funds frclm cOlTlllunity development block grant monies for the purpose 
Qf. matching LEAA monies., .. , -""lr •. .:... ",' .. !_hl . <' 
,.. ..:~. 

The project director met" IIIith representatives of Westinghouse ~lational Issue Center" 
and Barton-Aschman Associcltes. 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 

.... ac;:complished in 1977. FUI'ther discussions revolved around those aspects of the 
"'project ~Ihich 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 hoped that the grant would be awarded at the Governorls COlTi:llission 
OR. Crime Prevention and Control meeting of March ,10, 1977. However, the completed 
grant application had not been reviewed by the Region G Criminal Justice Advisory 
Co.un.ci 1, and the Governor's Con1Tlission on .Crime Prevention and Control adhered to 
thei.~ r-equast to pjjstpui1'~ r,ctioii untO the grant had been reviewed. This review 
process took pl ace on March 28, 1977. and was subsequently approved by 'che r·letro­
politan Counci 1. The Hennepin County Criminal Justi ce Coordinating Counci 1 reviewed 
and approved the grant application on April 6, 1977. and the Governorls Commrtssion 
on Crime Prevention and r(lntrol awarded the grant on April 15, 197i. Curing the 
period of March 1 through April 15, 1977. numerous meetings were held with various 
Minneapolis. Cl ty Counei 1 ~presentati v~s, state legis lators, Metropol itan Council 
representatives, and Hennep·in County Criminal Justice Coorainating Council represent­
atives· to obtain the'lr suppqrt for the project. Perhaps, had there been closer 
liaison with tile staff of the Region G Criminal Justice AdVisory Council arid the 
Hennepin County Criminal Justice Coordinating Council during the grant deVE~l(lpment, 
the grant application,process would have been implemented more smoothly. 

- 2 .. 
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PROJ!C1: nm 
Minneapolis Community Crime Prevention Project 

ciJ.HT ~irim·!1 _.- - -
0320724977 

SFOIisoa.IlG UlIlt or C:OVD!IKElIt 

Ci ty of Mi n!leapo 1 i!; 
r::ll'DDltllUS to I)IJl!: (Cu:z:nDt Gnuu:) 

!I1'!IID1lIIII.!S nilS PEUOD 
7,549 

$ 13,041 

Tl!IS B.!l'o!t COVERS til! ~EUOD: 

( ) J&rJ»Arf 1 - l!Arc:ll II (Du. April 25) 

eX) April. 1 - JIII18 30 (Ihus July ZS) 

( ) July 1 - Septmber 30 (Due Octoba: 25) 

( ) October 1 - I)ec:aobu 31 (Due Janua...,. 2S) 

oraDCI .. are nqll1racl to 8Ulnatt quarc2l:'ly reporcs ~ projlCt act1v.1.e1 .. aDei accOlIpllll""Dtl. PrOllt'8U upon. are duill"ad to 
doCUll"'C: PTojlct &cUviCi •• UDcI perla ........ ancI to provide oal0ing ialcm:\aCiOD to coac.macl ., ... ci... Prosr ... reporcs should 
&ll4r ... tha &r". oucJ.iDcd balow. 

!luI Dace, hoann .. porea ,,>:. due "" the 2Sth of the .. oath tollov1nC the nporclos podocl, e.g., report fa>: JlaUA1")'-HA1:ch 
~11 25. Reports ,b< .. ld be rubUctid aD tha,. dacu ."... if the project haa DOC: beaD 10 operatioD tha lull qu..,ta>:. 

DUCTihuti",,' n. p>:ojoct d1.nctor 1a r •• poDllibla for submittlog t"" copi .. ot tha prallt'u. >:opo>:t to tb G>:lIIIta Admloistrato>: 
at the Gova1:DO>:·. Co..u.810D aD Cd: .. Pn ..... CioD aDd Control. If applicable. ..ad "". copy of tha report to the Rl!gioaal Adviso>:y 
Coun.c11 aDd Cr:!m1aal Juatica Cooniaating COUDc1l. the proj.ct director should check tg d.t ..... lo. Wotlllar the spOZUlorlos wUt 
of IOYU'1IIlUIIIt ·Juhe. to n~e:!11a a copy of t~ ~rolr ••• r'p01:t. aDd if 10 •• hould •• ad a copy to the sp"""orloS ",,1e. 

~ 

... Il4l!'1'l:rlba project acdvitl ... and pr031'ls. tevan each goal and abjecti .... pacified 10 the llt'aDt applicatioD. Alao daac:ribe 
prosu .. tOw:J:d achiav1aa: caopu.aca With "Spacial CoadiC1cma tor thi. Project" .pac:if1acl 10 the llt'aDt acr_llt. 

b. Daac:r1b., oth" admiD1strllUve or prollt'aa acUviti .. ""darts"'" dur1ag tba reportlog period "hich are "at splcifically >:elatad 
to soelll or objacc1vu. but wich are "ee .... ...,. to fully describe project activiti .. aDd prollt' ... (1'11', boan ..... t108.. . 
.aona to .-.:un p • .......,unc fuud1os. atba>: _t1o&. act ... c!acI 01: caDduct&<!). 

c. IlalCribe prahl .... 1IIIC0001:ored 1D achieving goaa and abjacd.v .. , and athar pt'ob10.38 eacouatcrod III tha cODduct of thU 
pt'oj""t:. II UIUtIDCII Ilaeda<l? U 10, 10 Wot ..r ... 1 

d. SPOIcify poaicioDll filled dur1Dc the quarter, Il&IIIIO of per.""" hind. quall!iaatiOl1l of """ scaff. and currone vacancies. 

Primary activities of the Minneapolis Community Crime Prevention project during the report 
. period of April 1 t1hrol!gh June 30, 1977, centered around <!fforts to begin implementa-

tion of the project and comply with the conditions of the gr.~nt award as set forth by 
the Governor's Commission on Crime Prevention and Control. 

On April 6 a meetin!: was held with the Hennepin County Criminal Justice Coordinating 
Council to review w~th them the Minneapolis' Community Crime Prevention project grant 
application and seek their approval of the grant. The Hennepin County Criminal Justice 
CoorGinating Council did approve the ~rant application with the stipulation, however, 
that the grantee not seek second year funding from LEAA allocations in Hennepin County, 

The award of the gr.ant was made April 15 at the meeting of the Governor';; Commission 
on Crime Prevention and Contral. A condition of the grant award was that within 60 
days of grant award, the grantee shall submi t a comp 1 ete ly revi sed budget and narra ti ve 
that would comply w'ith all requir>ements 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 remodeling/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 sol i citation 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 addit10n, on that day a discussion was held with Mr. Joe Marolt, OOl:glas 
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Frisbie. and Peter Hqrtjens and the Crime Commission Director, Ms. O'Donoghue to 
discuss problems related to the evaluation design. Attached letter to Ms. O'Donoghue 
dated May 18. 1977, describes the chronology of events that led to this discussion 
and the subsequent decision to seek appl~val from the Governor's Commission on Crime 
Prevention and Control for the Governor's Crime Commission evaluation unit designing 
the evaluation for the Minneapolis Commun"ity Crime Prevention project. Said approval 
for evaluation design and the rel~ase 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 I~ay 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 avoided. 

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 COll1Tlission 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 insure 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 
Prevent~on p:'Oject in Minneapolis and that the charge could always be brought that 
because of this involvement, the evaluation was biased. It is hoped that the contract 
with an independent evaluator wfll curb thiS possibility and negate possible cr.;ticism. 

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 budget and narrative, meetings were 
held during May, June, and July with Crime Commiss'lon 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 dur1ng 
the month of August, 1977. It would appear from infonnal convel"' .. ation with the Chicago 
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 is 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. TIle Task Force selected Mr. Dick McChensey and Mr. Tom Martinez to stt 
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 Hawthorne neighborhood held their 
first crime prevention task force meeting on Thursday, Apri 1 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 Hill East Crime Prevention Task Force's initial 
meeting. T~lillJ..a.t!i-Homewood Crime Prevention Tas .. LEorce...hel<lJhgiJ:.JJrs.!..!!Le~ting 
.Monday, M~ A roster for the Willard-Homewood Task Force is included with this 
report. The Willard-Homewood meeting was somewhat diffe~nt than the other initial 
meetings of the Crime Prevention Task Force in that following the overview of the Crime 
Prevention program, 14r. Viking reported that there was :'In 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 Force. 

Subsequent meetings of all three Crime Prevention Task Forces 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 neighborhood 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 prog~~T.. 

On June 20, 1977, all three neighborhood Crime Prevention Task Forces met at North 
High .. ~chool for q jOint workshop on crime preve'ntion. The film, "Whose Neighborhood 
is 1'tt1s?I' was shown. Mr. John Merrill Cif the Governor's Crime COlllTlission gave a slide 
presentation on the development of the project and the crime data whi ch 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 
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to the Task Forces about the role of the police in crime prevention and the role 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 rOI'ces 
had an opportunity to meet each other and discuss crime prevention in their particular 
nei ghborhoods. 

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 coordinatots. Subsequently, said contract was entered 
into. a~d 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 well 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 l1ay 23. ~lay 
24. and May 25 candidates for the position of Neighborhood Coordinator were interviewed. 
There were a total of 20 applicants--seven of whom were not interviewed due to not 
meeting the qua J ifi cations as set forth in the job description. Six candi dates were 
interviewed in the Hawthorne neighborhood and seven in the Lowry Hill East neighborhood, 

The Neighborhood Coordinator'Se-lected for the Hawthorne neighborhood was Ms. Dorothy 
James. The Neighborhood 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. All 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 neighborhood coordinator reported to 
the personnel offices of the Minneapolis Housing and Redevelopment Authority to be 
placed on the payroll. These are tempora~ 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 di rector, the project desi gner', the three nei ghborhood coordinators, one 
community organizer' for the Lowry Hill East neighborhood who was working as an intern 
for the Governor's Crime Commission, tdO 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 des~ribing the training and its 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 Minnea,polis 
Housing and Redevelopment Authority. 

On June 24, 1977, the Minneapolis City Council authorized the proper City officers to 
enter into a contract with the Minneapolis Housing an~ Redevelopment Authority for 
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said purposes. One community organizer will be hired immediately~ Mr. Douglas 
Hicks was chosr'n 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 Associates representing CPTED consortium met with Mr. Jules Beck 
from the Willard Increasing Pride on the Go organization to determine if the WIPOG 
organization would be interested in providing the services of community organizers 
to assist in the Crime Prevention project in Willard-HomeNood. Pursuant to that 
meeting, Mr. Viking met l'fith Mr. Beck on May 23, 1977, to discuss possible contract 
arrangements. At its June 24, 1977, Council meeting, the Minneapolis 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 p~r week of community organizer 
services through the WIPOG organization. At the present time, Ms. Ella Gross and 
Ms. Ros~ 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 
SpeciaJ School D1strict Number 1 is attached. 

On June 20, 1977, the three neighborhood coordinators began .work. Their first 
assignment was to locate office space within each neighborhood. This was accomplished 
by June 27, 1977. On July 8, 1977, the Mi~neapolis City Council authorized the proper 
City officers to enter into leases for the purpose of neighborhood Cl'ime Prevention 
offices with the following individuals or organizations. . 

Willard-Homewood neighborhood - Minneapolis Housing and Redevelopment Authority -
office to be located at 1800 Olson Highway. 

Hawthorne neighborhood - Kahler-Madeen -
office to be located at 1009 West Broadway. 

Lowry Hill East neighborhood - John Salisbury -
office to be located at 2748 Lyndale Avenue South. 

Copies of the 1 eases are attached. 

At the same time, the neighborhood coordinators were asked to begin servicing 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 priorities as set forth by the neighborhood coordinators. 
and a project time table was established. This time table is atta~~ed. 

Meanwhile. neighborhood coordinators were beginning to meet with their Task Forces. 
As noted previously, the meeting of June 20. 1977, was an education meeting for all 
three Crime Prevention Task Forces. Jhe Willard-Homewood Crime Prevention Task Force 
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chose as their first -pTOject an alley c1e~n up campaign. It was their feeling that 
this would aid them in detennining alleys for redesign. The Ha\~thorne 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 6 
as the date for the first block captain training program. 

This completes the activities during the months of Apri1. May, and June. 1977. It 
should be noted that further detail regarding any or all of these activities can be 
obtained by researcning through the files of thE! CO!llllunity Crime Prevention project. 
Said files will be maintained in the archives of the City following i!etermination of 
the project. 

"' ........ 
D-9 



------------------------------------------------------------------------._- ,-----._. 
STAt!: OF ImmESOTA I 

.. 
_ ,~_~.::=!~~~.~~.=.=S~C=~=·aI=S*S_IO_N,.OO __ C_a~L~==DP~~~='=~=IT=IO=I='=~=mc=~=N=TR=O_L=== __ =_~.~~ ______ =__P=R_~~~~S~R~~~O~RT~FO~~~ ______________ ~~ 444 UFAymE ROAD· St. PAUL, HUWC:SOTA 55101 

=ae:r!1 a, .. _= 
· PROJEct TITLE 

Community Crime Prevention 
GRANt miMaER 

03020724977 
tHIS RUORT COVERS THE PERIOD: 

( ) J.nua.y 1 - ~.cb 31 (Dul Ap.il 25) 
; SPONSORING UIIIT OF GCV!:Rl/llDlt 

City of Minneapolis ( ) April 1,- Ju ... 3a. (Du. July 25) 

, aPEtfllItuRES TO OAT! (Cu.rone Crl.c) $ 6, 07 9 (XX) July 1 - Sept amber 30 (Cu. Oct.ber 25) 

· f.XPEtfllITURES THIS PERIOD • 25,210 ( ) October l - Cec.,.ber 31 (Cue January 25) 

Cr .... es are .equlred to lub .. lt quartlrly reporta 01\ ?rojtce .ctiviti •• and accolllpUahmenca. Progre •• repo.to are de.1;ned to 
documlnt project actlviCL .. and p •• foMancI and co provide ongolng lnfo .... c1o" to concorn.e! Ig.nc1... progre ... epo.ts .bould 
odel •• ,. the ar." aut11nocl bal"". 

~ P.ogres. r.poru ar. duo on thl 25th of tbe month follo"ing til.l roporting period, I.g., report to. January-Harcb 
15 dUO April 25. P.aporu should b. aubaiittad 01\ th ... d.t •• even 1! the p.ojece hal not b •• " in operatio" the full quarte •• 

Olseribuelon: Tho projecc ditecc •• 15 responsible for subClitting t ... copt .. of tbe progreu repo.c to eh. Grancs hlm1nistr:1tor 
of tho cov.rno~·s Co=issio" on C:I .... P.evention and Coner.l. If appl1cable, •• nd ona copy of the •• po.t to the Regional Advisory 
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; a. Describe project Icclviti" and p.ogre •• :ward each goal and objeccive specifi.d in the grant applicltion. ,usa deecribe 
I prorcen towo.cI acbleving .000pl1ance witb "Special Conditions for tMs P.oject" .pacifi.cI i. the g •• "t .gr .... e"c. 
I 
b. Cescribe othe. Idminlotrativt or pro;raOl act1-litl .. und •• uken during tb.a roporting perioe! "'hicb ... not specifically reLated 

eo gO.1l.s o. objectiv •• , but ~hi.h are n •••• sa.y to fully describe project actlvici •• and p.og .... (e.g., boa.d "eecingo, 
oUorts to ".ur. p ....... n.nc funding, other ""ocings attended or co!\du.tld). 

· c. O .... ib. proble"" encountored 1" achieving goals and objectivl., and ocher p.obl .... encountered in eb.a conduct of thi. 
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'.gln your nunCi". h..... Add as IWlY p~g;;-';;8 nece .. arYC;-d~;;:;ib. progre.s during ~~ ... porting p •• iod. 

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 \~ork involved in translating 
the LEAA grant into a meaningful operational program. 

DUring this period, Robert 'liking, the Demonstration I·tanager, left ,the 
project to return to graduate school. Sheldon Strom, who had prevlously 
been the project Architect, was appointed as the new Demonstration Manager. 

Two nelv staff peopl e were added in August--Joyce Yetter, an organi zer for 
Hawthorne, and Ella Gross, an organizej" 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 signing leases. This caused some delays. In addition, the 
leasor of the Lowry Hill East office was slow in completing some re-
model ing. The neighborhood offices It/ere occupi\!d by Willard-Homewood on 
July 1. by Hawthorne on August 1, and by Lowry Hill East on September 1. 

ThereIVere also delays involving printed materials and other necessary 
supplies. Early in this period, the neighborhood staff felt th~y were 
operating with inadeguate written materiaTs. A brochure was wr1tten and 
produced; and though it did document the progra~ elements in ~riting, th~re 
was clearly a need for more and better informat10n a'd promotlonal materlal. 
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To solve this problem, local advertising agencies were contacted to 
investigate the cost and feasibility of developing a package of proaram 
materials. One of the agencies contacted was Nartin-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 Preventio~ program 
- window decals 
- promotional brochure 
- phone book cover with emergency phone numbers on the back 
- witness card 
- home security checklist 
- block meeting invitation 
- letterhead, business cards 
- handbook. 

During this period, premise security survey forms were developed and 
printed. The premise security subsidy proqram as outlined in the grant 
was further developed and was initiated on a tria.l basis. Some potential 
problems ~Iith the use of LEAA funds for the subsidy pl'ogram were disclJssed 
with the Grants Analyst of the Crime Control Plannina Board. As an 
interim measure, it was decided by the Hinneapol is staff to use $24,500 
in Community Development Block Grant funds (i .e., non LEM 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 eal'ly 1978. 

The premise surveys are conducted by police officers. The grant had 
indicated that $26,000 would be available to the Polics Depar'tment to 
pay for a portion of the police manpo~ler required to do these surveys. 
The Grants Analyst for the Crime Control Planning Board indicated that 
the lEAA funds could not be used onlv for pal ice overtime but must be 
used for regular sa1ar;es plus a typical percentage of overtime-:-It 
~Ias decided that the best course of action was to use LEAA funds to pay 
a portion of the salary of the police coordinators working on th~ project. 
The Ninneapo1 is Police Department agreed to provide the services of pol ice 
officers to do premise surveys. 

Though the police overtime issue was resolved, it did cause considerable 
delay in delivering premise security surveys. 

In August, Robert Viking and Sheldon Strom visited WI.hinQton, D.C., to 
solicit second year funding and to meet with representatives of the 
Westinghouse national issues center. ~/hile in \~ashinqton, a meeting was 
held with Robert Hacy 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 Ha\~thorne neighborhoods. An alleY~lay 
vacation was initiated in Willard-Homewood. In addition, at a Hillard­
~omewood CPAC meeting, the C?AC indicated that the primary focuses of 
physical design modificattons in Willard-Homewood should be on alleys and 
a1ley 1 iqhting. HOI'lever, the option of using some funds for traffic 
modifications should still be considered for Willard-Home~lood. 
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Traffic modification plans were presented to the Hawthorne CPAC. The 
response to these plans was good, but it was cl ear 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 Nanager. 
The new architect \~as hired earl ier in October. Secause of this situation, 
very 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. The activities of the 
individual neighborhoods are described below. 

HAHTHORNE 

Hawthorne staff began presenting Community Crime Prevention information 
to the existing block clubs. Eight first Community Crime Prevention 
meetin9s \~ere held and one second Community Crime Prevention meeting was 
held during this period. Staff were also involved in the preparation of 
pro9ram materials, a neighborhood t1e\~sletter, 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 Hillard-Home\~ood staff to produce a block captain training manual. 
This manual was designed for the residents of Hillard-HomeNood 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 Prevention. 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 Prp.­
venti on and announced ~ meeting to discuss crim~ prevention and began 
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 Nith 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. 

- " 
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Con tacts throughout the nei gt;borhood I'tere estab 1 i shed 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 be captains. A block captain training 
manual was produced to support these people and a training session was 
held. Initial block meetings I'/ere held in September. 

Lowry Hill East staff were involved in writing specifications for the 
hard\~are delivery system, early program materials, soliciting funds 
from CDBG, and a Minneapolis Tribunearticleon Community Crime Prevention. 

During this quarter, eight premise security surveys were requested and 
one completed. Four block meetings were held on Community Crime Prevention 
and one apartment meeting was held. 

WILLARD-HOMEWOOD 

The primary efforts in Wi 11 ard-Home\'/ood centered around reaching as many 
residents as possible to expose them to Community Crime Prevention. 
Community meetings were held in July and August and a Community Crime 
Prevention sponsored picnic was held in August a~ 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 cleaned up with the cooperation of the Neighborhood Youth 
Corps. 

Block club organizing was done by Community Crime Prevention staff and 
\HPOG staff. Valarie Ifill, an intern for the summer, left the Community 
Crime Prevention 5taff at the end of August. Staff then consisted of 
Van White, Ella Gross, and WIPOG. 

Fifteen block meetings were reported during this period of the project by 
the Willard-Homewood'staff, . 
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is duo Aprll 2S. aeports should b. submitt.d on. th ... dat •• even if eha project hu not b.en in operation the fuU quarur. 

Distribution: Th. project direceor 1. r.sponsible for .ub"itting cwo copiea of the progre •• report co the Crant. Adminht ... tcr 
of ehe Co""rnor's COCJ:Il .. ion on Cr!.::le P •• veneion .nd Concrol. If applicabl ••• end one copy of :he r.port co the P •• gional Advisory 
Councll and CrJ.oi.~d Justice Coordin.:lting Council. The project director should check. co d.t .... in. ~heth .. ehe sponsoring unie 
of gov"""tnt vi.h .. to rec.ive a copy of the progt ... roport. and if 10. should send a copy co eh. sponsoring unie. 

I.. D •• crtb. p.oject aceiviei •• and p.ogre., towa.rd each goal and objeceive "plci!ied in eh. g.ant applicaeion. .usa describe 
pros .... eovard achieving cO<:lplunce vlth "Specul Conditions for elli. Project" .pecified in tho grant agr ..... nc. 

I 

, 

b. Desc.ibe athlr .dmini.er.civ. or prog .... acti',iei .. undettaken during the reporcin! p.riad \lhich are not .pecitlcaUy rlueed 
Co goals or o'jectiv •• , buc which ... n.co.sarr to fully d .. criba projecc activities and prog ... ' ( •• g •• board ", •• ting •• 
~ffort. co secure p ..... n.nt fundill3. othor , ... eings ateended or conduct.d). 

~c. Dt.&cribe problems enccunce.red in achie.ving goals and obje.c.t.1.ves, and other problem. enccuncerad in the conduct of this 
project. t. a .. istance n .. dedl It so, in wh .. t .. eas! 

d. SpeeiCy positions HUed during eh. quarter. name of persona hired. qualificatiolls of now scaff. and current vacanei ... 

eegin you. narrativa here. Add as :nany page. ";. necassary -eo-d~;~ri.b .. progre .. during the reporting period. 

,. 
During this quarter a 4reat deal of proqress ~Ias made in refining 

program elements and deve 1 opi ng effecti ve program de 1 i very s tra tegi es . The 
community organizing process for the program was formalized and staff responsi­
bil ities were clearly defined. 

The experience of the first fe~1 months of the program sho~led clearly 
that crime prevention information could best be presented in 1:\010 block club 
meetings. 

The first of those meetings serves as introduction to crime prevention 
especially the neighborhood watch program. premise security surveys. and 
operation identification. 

The neighborhood crime statistics are also discussed at this meeting. 
In addition. residents are encouralJed to identify other crime problems or 
concerns. People siqn up for operation m and premise surveys and aqre2 tn 
share their names, addresses, and phone numbers on a block map. 

The second block club meeting be9ins by briefly reviewing the content 
of the first meetinq for the benefit of those block members who did not 
attend the first meeting. 
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The Neighborhood Hatch program is then explained in mQre detail and the 
nei ghborhood watch materi a1 s are described and handed out. (Note: Thouqh 
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 respond 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 deve10oed. • 

Future block meetings topics are developed and the responsibil ity for 
these future meetings is transferred to a block captain with some assistance 
by staff. . 

Future staff dt rected block meeti ngs may, in some cases, be hel d 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 thorouqh coveraoe of informa­
tional parts of the program, yet allows the orqanizing of all blocks in the 
demonstration neighborhoods wi thi n the fi rst year of the demonstrati on program. 

During this quarter it became clear that good promotional and informational 
material \.,as an inteora.1 part of the program. Unfortunately, there vlere delays 
in the final priRting of these materials and the complete package of materials 
was not available until mid January. These delays \.,ere due to a number of 
factors. The advertising aqency ~/as slow in del ivering some of the final art 
\'Iork for the materials. In addition, there were frequent revisi()ns; of the 
materials as we gained more field experience. 

Compoundin~ these delays were the long lead times involved in biddiryq 
and printinq. Fortunately, most of thes~ delays occurred during the ho1:day 
season ~Ihen our block organi zi ng efforts !'/ere de-emphas i zed due to the dl ffi, 
culty of getting residents to attend block meetings which often conflicted 
with their holiday activities. 

These "slack" times at the en</ of the year were used by staff to update 
block club records and to further develop strategies for the coming year. 

rn October, a new architect was hired. After an initial period of 
training and fami1 iarization ,.,ith the program, the architect began meetinq 
wi th res i dents in Hawthorne and Hi 11 a rd-lIomcwood to further develop the 
physical desiqn plans for those neiqhborhoods. 

An alley vacation \-/as approved by the City Council for one of the 
~-/illard-Homewood demonstration alleys. HO~/ever, due to severe 11innesota 
winters, the alley modifications \-Jill not be done until April of 1978. 

During this period, meetinqs were held with the Pub1 ic Harks D~partment 
and a review and approval process for physical desiqn modifications ,~as 
estabHshed. 

During this quarter the problems described in last quarter's reoort 
involving police overtime were formally resolved. Premise security surveys 
progressed well in the Lowry Hill East nei ghborhood (5th Precinct). 
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In the Willard-liomewood and Hal-/thorne 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 police 
manpower for the premise surveys. 

During Oecember, the first community crime orevention nel~sletter "PUBLIC 
EYE" WaS pub I i shed and di s tri buted to the demons trati on nei qhborhoods . The 
newsletter contained tl'lO sections. The first section included ne~/s of interest 
to all three demonstration neighborhoods. The second section was devoted to 
nel'lS of p.articular interest to each neighborhood. It is hooer! that the nel'lS­
letter can be published monthly. lIowever, 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 City outside the demonstration 
neighborhoods. ThoU9h it I'las not appropriate to soend a great rleal of staff 
time on requests from outside the demonstration neighborhoods, some type of 
response to this interest ~/as required. We did not I'lant to discourage inter­
est from other areas of the City since one of the primary purposes of the 
demonstrati on nei qhborhoods is to set the stage for an effecti ve· Ci t.Y-~1i de 
crime prevention program. 

In response to requests from the Southwest f.1inneapol is nei ghborhood, two 
block captain training sessions were conducted by the demonstration manager 
and the staff of the Crime Control Plannin~ Board. Though these sessions 
were ~Iell received by the residents I'lho ~/ere very interested in crime pre­
vention, the staff felt frustrated by the traininq sessions. The three 
major elements of the program, (Neighborhood 1·latch, Premise Surveys, anri 
Opera ti on I. 0.) cou,l d on I y be bri efly descri bed since there were no effecti ve 
delivery mechanisms available for these prorrams outsirie the demonstration 
neighborhoods. It I-las decided that we should- ~ttempt to avoid future involve­
ment in block captain traininC) outside the neiqhborhoods until effective 
deliverv mechanisms were established in these neighborhoods. 

The neiohborhood oraani zer for Hav/tho'rne vIas transferred to Wnl ard­
Home~lOod and the process" of hi rinq a nel'l nei ghborhood orqani zer for Hawthorne 
was initiated. This move Vias made due to a confl ict betl'/een the other Haw­
thorne staff and the orqani zer. The nei ghborhood coordi nator for Hawthorne 
maintained that the organizer I-las not effective as an orqanizer 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
ferred on a trial basis to the Hillal'd-Home~/ood ne'ighborhood. The Hillard­
Hoolewood ne;qhborhood coordinator says he is pleased to have her since he 
fel t an addi tiona I organi zer I-/as neCE!:'isary due to the 1 arge si ze of Hi 11 ard­
Homewood (100 blocks). 

The newly hired neighborhood organizer was assigned to the lIawthorne 
neighborhood in early January rather than to Hillard-Homewood as originally 
planned. 

The progress reports for the individual neighborhoods are described 
below. 
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LOWRY HILL EAST ' 

Because CCP materials were not complete at the expected time, none of 
the blocks recei ved the conc1 udi ng CCP rrieeti ng. Several meeti ngs 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 ornanizing and holding 
meetings. However. t\'/enty block meeting~ - _('e held as well as one apartment 
meeting. Of these, ten were first CCP n;c:etings and eleven ~/ere second meetings. 

Very fel~ people ~I!lre participating in the apartment clubs. Because of 
this, organizing strategies were re-evaluated and it Iqas decided that apartment 
residents I~ould be included in the block clubs rather than separately. If 
time allows, apartment bui1dinas will be or!lanized 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 uf 
the CCP program and to foster the development of associations. Five ,neetings 
were held; t .. /o on Lyndale and three on Hennepin Avenue. Lyndale Avenue was 
slO1~ to take the init'iative at establishing an organization. The Hennepin 
Avenue association has developed a strong leadership, by laws, and has had 
several independent meetings. Fortunately, 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 heav,y organizing schedule. No meeting Nas held in 
December because of the holiday season. 

CCP staff I~ere also involved in planning for a visit of the Governor 
to the neighborhood. The Governor visited the CCP office while on the tour. 

Seventv Premise Sec~rity Surveys were requested during this period and 
forty-seven were compl eted. 

HI\HTHORNE 

I n November. the lIawthorne s ta ff arranged for a communi ty meeti ng wi th 
several ex-burglars as the primary speakers. The ex-bur~lars spoke about 
their tactics for I)reaking 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 IJrganize block clubs. Seven meetings I'/ere held 
presenting the first part of CCP and eight second meetings Nere held on 
blocks. Hawthorne staff liere unable to conclude program contacts because 
Neighborhood l'latch materials were ngt complete during this quarter. 

Fift'/-eight residential security surveys were requested from June til 
the end of this quarter. None of these had been done. Five commercial sur­
veys were requested and one ~/as completed. 

WILLI\RD-HQr,lEHOOD 

Willard-Homewood staff continued to sneak to community groups to explain 
the CC? nroqram. CCP staff and t-JIPOG staff held first meetings with twenty­
one blocks and second meetings \~ith nine blocks. Some blocks combined for 
these meeti ngs. Ei qhty-e; ght premi se securi ty surveys I'/ere request~ti and 
none were performed. 
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I pr0it''''' co ..... rd achi_viog ',,",planee Iolitb "Spacial Conditions for chb Project" .pecifi.d in th. granl: .gre4ll1ene. 
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eUort. co •• tun perman<ll\e funding, oehar m ... ting. aet&nclod or conducted). 

I 
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;a;;r .. your narrative here. Add as many pages all nec ... ary co d;ru1be pra~ ... during the reporting period. 

During th'! s quarter, a· great deal was accompl i shed. Time spent previously 
in program development and refinement 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 
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 materials, 
effective central office support to neighborhoods, and hopefully a high 
level of neighborhood interest. 

Qf the three demonstration neighborhoods, Lowry Hill East was by far the 
most successful in terms of block meetings conducted and the turnout at 
each meeting. 

Hawthorne and Wi 11 at'd-Homewood exper; enced 1 ess success. The reasons 
for this are not clE!ar, but a difference in the attitude and background 
of the neighborhood staff is certainly a significant factor. 
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The Lowry Hill East staff have fully accepted the idea of continuously 
modifying the organizing approach so that it can be done quickly with a 
greater reliance 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 staff involvement with the blocks. 

In addition with the new method of organizing for crime prevention. staff 
accomplishements can be more easily measured in terms of results obtained. 
for ~xample. number of meetings and meeting attendance. Though these 
numbers do not tell the entire story. they do provide excellent 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 involving the 
organization of block clubs for crime prevention can be truly effective 
only if specific performance objectives 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 anotner. A copy ~f the monthly report form is enclosed. 

Table 1 summarizes the reported level of achievement for the indicated 
categories on the report form. Other categories were not included because 
the information was not easily comparable from neighborhood to neighborhood. 

The neighborhood crime prevention programs are continuously being modified 
and refined. Ouring this quar'ter. 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 additton. Martin-Williams is 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 
workers to identify and report crimes and suspicious activity as they 
deliver mail in the neighborhoods. This training will be provided by 
the Crime Control Planning Board. 

In January the Project Director 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 c~t;es 
in Dallas to dicuss the LEAA funding Comprehensive Community Crime Pre­
vention Programs. The six cities selected to be recipients of LEAA grants 
of from $200,000 to $500,000 are Minneapolis, Portland, Oregon, Compt~~, 
Colorado. Newark, New Jersey, Salt Lake City, Utah, and Jackson, Missis~ippi. 
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 Hill East. These plans, which were 
described in th~ 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 Hi 11 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 neighborhaod, block captain training in the Armatage 
neighborhood, and with the Crime Prevention Action Council. The CPAC had 
two issues to develop--l) 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 
Prevention staff and staff for the Whittier demonstration program. 
Further effo~ts were made with the Hennepin and Lyndale Avenue Business 
Associations. Staff solicited neighborhood CCP supporters to speak on 
behalf of the program for the C06G 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 sus.tain and encourage 
growth at il;S 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 members of 
the St. Paul Crime Victim Crisis Center who will be organizing for crime 
prevention. Articles were written for the Community Crime Prevention 
newsletter, "Public Eye," and the local neighborhood newspaper. A CPAC 
meeting was held as usual. 

Hawthorne 

In January, the staff were involved in block clu~ organizing. They also held 
a CPAC meeting and attended a neighborhood assoclation 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 alter'ations made. 

Iri February, a Northside resource list was developed. Two articles were 
written for a local grade school paper about crime prevention. Staff 
attended the COBG funding meeting and met with people from St. Paul who 
are organizing for crime prevention. A C?AC 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. 

Willard-Homewood 

In January. a CPAC meeting was held and an article was written for "Insight" 
newspaper' seeking l'esident 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 senior 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 session in the Armatage neighborhood 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 III areas as defined 
in the Comprehensive City-Wide Minneapolis Community Crime Prevention grant 
proposal that was wfitten in January and February. 

Enclosures: Monthly report form 
When you suspect. dial direct 
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TABLE 1 

JANUARY FEBRUARY MARCil OFfiCE TOTALS PROGRAM TOTALS 

NE lGHBORIlOOD LHE WII II lllE Hit H lIlE HH II LllE WI\ Ii 

NUNBER OF STAff 2* 4*/1' 3"~ 2 4 3 2 4 3 2 4 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 48 175 
Survey Requests 

Premise Security 5 0 50 10 0 15 13 0 17 28 0 82 110 
Surveys Done 

Introductory CCP Meetings Total meetingsitotal att. 
Done/Attendance 3/20 6/30 5/21 2/23 9/13 3/4 + 8/84 2/12 8/29+ 30/287 24/154 20/90 74/531 

(l mtg. no (2 mtg. no 
Neighborhood Hatch att. reported) att. reported) Average attendance 

Neetings Done/ 8/57 0/0 0/0 4/42 3/19 5/21+ 5/61 4/20 3/15 9.56 6.4 4,5 7.2 (Average 
Attendance (1 mtg. no attendance) 

att. reported) 

.".* One of the Hillard-Home\~ood staff is provided through a contract with WIPOG (Hillard Increasing Pride On the Go). 

* January, lIlE - Hicks left the office and was replaced by Doi. Doi in training; did not run meetings untll February. /licks continued to have a few 
meetings in LHE • 

. i'iX'!( January, Hawthorne - B. Esposito hired to replace ,1. Yetter. Sho was training during this period. 
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Initial Alley Vacation Request 

E-1 



'\ 
I \ 
~ 



nN 
U 11 

J' 

i! 



I 
t .~ 

r 
! 
I 

OFFl~ OF CITY COORDINATOR 
301M CITY HAU. • MlhilLtPOUS. MINH£50TA '!WI! 

CITY COORDINATOR ......................... JA8.20J2 _Io.T_ 
ADI.IIHIS'lRATlVt SElMCtS •••••••••••••••••• 34&2601 

FBn. H. FOfOtIt 
tHVI_HTAL CONTROL •••••••••••••••••• ~ 

_0,0,.",.., 
!'LANNlHQ ANa OOI(LOI'M(HT .............. 3OWQ 

_C.Jl4Ifltt 

HUUAN AtSOUACtS ......................... 34&2601 
CO-R._ 

.. -

August 5, 1977 

Mr. Jay Tyson 
President 
Minneapolis Planning CommnssiDn 
210 City Ha11 
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 feet 
Gf lot 9 and easterly 93.57 feet of Lot 8 of the Homewood Rearrange­
-!n:ant of Block 13 Minneapolis, r1innesota, as shown on the attached 
drawings. 

Reasons for request for alley vacation: 

Residents indicate that the alley is used by through traffic as 
a short cut between 12th Street and Farw~1l causing a dangerous 
and disruptive situation. 

Residents indicate that the alley has often been used to trans­
port stolen goods to and from the vacant land below a hill north­
I'leSt of the alley as shown in Figure 2. 

Residents indicate that the all~y is being used increasingly as 
a thoroughfare for mini-bike, trail bikes, as well as for children 

!l!lg~ ~icycles and on foot. This creates a potentially very dangerous 
~.7;'jjl tuati on. 
r-
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Adequate access and egress for residential as well as service and 
emergency 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-Homewood neighborhood is the creation of 
udemonstration alleys" which arc intended. to show that appropri'ate 
changes to the pllysical environment combined with active and organized 
residents can Significantly 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 
301 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 Coo,rdinator 
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Citizen Survey for Willard-Homewood Neighborhood 
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"CITIZEN" QUESTIONNAIRE 

Instruction to Intetviewers: 

For Office Use Only 

Study Number 

Interview No. 

Card Number 

Community 

Circle all code number~. Notice lines on left of questionnaire. These 
lines aZ:;-f~oding purposes only and are not to be used by interviel~er. 

It should'be remembered that this is a highly confidential questionnaire 
and co~ie$ must ~ be left where they might fall into unauthorized 
hands. 

Interviewer: 

Name ____________________________________ ___ 

Address 

City _________________________ State ________ ZIP 

Phone ______________________ __ 

Area: 

Quota: Male 

Female 

Hello, I'm I'm' working with the State of Hinnesota 
in conducting a survey throughout the City of Hinneapolis and IJould like you!:' 
household to be represented in our sample. 
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A. NEIGHBORHOOD AND ATTITUDES TOt-l.\RD CRIME 

Al. I'd like you eo look .. e ehis map (SHOW ~t<\['). Here is I,/here we are now. 
t 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 HARKING PEN) 

la. Docs ehis area have a name? 
1. Yes (CONTINUE) 
Z. No (SKIP TO AZ) 

lb. What is this neighborhood called? 

AZ. How long have you lived in this neighborhood? 
1. less than 6 months 
2. 6 months to 1 year 
J. more than 1 but less than 5 years 
4. 5 - 10 year~ 
5. more than 10 years 

,A3. 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 

A4. How many f'lmilies do you know personally or do you recognize on sight 
as living in this neighborhood? 
1. none 
2. 1 o'=" 2 
3. 3 or 4 
4. 5 to 10 
5. more ,than 10 

AS. How many families in this neighborhood do you know weLl enQugh to ask 
a favor or if you needed something? 
1. none 
2. 1 or 2 
3. 3 or 4 
4. 5 to 10 
5. more than 10 

A6. tn some neighborhoods, people do things tognther and help each other­
in other neighborhoods, people mostly go chllir ~n.n ways. In general. 
what kind of neighborhood would you say this is? 
1. most people here help each ocher 
2. some people here help each other and some go their own ways 
3. most people here go their own ways 
7. clon't know 



-..... 

A7. Would you say you really feel a part of the neighborhood her~, or do 
you think of it more as jU$~ the place you live? 
1. part 
2. place to live 

AS. In general, is it ea.sy 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 

A9. In the past year, do you remember seeing any strangers in the neighbor­
hood whose behavior made you suspicious?' 
16 yes (ASK 9a and 9b) 
2. no (SK~P to 9c) 

9a. If yes, about how many times in the past year did this happen? 

9b. If yes, did you do anything, like call a neigh~ar, ask the stranger 
what he was doing, or call the police? 

______ No (Why not?) 

____ Yt!s (What did you do?) 

(SKIP TO AI0) 

9c. If you did see a stranger in your neighbo:C'hood whose behavior made you 
suspici~-;, what would you do? 
1. nothing 
2. call a neighbor 
3. ask him what he was doing 
~. call the police 
7. don't know 
9. other 

AlO. In general, during the past couple of yens, do you think this neighbor­
hood has become a hetter place to live, a worse place, or has it stayed 
the same? 
1. a better place to riwlI (ASK lOa) 
2. a worse place r.o live (ASK lOa) 
j" has stayed about the same (SKIP TO All) 
4. haven't lived here that long (SKIP TO All) 

lOa. What about the neighborhood has gotten better/worse? 
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All. If you hOld to move, where would you look for another place in the 
Twin City.arca--in thiS neighborhood, or in some other part of 
MinneOlpolis or outside the city of Minneapolis? 
1. this neishborhood (SKIP TO A12) 
2. some other pOlrt of Minneapolis (ASK 11a) 
3. outside the city of Minneapolis (ASK 11a) 

lla. If b or c, why would you want to move away from this neighborhood? 

A12. Is there anything you don't like about this neighborhood? 
1. yes (ASK 12a) 
t. no (SKIP TO A13) 

12a. If yes, what? Anything else? 

12b. If more than one answer, which of the problems you mentioned would you 
say is the most serious? ________________________________________ __ 

A13. Within the past year or tlol;l, do you think that crime in your neighbor­
hood has increased, decreased, or remained about the same? 
1. increased (AS~ 13a) 
2. decreased (ASK 13a) 
3. same (SKIP to A14) 

'4. haven't lived here that long (SKIP TO A14) 
7. don't know (SKIP TO A14) 

13a. Were you thinking about any specific kinds of crimes if you said you 
think crime in your neighborhood has increased/decreased? 

.1.14 .• 

1. yes (CONTINUE) 
2. no (SKIP TO A14) 

If'yes, what kinds of crimes? ________________________ . __________ ___ 

How about any crimes which may be happening in your neighborhood-­
would you say they ar~ co~nitted mostly by the people who live here 
in this neighborhood or mostly by outsiders? 
1. no crimes happening in neighborhood 
2. people living hera 
3. outsiders 
4. equally by both 
7. don't know 

4 



Al5. How much difference do you think it would make in the a~ount of 
crime if people took steps to protect themselves and their property 
from crime? Would it make a great deal of difference, some, or no 
difference? 
1. grea t deal 
2. some 
3. no 

A16. 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 Ali) 
3. no (ASK 16a) 

16a. (IF NO) tfuy do you feel that way? ______________ _ 

A17. 

M.S. 

How willing would you be to help with 
about preventing crime in this area? 
somewhat. or not at all willing? 
1. very willing 
2. somewhat willing 
3. not at all willing 

a group that was concerned 
Would you be. very 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 at'ea--all of them, most, sorne, 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. 

A21. 

How often do you use facilities in your own neighborhood to do the 
(ollowing activities'! 

Occasion- Not Appli-
FreQuentlv ally I'lever cabte 

a) grocery shopping 1 2 J 4 
b) shopping for clothes , 1 2 J 4 

c) banking 1 2 J ~ 

d) eating at. restaurants 1 2 3 4 

e) entertainment. 1 2 3 4 

f) church or synagogue 1 2 3 4 

g) outdoor activities 
in parks 1 2 3 4 

h) children' 5 

recreation 1 2 3 4 

i) adult recreation 1 2 3 4 

j) visit with friends 1 2 3 4 

Are there any areas in your neighborhood where you feel afraid to go 
alone after dark1 
1. yes (CONTINUE) 
2. no (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. no (SKIP TO A24) 

21.a. l-lhere are those areas? _____________________ _ 

21b. l-lhat makes them seem unsafe? __________ , ________ _ 
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A22. Is this neighborhol:ld dangerous enough to make you think seriously 
about moving somewhere else? 
1. yes (ASK 22a) 
2. no (SKIP TO A23) 

22a. If yes, why don't you? Any other r~ason? 
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. I'd like you to look at this map (SHOt~ MAP OF HINNEAPOLIS) Here is 
where we are now. I would like you to outline any areas in the city 
of Minneapolis where you would be afraid to go to alone !! night. 
(HAND RESPONDENT RED ~~RKING PEN) 

23a. What is the name of this area? ____________________________________ __ 

23b. What is it· about each place that makes it unsafe? 

A24. I'd like you to look a t this map. (SHOt'; HAP OF HINNEAPOLIS) Here 
is where we are now. ! l~ould like you to outline any areas in the 
city of Hinneapolis where you l~ould feel afraid to go to alone during 
the~. (HANu RESPONDENT GREEN MARKING PEN) 

24a. What is the name of this area? ____________________________________ __ 

24b. What is it about each place that makes it unsafe? __________________ _ 

A2S. Do you ever take any of th~ following things to protect yourself when 
you go to an area where you feel afraid? 
Do you take a: Yes No 
a. gun --I- T 
b. knife or other sharp instrument 1 2 
c. 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 
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A26. Do you have any children under 18 years o€ age living at home? 
1. yes (IF YES, COXTINUE) 
2. no (IF NO, SKIP TO B1) 

At1. 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 aU. 

1. How worried are you when your children are playing out­
side the house but are where you can see them or hl~ar 
them? 
(1~ WORRIED OR VERY WORRIED) What is it that worries you? ______________________________________________ ___ 

2. How worried are you when they are walking or riding 
the bus to and from school? 
(IF WORRIED OR VERY I,ORRIED) lfuat is it that 
worries yt'u? ______________________________________ •. _ 

3. How worried are you when they are at school? 
(IF 1,0RRlED OR VERY WORRIED) lfuat:. is it that worries you? ______________________________________________ _ 

4. 1I0w worriad are you \.hen they arc in the neighbor~ 
hood during the day, but out of your sight or 
hearing? 
(IF WO~~IED OR VERY WORRIED) What is it that worries you? ______________________________________________ _ 

5. How worri~d are you when they are playing in the 
neighborhood park? 
(IF lV0RRIED OR VERY I,ORRIED) lfuat 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 ~lORRIED) lfuat is it that worries you? ______________________________________________ _ 

A28. Now, I'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 ~ituation 
will happen to you. (SlIOW RESPONDENT CARD) Is there no chance of 
the situation occuring, less than a 50/50 chance, about 50/50, better 
than 50/50 chance of the situation occurr.ing or almost certain to 
occur. L~t's try the first situation. How likely is it that this 
situation will occur? 

1. someon..:! would break into your hOI1.sf:l/apartment when 
no one is home 

2. someone would break into your house/apartment when 
someone is hOllIe 

I 



3. your purse/wallet would be sn~tched 

4. someone would take something from you on 
the street by force or threat 

5. someone would beat you up or hurt you on 
the street 

6. someon~ would break into your car 

7. someone would vandalize your car or your 
property 

8. someone would sexually assault or molest you 

A29. Now, I'd like to change the situation and have you answer in a dif- . 
ferene 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 \oIi11 read some 
possible situations and I'd like you to tell me how dangerous you 
feel the situation to be. For example, if the situation is not dan­
gerous at all, you could answer O. As the situ~tion becomes more 
dangerous, you wouLd go up the ladder to a more dangerous level. If 
you said 10, the situation I"ould be very dangerous. 
(HAND RESPONDENT ImITE CARD) On each of the cards is something you 
might do. Look at them one at ~ time and think how dangerous you 
feel the situation might be. The higher the number the more danger­
ous you feel it is. 

29a. What number best represents how dangerous you feel it 
is to walk around in your neighborhood alone during 
the day? 

Not applicable 

29b. What number represents how dangerous you feel it 
is to walk around in your neighborhood I'lith some­
one during the day? 

Never use ____ _ 

Not applicable _______ _ 

29c. lfuich number represents how dangerous you feel 
it is to walk around in your neighborhood alone 
at night? 

Nev·er use 

Not applicable ___ _ 

Never use _____ _ 
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29d. Which number reprcst'l1ts how dangerous you feel 
it is to walk around in your neighborhood with 
someone at night? 

Not applicable ______ __ 

2ge. What number best represents how dangerous you 
feel it is to wait for a bus alone during che 
day? 

Newer use 

Not applicable 

29f. ~~at number represents how dangerous you feel 
it is Co t~ait for a bus with sorneon~ during 
the day? 

Never use 

Not applicable ______ __ 

29g. Which number represents how dangerous you feel 
it is to wait for a bus alone at night? 

Never use ________ _ 

Not applicable ________ _ 

29h. Hhich number represents how dangerous you feel 
it is to wait for a bus with someone at night~ 

Never use, ________ _ 

Not applicable ________ _ 

29i. ~lliat number best represents how dangerous you 
feel it is to watch television in your home 
or apar,tment alone during the day? 

Never use 

Not applicable _____ _ 

29j. ~~at number represents how dangerous you feel 
it is to watch television in your home or apart­
ment wi.th someone during the day? 

Never use ________ _ 

Not applicable ________ _ 

29k. Which number represents how dangerous you feel 
it is to watch television in your home or apart­
ment alone at night7 

Never use ________ _ 

Not applicable ----
Never use ________ _ 
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291. 

29m. 

·29n. 

290. 

29p. 

29q. 

29r. 

Which number represents how dangerous you feel 
it is to watch television in your home or apart­
ment with someone at night? 

Not applicable ________ _ 

What number best represents how dangerous you 
feel it is to be working or playing in your 
yard or in front of your hom~ alone during the 
day? 

Never use ________ _ 

Not applicable ___ _ 

What number represents how dangerous you fe~l 
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 dangero~s you feel 
it is to·be working or playing in your yard or 
in front of your home al~ne at night? 

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 us.e ______ _ 

Not applicable _______ _ 

What number best represents how dangerous you 
feel it is to be walking through or sitting in 
your neighborhood park alone during the day? 

Never use ______ _ 

l~ot applicable ______ _ 

What number represents how dangerous you feel 
it is to be walking through or sitting in your 
neighborhood park with someone during the day? 

Never use _______ _ 

Not applicable ______ _ 

Never use 
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l~ich number represents how dangerous you feel 
it is to be ~alking t~rough or sicting in your 
neighborhood park alone at night?' 

Not applicable ___ _ 

~lhich number represents how dangerous you feel 
it is to be walking through or sitting in your 
neighborhood park with someone at night? 

Never use ____ _ 

Not apIllica,ble 

Never use 

What number best represents how dangerous you 
feel it is to be visiting your neighborhood bar 
alone during the day? 

Not applicable ______ __ 

t~at number represents how dangerous you feel 
it is to be visiting your neighborhood bar with 
someona during the day? 

Never use _______ _ 

Not app1ica~le 

Never use 

1·1hich number represents how dangerous you feel 
it is to be visit:ing your neighborhood bar 
alone at night? 

Not applicable _____ __ 

Which number represents~'ow dangerous you feel 
it is to be visiting your neighborhood bar with 
someone at night? 

Never use _______ _ 

Not applicable ____ _ 

What number best represents how ~Qngerous you 
feel it is to use your neighborhood facilities 
like shopping for groceries, baRking, or buying 
~lothes alone during the day? 

Never use ______ _ 

Not <lpplicable ____ _ 

Never use _______ _ 

12 
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29%. 

29aa. 

Which numher represents hOIl 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 ____ _ 

Which number represents how dangerous you feel 
it is to use your neighborhood facilities like 
shopping for'groceries, banking. or buying 
clothes alone at night? 

Never use ____ _ 

Not applicable 
Never use _____ _ 

29bb. Which number represents hOI., dangerous you feel 
it is to use your neighborhood facilities like 
shopping for groceries, banking, or buying 
clothes with someone at night? 

A30. 

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. 

.!!l. people selling illegal drugs 

b) people using illegal drugs 

c) groups of teen-agers around 
in the streets or parks 

d) groups of men in the streets 
or parks 

e) drunken men 

f) prostitution 

g) vandalism 

h) stealing cars 

i) burglary - breaking into 
people's homes 

j) robbing people on che street 

k) holding up and robbing small 
stor~s or businesses 

1) people being beaten up or hurt 
on the streets 
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Some No 
Problem Problem 
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2 

2 

2 

2 
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2 

2 

2 
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3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 
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OK 
4 

4 

4 

4 

4 
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Big Some no 
Problem Problem Problem OK 

m) rape 2 3 4 

n) other <Specify) 1 2 3 4 

30a. Overall, what do you think is the most serious crime probelm in your 
neighborhood? 

,. 
A31. What 'M~uId you like to see done in this neighborhood around your 

home in order to make you feel more safe? ________________________ ___ 

B. HOME PROTECTIOn 

Bl. 

la. 

B2. 

2a. 

During an ordinary week, about how many days are there when no one 
is home for some time during the daytime? 
1'. none (SKIP TO B2) 
2. some (specify number ) 

If 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. 
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B3. 

B4. 

Here is a list of some things people have to protect their homes. 
(SHOW YELLOW CARD) l-lhich of the things on the list do you (and 
your family) have to protect your home? 

Yes No 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

Deadbolt locks on one door 

Deadbolt 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 alarm 

Gun that could be used for protection 

Other weapor.s--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 

Have your valuables engraved with an Operation Identifi­
cation number in case they are stolen 

Private patrolman or security guard making regu'\ar checks 

Anything else you have to protect your home (Specify) 

(HAND RESPO~DENT BLUE SHOI. CARD) On this card are things you mighr. 
do when you go out for a whi It! during the day. When no one will btl 
left at home during the day, do you: 
Yes No 

1 

1 

1 

2 

2 

2 

Lock doors 

Have and use dead bolt locks on door 

Lock windows 
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Yes No 

1 2 Lc:!"e dog in 

1 2 Leave dog outside 

1 2 Leave radio or TV playing 

1 2 !lotify persons 

1 :z Set alarm 

1 2 Leave outside lights on 

1 2 Leave inside lights on 

2 Set autematic timers to turn lights on after dark 

1 2 Other (Specify) 

Now tell me from the card the things you mighc do t~hen you go out for 
a while at night? Hhen no one will be at home during the rright: do 
you: 

1 2 . Lock doors 

1 2 Have and use dead bolt locks on door 

1 2 Lock windows 

1 2 Leave dog in 

1 2 Leave dog outside 

1 2 Leave radio or TV playing 

1 2 Notify persons 

1 2 Set alarm 

1 2 Leave outside lights on 

1 2 Leave inside lights on 

1 2 Set automatic timers to turn lights on after dark 

1 2 Other (Specify) 

Here's a card (HAND RESPONDENT BUFF CARD) listing some steps people' 
might take to secure their homc/apartmenc 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 
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B7. 

B8. 

B9. 

Yes NoS! 

1 2 Have someone reposition drapes and shades 
1 2 Have and use deadbolt locks on doors 
1 2 Set automatic timer to turn ligIits 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 coll~ct mail 
1 2 Other (Specify) 

Have you and any of your neighbors ever made an arrangement to watch 
one another's houses when you are noe at home? 
1. yes 
2. no (SKIP TO B9) 

Do you do that all the time, or just on special occasions, such as 
vllcations? 
1. all the time 
2. special occasions 

Are there any doors directly into your house or apartme.nt that you 
can't lock, or where the locks don't work properly? 
1. yes 
2. no 

BID. Are there any windolJs in your home that you can't lock or where the' 
locks are broken? 
1. yes.· 
2. no 

lOa. If yes, are arty of these windows on the first floor or in a place 
that someone could get to them fairly easily? 
L yes (How many?) 
2. no 

Bl1. Do you have any insurance to cover theft. vandalism, or injury due to 
burglary? 
1. yes 
2. no 
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C. ~ 

(n. Now we would like to talk about the Minneapolis Police Department. 
Overa 11, how wou ld you rate the job bci ng done by the Hinneapolis 
Police Department in chis neighborhood1 
1. excellent 
2. good 
3. fair 
4. 
5. 
7. 

poor 
very poor 
don't know 

C2. In what ways could they improve? Any other ways? ________________ ___ 

C3. 

C4. 

Abollt how often do you see the Hinneapolis 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 C5) 

INTERVIEl-1ER NOTE: IF HaRE THAN ONE CRIME, USE SUPPLEHENTAL GRID TO 
RECORD ANS1-1ERS TO C4a - 4b) 

4a. What was the nature of the call(s)? _____________________________ _ 

4al. What type of crime? ______________________________________ __ 

4b. About hm~ many minutes did it take the police to get here from the time you called? __________________________________________________ _ 

C5. 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? ________________________________________ __ 
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eG. 

C7. 

ca. 

e9. 

Did you talk to him on the telephone or in person? 
1. telephone 
2. in person 

I~at was it about~ ____________________________________________ ___ 

How would you say you were treated by' the policeman?--very well, 
fairly \~ell; or not so well. 
1. very well 
2. fairly well 
3. not so well 

And how would you race the way the Hinneapolis police in general 
u:;ually treat people in this neighborhood?--very WI?, 11 , fairly well, 
or not so well. 
1. very well 
2. fairly well 
3. not so well 

D. VICTIHIZATION 

A. 

B. 

C. 

D. 

E. 

F. 

The following questions refer only to things that happened to you 
during the last 12 ;nonths--between Hay 1977 and today. 

Yes No 

1 ~ 
1 2 

1 2 

1 2 

1 2 

1 2 

Did you have your (pocket picked/purse snatched)? 

Did anyone take something (else) directly from you by 
using force, such as by a stickup, mugging, or threat! 

Did anyone TRY to rob you, by using force or threatening 
to harm you? 

Did anyone beat you up, attack you or hit you with some­
thing, such as a rock or bote Ie? (other than any inci­
dents already mentioned) 

During the lase 12 months were you knifed, shot at, or 
atcacked with some other weapon by anyone at all? (other 
than any incidents already mentioned) 

Did anyone THREATEN to beat you up or Til REA TEN you with 
a knife, gun, or Some other weapon, NOT including tele~ 
phone threats? (other than any incidents already 
mencioned) 
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G. 

H. 

I. 

J. 

K. 

L. 

M. 

N. 

P. 
Q. 

R. 

s. 

T. 

u. 

v. 

Yes 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

No NA 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

3 

3 

Did anyone attack you in some other way? (other than 
any incidents already mentioned) 

Did anyone TRY to attack you \~ 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 01: truck, such as 
packages or clothing? 

Was anything stolen from you while you were away from 
home; for instance, at work, 1n a theater or restau­
rant. or wh~le 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 home, or a hotel, and take 
someth~ng 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 E!X 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) ivas 
anything (else) stolen from you during the last 12 
months? 

Did you find any evidence that someone ATTEMPTED to 
steal 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 throl,f paint 
on your belongings? 
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-----------------------------------------

Yes No 

1 2 Did you call ehe police during the last 12 months to re-

\ ' 

1 2 

port something else that happened to you which you thought 
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 ~ report to the polic~? 
If yes, what happened? ____________________ . ________ __ 

-------------~----------------------------------.------~ 
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SUPPLEMENTAL QUESTIONS TO VICTIMIZATION SECTION 

IF RESpmlDE:;T ANSI-lERS YES TO ANY OF TilE QUESTIONS IN 110 VICTIM!ZATION, II ASK THE FOLLOWING QUESTIONS AND RECORD THEM 
IN GRID. (RECORD LI::'fTEH OF YES QUESTIO IN LEFT BOX.) 

Oa. How many times did this happen? 

Db. Whllre did this incident take place? (llANO GREEN CARO) 

Dc. Did this happen i"JAde city limits or outside Minneapolis? 

Od. Did you report this to the police? 

De. If no, what is the reuson this Incident was not reported to the pol'~e? 

Of. What was the value of properey taken? 

Og. What was the extent of any personal injury that occurred?' 

INTERVIEWER' USE ONE LINE FOR EACH CRIME . , -
Let ter Number of I~here Did Inside Report 
of Yes Times This This Happen or to 

Vclue Extent of 
of P~,rsona 1 

Answers lI~ened (Grecn Curd) Outside Police Why Not R~orted1 Property lnl~ __ 

I 

, 

. 

. ' 

- - - - - - - - .... - - - - -'-w _____________ ~ ____ _ - -" 
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PERSONAL INFOR~IATION 

E1 •. 

1~2. 

E3. 

£4. 

E5. 

E6. 

In which age group arc you? 
1. Under 25, 
2. 26-35 
3. 36-45 
4. 46-55 
5. 56-65 
6. Over 65 
i. Refused 

Are your man'ied, single, widowed, separated, or divorced? 
1./ Harried 
2. Single 
3. Widowed 
4. Divorced 
5. Separated 
6. Refused 

l-lhat 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 £6) 
2. no (ASK E5) 

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. High 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). 

E7. What kind of business or organization (is/\~as) that in? 

ES. Is there anyone else living here who is employed full time? 
1. yes (how many? ) 
2. no 
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E9. Is there anyone else living here who is employed part-time? 
1. yes (How many? ) 
2. no 

EI0. Do you o~m or RENT this house/apartment? 
1. own 
2. rent 

Ell. HoW'many children under 18 live here? ________ _ 

E12. What are their ages? ____________________ _ 

E13. Considering all sources of income and all salaries for everyone who 
W'orked--before deductions for taxes or anything--!~hat was your eotal 
household income for 1977? Please include wages and salaries, income from 
from businesses, pension, diVidends, interest, and any other money 

E14. 

E15. 

E16. 

income received. 

Would you look at this card and just tell me the letter of the group? 
(SHOW INCOHE CARD) 

1. Under $1000 
2. $1000 - 2999 
3. $3000 - 4999 
I •• $5000 - 6999 
5. $7000 - 8999 
6. $9000 - 9999 
7. $10,000 - 14,999 
8. $15,000 - 19,999 
9. $20,900 - 24,999 

10. $25,000 - 49,999 
11. $50,000 or more 

Have you attended a block club meeting within the last nine (9) months? 
I.' yes (,,0 TO E15) 
2. no (GO TO E16) 

Do you particip<lte in Block IJatch? 
1. yes 
2. no 

Have you had a premise security survey? 
1. yes 
2. no 
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E17. INTERVIEWERS: Check whether or not the resident displays stickers tor: 
1. Operation 1.0. ___ _ 
2. Block Watch __ _ 

E18. What do you think should be done about crime? 

E19. How cooperative was the respondent? 
1. very cooperative 
2. fairly cooperative 
3. not very cooperative 

E20. Sex 
1. male 
2. female 

1::21. Race 
1. lot"hite 
2. Black 
3. Indian 

.4. Other 

E22. Type of dwelling 
1. single family 
2. dupll!x, 2 family 
3. high-rise, mUltiple unit 
4. othel: 

E23. General c~ondition of dwelling 
1. excellent 
2. good 
3. fair 
4. poor 

E24. 1. Respondent lives on ground floor of dwelling 
2. Respondent l~ves above ground floor 
3. Respondent lives below ground floor 

NAME PHONE .;....~-.,;..:;;.:. ___ _ 

ADDRESS ZIP ____ _ 
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APPENDIX G 

Offense Coding Form for Recording 
Criminal Activity 
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l1:tllo I tl !J)))J6t 148 I OJ CO 1)))5.! ~ 
Record .. :ous. r.umQer i'/a_ ot 5tre"C: Record ti.rsf! Tgpe Dl:sct!orr (In.u'om stm.c Cod. ~. 

eJ.ght Zotte"" of street "...,.,. ST AV ate N g S~ .'" q 

(If .... ""ct doe. nr>t Hve in city of offens., see ""ding tnstrucc!ans.) ." • ,~" _., 

~ 
I ~ 

.~ ~ 
0-:. :J1.tns'SSilS ~ Doe Who sc::tvltred ~one ta ~ 
oenar .ha71 vi"..J. Alana incident? arre.t damaged If en ... in""l .. d ..,.... :;; 
,~.;;-;,;aPS;;c o~ 1 Victim 2 hcaptionally 4 ~~op.~ty dam- than eJ:u reportw und... t:! 
. oru,ddant? pat~o12 V1~tim. ho..... olund agod only 'rYP1: 0,. CREME (cud ~ bor l6-l7lli! 
'0 No 2 Op IO holdar. 1lWI.. 3 Unfoun~.d 1 All ~.cov.~.d coda u foU..", for .toCOnd cri. ... '''> 
; If ,,08 gil1a 1'.0.,3 Both own. 4 Ca .. inactive 2 So ... recovered I aurglary I 
of ..n.1:f'.888'8. of tho3 ~loye. ponding fu~thar 3 Nano ~acav.~.d 2 n..tt 
If ""'rB ,han a" above 4 PoUce load.o 9 Not Mcartain- 3 Oaug. to pro? .. !:)' " 
~ods >. If un.9 N.A.t 5 Alarm 6 Roport for 1"... able from tbe 4 Auto theft c; 
Tmc!.m;' .'Ocisl 3. or 1n-6 Neighbor purpoo... report S Robbory l4 
:r no. of !J{:- appl1-7 Friend. nl. 8 Otbor 6 Cd ..... aatiMt porson ~ 
~.8S8eS is WI- cable 8 Other 9 N.A.t 8 Other !!I 

_ tkn~ ~8Suma 1. 9 ~.A.t 9 ~ .• A.+ I " ~ 

'CO!:e BOXES 1-0 Ba..Q'I TIlE ,(JUDflNG INl'ORJfATIOII IS FROIf TIlII .Y~:r:vB. COlIS ONU rlIClSII VAJUABU:SroR THE APPIIOPRIAre CREX.. 

crwERCIAL BLRGlARY 
CH.Y. LEAVE Ei.AIft 
FOR PLI. O11iER CIlll'ES., 

COJ:e: BOlS: 14-lD FOR 

11iE FOU.DIrm 
PROPERlY CIllI'E:. 
n£FI'i niEE'T F~' 
AUTO. !WW£ TO. 
PRlI'ERlY'. 
0lIE. lHEF1S F!Il!tJo 

f'ERSat LfIIER' caua 
AG!.!NST PERSON; 

COlE. AUTO TI£Fr 

I.Nl:R WIQ'JHEEr 

IF oet:r1ME1ICIr IS " If'(JUZPU: CRIB INc:IDlIIl'!'.s MCORDIII1 IN CARD l BOlt 17RI,CODlf VIllU"ABU:S- Fall APPllCIPlUAft' CIIlHE3. 

n orcaQ Througb w1D- rone Ac ape.'rt~8 co bu11c:1-Co [WOI' Same aa Victim a sflne 
7 Ca .. kn1fed dow 2 Sack, inS from ~ "'hare ""troJ 4ntry 1 ••• than 4 hrs. 

lock 2 n.rousll llin- 3 Sida 2 ~t aperture to oldg. !Jas j'ol'Csd: IF DU'P!l\EIf[Z .\b.ant 4-12 hro. 
,2 forced lock dow in d r 8 Otho" trOIO "dladoae or ll- 0 B FlIOH ~TR'l: 3 Aba.ne 13-24 h~s. :;0-
3 I. i _ "'0 9 II .. J. tached!!.!£.s. (gara,. aaemenc .. 

Bro",. g .. aa J ThrouiR door. ~ • .,,-. ~encll:l;.l:Ci ''1 Firat floor Z Front 4 Abblent :DOre than ':tI 

4 Body fa rca no k.y u.ed· porch, etc.) 2 Second floor 3 Back 24 hr.. ~ 
5 aoClDved door or mentionod 3 At aperture to bur- or hiBllor 4 S1do 3 P~.une.. ;;:, 

or lIindOll 4 Through door.. gbrued unit or !l£.- 3 ~ntry tbrou8b~ Suapoct S Othor 
6 Cut or.n- uud key .ll5!. froll1iiCarior roof 1184 in- 9 Not AlIcertainabl. !l: 

, ""vod sene .. 8 n.rougb othor' 4 :~e:portura to adj. 8 Oth.r torrupuc! froa th ... eport 
:8 Othor. aperrure bldg. and main bldg. 9 Noe AlIcar- 6 >/0 actual, 
• C/t._ 9 Noe Mcor- S At aperture to bldg. tainabl. from, e .. try to ",Van:: If b.o:: (t3) 
? N.A.t ta1Mble fra.,.!!!!l.l!!l15. the raport scructun abotJQ is cod9,i b 

tllo repgre 8 Other II .. ""do go 00 ~ag" 4, ~ocisl 
9 N.A.t 80th... eoas ·((H-BO)). 

9 ~.A.t 

,2 Thaft 1t5UCaoofS. on or I Fronc 0 :foe ch.ft fro. ~1U.s. 
:3 Prop. , adjacent to bldg 2 Back auto 1 U .. d plly.1cal 
, d.... 2?arle. or playgrad 1 Std. I Veh. unlocked forco. no abo 
. 4 thaft 3 Str.et or s1dew.ik8 oehor 2 ~~~~~.h. 2 ~:;~ ~~~~~ 

from 4 Indoor •• public 9 N .. ~.t 3 Pried door object 
auto area or tnap- 4 Brok. gla.. 3 n.rav objoct 

S Indoor:.. pri".~a pl1tahl. SIt .... takon 4 Uud gun (0,.. 
area eg. apt, were in trunk cept aa gua) 
3 ... ~.. 6 It ... taun ~ g:: "8h~~a 

~ Parking lot or ~ ... p ;;era undor hood Obj.c~ry 
8 nther 8 ~;~e~;o;n;;~ 7 U .. d cutting 
9 1I.A.t rlor of auto object 

.- .. ~ .. 

o No dalU.~1I 1~c1m ab •• nc 
I D .... S. to 10 .. than 4 hr •• 

structun 2 Ab.ont 4-12 hro • 
2 Omago to 3 Ab .... t 13-024 hrs. 

res. 4 AbIent mata thlLlt 
garag. 24 bra. 

J D .... ge to 5 P ...... t.* 
vehicle 8 Other 

4 DIIIIlIl~. to 9 II.A. t 
athol' .1'IIan:1 If btl:: (20) 
property ab<WQ i.s cocisld b 

9 l¥.A.t go ro "aga ~, :ocisl 
boas ((54-.0)). 9 N .A. t 8 Othe! obj .ct 

.. "'''''''''_~~'7\'''t.~~~'''lt , ... ' ., __ ... :r9,y.:i_+--!._ ... _ ... >~-~ .. -t'.~.-", .. ~."", .. "".,-",,:~' 
iUllf,:ra· p.v;a 41 

.!'~. .. 
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co<W.ng ":TIIltrua#.mw fczo {1%'OPCl't!/ t4kAm. 
ClJ-aZQ c0d4. "l'P"'!'Nu to'the trJptl, 
vaZUoI, and bulk of ":",,":uid/Jat ..:t..rr. 
!:alum, """" t/rDugh more than arlR of 
that item """ tokm. If qUantitiQIJ of 
~t:mr. tokm tJ/Il'e ""'!'rea.ad o;hno than 
1:-, we o"""t ( •• (1 •• board f.Rt of tum­
loa,., gaZ",TIIl of ga.soLi71tl) or a.s cottaa­
ttOrlll 0" sat" (a.g., coin aottaotion, 
<'CUI. of at., •• t of toota) cod. sw:h 
quantitta. aa an ind .. vidual: it.m, 11.1:­

prtI.n:7U/ it. ~tat ualuG and butT<. ....­
t.,. into So:c •• 65 to 70 (facing pagtl) 
4<l<ha fczo the l'''''.t M catcgoria. of 
it(ll1l' ... tad on the off.,.." NpOl"t. 
1>1"" ,nto So:: 11 the totat nun/l.,. of 
ttl.!!'.1!fl.s~.'· 

zeo 202 204 206 208 209 

220 222 224 226 228 229 

240 242 244 246 248 249 
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VALuE 0' IUr1TAk£H I 

S! s:! " .. 
~~~.,.~~ 

~::~~;~:~ 
SPORTING 'GOODS-. __ -_.'!"_!!'_~_,.!._...L!Q.Q".. 
RECREOTlOHAt. ;.UIPI'EHf 
~WU.lqUlIt), 
w n,y eCI:.ct.lWLl 
l(~anmrt 

n. .. hiD., tuk.1 •• 
UDocu101n, ,ne. 

',[IU.I)IS 
Un ... :n.oC.II~. 
lIf,AdCua .. 3b.U. 

lM:c:tl:£OlW 
C1._.Ul4 tq\lt~1I;. 

~S!WJ, POrrAiLl nAt C)JI '1 
w1lot CAalItD aut :tat 
wQ.y taicr.A.UD 

r ublD, lo4e. Sk,U.I. 
led. lt~ .... u. 
SUet., ICC. 

-WCI Illtn' tT'OtS "nlA't W 
u Q.Wm USn.t If otfI ,,-
e..1.:I,~r. 
~Cl~ •• I14""'. 
unecu.. Grill • 

• UJ.tj! 1trU'f tnltS VO\' 
~n.l 'C.I.W'ai It <*1 
rtlSOl 

, ... 11 SaUbo&n. 
~ .... c.e • 

600 e02 604 606 608 609 

O~ 03'2 034 036 03! 03'l 

030 031 033 035 037 039 

620 622 624 626 628 629 

660 652 654 656 658 659 

660 662 664 666 668 669 

• ~ ttDlS tut lII .. II 680 682 6S~ 6as 688 6S9 
SAGWBau..., M1aib1k.elf. 
~ltcuu 

• ~.u.J~botu: •• 

:~~~~·e!:~:'::.. 690 692 694 696 698 699 
• ~:cA=:;!:~640 6~2 Sqq 6QS_648 .. 6q~_ 
-~ ..... VALU£ 9' tUM TAI(EN , ~ ,,,,' 

o~tQ~ .. ~~ 
7 .!t .!. u:: ~ ;2~ _ .. _ .. __ ~.-S-9-~~ 

TV"S, STEREOS, RAQeOS 
.Sl4AtJ. rnxs,. WELT 
cOllCW.ULl 

l'f .. slu.o;!" 1a41~. 
lUAo.-fldd. c:u..cu 
beorGIt •• 
"~Ir.u-r .. U:l •• 

• ntrt.\ttID tTEHS TAID 
nett IIDIa.U 

CU' 'f.,. pt • .,..,.. 
c ... ,""lo., .laUllaM, 
c:i Wia't .ce. 

'PQUAlU. t'tIKI .. I«n 
WlLl CQ,Icuu.au 

,-.U 'otubla If'., 
s...ut a..cori 'lIyu., 
T#lIlil. Modd IadLoI, 
euNtt. &A4 a l'r&ck 
Uc:otd.tn. 
a .... 1oa _4 
lfuLvln (thu "hi 
~lDtt.ll"')' 
lcIcord., f.p ••• ICC .. 

• WCQ rorr.uLI tnHS, 

200 202 204 206 208 209 

210 212 21~ 216 218 219 

230 23'2 234 236 238 239 

::-'~~"if ;.:U;,.c:. 250 252 254 256 258 259 
uc,u 'onab1 .. n''l, 
rCltubl. Stereo., 
':l,Imu.bl •• , a.utv",lf, 
...... UUu •• Sp ..... r .. 
t.,n,. Tap.l OIdLI. u,e. 

-LAldI OOKf'IllWLl Lmd 
nw' Alt liar WIL! 
c.\U.U'D lit atl lWOlt 

0,01101. TV'lo 
· /!QnMh. $tu"O'~ 

270 an 274 276 278 279 

TOOt.;;ft~:~:;~~'~-,-----.-----
.,H.U.1.lWfD 1'OQt.s. 1'O'lD 
.001.5. toICHT. 'OIT.uLE 

:J"'l CAlI U wn:t Q20 422 424 426 428 429 
J ... U ToaL !a ••• , 
C..rdn..I';UfI.aur's. 
~ch&llLC'1. thenl" 
~s.&a" tcoU. torubi_ 
t:hccrlc:frUl;t. 
S"" •• nc. 

'~,:,:.'~.;.,=. ''''1'- QZO 421 423 425 427 429 
:a.u'Wllrt I lUen.eo,. •• 
'/colt. x.Cln. 
lhencdc r .. d". Cel1I1,.­
... c, Otblr r .. rlJta 
!qIIlc.nc 

otlJJGlTOClLS.!tO:troI.WU. 

; ~;;:sn.t WI'" IT c'" 460 462 ~S4 466 468 469 
• 1.b'" s.".~ \I.ld ..... 
• ShOp ElNlpMftC 
; -weI WO ..... tOll 01 T!5TDfC 
• tQQlnmrr. ~at WILY 
, CUllED at Clt.l 'ruell 
"'~Sl'AlJ.I.D.tQUt~ 
~u AND ELEC':.lC fCl'JUfl) 
fOUUU t~tMtDIT 

lu.h-Typi 1..1118 :1CNen:, 
Ehccrtc 1..& .. Hov.u, 
Inw U~U. 
:t!.tnS.aw 

460 461 463 465 467 469 
410 412 414 415 411! 4lS 
440 442 41i4 446 448 1i49 • 

~~',~~Ji I'JIIWII 480 482 464 486 488 489 
i,d.\tQ.~t: ... cd. .. tr"t::Qu. 

• :!!!::I1~~·~l:~:iu. 680 682 684 686 688 689 
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,~um MEr corE 
.•• - --BOXEs 21-48 RlR 

AUTO nlEFT 0tI. y, 
LEA"" BlANK R:R 

"'_'0. __ •• Al\....OlHER CRIrES. 

Q!!/='ES AGAINST 

EmiQti 
cere I!Q)(ES L&aJ 

UXATiCtl Cf Htlr.ENf 
[J 
c'&tn .. r i '1 

alley, garase, 
dr1v"".y 

2 Residential .trect 
3 R... parking 10 t 
40th •• streot 
S Other parking lot 
6 Parking ~ ... p 
a Othor 
~ II.A.t 

CffElISE Iffim MTA OlUECIlClrl SIm' PAe: 4 _ .. - . 
COM U/mI()Ii// OR /fISSlNG VAWtS ~ 9'", 

I..OCI®? tIDE lfRE 1®'5? rlEC!J'vmD? 1YF£ IJF \f!f I YF.A'l a: "fJ:!I--
0 0 I i I o i "' L-J ~ , '" 
" 'I ~~ ~:i .~ T ~ 

wu veI>- L In QW91: I S PQS- o ~o t Auto Record. actU4S.! ~ 
l .. l. session 1 Yes, undomaqod 2 Van yeal!". If Sii 
locked? Z At owner's home :1 Yes, del.ged 4 ~torcyC!l. unknown, c:ode 

or offtee S Oehet, I.n .. l. S Pickup 22,. 
o Unl .. ekod 3 In auea ignition. parts c:a,k.en 6 fruck 
I Loclled 4 Ehewhora in. .ut09 N.A.t 8 Other vehicle 
9 N.A~-t" S Loot or stolen 9 ~.A.t 

8 Othor 
9 Unknown 

IVUItJ ot .strHt:~ Snter fi.rst S 'l'!/pe Direction t/ni.fcrm serettc: Coda 
lettltr.s ot SC~"C Mme. Sf AV etc ~f S SE !!ICC 
(If ':u'Co '.Jd8 tlecot:ere<1 ill .:t place ocital' :han ~.:~~ :Jt Qlf.:l.nsfl~ .rea Jading in4truc­

:::,?,oS.. .:: ';!lC(' !Jaa ~ot Ncoverea,. !d:a-JB :::tank_) 

IISCRIPfI!1l ('f IIK:11E1T If!!l!I. FIlm THlfAT a= IfH:WXE QP. F1P.rr a:tFml',ATl~: VIOlENCE IF rtf'( AT 
P~ISE lDCATIai "Ierm's ~crtVIlY SIr;f£CT'~ A.CTIVI1Y INITIAL mlF!n1T4TIr:t4 
I 11 _I L .-! 

,' ........ -

~ T r r ~ [ single .tal' res. ( adOQI' pUS:Uc. Wantingl scancUng "as wuri "liCClm 0 ~o violence to p.rson ~ 
AA RlI.U1IIIIG tRll'£S: 2 2-4 fam. r~.. area 2 L •• "inB building 2 .\l>proached vieeilll 7 V.rb.l abuse only 
'THEFT FROM PERSOn, 3 Apar ... ene bldg. 2 Ind. prival;e "cea,3 Hitchhiking 3 :ollowed "ictilll 1 Persoul ehr •• e only 
roeBERY OF PERSON, 0 Other or UIIk res. "B .pt. 4 At ho... 4 lias in .... hicle, bue 2 ll1nilllUIII physic",l eon- ;:. 

4 School 0 Other Lndo,'" :; Ae res. oehor lIOt vith vicciIII taot (push, shove, grab) h 
roBBEfl't OF BUSINESS, 5 Bar or c •• couran!:3 Outdoo .. , privaee, than viceilll'. 5 lias hidinB 3 Porsonal threat with ;> 
ASSAI.l.T; 6 Othor nonr... are., yard 6 At place of.... 6 Sitcing,sclUlding. "eapon, no injucy 

ell. 4 .ule)'" plo)"IUnt '.aiting for '110ciIII 6 Minor i,njut1. bodily 
SEX RELATED CRII'ES. 7 Parle. playground 5 Stn~c, 7 In vehicle 7 lias confronted by force (bruises. 

8 Othor. sidewalk 8 Othtlr viotilll: accidental scratche., etc.) LEA"" BWI< FIJR 
..... .AU. O'lliER' CRlfo'ES 

CRII'ES AG,AlNST 
~~; BCl<ES 
L&W 

IF VICTIM'WA.C; 

MIN&' BIm.AI!Y', 
,FRQIot P.2. CARll 2. 
BOJ(o 13,) 

ell. 6 Parkin~ lo~. 9 ~oe Ascereain- ~onfrontatian 4 Other injut1. bodilY 
9 N.A.t ramp .tble frOID the 8 11'4S confronted by fot'ce. 

7 Oth~r ouedoor" ceport vieeilll; inteneional 5 Injury with w.apon 
8 vthOI:. incl. in confrontation a Accidelleal in1ut1 

.u~., 9 N.A.t 9 !I.A.t 
• - - ,-",--,- _ 9' l'f.A.t' ~< .. 

~~T~ rf ~ 0kWn\~way FOlLflilNG Ft~ '\mE4T Cf VIOl.8'(£ CR F19~~A~ I'N'D 
III I. crl~ IfACTlrt-1 ~~A1l PA:lUSE LOC'Anm V M ,~ 

U L 
No Cdnfroo.- 0 No Violence td perscn.J ~o waaponl\,rngla tam. 
tation 7 Verbal abulm only 1 !(nth r ••• 
Conironcat1on,.1 Personal threat only 5 Other cuc2 2-4 film res" 
~~;C~~OIl 2 Minilllum physical caQ-- ;~~~b~~g 3 Apart",.." 

1 Argued with tact (l'uah •• hov.) object bldg 
, suspect 1 Personal thr •• e with 2 Gun (0"" 0 Ottt •• or unk. 

Z. Lett scen. or weapon, no injury .:ept aD res. 
attem~ted. to 6 Min.or injury. hodily ~un) 4 Sehool 

3 ~ .. v~ i h forco (bruise.. 3 Hitcing 5 Bar. rest. 
9~~:a~tW t scratch_B. etc.) 4 ~ject 6 Other ncares. 

4 Complied vitti 4 oelt.., iniucy. bodily Qbj~ 7 Park, ~lay-
auap."t force 8 Oth~r :>round 

6 .creruud 5 Injury 1i11tlt weapon object 8 Other 
S other S ACcidental injUt1 9 N.A,t 9 N.A;, 

. 9 N~A • .,.. ... #' .,9 .!l .. A..t,.. ,,",, . .,.." .. ~,.. .. ..,. 

SPN£FlB.D. 

W,OwLttl) 
; Jj\TA SHEEr /lM!ER 

G-S 

1 tncident or offen •• 
report 

2 Suppl""QtOt}' 
3 Arroot 
4 Ineident and 

.upplolllOntacy 
a Other 
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APPENDIX H 

Resident Responses to Items 
Addressing Fear of Crime 
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Willard- I 
Hawthorne Lowry Hi ~ . ..l ::ast lbmewood 
{N = 94) (N = 1ill-... (N = 1ill 

1. Within the past year or two, I 
do you thinl: that crime in 
this neighborhood has: 

I increased 301- 381- 221-
remained the same 38 25 42 
decreased 11 12 12 
'other 21 25 24 

2. Is this neighborhood dangerous I enough to make you think 
seriously about moving else-
where? 

I yes 171- 171- 171-
no 81 80 82 
don't know 1 3 1 

3. How likely is it that this I situation will occur (during 
the ne:tt year)? 

Smnsone.l would break into I YI:)ur houl!a/ apartment when 
nl" one is home: 

no chance 121- 61- 71-
some chance, less than 

I 50.50 43 50 33 
about 50-50 chance 31 29 39 
better than 50.50 chance J3 10 19 
don't know 2 4 2 

S~meone would break into I your house/apartment when 
someone is home: 

no chance 461- 281- 301-

I some chance, less than 
50.50 41 61 53 

about 50.50 chance 7 6 12 
better than 50.50 chance 4 4 5 
don't l:now 1 3 0 I Your purse/wallet ~lould be 

snatched ,-[hen Yo\.\' re within 
this neighborhood: I no chance 281- 301. 221-

some chance, less than 
50.50 45 47 46 

about 50.50 chance 15 18 22 

I better than 50.50 chance 12 4 10 
don't know 1 5 0 

I 
I 
I 

..... ~ .;,' ., ..... 
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I 
I \·lillard. 

Hawthorne Lowry Hill Zast Home\iOod 
!U = 94) CH==1l6) (N = 163) 

I Someone would take some-
thing from you on the 
street by force or threat 
when you're w.i.thin your 

I 
neighborhood? 

no chance 3210 2810 251-
some chance, less than 

50.50 46 49 47 
about 50.50 chance 10 14 22 

I better than 50.50 chance 9 4 5 
don't knO\", 4 5 ,. 

Someone would beat you up 

I 
or hurt you on the street 
when you're within this 
neighborhood? 

no chance 3910 3110 2010 
some chance, less than 

I 50.50 44 45 5S 
about 50.50 chance 9 15 20 
better than 50.50 chance 5 5 4 
don't know 3 4 1 

I Someone would break into 
your car '..rhen YOl1're within 
this neighborhood? 

I 
no chance 1210 510 121. 
some chance, less than 

50.50 33 31 31 
about 50.50 chance 21 25 28 
better than 50-50 chance 20 13 19 

I don't know 13 19 10 

Someone would vandalize 
your property or your car 

I 
when you're within this 
neighborhood? 

no chance 1010 12t 91-
some chance, less than 

50.50 46 41 32 

I about 50.50 chance 24 23 33 
better than 50.50 chance 17 13 19 
don't knoW' 3 11 6 

I 
Someone would sexually as .. 
sault or molest you when 
you're within this neigh-
borhood? 

321-no chance 511. 3010 

I some chance, less than 
49 50.50 30 44 

about 50.50 chance 2 13 14· 
better than 50.50 :3 3 4, 

I don't know 14 10 1 

I 
I 

,; 
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\'/il1ard- I Hawthorne Lowry Hill East Homewood 
nr = 94) W= 116) (N = 163) 

i. lfatching TV at home 

I alone during the day. 
not dangerous 981 1001 93~ 
dangerous 2 1 

j. Watching TV at home 'with I someone during the day. 
not dangerous 981 1001- 931 
dangerous 2 1 

k. l'latching TV at home alone I at night. 
not dangerous 891 971 871-
dangerous 11 3 7 

I 1. Watching TV at home with 
someone at night. 

not dangerous 971- 991- 901 
dangerous 3 1 4 I m. In your yard or in front 

of your home alone during 
the day. 

I not dangerous 961 981- 891-
dangerous 4 2 3 

n. In your yard or in front 

I of your home with some-
one during the day. 

not dangerous 971 991. 901-
dangerou.s 3 1 2 

o. In your yard or in front I of your home alone at 
night. 

not dangerous 701 721- 831 

I dangerous 29 26 12 

p. In your yard, or in front 
of your home with someone 

I at night. 
not dangerous 891- 861 851 
dangerous 11 11 7 

q. In a park in this neigh-

I hood alone during the day. 
not dangerous 781 751 801 
dangerous 15 10 3 

r. In a park in this neigh. I borhood. with somone 
during the day. 

not dangerous 811- 771 801 
dangerous 12 8 2 I 

I 
I 
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----- .. ~ Willard-
Ha.wthorne Lawry HiU East Honewcod 

I (N = 94) ...-lli. == 116) (N = 163) 

4. Is the following situation dan-
gerous or not,?a 

I a. Walking in this neigh. 
borhood alone during 

I 
. the day. 

not dangerous 891- 961. 921. 
dangerous 11 3 4 

b. Walking in this neigh. 
borhood with someone 

I 
during the day. 

not dangerous 971- 981- 921-
dangerous 3 2 2 

I 
c. Walking in this neighe 

borhood alone at night. 
not dangerous 341- 371- 671-
dangerous 64 63 26 

I d. Walking in this neigh-
borhood '..r.i. th someone at 
night. 

not dangerous 651- 731. 791-

I 
dangerous 35 26 14 

e, Wai ting for a bus in 
this neighborhood alone 

2 
during the day. 

not dangerous 871- 911- 791. 
dangerous 13 3 3 

f. Wa:l.ting for a bus in 

I 
t~ts neighborhood with 
someone during the day. 

not dangerous 951. 92'~ 191-
dangerous 5 2 2 

I g. Wad.ting for a bus in 
this neighborhood alone 
a1: night. 

not dangerous 331- 381- 591-

I dangerous 63 55 11 

h. vlai ting for a bus in 
this neighborhood with 

I 
someone at night. 

not dangerous 61'1. 151- 10'1. 
dangerous 31 18 10 

I 
aNOt: all percentages add to 100 percent because the "don't know'" response 
has ~o; been presented here. 

I 
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Willard- I 
Hawthorne Lowry Hill East Home\'fOod 
JJl = 94) (N= 116) (N = 163) 

s. In a park in this neigh- I borhood al.one at night. 
not dangerous 18't 22~ 501-
dangerous 68 63 31 

t. In a park in this neigh- I 
porhood with someone at 
night. 

not. dangerous 40't 531. 631- I dangerous 46 32 17 

u. In a bar in this neigh-
borhood al.one during the I da;y. 

not dangerous 501. 551- 40't 
dangerous 17 5 4 
not applicable 32 40 55 

v. In a bar in this neigh- I borhood with someone 
during the day 

not dangerous 57't 571. 41't 

I dangerous 10 3 3 
not applicable 32 40 55 

w. In a bar in this neigh-
borhood al.one at night. I not dangerous 27't 41't 33't 

dangerous 39 21 11 
not applicable 32 38 55 

::c. In.. a bar in this neigh- I borhood with someone at 
night. 

not dangerous 411- 531. 401-

I dangerous 24 9 5 
not applicable 32 38 55 

y. Using neighborhood fa-
cilities like stores or . I banks al.one during the 
day. 

not dangerous 881- 851- 81't 
dangerous 10 13 3 

I z. Using neighborhood fa-
cilities with someone 
during the day. 

not dangerous 941- 971- 86't I dangerous 5 2 3 

aa.. Using neighborhood fa-
cilities alone at night. I not dangerous 48't 55't 75't 

dangerous 46 42 13 

I 
I 
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-I t'lillard .. 
Ha~-rt:horne Lowry Hill. East Homewood 
(N = 94) (N=l:~ U1 = 163) 

bb. Using neighborhood fa-

I cilities with someone 
at night. 

not dangerous 74~ 811- 791-
dangerous 20 16 9 

I 5. Tell me whether each of these is 
a big problem, some problem, or 
almost no problem in this neigh-

I 
bcrhood. 

People selling' illegal 
drugs 

8ig problem 211- 17'%. 141-

I Some problem. 23 28 :)13 
lib problem. 35 34 31 
ron' t know 20 21 18 

I 
People using illegal drugs 

8ig problem. 24~ 161- 16~ 
Some problem 'ZJ ~ 41 
lib problem. 29 28 27 
ron't know 20 18 15 

I Groups of teen.agers around 
in the streets ~r parks 

8ig problem 271- 7'f, 111-

I 
Some problem. 29 20 42 
fob problem 33 66 31 
ron't know 12 8 9 

I 
Groups of men in the streets 
or parks 

8ig problem. 41- 5~ 41-
Some problem. 19 13 15 
lib problem. 62 73 72 

I ron't know 15 9 8 

Drunken men 
Big problem. 111- 51- 41-

I 
Some problem. 30 29 " 20 
No problem. 41 63 68 
D::ln' t know 6 3 7 

Prostitution 

I 8ig problem 41- 161. 3'%. 
Soma problem 12 20 16 
No problem 64 56 66 
D::ln't know 20 9" 15 

I Vandalism 
Big problem 261- 201. 2.61-
Soma problem. 37 42 44 

I 
l-b problem 33 36 26 
ron I t know 4 2 3 

I 
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Willard-
Hawthorne Lowxy Hill East Homewood. 
(N = 94) (N= 116) {N= 163) 

stealing' cars 
Big problem 131. 71- 121-
Soma problem 26 26 36 
Ib problem 48 54 39 
Ibn't know 14 13 11 I 

Burglary--breaking into 
people's homes 

Big problem 311. 251.· 251. 
Some problem 33 45 48 I 
Ib problem 31 25 22 
Ibn't know 5 5 6 

Robbing people on the street I 
Big problem 161. 91. 121. 
Soma problem 22 38 33 
lob problem 49 43 46 
Ibn't know 13 10 7 I 

lblding up and robbing small 
stores or businesses 

Big problem 161. 251. 121. 
Some problem 2'3 44 42 I 
Ib problem 47 27 36 
Ibn't know 14 4 10 

People being beaten up or I 
hurt on the street 

Big problem 181. 61- 121. 
Some problem 21 30 36 
Ib problem 46 53 44 
Ibn't know 15 10 7 I 

Rape 
Big problem 61- 11- 31. 
Soma problem 18 18 33 I 
Ib problem 50 53 47 
fun' t !::now 23 39 17 

6. Overall, ~lhich of these is the 
most serious crime problem in I 
this neighborhQod? 

Selling or using drugs 151- 81. * Teens hanging around 12 1 
Drunks 3 2 I 
Prostitution 1 6 
Vandalism 12 10 
Car theft 3 1 
Burglaries and breakins 29 27 
People robbed on street 3 4 

I 
Business holdups 1 4 
Beatings 1 1 
Rapes .3 11 
U.t.rder 2 1 I 
Ibn't know 15 18 

I "Categories are not comparaJ:>le on this question since an open-ended _.,._" fonnat was used on this s~rvey. 

I 
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wrD'.J.ABD.HOMEWrf<jD EVAWAtION REPORt 

FOR 
SEnEMBER THROUGH DECEMBER 1977 

~i~ initial evaluation reports information for the last four months of 

1977. A brief discussion of the evaluation approach applied to the cdP 

project will be followed by some comments on block club organizing. An 

appendix contains some crfme data exhibits. Finally, the form used to 

code the crfme data appears as an attachment. Other aspects of the Com­

munity Crfme Prevention (COP) project will be amplified in future monthly 

evaluation reports. Some comments on block club organizing will complete 

the report. Other aspects of the COP 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. Traditional 

methods of evaluation as well as innovative approaches ',dll be employed. 

The traditional approach assesses the progress toward stated goals (e.g., 

wor~ plan objectives). We intend to supplement this by identifying issues 

or events which affect goal achievement. This is a recognition that modi­

fication always takes place and explores the structures and functions of 

the project in relation t'o the changes which are occurring. It realizes 

that frequently goal statements are transitory. Accordingly. the process 

or mel:amorphosis of the project is emphasized. It acknowledges that this 

program does not possess pure experfmental controls. Rather, the project 

1 
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exists within a complex and diverse environment. 

The foregoing dis~~ssion 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 elements in the project. The precise 

ways in which we will focus upon process elements is spelled out in the 

evaluation design. Wo will be providing the neighborhood staffs a copy 

of the design in the near futu%'e. The completed evaluation design is now 

in the final typing stage. 

In the next report we intend to present some 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-

ring in Willa~~-Homewccd. Minneapolis Police Department records are the 

aource of information fas: the crime da.ta. The frequencies, shown on the 

tables below, refer to recorded crime, not reported crime. At this time 

we cannot assert with confidence that the early stages in the implementa-

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 d~~ive any conclusions about residential burglary 

since we have not yet been able to compare crimes rates in Willard-Homewood 

for the last four months of 1977 with: 

2 

'f':4 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
,I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

1. The same months for another year (e.g., 1974, or later) 

2. Months jus~ preceding September 1977 

3. The control area 

The same caveats listed above apply to the data for the 13 other crime 

categ~~ies appearing in Table 1. 

In order to produce as concise a report as possible 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. 

For 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 SUIlIIl8rize it 

for all months. There were 147 incidents of residential burglary recorded 

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 information was 

no~ ascertainable for all incidents. 

Some of the effeets of the CCP project eventually may be detected by 

changes in-the characteristics of residential burglary. For example, Table 

2 shows that 82.71. of the incidents were not seen. As the Neighborhood 

Watch Force is instieuted in increasing numbers 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 confi~ one's expectations. However, since information 

about suspects is available for just a few cases, the data in Table 3 must 

be interpreted with caution. 

3 
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The various objectives of the CCP project are to be achieved through 

several different 1I1eans. Block club organizing is a primary means for 

implementing the program. The Willard-HOIDewood staff expects to organize 

73 blocks by the end of April 1978. That is, at least 73 bloeks are ex-

pected to have at least one cr:l.me prevention 1I1eeting by the end of April. 

During the last four 1I10nths of 1977, 25 separate block meetings were held for 

a er:l.me prevention presentation (If anyone has infomation which would :I.m­

prove the accuracy of the data exhibit, please let us know). See Table 4 

in Appendix for 1I10re infomation. 

In the next evaluation report we expect to have infomation which will' 

enable us to c01l1pare location of cr:l.me incident and whether or not the 

resident participates in the CCP program through a block club, neighborhood 

watch, P.S.S. and Op.I.D. 

At this t:l.me we can note that out of the 147 total residential burg la-

des in Willard-HOIDewood frOID September through December, 20 occurred in 

blocks that had at least one block club meeting prior to the incident. 

Three of these 20 burglaries had been reported within one week after the 

fi~st block club meeting. How much t:l.me must elapse before organizing 

blocks may deter er:l.ma is unknown of course; but one week is likely insuf-

ficient. 

The Willard-HOIDewood 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 

perf 0'1:111 the surveys was complicated by uncertainties about paYlllent for 

overt:l.me. 
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!n addition to gatha~ing quantitative information the evaluators will 

continue to meet with neighborhood staff members and attend block club 

meetings. Meetings with other people in the neighborhood will also be 

furthered. Demonstration managel~ and staff dso cane within the evaluation 

purviev. In short, we intend to learn as much about all aspects of the 

COP project as is h~nly possible. Although our involvement in evaluating 

the CCP project will be relatively sbort (October 12, 1977 to September 1, 

1978) we expect to offer s~e helpful insights about both the impact and 

process of the demonstration. 
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TABLE 1 

REPORTED amll:: PATA IN WILLIIRD-IntEl-roD 
FOR S£PTEJ·IIlER, OCTOBER, NOVEJ-IBER, AIID DECEllllER 1977 

NUI·IBER OF lNCIDEN'IS PER MONTI! 
(PERCENT OF 'lUTAL FOR MON'l'Ill 

TYPE OF CRIME SEPTf}\/3m ocroom NOVf}\/3ER DECflIIBER ROW 'TOTAL , , , , , i I i I i 
Frequency Percent Frequenoy Percent Frequenoy Peroent Frequenoy Percent Frequenoy Percent 

Residentiol &!rghry 52 39.71. 36 32.11. 32 32.31. 26 27.71- 14/) 33.51. 

Burglary of &!aineso .. 3.1 • 3.6 1 1.0 3 3.2 U Z.1I 

Theft trom Dwelling 3 2.3 • 3.6 5 5.1 9 9.6 21 ..8 
nleft trom Ouoinoso .. 3.1 3 2.7 8 8.1 12 U.8 21 6.2 

Theft trom Peraon 5 3.8 , 3.6 .. 4.0 3 3.2 16 3.1 
, 'lheft, FUrse Snatoh 2 1.5 II -o- J 1.0 1 1.1 " 0.9 

!-if 
10.7 ~ 7.1. 9.6 40 9.2 I,. Thoft trom J\uto 12 9.3 U 9 

00 
Damage to Prc,perty 22 16.8 22 19.6 HI 16.2 9 9.6 6\1 15.6 

Robbery of &!uinoBo 1 0.8 3 2.7 3 3.0 • 4.3 11 3.5 

Robbery of Peroon 4 3.1 2 1.8 4 4.0 2 2.1 12 2.6 

Robbery, FUroe Snatoh 0 .0. 0 -D. 1 1.0 3 3.2 " 0.9 

Assilult 19 14.5 16 16.1 17 17.2 12 12.8 66 15.1 

Criminol Sexual Conduot 2 1.5 0 -:0. 0 -D. 0 _0_ 2 0.5 

Other SB~ Rolbtcd 1 --2&!.. 4 -1& .. , 0 -dl::... 1 --Ll- 6 ...-l.d-
(X)L\IM}/ 'TOTAL: 131 100.01. 112 100.01. 99 100.01- 94 100.01- 436 100.01. 

" 

I - - - - - - - - •• - ... - - - - -
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SEaJRITY DEVICES !Em -L !.@:!i',E: stBPEcr ENTERED !":Em --L 
None 40 8.2'1- ThrOllgh Window 36 26.l1. 

I 
I 

Ala.rm or p:!. trol 2 1.4 Throl:1gh Window in Door 50 36.2 

Opera.tion I.D. 9 6.1 ThroI.1gh Door, no key 45 32.6 

Both of the above 1 0.7 Thro'.19'h Door, key used --L .2:..L 
Not Ascertainable ...12. .J.i:.L 138 100.0'1. 

147 100.01-
~,OF ENTRY I 

roLICE DISr03ITION Fron'~ 36 24.8'1. 

Cleared by Arrest 12 8.2'1. Back 46 31.7 

Case Inactive 59 40.4 Side 22 15.2 I 
N.A. ..1§.. ..§L.L N.A. 41 ~ 

146 100.01- 145 100.0'1. 

EJ.QOR OF EN'mY I 
Basement 14 9.5'1. 

First Floor 103 70.1 

Second Floor and up 5 3.4 I 
N.A. ...ll. .J1.:.Q... 

147 100.01- I 
Yl.CTIM'S ACTIVITY' 

Absent less than 4 hours 3 2.11-

Absent 4-12 hours 12 8.3 I 
Absent 13-24 hours 3 2.1 

Absent more than 24 hours 10 6.9 

Present 13 8.9 I 
N.A. .1.Qi. ..Jl.:1... 

145 100.01- I 
lwhere the total frequency does not equal 147 the NIt (Not Ascertainable) 

frequency was omitted. I 
I 
I 

---I 
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TABLE :I 

MEAn AGE OF VICTIM Mm STJ'SPEC'l' F!'l 'l"f!l! OF' g.l1:!2., 

Hun Aqe of JoI.-an Age of 
~ of Crtitt'! Victim 

Resident:!.al Burg14ry 60.9 

8urgluy of 8u:sinesa 

'tMft trom llw'el.l~ 311.3 

'tMft from 8u:sinesll 

'!:Mft: f= Person 37.' 

'lMft, Pu:'se SMtch 69.7 

~ from tuto 63.6 

!lam4t;e to Property 63.8 

Rcbbery of awsiness 31.4 

RQbbery of Person 3'.0 
Robbery I Pu:'se SMtch 45.5 

Assault 33.1 

Criminal SUUal Conduct 34.0 

Other Se% Related 20.7 

TJ!l3LE 4 

NtlMBER OF BLOC!:: CLUB MEmUOS 
SEPrEMBER TRl\OUGR D~C~·!B~R 19771 

Umlber of NJ:mber of lbmber of 
Bloci:JI SePIIX'ate Haeting llew Bloc:l: 

lbnth lof_ting; tocation",2 lof.setin5!s 

September 6 " 6 

October 13 10 11 
Nn~ 10 5 8 

~r S S :I 

'mTAL6: 35 25 39 

1SOurce of information: 
Ndgbborhood fUes. 

2s.veral blQCks SOlIIIIt:!lDas m .. t together. 

1-11 

SUStlIH:t 

22.8 
54.0 
26.8 
23.9 

19.' 
15.7 
22.0 

22.0 

24.5 
19.4 
17.5 

:!l.O 

40.0 

40.5 

UlIIIber of 
Blow JoI.eet:inq 
For Seeond Tiltlll 

0 

1 

2 

3 

!l 
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WNrIS 
OF 

197 

Septe Pbor 

Octob r 

Ibvem er 

o..cem or 

'lU'l' \1.,1 

}ONDAY TUESDAY 
I I I I j 
Fre_ Row Fre- Row 
qusnay Peroent quenoy Peroent 

3 5.8 6 11.5 

5 13.9 ~ 11.1 

7 31.9 7 21.9 

...L ..ll.J.. -L .-ll...!. . 

19 13.0 112 15.1 

- - -

mTAL 5 

RESIDEID'I AL BURGLARY - B'l I{)ID:!I AND DAY 

WEDNESDAY THURSDAY FRIDAY 

Fre_ Row 
I I 

fro- Row I I 
Fre- Row I 

quenoy Peroent quenoy Peroent quenoy Peroent 

6 15.~ 13 '25.0 0 15.4 

4 11.1 7 19.' " 0.3 

4 1:1.5 1 3.1 5 15.6 

-L -l...!. ......L ..!hL -.!l... J!.:..L 

1? 11.6 25 17.1 211 15.1 

- - -. ,:.......L __________ _ 

, 

SATURDAI SUNDAY mTAL 
iFn- I I , 

'Fn- i 
Row Fre- Row Row 

quenay Peroent quenoy Percent quenoy Porcent 

0 15.~ 6 11.5 52 35.6 

0 22.2 5 1:1.9 ~6 2«.7 

4 12.5 , 12.5 32 21.9 

J.. ~ -L -ll ~ 17.0 

a5 17.1 16 11.0 U6 100.01. 

- - - - - - -
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WILLARD-HOMEWOOD 

~ALUAtl0N REPO~T 

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 for 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 available 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 known 
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meetings--whatever the attendance. 

In this report, no attempt has been made to charac!terize the 

nature of each of the block club meetings in light of its conformity to 

the recommended m~iel. This model was described in the December 7. 1977 

memorandum from Sheldon Strom to Neighborhood Coordinators and Organizers. 

According to the Demonstration Hanager's guidelines, a block would be 

prepared for Neighborhood Watch by the end of the second c'dme prevention 

meeting. Further elabor~tion 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 achievl\s the Neighborhood Watch stal:us it. may well 

be instructive to chart the nmuber of preceding meetings (however defined). 

Tabie 7 indicates that Neighborhood Watch had not been institut~d in any 

of the blocks. April 11, 1978 is the date of the first block to be organized 

through Neighborhood Watch in Willa~d-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, ob-

taining the block maps in a timely fashion has been difficult. 

C. OPID AND PSS 

In Willard-Homewood each block club, requesting Operation Identification 

participation, is pro~~ded a set of numbers (usually ten initially). Block 

club captains return the en5cavers as well as lists of the residents par-

ticipating when all interested individuals in the block have completed the 
• 

application of 1.0. numbe~s. The residents participating in OPID are then 

recorded in the WIPOG off!l:e. 

-1--':-
2 

I 
I I-IS 

I 
~, 



By the end of 1977 (this includes the period of July through December) , 
72 residents had applied OPID numbers to their ~~luables. 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 surveys 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 "';~~'·~'l.rted efforts 

to undertake the PSS. A new obstacle occurred in this reporting period. 

A police officer critici:ed 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 

Our survey of rellidents 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 interviewing 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 intelt'View instrument used in Willard-Homewood. 

The present survey is a post-test of an identical sur"ey conducted 

about two years ago in this neighborhood. The survey covers the following 
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substantive areas: 

1. neighborhood and attitudes toward crime, 

2. home protection, 

3. police, 

4. victimization, and 

s. personal information. 

Each interviewer is to carry identification. A cover letter is to be 

provided to each respondent. The cover lettor is undersigned by the 

Demonstration Manager on City Coordinator's letterhead. The letter pro­

vides the respondent with the telephone number of the contractor and the 

4th Police Preci~ct (5th Precinct for Lowry Hill East) • 

. The Deputy Chief of Patrol's office downtown, the 4th and 5th Police 
t 
P:;recincts, and the neighborhood offices have been supplied a copy of the 

cover letter as well. This cover letter also includes the names of the 

interviewers. 

For additional information about the survey please see the Evaluation 

Research Design (pages 66.67). The dasign also describes in deeail the 

various ways we intend to evaluate the COt1JlUJnity Cd\-'Jl Preventian project. 

As always, please let us know your reactions to th:ls report, or any 

other evaluation activity. 

4 
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TABLE 1 

I JEPORTED CRnlE DATA IN Il!WRD.HOMEIIOOD FOR 

JANIIARY AND FEBRUARY 1978 

I 
Number of Inc'Ldents Per Monch 

T~'l!e of Cr.ime (Percent of 1:otal for ~!onth) 

January FelQruary ROil Total 
Frequency Frnquency Frequency 
(Percent) .!!!i~ent} ~~U 

I Residential Burglary 14 16 30 
(18.7) (25.0) (21.6) 

Burglary of Business S 4 9 

I 
(6.7) (6.3) (6.5) 

Theft from Dwelling 4 7 11 
(5.3) (10.9) (7.9) 

Theft from Business 10 2 12 

I 
(13.3) (3.1) (8.6) 

Theft from Person 4 2 6 
(5.3) (3.1) (4.3) 

Theft. Purse Snatch 0 1 1 

I 
(0) (1.6) (0.7) 

'theft frCl'll Auto 5 3 8 
(6.7) (4.7) (s.a) 

Damage to Property 13 6 19 
(17.3) (9.4) (13.1) 

I Robbery of Business 1 2 3 
(1.3) (3.1) (2.2) 

Robbery of Person 0 3 3 
(0) (4. 7) (2.2) 

I Robbery, Purse Snatch 2 2 4" 
(~.7) (3.1) (2.9) 

Assault 15 13 28 
(20.0) (20.3) (20.1) 

I Criminal Sexual Conduct 2 3 5 
-lhll. _,(4.7) ~ 

Columa Total 7S 64 139 

I 
(I'erc&nt) (lOO.at) (11.00.0'1:.) (100.1'1.) 

I 
I 
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TABLE 2 I 
TYPE OF CRIME AS A PERCENTAGE OF tHE'tOTAL CRIME FOR tilE MONTH 

SEPt OCT NOV DEC JAN FEB Ro1ol tot"l 
T:a!e of Crime ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ Percent: I 
Residential Burglary 4O.0~ 33.3~ 32.37- 28.0% 18.n:. 25.0't 30.9% 

Burglary of Business 3.1 3.1 1.0 3.2 6.7 6.3 3.7 

Theft from OYelling 2.3 3.7 5.1 9.1 5.3 10.9 5.6 I 
'the(c frem 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. Purse Snatch 1.5 a 1.0 1.1 a 1.6 0.9 I 
Theft from Auto 9.2 11.1 7.1 9.7 6.7 4.7 8.4 

... -..... 
,""- ---.. - Oamage to Property 16.9 20.4 16.2 9.7 17.3 9.4 15.5 

Robbery of Business 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 4.7 2.6 

--1--
Robbery, Purse Snatch 0 a 1.0 3.2 ~,7 3.1 1..4 

Assault 14.6 16.7 17.2 12.9 20.0 20.3 16.5' 

Crim1nnl Sexua 1 Conduct 1.5 Q 0 0 2.7 4.';1 1.2 1,1 
TOTAL 99.'n 100.1'4 100.0'4 100.1'4 100.0" 100,0'h, tOO.07. 

I 
I 
I 

--- '.~- -< 

I 
--... -~-. I-I 
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I TABLE 3 

SELECTED RESIDENT1AL BURCI.\RY CHARACTERISTICS ----- --'.,_ .. - ~--,-",-,----. .-..-lias Cr!mo C""",tetod ll!.m -Z:.... Suspect" Relationship FREIl ....:L 
AttClllpt 6 2D.O to Vict!m -

I 
---1-

Perpetrated ..3!.. .lQ:.Q... Not Ascertainable 30 100.0'4 
30 100:0'4 

Method of Entrv 
Da! of lIeok-SC3rt 

Unforced 2 6.7 
Monday. 4 13.3 "orce<! Lock 1 3.3 
Tue.day a 26.7 Brok. Class 12 40.0 
\lednesday 3 10.0 Body Force 1 3.3 
Thur.day 9 30.0 Rmoved Door or 
Fdday 4 13.3 IILndo" 2 6.7 
Saturday 1 3.3 CasQknifl!d Lock 2 6.7 .- ------
Surxlay --L -2.:1.. o titer 7 23.3 

30 100.0'4 Not Ascueainabl .. --L -lQ.:.E.. 

I 
30 100.0'4 

Type of Prem! se 
Seeurt ty Dev1.c~5 

SLng1e Family 1:1 50.0 
2-4 Family 4 13.3 Nona !S 16.7 

I 
Apartment a 1dg. 3 10.0 Operation 1.0. 1 3.3 
Other or Unspecified Not Ascertainable ..3!.. ~ 

Res. --!.. ..lliL 30 100.0'4 
30 100.0'4 

Police DisDo.te10n 

I 
lIieneues of Burglary Cleared by Arresc J 10.0 

and Su!oect Cau Inactive 13 4).3 
None, other cltan Noe Alcueainabla ..a ....:i:.L 

V1ctim 22 73.3 30 100.0'4 
1 2 6.7 

I 
3 1 3.3 Floor of Enerr 
UIlknovn --L -!§.:1.. 

Basement 3 10.0 
30 100.0'4 F1:se Floor 14 46.7 

Second Floor & Up 2 6.7 
It .. Incidene Soen Not: Aa.:ertainabl" .lL ..lliL. 

I 
No 25 83.3 30 100.0'1: 
Yu, by otlter viceim t 3.3 
Noc A.cuea1nab1. 4 ..lli1.. V1ceiln

'
• Activit! 

30 100.0'4 Absent 4012 haur. 2 6.7 

I 
__ I 

Present: 1 3.3 
Source of Suspect: Not AsceJ:ta1nable ..!L ..22:..cL l!!!~ 

30 100.0'4 
No In£or.na eion 22 73.3 
Suspuct. va s seen 4 13.3 Where Sus,W e ~:u:t!red 
Vtct:!m I. suspicion 1 3.3 through lIindo" 9 30.0 Polic,,'s suspicion 1 3.3 Through lIinda" in 
Not Ascercainab 1e ...l... ..j.:L Door 6 20.0 

30 99.9'4 Through Door, No Key 12 40.0 
through Door, Key 

Used 1 3.3 

I 
Not A,certainabl. -1.. .JL 

30 100.0r. 

Side of f:nto: 

Franc S 26.7 

I 
Back 10 33.3 
Sid" 3 10.0 
Hot Asccrtdnab 1. ....2.. .2!1.:.!L 

30 lOO.or. 

I 
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TABLE 4 I 
RESIDENTIAL BURGLARY. BY MONTH AND DAY 

JANUARY AND FE:BRUARY 1978 

Monday Tuesday lIedne5day Thursday Friday Saturday Sunday Total I 
rR~ rREQ FREQ FREQ FREQ F'REX? FREQ F'REX? 

Monch Q!~ ~ (Roy 'f,) (Roy ~) ~ (Rov 7,.) ~ ~ 

JatlWlry 2 4 0 .5 2 1 0 14 
(14.3~) (28.6~) (0) (3.5.71.) (14.31.) (7.17.) (0) (46.71.) I 

February 2 4 3 4 2 0 1 16 
(12.51.) (2S.0~) ( 18.81.) (2S.0'T.) (12.51.) (0) (6.3) (53.31.) 

Column I 
Total 4 8 3 9 4 1 1 30 

(Percent) (13.3';') (26.77.) ( 10.01.) (30.07.) (13.31.) (3.31.) (3.31.) (100.01.) 

I 
I 

TABLE S I 
RANK ORDER OF RESIDENTIAL BURGLARY INGIDENTS 

BY MONTH AND DAy1 I 
MONrH RANK FOR 

1977 1978 THE SIX 
Dav .m.! £S! liE! EEl ~ m MO~'TIIS I 
Monday 7 3.5 1.5 4.5 3.5 4.5 S 

Tuesday 5 5.5 1.5 2.5 2 1.5 2 
Ilednesday J 5.5 5 6.5 6.5 3 6 I 
Thursday 1 2 7 4.5 1 1.5 1 
Friday 3 7 3 1 3.5 4.5 3.5 
Saturday 3 1 S 2.5 5 7 3.5 
Sunday 6 3.5 S 6.5 6.5 6 7 I 

IThe layer ~he Number the higher the Number of burglaries 
on a given day. A rank of number one (1) indicates more 
burelaries ocr.urred on that day than any other day. Rank I 
of a seven (7) indicates che day with the least number of 
burslaries. 
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!ABLE 6 

MEAN AGE OF vtCTlH AND SUSPECT BY tYPE OF camE 

Mean Age of Mean Age of 
T:a!e of CrimCl Vf.ceim Sus"ece 

RasideneiaL Burglary 45.6 18.3 

Burglary of Busines, 20.S 
Thett frao Dwelling 20.0 20.0 
Thett fr~ Eusiness 27.7 

. Theft frOlll Penon 26.0 20.4 
Theft. F'urse Sn.:Itch 28.0 18.0 
04maga to Property 16.2 

Robbery of Business 18.3 

Robbery of Person 28 • .3 17.0 
Robbery, Purse 5n&ech 42.8 17.0 

Assault 25.9 26.6 

Criminal Sexual Conduce 20.4 33.6 

TABLE 7 

BUleK CWB ~lmINGS SEl'TnmER 

THllCUGR DECEMBER 1977, JANUARY 

AND FEBRUARY 19781 

:lumber Number Number at Number at Blocks 
of of Separate Blocks Meeting ~!eet:in2 Fot': 

Blocks Meecing fat' the Second ,111r<1 Eourtn 
l!.2.!2sL Heeting Locations Fir!c Time ...!.i1!!s.. ...!!E!. Time 

SEPT 6 4 6 0 0 a 
oor 13 10 12 1 0 0 

NOV 13 8 11 2 0 0 

DEC 6 6 2 4 0 0 

J'AN 7. 7 2 2 3 0 

FEB ~ ~ ~ -! .1 .1 
totAL 61 45 39 17 4 1 

~ese are ~.he bese figures available to date. !be :lumber of ~reoeings Clay 
be understated. Final figures will be available follawing additional 
meetings with each of the organizers. 
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This report is the last of the "interim" evaluation reports. The final 

evaluation report will be completlld· 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 f'eport covering the first year of the CCP 

program in Minneapolis. Neverthl~less, the evaluators will attempt to main­

tain contact with the demonstration neighborhoods. 

It is flO secret that the final month or two of the CCP 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 meetings 

further complicated the avenues of communication. Perhaps by final report 

time the evalu~tors 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 coro,ared 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 Wi~lard-Homewood 

extending into parts 01 census trac~s 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 evalnation report we will have more information concerning 

the survey of residents. We still have not had an opportunity to supplement 

~~?6· .... 
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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 ~valuator but not 

recorded in the master file. As of this date it has not been possible to 

ascertain the month when various blocks 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 Security Survey requests continues to plague 

the crime prevention program 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 benef~t from further discussions with staff members. please inform us 

about any concerns you may have about this evaluation document or our 

prospective evaluation efforts. 
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I i Jl JUliO 7ft TABLE I 

IlEI'ORTf.D CRIME DATA IN WILI..\RD-IIOMEWOOD 
rOR SEPT , aCTE NOil l ur.e 1911 1 JAN, n'o. '1ARCII. APIItL. MAY 1978 

APRil. MAY ROM TOTAL I Frequency rrequf'ncy "'r~qut'nc)' 

~ ~ ~ 

nrt 01 ~1I1Mf. I<IJHRtR IIf INClUI:NTS I'~R MONTI! IrERC.£NT OF TOTAL rOR MONTII' . ~ ......... - -~ ....... -.. --...... 
!F.IIT OCT /WV DEC JAN ru MARL'll 

rrtlfUcncy tn'lucRe), frequency rrcqurncy frequency rrcquc:nc), Frequency 
~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 

~a 1I 32 211 14 II III 34 2S 2~~ 

132 •• ' (21.,. 1: •• 6' 

·1 ° i' 2{ 

I (0, (0.9' 12.1) 

G 14 64 
(5.i' (12.3' 10.11 

II .. il,lcnt, .. 1 INrla",,), (311.11 (32, I' (la.7I (Ze.~, (U •• , (ZI." 1111. 

4 4 I 1 5 4 a 
lur",lary hI' lu .. n~.1S 13.11 (l.1I (1.0' (2.9' (1.61 11.0, tal 

1 4 5 10 • • 10 
Thrrt tnl. Ow.I' I,," U.J' 13.11 (5.11 " .. , 15.3) 111.91 (101 

4 3 • IZ 10 2 , • 6 '9 
17.6, 1~.3' Ift.hl 

I a • 31 
lI.t, U.5) 13 •• ' 

a 0 • 

Theft rrll •• ".In ••• (3.11 (Z.71 11.2' CII.II , Il.a) (l.0' 161 

5 4 4 3 4 2 1 
Th.n rr. Pereo" U ... (l." (4.11 12.91 15.3' (l.o, (3' 

a 0 I I 0 I I 
lhen, Pur:.. 5nah.b (I." CO, (1.01 (1.0' 10' (I.,' III 10, 1o, cn.l' 

7 I 71 
C'.7I 17 .,. 11.1' I U If IU 
W, CU.!I' Cu.1I 

12 IZ 7 5 3 II 
Tt. .• 'rt (ren Auto 1'.2' (10,71 17.1) ( .. ~~ II ... 14." ca, 

n Z2 II II \l I 17 
D"",.I~. to Pr-nplJrlY 01 •• ' 111." (1'.31 110.8, (17.11 11.0' (17' 

• 3 3 4 I 2 I I • ao 
AhMuery til "u.ln~ ... 10," (2.71 13d' (3.&1 lI.ll (l.01 III II' U.~. I:.~, 

• 3 14 

I (3.a, (a.6I Il.~' 
a 3 17 

!I.9' (a.6I 11.9' 

4 z 4 2 I 3 II 
ilhbh"frt aI' Penon Cl.lI 11.&' C4.11 UI O.l' '4'.5' 1111 

0 0 • 3 2 a 4 
allhhcry. rur .. Snatch (0' (0' 11.01 (a.B) U.U (l.0) UI 

I' II II It 15 Il II 16 _ 25 l5a 
(15.2' (21.91 (u.~, 

I 3 3 20 
12.11' 1: •• ' U.:!I 

"ltUlin 114.5) (It •• ' 116,31 (13.71 CI9.7' (18.4' (U) 

('rillun .. ' ':r, ..... Cuuduct 3 4 0 I 2 3 • C. H'h~,· St!. U"liItrd) 12.31 (l.U (0) (1.0) 12.6' ".51 III 

tl.lu.n lht .. 1 III 112 96 10Z 74 67 100 105 114 '90S 
't'crce-lIl)- (1001 IIno, Clool (JOO' (1001 1100' (100' (1001 (100' 1100, 

-I·.,.'li:enlur.ca huv. bean ,nund,d. I 
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T.\"lK ;: 

I ,Iu-:r£:l I"~U~ \(I.\l ft""~' ,HI '''\HW1f"I~rl.·S 
\,,:\t..,I\ • WHU .... ,"t' ,,,:,:q 

• ~~ \'Mt"'~ \·.\W"~ ~~~1' ~ ~. \\\:(1"''\ Hf ~\:n" !l!..tlS:\"'l~\·Y ~. 

Att"'p't U.~ t.:nt'lU"a-u I' ::4.4 

I 
'eJ1>C''lrollN ..!!. ~ f\'NN t.,"·" is 1$.7 

r' IOU Rrukl· Glu",,. " 1~.;: 

1'""1 'nrce 15 It.: 
OAT or ";!'!)...~T\RT R~u\'~d Door OP lrfltttJ~ ... 1 1.3 

Cut ,1,. R~IIU\'cd S"i'ram , U.S 

I 
~OM3J 10 lZ.t O,~ •• L 1.3 
ru .. .uy \8 :0.5 :loC Aae:,rto\tUti,j. J.. ....!.:.:! 
ttcdnC'sd.." 11 :0.5 Ta tOO 
lburc<bl' U I~.l 
,.I.uy t U.S 

5£CUft rTf DE'4£!! S&tur<l.,. , u.s 
swular ...!... -!:.! Notte Zl 2 •• 5 

TI 100 
Op.ratlon to T '.0 
aoth or ~he ,lbo",'. 2 z.e 

TYPE or PRF"(sE "a' .. ,~ •• tal .... bl. .2- .1!:.2 
SI~II. ,..lIy 35 U~9 

71 100 

I 
:-4 , ... l1y 10 12.8 POLICE DTSPOSTT:O~ 
Aport.mt Buil~lnl a 10.3 
a."denCial ¢AraR' , U.5 Clea.ed by ArNlt A ." 5.1 
Other ar Un,l~tc:lfi..ct Rlsidence IS L.I,,2 Ca •• Inacti.vlJ' 3' 

. . 42.3 
Vacant Bulldl", -...!.. --!;.! R~port (or Insurance Z 2.e 

11 100 No~ Alc.ruinabl. 2!.. ..l2.:.2 
71 100 

wrPlEssts or B~RGL'RY 
.. ~"O S1,;Si"ECT "'OCR or '~'TRY 

!fort •• Oth.1'" nwan Victiw 2T go.o B.t~"nt ~ ~.a 

I 1 3.3 Fin" ~loor 54 n,z 
~ -1. ...!:l Second. \'1001" C I,.'p 3 3.' 

lit LOO Not AtC'lrtaiJiabl. ...!!.. ...ll:.!. 
7. 100 

WAS IHCIDE.'fT SU~ 

I 
110 .- 14.1 YJCTI14'5 ACTT'-'TTT 

Yle. by lticident R.JtOn.r • 10.3 Aillene [, ••• Than .. "au,.. t 7.1 
rll. by Other Wa,tn.sl I 1.3 At_ant ..... t: Houri 14 17.9 
Ito&; Aac.l"tain.bl. -J.. -.l:.! Ab "ftC 13-Z" HauPta 1 1.3 

n 100 "ta.ent ;) 24 "QUa ~. 3.' 
' ..... nt • 10.3 

I 
I 

,WUlIcr; or SL'SPECT IN701l~ATro~ 
"ot Alalreainab1. .2- ...1!.:.2. 

1'0 Infonsatio\'t S3 87.' 71 100 

SIUP4:'Ct .-•• $, ... 11 21.' lo1t!!Ir: 5L'SP!CT !'IT!!Il'D 
Victill', SUlpiclon • 7.1 
Il10& A •• ..-u.nabl. -1. -i:! lb""u~h Wind.,... 23 U.5 

71 100 TIl ..... ," IlIndG" In n ..... 10 12.$ 
ThrCI'U~h OQor. ~ Key 3. 50.0 

'tSPtCT'S R!UTtOS5"1'" 
ThnNgh Onor, Key used 5 '.4 

~ 
Not Aacertainabl. ...!... ....!.:l 

Cnrel~tell 3.$ 
71 100 

ea.ual 'Cq\Ia'"tanc. 1.3 SlDr. nr t"".y w.11 Knnwn .. ~ 
I 

, .. l1r R.lau,,"1 1.3 F"""t • 11.$ 
'"t ·'1c.rt:un,~j e .. ~ P,C'k 3% <1.Q 

a 100 Sulc,. to l:: ... 4 
:"foe. Alc-:rtaiRlbi. 2!.. .J.:!.:.! 

-h:Rent.alp.. ".",e be:~ft. """,ncicci ... 1$ 100 

I 
I 
I 
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TABLE: J 

RESIDENTIAL BURCLARY BY' MONT/I AND DAY 
SEPT. OCT. NOV. Dr.C 1977 - J.IN, FEB. )lARen. APRIL. MAY' 1978 

Xonday Tuesday Wc~rra.dny Thursday Friday Saturday Sunday 
Frequency Freque!ICy Frequency Frequency Frequency Frequency Frequency 

MONTI! (Row:l) (Row %) (Row %1 (Row %1 (Row %) .J.!.2!~ (Row:l) 

3 a a 13 8 5 6 
Sept"""'er (~.8' (11.5) (1~.4) (25.0' (15.4' (15.4' (11.5' 

5 4 4 7 3 8 5 
October (13.9) (11.1) (11.1) (19.4) (S.3) (22.2) ( 13.9) 

7 7 4 1 5 4 4 
Hov"""'"r (21.9) (21.9) (12.5) (l.l) ( 15.6) (12.5) (12.5) 

4 5 1 
. 4 8 5 1 

December· (15.4' (19.2) (3.8) (15.4) (23.1) (19.2) (3.8) 

2 4 0 5 2 1 0 
January (14.31 (28.e, (0) (35.7) (14.3) (1.1) (0) 

•• 2 '* :I 4 2 a 1 
Februaxy (12.5) (25.0) (18.8) (25.0) (12.5) (D) (6.3) 

2 4 2 5 2 0 3 
March (10.5' (21.1) (10.5) (31.5) (10.5) (01 (15.8) 

5 5 8 2 4 7 2 
April (14,7) (17.7' (23.5) (5.9) (11.8) (20.6) (5.9) 

3 5 6 3 3 2 2 
MAY (12.0) (24.0) (24.0) (12.0' (12.0) (8.0) (8.0) 

ColUllUl 
Total 33 411 35 45 35 35 24 

(Percent) (ll.O) (18.2' (14.2) (t7.7' (ll.S) (13.a) (9.5) 

-old Total (25 ina tead of 29) 
·-old Tatal (111 instead of 111) 

,I 

\ 

Row 
Total 

(Column %) 

52 
(20.5) 

35 
(14.:1) 

32 
( 12.6) 

25 
(10.2) 

14 
(5.5) 

15 
(6.3) 

19 
(7.5) 

34 
(13.4) 

25 
(9.8) 

. 
254 

(100.01 
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TABLE" 
RANK ORDER OF RESIDENTIAL BURGLARY INCIDENTS 

BY MONTH AND DAyt 

MONTH RANK FOR 
1977 1978 'filE NINe: 

DAY ~ ..2£!.. ~ ~ ~ ..!!L ~ ~ .1!£.. MONTHS 

Monday 7 3.S 1.5 4'.5 3.5 4.5 :5 4 4 6 

Tuesday 5.5 5.5 1.5 2.5 2 ~.S 2 3 1.5 . -t-

Wednesday .3 5.5 5 6.5 6.5 3 5 1 1.5 3 

Thursday 1 2 7 4.5 1 1.5 1 6.5 4 2 

Friday 3 7 3 1 3.5 4.5 5 :5 4 4.5 

Saturday 3 1 5 2.5 5 7 7 2 6.5 4.5 

Sunday 5.5 3.5 :5 6.5 6.5 6 J 6.5 5.5 7 

1The lower the number the higher the number of burgl'lries on II given day. A ranlt 
of one (1) indicates more burglaries occurred on that day than any other day. 
rank of seven (1) indicates the day with the least number of burglaries. 

TABLE :5 

MEAN AGE OF VICTIM AN!) SUSPECT BY TYPE OF CRIMe: 
(MARCH, APRIL. MAY t978) 

MEAN AGE MEAN AGE 
TYPE OF CRI~!E OF VICTIM OF SUSPECT 

Resid=ntial Bu~lary 62.2 17.2 
Burglary of Business 25.0 
Theft from Dwelling 34.2 22.8 
Theft from Business 21.2 
Theft from Person 21.1 14.0 
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 
Robberv of Person 32.6 22.1 
Robbery, Purse Snatch 33.5 19.1 
other Crime Against Person 22.0 
Assault 25.6 28.7 
Cr~m~nal Sexual Conduce 25.4 2~.Q 
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TABLE 6 

BLOCK CLUB m:ET::NGS1 

(SEPT. OCT. NOV. DEC 191'7; JAN. FEB. )J ARCH. APRIL. )!AY. JUNE 1918) 

/llJM.BER NUMBER OF BLOCKS )IEETING 
MlMBER OF FOR 

OF SEPARATE FOUR OR NEIGH-
BLOCK MEETING FIRST SECOND THIRD )lORE tlORHOOD 

t!!!!!!!!. MEETINGS LOCATIONS ~ ~ ~ ~ \'lIoTCH 2 ---
Sept. 6 4 6 0 0 0 0 

Oct. II 12 12 1 0 0 0 

!lov. 14 10 12 2 0 0 0 I 
Dec. 6 6 2 4 0 0 0 

Jan. 1 1 2 2 3 0 0 

Feb. 14 11 3 1 1 1 0 

March 5 5 2 2 1 0 0 
I 

April 9 9 4 3 0 2 ? 

May 9 9 4 2 2 1 ? 

Juno _ 5_ 4 _0_ _ 1_ 4 _0 _ _7 _ I 
88 71 49 24 11 4 II 

1This information was extracted frOC! the \~illard-Homewood M~$ter 
File on'June 29, 1918. 

2rhe first Block to achieve Neighborhood Watch occurred in April. 
I 

nlirteen Blocks are now at the Neighborhood Watch status (the 
evaluator does not yet know the month blocks achieved this status). I 
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APPENDIX J 

I Premise Security Survey Follow-Up 
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PREMISE SECURITY' SURVEY ~'OLLOO' UP 

fILE NUMEER: ________ _ 

5 • COIiUlleroial 1 TYPE OF PREMISE: 1. S1ngle Family 

2. Duplex-Fourplox 

:I. Apartment 

4. Industrial 6. Other (specify l, ______ _ 

2 LCCATION: 1. Lowry Hill East 2. Uawthorne 8. Willord-Hanewood Block 11 ___ _ 

3 IS RESIDENT A PARTICIPANT INi 
(ask if not ohecked on PSS 
oirole all that apply) 

1. Block Club 2. Operation ID 3. Neighborhood Watch 

4 tMlBER OF' CRIMINJI.L INCIDENTS IN PAST 12 MONTlLS: Robbery_ Burglary_ 
(ask if not reported) 

5 AVERAGE TIME PER DAY PREMISES UNOOCUPIED: 1. 0 thru 5 hours 
(ask if not reported) 

2. 6 thru X2 hours 3. over 13 houru, 

6 ~ PROMPTED \rOO TO RI!!QUESI' A PREMISE SECURITY' SURVEY? 

'f WERE: YOU J\WARE OF M~~ OE' T.HESE SECURITY' PROOLEMS BEFORE TIlE PREMISE SURVEY? 2. No 

HAVE roo HADE ANY OF THE SECURITY' ClULNGES WHICH WERE RECGlMENDED? 1. Yes 

2. No if no, .GO !L'O Qla 

9 HIiEN WAS TUE WeRK COHPLETED? 
______ Days Between 

o WIlEN WAS TIlE f3URVEY COMPLE'i'ED? 
______ Days BQtween 

1 ,WHEN 'iIAB 1'HE roWE'{ REQUEsrED? , 

, - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
... 
I 
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PBS FOLWl UP 

U WHAT SECURITY CllANGES nAVE BEEN MADE? 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

0 

I 

RECOI·n·fENDATIONS PRIORITY 
Check if 
starred 

COMPLIANCE 
Check if -

yes 

\'n!O DID WORK: REASON NON-COHPLrANC~ 
Letter and number C=Contraotor 

S=Self from survey fonn 

-, 

---
---
---
----
---
--:.- -' 
---
---
--- -
---

If respondent has not mentioned all Hie ohanges written on the PSS Form inquire dS to whether they ha,ve 
been undertaken, e.g. "THE COPY OF TIlE PREMISE SECURITY SURVEY WurCH THE OFFICER llAS RETURNED TO 'OUR 
OPFICE INDICATES THAT WAS ALSO IN NEED OF IMPROVEMENT. HAS AlfiTlIING BEEN DONE ABOUT TiIAT?" 

If response is no, write down the letter and number of the item, oheck non oanplianae blank and ask why 
this partioular ohange was not made. 

3 OF THE CHANGES MADE, WlIICn WERE COI1PLETED BY A LOCKSllITIl? 

~ 
I 

CAN YOl1 TELL ME 1101 MUcn EACH OF TilE CHANGES cosr YOIl TO TUE NEJlREsr DOLLJlR? IF YOl1 DrD TIlE WORI:: YOORSELF JUST 

GIVE ME TIlE cosr OF THE MATERIALS. 
WlIAT WJ\STllli TOfP.L cosr TO YOl1 OF C<l1PLETING TIlE Wool::? ________ _ 
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paa FOLLW UP 

16 WOULD Yoo HAVE COMPLE'rED THESE SECURITY CIIANGES IF TilE t.'O..."T t:v133IDY PROGRAM WERE Nor AVAILABLE 

1. Yea 
2. No if no, ask WooLD yoo HAVE HAD AT LEASr TUE ITEMS PERTAINING TO DOOR LOCKS 

AND WINDaiS TAKEN CARE OF't • 

1. Yea 
2. No 

17 DO YOU FEEL MORE CONFIDENT THAN BEFORE THAT YOUR HCME WILL Nor BE BURGLARIZED? 1. Yea 2. No 

5TOX> III Sl'OP ! II Sl'OPIII Sl'OPIlI Sl'OPfll Sl'OPfll Sl'OPIII .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ., - .. .. ... .. .. .. ... - .. .. .. . .. .. .. .. 
18 DO YOU INTEND TO MAKF. ,\\NY OF THE RECCl1MENDED ClIANGES IN THE NEAR FUTURE? 

19 WlIlCn ITEl-1S DO YOO INTEND TO TAKE CARE OF? 

(wri te letter and number fran PBS Form) 

1. Yea 

2. No 

20 COULD YOU TELL ME WlIAT YOUR MAJOR REJ\SONS ARE FOR Nor HAVING THE WORK COMPLETED? 

if yea, GO TO Q19 

if no, 00 TO Q20 

- - - - - - - - - - - - -'-"'" \", - - -j 
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