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ARTHUR YOUNG & COMPANY 
CERTIFIED PUBLIC ACCOUNTANTS 

Mr. John Dale 
Acting Bureau Chief 
Bureau of Criminal Justice 

Assistance 
Division of State Planning 
530 Carlton Building 
Tallahassee, Florida 32304 

Dear Mr. Dale: 

October 31, 1978 

1000 ASHLEY DRIVE 

P. O. SOX 789 

TAM PA. FLORI DA 33601 

Arthur Young & Company is pleased to transmit this final report 
of our evaluation of the Law Enforcement/Citizen Initiative Crime 
Prevention Program undertaken for the Bureau of Criminal Justice 
Assistance as part of our overall evaluation capability engagement. 
The evaluation involved review of seven BCJA funded projects in 
seven local jurisdictions in the State and, as a result of this re­
view, development of conclusions and subsequent recommendations 
relative to the overall program. 

This final report is presented in two volumes, the detailed 
final report and the Execut i ve Summary. These reports ha<;:Te been re­
viewed in the draft by Bureau personnel and the comments received 
from these officials have been considered in the final reports. 

We are appreciative of the assistance and cooperation extended 
throughout the project by Mr. Richie Tidwell and Mr. Tom Long of 
your staff. Further, we are grateful for the cooperation extended 
us by each of the jurisdictions analyzed. 

If you have any questions concerning the information contained 
in these reports, please contact either John S. Smock or Edwin R. 
Moline in our Tampa Office at (813) 223-1381. 

Very truly yours, 
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I. INTRODUCTION 

This document constitutes the final report of a comparative 
evaluation of a number of local government sponsored crime prevention 
projects across the State of Florida, which have received funding 
assistance from the Florida Bureau of Criminal Justice Planning and 
Assistance (BCJ'PA). Project documentation is contained in two vol umes, 
a more detailed report (this document) and an executive summary, sub­
mitted under separate cover. This introductory chapter contains the 
following sections: 

Background 

Special Study Objectives 

Methodology ut il ized 

Outline of the remainder of the report. 

1. BACKGROUND 

This comparative evaluation of selected crime prevention projects 
funded by the Florida Bureau of Criminal Justice Planning and Assistance 
was conceived by the BCJPA as part of its overall evaluation capability 
project. The initial concept called for an independent consultant to 
be hired to evaluate six selected areas an~ as~ist the Bureau in 
developing an effective evaluation capability. The six areas selected 
included four LEAA funded projects, such as this crime pre'ITention evalu~ 
ation, and two special studies, an organized crime control systems 
analysis and a cost analysis of the juvenile justice system in the State. 

Based on a competitive consultant selection process, Arthur 
Young & Company was selected to conduct this engagement for the BCJPA. 
This selection process involved the development of a proposal to the 
BCJPA by Arthur Young & Company which outlined the professional approach 
the Firm would use in conducting the overall evaluation capability develop­
ment program, and each of the four evaluations and the two special studies. 

"Crime Prevention" is an area of major emphasis by the Bur.eall 
of Criminal Justice Planning and Assistance. This corresponds to a 
national emphasis by LEAA and other groups, such as the National Crime 
Prevention Institute, to develop programs which have the eventual effect 
of reducing crime through citizen involvement in eliminating the root 
causes of crime. The field of crime prevention is considered to cover 
a wide range of activities; such as eliminating social conditions closely 
associated with crime; improving the ability of the criminal justice 
system to detect, apprehend, judge and reintegrate l.nto the communities 
those who commit crimes; and reducing those situations in which crimes 
are most likely to be committed. 

One of the programs in the Crime Prevention Component of the 
BCJPA is the Law Enforcement/Citizen Initiative Program. This program 
involves funding of a number of projects designed to educate citizens 
of Florida's jurisidictions in crime prevention techiques and procedures. 
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Based on the 1978 plan, this program is designed to respond to the 
problem that a "lack of awareness and involvement of community support 
for law enforcement effort~ have prevented effective programs for 
reduction of crime." Its overall goal is the reduction of crime and 
its stated subgoals include: 

To develop crime reduction capabilities in each local 
law enforcement agency 

To develop citizen action groups to work independently 
or in conjunction with law enforcement agencies in crime 
prevention activities 

To develop a coordinating and/or technical assistance 
capability at the S-cate level for citizen action groups. 

Statewide resources are provided in this program area by the 
"Help Stop Crime" program of the Attortley General's Office, which 
serves as a facilitator in providing public education and citizen 
awareness information on a Statewide basis. Local law enforcement 
agencies have established "Help Stop Crime" project officers who 
work closely with citizen groups in their area to implement these 
programs. The Law Enforcement/Citizen Initiative program also funds 
projects sponsored by local governm~nt agencies designed to facili­
tate citizen awareness on the local government level. 

The BCJPA desires to know whether or not projects funded within 
this program are generally effective and what successful elements of 
certain programs might be transferable to other programs. This 
evaluation is intended to answer those questions by analyzing the 
results of a few selected crime prevention projects across the State 
and comparillg those results. This will result in generalized con­
clusions relative to the overall program. 

2. EVALUATION OBJECTIVES 

The primary objective of this comparative evaluation of local 
government sponsored crime prevention projects has been: 

To conduct a comparative assessment of selected law 
enforcement/citizen initiative crime prevention 
projects across the State of Florida in order to 
assess the impact and effectiveness of these projects 
as they relate to the overall crime prevention pro­
grams in the communities concerned and to assess 
from a comparative basis, the tost effectiveness'of 
these projects and crime prevention programs. 

Attainment of this primary objective has also included attention 
to the following secondary objectives: 

To develop observations and conclusions concerning the Law 
Enforcement/Citizen Initiative crime prevention program 
administered by BCJPA 

To develop specific recommendations for improvement in 
that program, based on the findings of this evaluation 
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To identify both successful and unsuccessful elements of 
the crime prey,ntion projects. 

The scope of the study was limited, due to its inclusion in the 
overall evaluation capability engagement. We did not assess the 
effectiveness of each project, but rather placed our emphasis on 
the analysis necessary to make observations and conclusions concerning 
the overall program. The scope was further limited by reliance on the 
accuracy of data :>:Ii~t~mitted by the projects, although limited data 
audits were made in the field visit phase. 

3. METHODOLOGY UTILIZED 

The specific methodology utilized to conduct this crime preven­
tion comparativ~ evaluation is presented graphically as Exhibit I, 
following this page. Descriptions of each of these tasks follow. 

TASK 1 DEVELOP CRIME PREVENTION EVALUATION PLAN 

Although the discussion in our initial proposal for this 
crime prevention evaluation included a description of the pro­
ject, evaluation issues and objectives, preliminary performance 
measures and data requirements and a preliminary evaluation 
work plan, that ,discussion did not include sufficient informa­
tion to immediately begin the evaluation plan which would serve 
as the basis for consultant activity and as a guideline for pro­
ject monitoring by BCJPA planners and evaluation personnel. 

This task also included selection of those projects which 
would be asked to respond to the initial evaluation question­
naire. This selection included the following steps: 

Initial meetings were held with BCJPA personnel to deter­
mine those grants from which a selection would be made. 
It was decided at this initial meeting that the fiscal 
year 1976 grants would be more appropriate for evaluation 
than fiscal year 1977 grants because more projects were 
funded in fiscal year 1976. 

Information on these grants then served as a basis for a 
meeting between the Arthur Young & Company Evaluation 
Director, the BCJPA Evaluation Coordinator, and the BCJPA 
Crime Prevention Planner. Specific criteria were estab­
lished for project selection, which included ensuring that 
the projects selected contained a mixture of those projects 
that funded personnel and those that funded equipment, 
those projects that utilized sworn law enforcement person­
nel and those that utilized civilians, those projects based 
in urban jurisdictions and those based in rural jurisdic­
tions. Based on these criteria! then, nine crime preven­
tion projects were selected for initial consideration. 
These were eventually reduced to seven projects based on 
returns of the questionnaire discussed later in this eval­
uation plan. 
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The BCJPA Evaluation Coordinator sent a letter to the 
project directors of the nine projects informing them of 
their selection for this evaluation analysis. 

The following activities were also undertaken in this task: 

Specific evaluation data and performance measures in the 
areas of crime data, activity data, cost benefit data 
and subjective data were defined 

Data collection measures were also defined, such as 
questionnaires, follow-up interviews and data audits 

Analysis methods and precedures which would be utilized 
were also finalized. 

The end product of this task was an evaluation plan, which was 
approved by BCJPA officials. 

TASK 2 REVIEW EVALUATION ISSUES WITH HELP STOP CRIME 

In order to gain an overall State crime prevention perspec­
tive, evaluation issues were reviewed with Help Stop Crime 
officials. 

TASK 3 MAIL, COLLECT AND CATEGORIZE QUESTIONNAIRES 

After the questionnaire presented in the evaluation plan 
was approved, it was mailed to the nine crime prevention pro­
jects initially selected. A sample of the questionnaire used 
is presented as an appendix to this report. 

TASK 4 SELECT FINAL PROJECTS AND-BCHEDULE VISIT 

After the questionnaires were returned, and based on the 
information Gontained therein, seven projects were selected 
for the actual evaluation. These projects were then scheduled 
for on-site visits. 

TASK 5 CONDUCT SITE VISITS AND VERIFY DATA 

Each of the projects finally selected was visited in order 
to verify the data collected in the questionnaire and to conduct 
subjective interviews and make project observations. Actual 
interviews were based on the information returned in each 
questionnaire. 

TASK 6 CONDUCT COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS 

Based on the information received from the questionnaires 
and site visits, a comparative analysis of the seven crime pre­
vention projects was conducted. The major emphasis in this 
comparative analysis was an attempt to develop impact and cost 
effectiveness comparisons, as well as comparisons relative to 
crime reduction, citizen group involvement, activity efforts, 
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citizen based penetration and other elements detailed in the 
questionaire filled out by each project evaluated. 

TASK 7 DOCUMENT EVALUATION RESULTS 

This task involved the documentation of the results of the 
evaluation analysis. This report and the accompanying executive 
summary represent that documentation. 

4. OUTLINE OF THE REMAINDER OF THIS REPORT 

Following this introductory chapter, this report is presented 
in the following chapters: 

Individual Project Descriptions - includes a description 
for each of the seven jurisdictions analyzed of the over­
all crime prevention program, a description of the BCJPA 
grant supporting the overall crime prevention program and 
observations. 

Comparative Analysis - contains a comparative analysis of 
the seven programs in the areas of crime reduction, organi­
zation, resources, activity, tentative productivity compar­
isons, and percieved successes/areas of less success. 

Observations and Conclusions - contains observations and 
conclusions concerning the comparative analysis af the 
seven jurisdictions in the areas of impact, organization 
and management, approaches to crime prevention, cost effec­
tiveness, and overall program objective achievement. 

Recommendations - contains recommendations to the BCJPA 
relative to the continued management of the crime preven­
tion program. 

Also included, as an appendix to this report, is a copy of the 
questionnaire filled out by each of the participating jurisdictions. 
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II. INDIVIDUAL PROJECT DESCRIPTIONS 

This chapter presents descriptions of the seven crime prevention 
programs reviewed during this evaluation. The jurisdictions included 
are: 

City of Clearwater 

City of Gainesville 

City of Jacksonville 

City of Largo 

City of Orlando 

St. John's County 

City of Winter Haven. 

1. CITY OF CLEARWATER 

This section presents descriptions of the City of Clearwater's 
overall crime prevention program and the BCJPA grant funding supporting 
that program. Also included are observations of the Clearwater program 
made by our consultants. 

(1) Description of the Overall Clearwater Crime Prevention 
Program 

The development of a formal crime p.revention program in the 
City of Clearwater has been a relatively recent move. The City 
of Clearwater has had a formal community relations program for 
a number of years and responsibility for whatever crime preven­
tion activity took place generally came under this group. 
However, this crime prevention activity was limited to activities 
within the schools and specific public relations types of pro­
grams, such as speeches before civic groups. Clearwater Police 
Department officials reasoned that they could have a signifi­
cantly greater impact on citizen involvement in crime prevention 
and hopefully on the level of crime itself by involving police 
resources more directly in the community. 

The overall crime prevention program includes one full-time 
crime prevention officer within the Clearwater Police Department, 
assisted by the community relations officers, who function pri­
marily within the Officer Friendly Program. The crime prevention 
officer is expected to be a facilitator in bringing crime prevention 
resources to Clearwater citizens. The crime prevention function 
is under the Administrative Division of the Clearwater Police 
Department. The crime prevention officer reports directly to the 
Sergeant-in-Charge of community relations. 
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Services provided by the Clearwater crime prevention pro­
gram are standard crime prevention services (public presenta­
tions, security surveys, etc.). In addition, a major objective 
of the Clearwater Crime Prevention Program is to provide train­
ing for operational policemen in the field of crime prevention. 

In addition to specific crime prevention activities of the 
Administrative Division, the City of Clearwater has a Victim 
Assistance Program, which operates under a separate Feaeral 
grant. Thus, this aspect of crime prevention is also included 
within the City's efforts. 

(2) Description of the BCJPA Grant 

BCJPA funding has been used to support the Clearwater crime 
prevention program primarily through provision of a crime pre­
vention and community relations mobile headquarters, which is 
outfitted to provide services to the citizens within their 
specific neighborhoods. The project also provides support 
equipment for the crime prevention effort such as movie projec­
tors, movie screens, cartridge projectors, video tape recorder 
and monitor/receiver, and others. The salary of the full-time 
crime prevention officer is paid for by the City. 

(3) Observations 

Following are observations concerning Clearwater's crime 
prevention program. 

Of the seven projects visited, Clearwater's was the most 
recently established and thus had not undertaken enough 
activity for relevant conclusions concerning citizen in­
volvement, use of volunteers, and other crime preventiqn 
specifics. 

The first few months of the program have been concerned 
more with project organization, than with operational 
concentration in the neighborhoods, as originally envis­
ioned. However, at the time of the field visit, an 
initial neighborhood targeting project had been accomp­
lished and police officials felt that this door-to-door 
proactive approach to citizens was the proper approach. 

The Clearwater program is emphasizing the maintenance of 
an effective working relationship with the patrol force, 
a situation that is ordinarily less than successful in 
crime prevention projects. The major emphasis on crime 
prevention training within the department is evidence of 
this emphasis. 

The van purchased with grant funds had not seen heavy use 
because of the newness of the program. For such an ex­
pensive piece of equipment to even be considered cost 
effective, it will require almost continuous use. 
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2. CITY OF GAINESVILLE 

This section presents descriptions of the City of Gainesville's 
overall crime prevention program and the BCJPA funded grant support­
ing that program. Also included are observations made by our consult­
ants. 

(1) Description of the Overall Gainesville Crime PreVention 
Program 

The City of Gainesville's crime prevention program is a 
comprehensi ve one administered by its Police Dep.artment. The 
program involves full-time SW01L"n officers presenting crime 
prevention programs and providing crime prevention services. 
There is also heavy use of the Police Explorers in the crime 
prevention program. The program has been provided assistance, 
cooperation and donations from various civic groups, such as the 
Kiwanis and the Junior League. 

As with most law enforcement crime prevention programs, 
the Gainesville project evolved from a prior community relations 
program. Gainesville has dedicated resourses to community re­
lations for over 20 years and that section evolved into the 
present crime prevention unit. 

Gainesville has made a major investment in crime prevention. 
The crime prevention program has become an integral part of the 
Police Department. High priorities are placed on crime preven­
tion activities and the workload produced by the unit is reflec­
tive of this priority. The present staffing is five sworn 
officers, including a Lieutenant-in-Charge and one clerical 
person. It should be noted that these officers also continue 
to handle certain community relations matters. 

(2) Description of the BCJPA Grant 

The crime prevention program in Gainesville predated BCJPA 
assistance. The grant that we reviewed was developed to pro­
vide direct assistance and support to the on-going crime pre­
vention program. This support grant included a crime preven­
tion trailer which has been purchased, but was not yet in 
operation at the time of our field visit. Other audio visual 
and support equipment was also provided by the grant. 

(3) Observations 

There are certain observations relative to the Gainesville 
crime prevention program that were noted during our review. 
These include the fo110~ing: 

The Gainesville program has an unusually high level of 
support froID' the chief police administrator. It has 
become institutionalized within the Police Department 
and represents a significant investment of resources 
for a department the size of Gainesville's. 
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3. 

The budget of the Police Department has not grown over 
the past three years and police administrators attribute 
the ability to continue to cope with the growing work­
load to the increased effectiveness of the crime preven­
tion program. 

The Gainesville program is "productivity oriented" and 
demonstrates an extremely high level of work effort. 

Gainesville's is one of the few programs reviewed which 
has developed an effective neighborhood watch program. 
Gainesville officials feel that this is one of the most 
effective elements of their program and have attributed 
success to utilization of existing community groups rather 
than the establishment of new groups. 

Gainesville's van was considerably less expensive than that 
of Clearwater ($11,500 as opposed to $23,103) and showed 
primarily the same capabilities for crime prevention. Thus, 
it should be considered relatively more cost effective. 

CITY OF JACKSONVILLE 

This section presents a description of the City of Jacksonville's 
overall crime prevention program and the BCJPA grant supportin.g that 
program. Also included are observations made during our analysis. 

(1) Description of the Overall Jacksonville Crime Prevention 
Program 

Jacksonville's crime prevention program was the most 
unusual reviewed in this evaluation. The City's crime preven­
tion program, at the time of our review, was composed of two 
major programs, as follows: 

Sheriff's Office 

The Sheriff's Office maintains a crime prevention cap­
ability with its Crime Prevention Unit, part of the over­
all community relations group within the Sheriff's Depart­
ment. The emphasis of the Sheriff's program is on short­
term target hardening and immediate crime prevention. The 
program makes extensive use of volunteers in conducting 
security surveys, public presentations, and the other 
elements of crime prevention. In fact, a special group, 
the "Community Posse", has been formed for this purpose. 

The Sheriff is currently emphasizing a major program in 
conjunction with the Jacksonville office of the FBI and 
the Jacksonville Chamber of Commerce entitled "Get Tough 
With Crime". This project involves a concentrated attack 
on a specific target crime for each quarter. 
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Office of the Mayor 

The other crime prevention program is sponsored by the 
officer of the Mayor, Office of Criminal Justice Planning 
(the Metropolitan Planning Unit for Jacksonville). This 
project is entitled the "Fourth Dimension in Crime Pre­
vention" and is designed to emphasize crime prevention as 
the fourth dimension of the criminal justice system. The 
program is staffed by civilians and is aimed at longer 
term crime prevention by serving as a catalyst to the 
solution of social problems that cause crime. The primary 
emphasis in the program is on combatting juvenile delin­
quency and the major areas addressed are as follows: 

Involvement of the religious community and the 
religious aspects of crime prevention 

Involvement of the formal educational system in 
Jacksonville in crime prevention 

The use of recreational opportunities to combat 
the opportunity to commit crime. 

There has been much discussion in Jacksonville of the di­
chotomy between the two separate programs and, as of July 17, 
1978, the Fourth Dimension of the criminal justice system was 
merged into the Sheriff's Office Crime Prevention Program. At 
the time of interviewing, plans were not finalized as to 
whether there would be any major changes in the thrust of 
either arm of the overall crime prevention program, because of 
the merger. Apparently, the staff of both sides saw the merger 
as a positive step and one that could potentially improve the 
crime prevention capabilities of the City. 

(2) Description of BCJPA Grant 

Although both aspects of the crime prevention program in 
Jacksonville receive funds through the BCJPA, the grant that 
was addressed in this evaluation was the "Fourth Dimension". 
The grant provides staffing and supportive costs for the 
program. In addition to the BCJPA funded positions (four 
professional and one clerical), there are five CETA positions 
in the program. The Fourth Dimension grant represents an 
evolution from prior grants. In effect, the unit is similar to 
the structure which was first established, but is under its 
third grant and its third name. It was first called the 
Coordinating Unit, secondly the Crime Prevention Unit, and now 
the Fourth Dimension. 

(3) Observations 

There are certain observations of the Jacksonville crime 
prevention program that we made during our interview process 
and our analysis of the data. These include the following: 
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Although the two programs (Fourth Dimension and the Sheriff's 
Office) represented different (long-term and short-term) 
approaches to crime prevention, there was a certain dupli­
cation of effort. More importantly, there was not effective 
coordination of the overall crime prevention function, be­
cause the organizational separation created a communication 
problem. The solution the City of Jacksonville developed 
to resolve this issue by merging the Fourth Dimension with 
the Sheriff's Office is probably appropriate. It centralizes 
crime prevention staff responsibility in the agency, most 
appropriate to handle that responsibility. 

The combination of the Fourth Dimension and the Sheriff's 
program represents an excellent opportunity to test the 
effectiveness, in a major jurisdiction, of combined law 
enforcement, civilian and volunteers, operating under the 
organization of a single agency. It also presents an 
opportunity to test the effectiveness of a mixture of 
short-range and long-range solutions relative to the same 
management control. If the Jacksonville program works 
effectively after merger, then there is much to be said 
for similar approaches in other major jurisdictions. 

The Sheriff's program has made effective use of volunteers 
within a law enforcement agency. The use of the Community 
Posse and other volunteers has significantly ~ultiplied 
the effect of the few sworn officers assigned to crime 
prevention. 

Many of the Fourth Dimension's work projects reviewed 
indicated more of a planning function than that of a crime 
prevention unit, even considering the long-term emphasis 
of the project. For instance, a number of studies were 
conducted by the Fourth Dimension, such as a study of 
obscene phone calls in the beach districts, that cannot 
really be related to straightforward crime prevention of 
major crimes. It appears that, because of their placement 
within the Metropolitan'Planning Unit, the Fourth 
Dimension has accomplished functions more similar to the 
planning function than will be the case when they are 
situated within the Sheriff's Office. 

Jacksonville does not presently utilize a sophisticated 
crime analysis system tied to both crime prevention and 
operations. However, a program is in the process of 
being implemented that would place major emphasis on 
crime and operational a4alysis, and tie that crime analy­
sis directly to operations. Jacksonville has received a 
grant for a Crime Analysis for Patrol Strategies (CAPS) 
program which will divide the City into specific sectors 
for crime analysis and dedicate significant professlonal 
and automated resources to crime analysis, subsequently 
tieing direct patrol and crime prevention strategies to 

,that analysis. 
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CITY OF LARGO 

This section presents descriptions of the City of Largo overall 
prevention program, the BCJPA funded grant supporting that pro­
and relevant observations. 

(1) Description of the Largo Crime Prevention Program 

The City of Largo Crime Prevention Program was esta~lished 
by the City's Police Department in late fall 1974 and became 
operational in early 1975. The program originally consisted 
of two sworn police officers who made up the Largo Crime Pre­
vention Unit. The unit was established primarily to respond to 
a significant increase in crime in the City of Largo and the 
perception, by police and city officials, that something new 
had to be tried to address the increasing crime problem. 
Funding assistance from the BCJPA was received in October of 
1976. Thus the Largo program was in operation almost two years 
before grant support was received. 

The Crime Prevention Unit functions under the direction of 
the administrative section of the Largo Police Department. 
During the grant period there were two sworn officers and two 
civilians in the unit. One of the civilians was a criminal 
justice planner and the other served as administrative assistant. 
The present complement of the unit is three personnel - one 
sworn officer, the criminal justice planner and the administra­
tive assistant. Thus, the Largo Crime Prevention Unit involves 
both police and civilian professional personnel. The Largo 
program utilizes volunteers to assist in security surveys and 
with Operation Identification. 

(2) Description of the BCJPA Grant 

The BCJPA grant provided direct assistance to the Largo 
crime prevention program in terms of funding the civilian 
criminal justice planner and the civilian administrative assis­
tant. Salaries of the police officers were assumed by the 
City. The grant also provided assistance in terms of equip­
ment and materials to be used in the City's crime prevention 
effort. In response to the positive effect of the unit within 
the City, the City has assumed the salaries of the two civilians. 

(3) Observations 

Following are observations made by our consultants during 
their review of the Largo program. 
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5. 

The program has made good use of its civilian personnel 
and has shown the effective professional relationship of 
police and civilians within crime prevention. 

The Largo project has received strong management support 
from the Chief of Police and the City Manager and has been 
commended by outside agencies. 

The program has also made successful use of citizen' 
volunteers and has involved them directly in the program. 

Largo has also developed an excellent reference system using 
manual indexing, which enables the comparison of crime events 
to citizens who have received crime prev~ntion services. 

CITY OF ORLANDO 

This section presents descriptions of the City of Orlando over­
all crime prevention program and the BCJPA funded grant supporting 
that program. Also included are observations made by our consultants 
as a result of analyzing the program. 

(1) Description of the Orlando Crime Prevention Program 

The Orlando crime prevention program is directed by the 
Orlando Police Department. The crime prevention function is 
the responsibility of the Community Relations and Crime Preven­
tion Section, which reports directly to the Chief of Police. 
The crime prevention program was formalized in May of 1977 in 
Orlando, when the prasent BCJPA grant was received. At that 
time, three sworn officers were added to the then Community 
Relations Section. The initial responsibilities of these 
three officers were specific crimes and were related to involve­
ment with Orlando area Kiwanis clubs. A major project of 
Kiwanis was entitled "Safeguard Against Crime" and Orlando 
police officials saw this as an excellent opportunity to get 
immediate citizen involvement in the crime prevention area. 
These individual assignments included: 

One officer assigned to crime prevention for rape and 
crimes against the elderly 

One officer assigned to burglary prevention 

One officer assigned to "Crime Watch", a television 
program that Orlando has pioneered in Florida, which 
aids in solving unsolved crimes but, more importantly, 
has resulted in significant citizen involvement 
in assisting the Police Department. 

Police crime prevention activities are not limited to 
these three officers. The Orlando Police Department is under­
going significant organizational changes. Last year a pilot 
"Team Policing" project was undertaken in one area of the City. 
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This project was so successful that the City of Orlando ~olice 
Department has implemented team policing through the City. As 
part of its pilot project, one officer was assigned crime pre­
vention responsibilities for the team. In the pilot area, this 
officer is continuing his crime prevention responsibilities. 
There are currently plans to set up the same kind of crime pre­
vention responsibilities within each of the other teams. 

(2) Description of BCJPA Grant 

The crime prevention grant received by the City of Orlando 
supports the overall crime prevention program of the City. The 
grant provides for equipment, a mobile van and other supportive 
expenses. The van is not yet in operation, but most of the 
equipment has been received and has been utilized. The City 
has assumed the personnel costs of the officers in the crime 
prevention section. 

(3) Observations 

The following items are observations of note relative to 
the Orlando crime prevention program. 

Orlando is making a major investment in the crime analysis 
function, as well as crime prevention. A formal crime 
analysis team has been established to work with various 
operational teams (patrol and investigative) in the team 
policing concept. In addition, each of the teams will 
have a team "mobilizer" who is responsible for ensuring 
that the results of crime analysis are related to specific 
operations. The team mobilizer will also be involved in 
relating crime prevention activities to crime analysis 
and team operations. 

Orlando comes the closest of any of the jurisdictions 
reviewed to formally integrating crime prevention with 
the operational police force. 

It is the intention of the Chief of Police to eventually 
have each of his officers as a fully trained crime pre­
vention officer, investing regular operational time in 
crime prevention. 

The emphasis of the three crime prevention officers in 
headquarters is primarily public relations, while the 
emphasis of the crime prevention officer in the patrol 
team and those officers to be assigned to the new teams 
is primarily a proactive mode of operational crime pre­
vention. Thus, headquarters personnel have achieved 
the initial visibility necessary for crime prevention 
and operational policemen will be concentrating on more 
"target oriented" activities. 
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6. ST. JOHN'S COUNTY 

This section presents descriptions of the St. John's County 
overall crime prevention program and the BCJPA funded grant 
supporting that program. Also included are observations made by 
our consultants as a result of analyzing the program. 

(1) Description of the Overall st. John's County Gr~ 
Prevention Pr6gram 

Crime prevention in st. John's County has been the 
responsibility of the St. John's Sheriff's Office. The Sheriff 
has assigned, with grant assistance, one sworn officer (deputy) 
to serve as a full-time crime prevention officer in the Sheriff's 
Department and to coordinate all crime prevention progra~ns wi th­
in the County. 

The St. John's County crime prevention program evolved 
similarly to other programs. The present Captain of Patrol was 
initially assigned community relation responsibilities and 
became interested in crime prevention. Initial programs 
borrowed heavily from those in neighboring jurisdictions until 
the present program was established. 

The St. John's County crime prevention program is the 
only crime prevention program in the County. The Sheriff's 
crime prevention officer also provides services within the 
City of St. Augustine and other municipalities that have full­
time police departments. 

The St. John's County program makes extensive use of 
volunteers as follows: 

The Sheriff has a CB watch group that has been used 
effectively in auto burglary and other aspects'of crime 
prevention. 

Certain housing projects have volunteered personnel to 
make security surveys and mark property with engravers. 

There is a Sheriff's "Marine Posse" that has also 
assisted in crime prevention activities. 

(2) Description of the BCJPA Grant 

BCJPA grant funds pay for the crime prevention officer 
and supportive expenses, such as audio-visual equipment, etc. 
In essence, with the exception of the match, the BCJPA grant 
pays for the entire crime prevention program in St. John's 
County. This grant will expire in October, 1978. 
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7. 

(3) Observations 

During our review of the St. John's County project, 
certain observations were made that are worthy of note. 
These include the following: 

The St. John's County Sheriff's Office crime prevention 
program has made effective use of citizen volunteers 
and thus multiplied the limited resources available to 
the Office of Crime Prevention. 

There are two tactics that are worthy of note, as 
follows: 

The crime prevention officer initiates contact with 
victims of property crimes and other crimes as ap­
propriate and provides continued crime prevention 
services. This tactic is often used in larger pro­
grams but most small law enforcement agencies' pro­
grams have only been public relations oriented 
(speeches, meetings,etc.). 

Although limited, the manual crime analysis done by 
the crime prevention officer has had an impact on the 
direction and tactics of the crime prevention program. 

There apparently has not been significant impact by the 
crime prevention officer on the regular police operations 
of the Sheriff's Department. Although there is not out­
right opposition to crime prevention: there has not been 
as effective coordination as desired of crime prevention 
activities with operational activities. 

However, plans are being made to effect a more direct 
relationship between the program and everyday police 
operation. 

It is questionable whether or not the program will be 
picked up after funding is over. The program is almost 
totally funded by the BCJPA grant, and there has not been 
formal commitment for absorbing this activity within the 
Sheriff's Department. However, the Sheriff and key 
managers in his department were quite positive and sup­
portive of the crime prevention efforts and thought the 
program had had a major impact on the effectiveness of 
the Sheriff's Offica. 

CITY OF WINTER HAVEN 

This section presents descriptions of the City of Winter Haven's 
overall crime prevention program and the BCJPA funded grant support­
ing that program. Also included are observations covering the over­
all crime prevention program. 
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(1) Description of the Overall Winter Haven Crime 
Prevention Program 

The City of Winter Haven's crime prevention program is 
entitled "Stamp Out Crime of Winter Haven" and is administered 
by the Winter Haven Department of Public Safety and its Police 
Department. The Lieutenant-in-Charge of the crime prevention 
unit reports directly to the Director of Public Safety. The 
program is in its third year of operation having originally 
begun in 1975. Crime prevention in Winter Haven has been and 
continues to be a major investment and commitment by the City, 
not only in resources of its Police Department, but also in 
ci tizerJ. involvement and vol unteer participation. 

The history of the crime prevention proGram in Winter 
Haven reflects a rational planned approach to an identified 
problem. Over three years ago, when the program was first 
cousidered, crime was at an all-time high in Winter Haven. 
Police officials realized that acting alone they could not 
a.ddress or affect that crime problem unless an unreasonable 
additional amount of funds and resources were given to the 
Police Department. Those officials investigated alternatives 
and realized that the most effective means of crime prevention 
in the long run would be an investment in a community parti­
cipa tion program. Further, they fe,l t that a comprehensive 
community involvement program could aid in controlling the costs 
of police services, if the program were successful. Before the 
program was initiated, considerable research and planning was 
undertaken. Specific objectives were set and a grant was 
applied for from the BCJPA to assist in the program. 

Since "Stamp Out Crime of Winter Haven" has been established, 
there has been considerable citizen involvement. "Stamp Out Crime" 
involves an Executive Comnlittee of community leaders who 
advise the Police Department on its crime prevention activities. 
Another particularly strong citizens' group has been "Women 
Against Crime", which has contributed many of the volunteers 
who have worked in the crime prevention programs. The program 
also includes part-time civilians and police officers who con­
duct specific operations within Stamp Out Crime. 

Winter Haven achieved what they considered to be consider­
able early crime reduction success, though this success was not 
achieved within the City's black community. Using black commu­
nity leaders' input and advice, a different approach was tried, 
that of the establishment of NESAC (Northeast Security Against 
Crime), which involved a store-front operation in the black 
community and considerable citizen involvement. Since this 
different approach was taken, positive results in the northeast 
area has paralleled positive results within the rest of the City. 
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(2) Description of BCJPA Grant 

The BCJPA grant has provided significant assistance to the 
"Stamp Out Crime" program. Grant funds have covered ma.ny of the 
major support expenses, equipment costs, and have provided the 
salary supplements for the part-time civilians and police 
officers. In effect, the BCJPA grant has served as a catalyst 
to get the project going and to maintain it. BCJPA funding 
ceased on 9/30/77 and the program has been totally City 
supported since that time. 

(3) Observations 

Our review of Stamp Out Crime of Winter Haven also provided 
certain observations. These are discussed following: 

Winter Haven officials feel that they have had an extremely 
successful program over the last three years. The heavy' 
involvement of the citizenry is seen as quite positive: ._. 

The Police Department and Public Safety Department feel that 
they are getting consi,derably more service for dollars 
expended within the City and the level of community s.upport 
is considerably higher, and permanent, than even the Police 
Department had hoped for. 

Winter Haven had established quite ambitious goals for its 
grant project. However, in mos-t cases, these goals 'were met 
and though there is some question of codification of certain 
crimes as compared to the UCR, this level of achievement must 
be commended. 

The City of Winter Haven has demonstrated its commitment to 
its crime prevention program by maintaining the crime pre­
vention program at a similar level since LEAA fur.ding 
expired last year. Further, City officials realized that 
community involvement is so strong that it would be unrea­
sonable to downgrade the program, because of adverse citizen 
reaction to such a move. 

There are a number of aspects of the Winter Haven program 
that deserve notice, as follows: 

Winter Haven effectively involves community leaders in 
their crime prevention program, not just for public 
relations reasons, but to ensure eventual citizen 
involvement and direct input of these leaders. 

The Winter Haven program makes extensive use of 
volunteers and has successfully integrated those 
volunteers into the overall program. 
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III. COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS 

This chapter presents comparative information concerning the 
seven crime prevention programs and projects reviewed as part 
of this evaluation. The purpose of this chapter is to build a 
comparative data base to combine with our consultants perceptions, 
resulting in the conclusions and recommendations presented in 
succeeding chapters. Certain cautions should be stated in reviewing 
this data base. Although similar information was requested from 
each project, and subsequently verified, absolute comparisons between 
projects should not be made, because: 

Each of the programs is different in scope, intent, and 
approach. 

The projects/programs have started and completed their 
crime prevention activities in differing time frames. 

The data presented is general in nature, for comparative 
purposes. It is not sufficient to draw conclusions 
relative to individual projects. 

The data presented does give a comparative view of the seven 
projects reviewed. Specific areas of analysis include: 

Crime reduction 

Organization 

Resources 

Activity 

Tenta t i ve product i,vi ty comparisons 

Perceived successes/areas of less success. 

1. CRIME REDUCTION 

In order to compare crime reduction across the seven projects 
analyzed during this evaluation, it was necessary to use a common 
statistical base. For this purpose, the Uniform Crime Reports (UCR), 
as reported by each Florida jurisdiction to the Florida Department 
of Criminal Law Enforcement (FDCLE) and published annually in FDCLE's 
Crime in Florida, were utilized. The level of crimes and crime rates 
(number of crimes per 100,000 population) for all major crimes, and 
individual crimes and crime rates for the years 1973 through 1977 
were analyzed. A comparison of the overall crime rates is presented 
in tabular form as Exhibit II. 

Specific comments concerning these crime rates are presented in 
the following paragraphs. 
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(1) Comparison of Changes in Overall Crime Rates During 
the Last Five Years 

'rhe crime history of six of the seven jurisdictions has 
been quite similar during the last five years. St. John's 
County is an exception because the Sheriff's Office adjusted 
record keeping procedures in 1977, resulting in a significant 
increase in reported crime stati~tics attributable to that 
record keeping procedural change. 

Specific points concerning these similar crime rates are 
presented as follows: 

Each of the six jurisdictions (excluding St. John's County), 
had a peak in the increase of its crime rate in either 
1974 (Gainesville) or 1975 (Clearwater, Jacksonville, Largo, 
Orlando, and Winter Haven) and have since undergone reduc­
tions. 

When compared to the highest crime rate of the last five 
years, the 1977 crime rate showed a reduction by the 
following percentages: 

Clearwater - minus 15% 

Gainesville - minus 11% 

Jacksonville - minus 10% 

Largo - minus 21% 

Orlando - minus 12% 

Winter Haven - minus 15%. 

These results are similar to those for the overall State of 
Florida. The State's crime rate peaked in 1975 and has 
since been reduced. When compared with that peak year, 
the State's overall 1977 crime rate showed a reduction of 
10%. 

(2) Comparison of Crime Rate Change~_as Compared to the 
Average of the Last Five Years 

In addition to comparing crime rate changes on a year to 
year basis, the crime rates of the jurisdictions analyzed were 
compared to the five year average of the overall crime rate and 
individual crimes. Graphical representations of this comparison 
are presented as Exhibit III and IV. As can be see from these 
exhibits, the general performance of all jurisdictions (again 
excluding St. John's County, because of the reporting problems) 
has been quite positive, both by individual crime analyzed and 
by overall crime. 
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2. 

When comparing crime rates against the mean, similar 
positive findings result. For instance, the 1977 crime rates 
for the six jurisdictions analyzed (excluding St. John's) show 
the following reductions as compared to the five year average 
for crime rates in each jurisdiction: 

Clearwater - minus 5% 

Gainesville - minus 4% 

Jacksonville - minus 8% 

Largo - minus 12% 

Orlando - minus 6% 

Winter Haven - plus 4%. 

For this similar comparison against the five year average, 
the State of Florida's 1977 overall crime rate has been reduced 
by 4%. The general nature of this crime data (analyzed and by 
total jurisdiction) makes statistical significane comparisons high­
ly questionable and therefore such comparisons have not been applied. 

A-graphical comparison of these reductions (or increases, 
as in Winter Haven) is presented graphically as Exhibit III. 

A further comparison can be made by individual crime rate 
for certain crimes, for each year of comparison (1973 through 
1977) against the average (mean) of the five years for each of 
these crimes. A graphical representation of ;this comparison 
is presented as Exhibit IV. As can be seen by this exhibit, 
the general trend of overall crime reduction discussed previous­
ly, also holds for most individual crimes, particularly burglary. 

ORGANIZATION 

Since most of the programs/projects reviewed during th~s evalua­
tion were the organizational responsibility of the Police Department/ 
Sheriff's Department, certain comparisons of organizational charac­
teristics relative to organizational evolution and proximity to the 
chief administrator are discussed following. 

(1) Organizational Evolution 

The evolution of the crime prevention units in each depart­
ment is similar. Crime prevention evolved from the community 
relations sections in each police or sheriff's department. 
Community relations sections were established by law enforcement 
agencies to improve communications with the citizens they serve 
and, justifiably, to improve the "image" of the police in the 
community. Most community relations units were established in 
the late 1960's and early 1970's (with some exceptions in the 
jurisdictions studied) in response to problems experienced by 
law enforcement agencies with certain minorities, particularly 
blacks and Spanish speaking groups. 
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Current crime prevention concepts practiced in jurisdic­
tions studied have evolved considerably from the initial rola 
of "community relations". Often, the first officer assigned 
to crime prevention t~aining and subsequently, crime prevention 
duties has been the community relations officer. Further, crime 
prevention ha.s given police departments a "hard" and positive 
topic that can be presented to their citizens. 

This crime prevention evolution and relation to community 
relations can be seen by jurisdiction, as follows: 

Clearwater's crime prevention officer came from the com­
munity relations group and remains responsible to that 
group. 

Gainesville's Crime Prevention Unit has evolved from the 
initial community relations function in the Department 
and has, in effect, replaced the former community relations 
group. 

The Jacksonville Sheriff's crime prevention function evolved 
from the Department's community relations function and 
although crime prevention is now separate, the unit reports 
to the same administrato~ as does the present community 
relations function. 

In Largo, a similar evolution has taken place, although 
there has been considerably more emphasis placed on crime 
prevention than previously placed on community relations. 

In Orlando, the crime prevention unit was, in effect, 
"added" to the community relations section and reports to 
the same supervisor. 

The establishment of a crime prevention officer.in the St. 
John's County Sheriff's Department evolved from the 
community relations duties of the Department. 

Winter Haven's crime prevention function also has its 
background in community relations, however, as with Largo, 
crime preventj.on has been given considerably more emphasis 
and resources than pr:i.or communi ty relations ef forts. 

(2) Relationship to the Chief Administrator 

Although the organizational evolution of the crime preven­
tion units has been similar, their organizational relationship 
to the chief administrator (sheriff or chief of police) is quite 
different. In Gainesville, Largo and Winter Haven, the crime 
prevention function or unit reports directly to the Chief of 
Police. In Clearwater, Jacksonville, Orlando, and St. John's 
County the crime prevention unit or officer reports to another 
supervisor. The placing of crime prevention within each organi­
zation is seen as based on the following criteria: 
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Size - The larger departments ordinarily have a more 
structured organization with crime prevention assigned 
responsibility within the staff functions of the overall 
organization 

Interest of the chief administrator - crime prevention 
was directly assigned to the chief administra.tor in those 
cases where that chief administrator had a direct 
day-to-day interest in and emphasis on crime prevention. 

3. RESOURCES 

This section discusses the resources assigned to crime preven­
tion in the jurisdictions analyzed. These resources are discussed 
in terms of crime prevention dollars and personnel, and in comparison 
to the law enforcement agencies sponsoring the crime prevention 
activity. 

(1) Crime Prevention Dollars and Personnel 

Exhibit V presents a comparison of the funds committed to 
crime prevention, both locally and through grant funds, for the 
most recent fiscal year. As can be seen from this exhibit: 

Grant funds constitute an average of only 41% of the funds 
committed, while local funds provide for 59%. The level 
of grant funds ranges from a low of 14% in Gainesville to a 
high of 90% in Jacksonville, Winter Haven and St. John's County. 

Based on an amount committed to crime prevention per 
capita, the average expenditure is $.42 per citizen in 
grant funds (31%) and $.95 per citizen in local funds (69%). 

Grant funds committed per citizen range from a low 
of $.24 in Gainesville to a high of $1.37 in Winter 
Haven. 

Local funds committed per citizen range from a low 
of $.05 in St. John's County to a high of $1.50 in 
Orlando. 

Total funds committed per citizen range from a low 
of $.42 in St. John1s County to a high of $1.94 in 
Orlando. 

This amount per capita comparison does not include 
Jacksonville's figure because the amount quoted in 
Exhibit V does not represent the full cost of the City's 
overall crime prevention program. In this case, the 
Sheriff's effort is not included. 

The level of personnel resources committed fully to crime 
prevention in the jurisdictions analyzed is present~d in the 
following table. 
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FJ.OIIJnA DUIII\AU OF CRIMINAL .JUSTICE PLANNING AND ASSJS'I'ANCE 

CII J ME PIIEVBNTJON COMPAHA'I'IVE ANALYS IS 

COMPARISON OF ImSOUHCES COMMJ'I"I'ED TO CHum PIlEVBN'I'JON 

FUNDS COMMITTED 
Gra,lIt Funds I,ocal Funds 

Total Funds $ -.L _L-. .--L I'OI'Ul,ATION 

Cleal'wa tel' $ 60,000 $ 33,900 56',(, $ 26,200 41',(, 76,822 

GaInesville 119,000 16,600 14 102,400 86 611,7:05 

Jaci<sollvllle 11l,lOO 100,000 90 11,100 10 545,295 

Largo 64,400 14,400 22 50,000 78 54,906 

Orlando 236,800 54,100 23 182,700 77 122,000 

Winter Haven 29,700 26,700 90 3,000 10 19,4:12 

St:'. John's County 17 1 800 16 1 °°0 90 ~_800 10 '12.751 

Average $ 91,271 $ 37,385 41~t $ 53,880 59',1, 

(a) Does not include Jaci<sonville's figures because the program evalua ted 
does not represent the full cr:lllle prevention progr'am In t.he Cl ty. 

-

AMOUNT PEIl CAPITA 
Local 

Grant I'ullds Tot.al 

.41 .34 .78 

.24 1. 48 1. 72 

N/A N/A N/A 

.26 .91 1.17 

.44 1. 50 1. 9,1 

1.37 .16 1.5:l 

-~ .05 .42 

.42 (a) .95 (a) 1.37 (a) 
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C.i,tizens 
Sworn Per Crime 
Police Civilian Prevention 

Jurisdictions Officers Professionals Clerical To'tal Professional 

Clearwater 1 1 2 76,822 
Gainesville 5 1 6 13,945 
Jacksonville (a) 5 5 N/A 
Largo 1 1 1 3 18,302 
Orlando 4 1 5 30,523 
St. John's County 1 1 42,751 
Winter Haven 4 1 5 4,858 

(a) does not include Sheriff's Department personnel 

As can be seen from this table, professional staff size ranges 
from one in Clearwater and St. John's County to five in Gaines­
ville and Jacksonville. 

In additional to full-time paid staff, a number of juris­
dictions utilize the assistance of volunteers. Orlando reports 
using approximately 20 volunteers and Winter Haven 30. Both 
Jacksonville and St. John's County also extensively use 
volunt~ers. 

(2) Comparison to Overall Law Enforcement Resources 

The following table presents a comparison between sworn 
officers commdtted to crime prevention by jurisdiction and the 
overall size of each law enforcement agency. 

Jurisdictions 

Number 
of Sworn 
Officers 

Officers 
Commi tted To 

Crime Prevention 

Ratio of All 
Officers to Crime 

Prevention Officers 

Clearwater 
Gainesville 
Largo 
Orlando 
St. John's County 
Winter Haven 

160 
144 

61 
400 

57 
70 

1 
5 
1 
4 
1 
4 

160:1 
29:1 
61:1 

100:1 
57:1 
18:1 

This commitment ranges from one crime prevention officer 
for every 18 officers in Winter Haven to one crime prevention 
officer for every 160 officers in Clearwater. 
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4. ACTIVITY 

One of the areas compared across the seven crime prevention 
programs was the actual activity of crime prevention personnel. For 
analysis purposes, that activity was broken down into the following 
categories: 

Security Surveys 

Residential surveys conducted 

Residential survey follow-ups 

Business/institutional surveys 

Business/institutional survey follow-ups 

Operation Identification 

Participants enrolled 

Number of engravers 

Neighborhood Watch 

Households enrolled 

Public Presentations 

Number of presentations 

Attendance 

Other activities. 

A summary of the activity levels reported is presented as 
Exhibit VI. It should be noted that Orlando could not isolate its 
activity statistics and Jacksonville's activities were not comparable 
within these categories. 

5. TENTATIVE PRODUCTIVITY COMPARISONS 

While it is extremely difficult in a project of this scope to 
make productivity comparisons across differing projects, certain 
analyses had to be conducted in order to provide a basis for the 
conclusions discussed in the next chapter. In order to make produc­
tivity comparisons for the activity categories presented in the 
previous section, certain weighting criteria were established. It 
was determined that the most reasonable base for comparison would 
be the discrete categories of residential and business security 
surveys and public presentations, because of the time required to 
conduct these activities. Thus, the following comparisons are made 
based only on these three categories. 

These comparisons are discussed in terms of activity per full­
time professional and activity per dollars committed. 
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(1) Activity Per Full-Time Professional 

Based on the data provided to Arthur Young & Company by 
the communities responding, the following table presents a 
comparison of the measured activity per professional crime 
prevention person. 

Jurisdiction 

Clearwater 
Gainesville 
Largo 
Winter Haven 
St. John's County 

Number of 
Professional 

Personnel 

2 
5 
2 
4 
1 

Activities 
Per Month 
(1977) (a) 

34 
92 
24 

192 (b) 
27 

Activity Level 
Per Month 
Per Person 

17 
18.4 
12 
48 
27 

(a) Residential ~nd business security surveys and public 
presentations 

(b) Includes volunteer activities 

Not considering the volunteer efforts in Winter Haven, the 
level of activity per month per man ranges from 12 in Largo to 
27 in St. John's County. However, these data are not sufficient 
to support conclusions concerning individual programs or the 
productivity of such programs. 

(1) Activity Per Dollar Committed 

The following table makes a comparison of the weighted 
activity (surveys and presentations) to the dollars committed 
to crime prevention by jurisdiction. 

Jurisdiction 

Clearwater 
Gainesville 
Largo 
Winter Haven 
St. John's County 

Total Annual 
Dollars Committed 

To Crime Prevention 

$ 60,100 
$119,000 
$ 64,400 
$ 29,700 
$ 17,800 

Annualized 
Rate Of 

Activity (a) 

408 
1,104 

288 
2,304 

324 

(a) Security surveys and public presentations. 

Dollars 
Per 

Activity 

$147 
$108 
$732 
$ 13 
$ 55 

As with the previous comparisions on activities per 
professional, gross generalizations or conclusions from these 
data are not warranted. These dollar figures should not be 
taken at face value, because of differences in reporting and 
differences in program emphasis. Largo for example, does not 
emphasize security surveys which will contribute to the relatively 
high dollars per activity. 
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6. PERCEIVED SUCCESSES/AREAS OF LESS SUCCESS 

In the questionaire submitted by the participating jurisdictions, 
responses were requested relative to the most successful and least 
successful aspects of their programs. The following table presents 
general responses and their frequency for the most successful aspects 
of their program. 

Most Successful Aspects 

Improved citizen involvement and awareness 
Reduction in crime 
Development of effective crime prevention programs 
Increased police awareness of crime prevention 
Effective use of resources 

Frequency 
of Response 

7 
2 
1 
I 
1 

As can be seen from this table, all jurisdictions analyzed saw the 
improvement in the involvement and awareness of their citizenry as 
one of the most successful aspects of their program. 

In comparison, the responses to the least successful aspects are 
presented in the following table: 

Least Successful Aspects 

Neighborhood Watch Program 
Lack of recognition and acceptanc~ by 

operating policemen 
Lack of citizen implementation of security 

recommendations 
Insufficient budget commitment 
Lack of citizen provision of information 
Operation Identification 
Lack of access to juvenile records 

Frequency 
of Response 

3 
2 

2 

1 
1 
1 
1 

The response to the least successful aspects of the progroms was more 
varied. Three of the jurisdictions had little success with Neighbol'­
hood Watch; only Gainesville experienced real success with this pro­
gram. The lack of implementation of security recommendations and the 
lack of crime prevention recognition and acceptance by operating 
policemen each received two responses. 

These responses should be considered with an appropriate perspec­
tive. They are not the views of the consultants of the most successful 
and least successful aspects of the programs reviewed. Rather, they 
represent the views of those officials who responded to the questionaire, 
usually the specific Project Director, and should be considered in this 
light. The next chapter of this report discusses our consultants per­
ceptions of areas of project success/less success. 
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IV. OBSERVATIONS AND CONCLUSIONS 

This chapter presents observations and conclusions concerning 
our analyses of the seven crime prevention projects. Major areas 
of discussion include: 

Impact 

Organization and management 

Approaches to crime prevention 

Cost effectiveness 

Overall program objective achievement. 

1. IMPACT 

The following paragraphs present the observations and con­
clusions made during this Crime Prevention Analysis concerning the 
overall impact of the seven crime prevention programs/projects 
reviewed. 

(1) Crime Reduction Has Been Achieved in All of The Juris­
dictions Analyzed 

As can be seen from the previous chapter, crime reduct­
ions have been achieved in six of the seven jurisdictions 
reviewed. It is impossible to accurately assess the sit­
uation in st. John's County because of the changes in record 
keeping systems. In addition to the reductions shown in 
Chapter III utilizing uniform crime reports, crime compt:l.1:'1.­
sons made by the officials of individual projects have also 
shown reductions in those crimes where activities have been 
targeted. 

The~e crime reductions in the jurisdictions analyzed do 
not run counter to the trend of crime in the State of Florida. 
Crime has been reduced in the last two years across the State 
of Florida in almost all categories. However, comparing the 
seven jurisdictions' 1977 experience with the State of 
Florida shows generally a somewhat greater reduction for the 
specific jurisdictions analyzed, with the exception of 
Winter Haven, where crime increased slightly in 1977. 

It is difficult to say whether or not the crime pre­
vention activities in these specific jurisdictions have been 
the cause of that crime reduction. It is always difficult 
to relate crime prevention activities to actual crime in­
creases or decreases. If a City's crime rate goes up, it is 
unreasonable to state that the reason it went up is because 
of crime prevention programs. Conversely, if it goes down, 
there is little evidence that can be presented to prove 
tha t the reason it went down is because of crime prevention. 
activities. However, since there has been significant crime 
reduction in most jurisdictions studied, it is reasonable to 
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assume that the crime prevention programs have bad some effect 
on the level of crime in jurisdictions concerned. 

In our analyses, we could find no relationship between 
the level of the investment in crime prevention activities in 
given jurisdiction and eventual crime reduction. In those 
cities where the relative investment by the'law enforcement 
agency was significant (Gainesville, Orlando, or Winter 
Haven), crime reductions were not significantly greater than 
those jurisdictions that had made a relatively small invest­
ment in crime prevention (Clearwater and st. John's County). 

(2) The Crime Prevention program/Projects Reviewed Have Had 
Positive I~pact on the Jurisdictions' Law Ertlbrcement 
Agencies 

Although one cannot assess the direct relationship of 
crime prevention activities or programs cn the level of crime, 
there can be an assessment of the effect or impact of crj.me 
prevention activities on the type and caliber of services 
provided by a law enforcement agency. Each of the law en­
forcement agency sponsored projects has had a positive effect on 
the police or sheriff's departments concerned. This impact 
can be seen in terms of: 

• 

The recognition by law enforcement officials interviewed 
that crime prevention has become an integral part of 
police services in each jurisdiction 

The high level of citizen involvement brought about by 
the programs and t.he perception by police officials of 
more effective wo~king relationships with the community 

The strong commitment by most jurisdictions to both continue 
and expand crime prevention activities. 

(3) The Crime Prevention pro~rams Reviewed Have Had a Positive 
Impact On Citizens "Involvement 

Each of the projects reviewed has demonstrated a positive 
effect on the level of citizen involvement in their communi­
ties. Each has reached a significant percentage of its citi­
zens, although that percentage varied. This citizen involve­
ment impact has obviously been felt more in communities where 
a greater commitment of resources has been made and where the 
crime prevention program has been of longer duration. 

Most of the programs have been highly visible and have 
resulted in extremely positive perceptions of the law enforce­
ment agencies concerned by their citizens. 
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(4) The Crime Prevention Programs Reviewed Are at the Initial 
Level of Sophistication - ,'-----
A~though it is obvious that the crime prevent programs 

and projects analyzed have had a positive impact on the law 
enforcement agencies and citizen involvement with those 
agencies, the crime prevention programs themselves can only 
be considered to be at the initial level of sophistication of 
crime prevention activity. Most programs reviewed are still 
primarily public relations oriented. Most activities are 
conducted on a jurisdiction wide basiS, and are usually 
not based on speci:fic crime prevention targets. There 
are exceptions to this situation, such as the concentration 
made by Winter Haven in its NESAC (Northeast Security Against 
Crime) program. Further, there has been little involvement of 
operational elements of the police departments reviewed in 
crime prevention and little effective integ'l.'a tion of compre­
hensive crime analysis and crime prevention activities. 

Other 0bservations that indicate that crime prevention activi­
ties within the jurisdictions reviewed are still at their first 
level of sophistication include: 

Crime Pr.eve~tion has had little input to the city or 
county ~lanning function and the need for improved 
security is not recognized as an element of the planning 
process. 

Crime Prevention has not had an input to such continuing 
overall securi ty concerns as compreh,ensive securi ty 
ordinances. None of the jurisdictions reviewed had 
developed such an ordinance. 

2. ORGANIZATION AND MANAGEMENT 

This section contains observations and conclusions relative 
to the organization and management of the Crime Prevention pro­
grams/projects analyzed. 

(1) Strong Support of The Chief Administrator was Evident 

One of the major problems in the development of crime 
prevention functions in law enforcement agencies has been 
the lack of understanding and support by.th~ chief admin­
istrative officer of these agencies. This was not the case 
in the jurisdictions analyzed. In almost all cases, there 
was both strong knowledge of what the crime prevention unit 
was dOing and strong support by the chief admi.nistra ti ve 
officer. There were a few exceptions to this statement, but 
the exceptions were noted by not showing as much support as 
some of the other jurisdictions, rather than:snowing little 
support or a nega ti ve a tti tude to\'.'9.rd. cri .. me prevention. Of 
particular note is the unusually strong support and involve­
ment shown these programs by the Chief of police in Gaines­
ville and the Director of Public Safety in Winter Haven. 
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This support of the chief administrative officer has 
enabled the crime prevention units to become legitimate with­
in their respective law enforcement agencies and for these 
units to build the necessary base for continuation. This 
managerial support is underscored by the major commitment 
made by many of the jurisdictions concerned above. the fund­
ing ~evel provided by the BCJPA. 

(2) Crime Prevention Activities Appear To Be Most Effectively 
Directed By Law Enlorcement Agencies 

All seven jurisdictions had responsibility for crime 
prevention activities assigned to the respective law enforce­
ment agencies. Only Jacksonville had a unit, not responsible 
to a law enforcement agency, conducting crime prevention 
activities. Review of these jurisdictions, the Jacksonville 
situation, (as discussed in Chapter II) and knowledge 
of other jurisdictions where there has been competition be"· 
tween separate law enforcement and civilian units with crime 
prevention responsibilities (e.g o - the City of st. Peters­
burg) leads to a general conclusion that leadership for . 
Crime Prevention coordination and activities should emanate 
from a law enforcement agency. This is based on the assump-­
tion that crime prevention is an integral function of law 
enforcement as are uniform p~trol, investigation, traffic 
control, and others. To take the responsibility for crime 
prevention away from a law enforcement agency usually creates 
duplication of effort and agency competition. This was 
certainly evident in Jacksonville. There were significant 
problems between the civilian crime prevention unit (Fourth 
Dimension of the Criminal Justice System) operating out of 
the Metropolitan Planning Unit and the Sheriff's office. 
This situation was recognized and apparently rectified by 
the absorption of the Fourth Dimension into the Sheriff's 
office in July. 

This does not mean to imply that only policemen (sworn 
officers) can conduct crime prevention activities. There is 
a role in crime prevention and significant contributions that 
can be made by civilians. For instance, the attitude 1 train­
ing, and backgrounds of the civilians in the Jacksonville 
Fourth Dimension project was positive. Largo has shown 
strong results from a combined officer/civilian professional 
approach to crime prevention. However, in Largo, the con­
tinuing managerial direction is from its Police Department. 

(3) Crime Prevention Has Not Been Successfully Integrated 
with Police Operations 

The crime prevention projects analyzed have not been 
successfully integrated into day-to-day police operations. 
Crime prevention is not recognized as an integral function 
of police operations by most policemen. Because of a lack 
of experience and knowledge of crime prevention, many patrol 
officers and investigators tend to view crime prevention as a 
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3. 

staff function and a "headquarters job". This lack of inte­
gration and acceptance is a major problem for crime prevention 
units throughout the country. 

This problem has been caused by a number of factors. 
Crime Prevention is a relatively new function in police 
departments and, thus, does not have the acceptance of certain 
other institutionalized activities. Crime prevention has 
usually been developed by the police planning function in a 
department, which is also a new concept, and also has not received 
the full acceptance of police operators. 

The jurisdictions analyzed had not integrated crime pre­
vention activities with daily patrol and investigative opera­
tions such that there was mutual support and direction re­
lative to common objectives. Thus, in those jurisdictions 
analyzed, crime prevention activities have been limited to 
those few officers assigned crime prevention responsibilities 
on a full time basis. With few exceptions, crime prevention 
as a function, is not seen as a responsibility of operating 
police groups, and, thus, little attention is paid to it. 

(4) There Is a Lack of Formal Crime Prevention Training 

Most of the officers directly assigned to crime prevention 
duties within the jurisdictions had received formal crime 
prevention training, however, the bulk of the officers with-
in the police a~encies had not. Crime prevention is not a 
major topic in the basic police rookie curriculum within the 
State of Florida and with few exceptions, has not been made 
a part of in-service training programs. Thus, an understand­
ing of the need for an impact of crime prevention activities 
is not generally held by police departm~nt personnel. This 
lack of training, we feel, is one of the major reasons for 
the lack of successful integration of crime prevention units 
within the jurisdictions analyzed. 

APPROACHES TO CRIME PREVENTION 

This section presents observations and conclusions concerning 
the professional approaches to crime prevention activities taken 
by the jurisdictions reviewed. 

(1) The Pro-Active Approach Is the One Generally Followed 

One of the major problems with crime prevention activities 
o~ a national basis, has been the tendency of the crime pre­
ventiop I.mi ts wi thin law enforcement agencies to "sit back 
and wait' for requests for their services. This has usually 
resulted in a low level of activity and low visibility for 
these units. However, this "reactive" approach has not been 
the case among the units reviewed in this evaluation. Al­
though there have been varying levels of activity (as shown 
in the last chapter) each of the jurisdictions analyzed had 
adopted a "pro-active" approach to crime prevention. That is, 
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the crime prevention units concerned actively pursued crime 
prevention activity and went out of their way to ensure that 
they were involved with the citizens, as opposed to waiting 
for the citizens to call them. This is particularly true 
among those jurisdictions where the level of productivity 
is the highest. For instance, both Gainesville and Winter 
Haven have 'developed approaches to ensure that crime. preven­
tion activities are conducted in those areas of the community 
where crime prevention is needed, whether or not there has 
been a conception of that need by the citizens. The law 
enforcement agencies analyzed have seen it as their responsi­
bility to stress the need for crime prevention to the communi­
ty rather than expecting the community to have an initial 
perception of that need. 

(2) Crime Analysis Has Generally Not Been Effective 

Crime analysis has not played a major role in the crime 
prevention program/projects analyzed and the overall crime 
analysis functions in these jurisdictions cannot presently 
be seen as effective. Most crime prevention units have 
limited accessability to crime data and do not have the 
capability to analyze that crime data relative to developing 
approaches related directly to a specific problem or area. 

The level of crime analysis capability was reviewed for 
each .jurisdiction, and crime prevention and police management 
officials were asked what their crime analysis capabilities 
wer~. Most answers were made relative to the availability 
or lack of availability of a computer. This demonstrates 
a perceptional problem as to what crime analysis is and 
what it requires. Presently crime analysis is not viewed 
as an analytical function as much as it is as a function of 
data collection and reporting of crime activities. But 
merely reporting crime can have little effect on crime 
prevention other than providing, in a general way, informa­
tion as to where and when the crime was. This crime data has 
to be massaged, analyzed, and interpreted by knowledgeable 
individuals in order to provide more significant information 
that can result in specific crime prevention targets and 
activities. Such a massaging of crime data can also directly 
relate to effective operational strategies. 

This problem has been recognized by Orlando and Jackson­
ville and both jurisdictions have set in motion the de­
velopment of effective crime analysis capabilities. Based 
on successful implementation of present plans, crime analysis 
should serve as the basis not only for operational decisions, 
but also for crime prevention programs decisions in these two 
jurisdictions. 

(3) There Has Not Been a Good Use of Distinct Target Areas 

Because the crime analysis function have not been success­
fully integrated with crime prevention activities, the crime 
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4. 

prevention activities in most of the jurisdictions have not 
made effective use of target areas in crime prevention. Most 
cri.me prevention programs reviewed, such as burglary or rape, 
are directed at the overall jurisdiction rather than problems 
that exist in a specific area. This is not to say that a 
jurisdiction wide approach should not be taken, however. A 
comprehensive crime program must also include activity aimed at 
specific problems in specific areas in order to impact the 
level of crime. 
COST EFFECTIVENESS 

One of the major areas to be reviewed during this analysis 
was an assessment of the cost effectiveness of the various programs. 
However, application of standard cost effectiveness analyses to 
crime prevention programs is usually quite difficult. If we were 
to take the figures developed in the preceeding chapter, such as 
activities per sworn officer or dollar expenditures per activity, 
and make absolute conclusions concerning cost effectiveness, there 
would be room for criticism. Further, if we were to make a further 
comparison by dividing the number of crimes reduced in a juris­
diction by the amount of money the program cost and state levels 
of cost effectiveness, there would be even further questioning of 
the ya1idity of our findings. 

Cost effectiveness analyses in the area of crime prevention 
must be undertaken as analyses "relative" to other approaches. In 
this regard, cost effectiveness relative to crime prevention pro­
grams must be measured in terms of both impact and efficiency. 

• 

By impact measurement is meant the relative determination 
of whether or not the dollars spent in a crime prevention 
activity achieve impact within a specific jurisdiction 
that justifies that level of expenditure. 

By efficiency is meant the relative analysis of whether 
the programs result in sufficient activity or work pro­
ducts to justify the expenditure. 

The following paragraphs discuss the cost effectiveness of 
the crime prevention programs/projects analyzed relative to these 
two key areas. 

(1) The Programs Reviewed Can Be Considered To Be Cost 
Effective Relative To Impact 

The various crime prevention programs analyzed during 
the evaluation, can be considered as cost effective relative 
to impact. The impact within each law enforcement agency 
concerned was significant for the relatively low investment 
in terms of dollars and personnel. Further, the crime pre­
vention programs achieved an extremely high level of visi­
bility within the community for the various levels of expendi­
tures corruni tted. 

IV-7 



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

In terms of impact of the BCJPA funds, it can be stated 
that for a limited investment by the BCJPA, a major impact 
was achieved within the law enforcement agencies. This in­
vestment by the BCJPA in crime prevention in the law enforce­
ment agencies has had and is continuing to have an impact on 
the management of those departments. 

(2) Cost Effectiveness Relative to Efficiency Is More 
Difficult To As~ertain 

Because of the pro-active approach utilized in varying 
degrees by the jurisdictions evaLuated, the assumption of 
efficient use of funds is reasonable. However, it is not 
clear whether or not these specific crime prevention units 
were operating at the highest level of productivity that can 
be expected o There are no established standards as to how 
many presentations, security surveys, or other forms of 
activity should be undertaken in a given period by a crime 
prevention officer. While it is difficult to say whether the 
units analyzed are operating at full level of productivity, 
it can be stated that those units are not operating ineffi­
ciently, although there is some question as to the level of 
productivi ty of the Ja.cksonville program (Fourth Dimension). 

There is one limitation to a positive conclusion on cost 
effectiveness of crime prevention activity. With the exception 
of those pro~rams which had an extensive use of volunteers, 
the l~w enforcement sponsored crime prevention programs 
only utilized the efforts of the officers/civilians assigned 
directly to those programs. Thus, there was not a multipli­
cation of crime prevention activities, and subsequent visi­
bility, throughout the departments studied. The most 
significant examples of crime prevention productivity have 
been those jurisdictions (not among those evaluated) that 
have utilized a crime prevention unit as a catalyst for crime 
prevention activities throughout the total law enforcement 
agency and among large groups of volunteers. Thus, it can be 
said that the full potential for efficiency and productivity 
was not fully achieved in most jurisdictions. 

(3) The Crime Prevention Program Reviewed Represents a Re~ 
latively Good Investment by' 'the BGJPA 

Although crime prevention is not a major BCJPA program, 
the results of this evaluation indicate that the crime pre­
vention program funded, that is the funding of standard crime 
prevention programs and support of those programs within law 
enforcement agencies, has been a good investment by the BCJPA o 

The cost to the BCJPA is usually minor. These programs are 
ordinarily not of major size and investment, as for example, 
would be the case with major criminal justice information 
systems. For a reasonably low investment, the BCJPA has been 
able to positively impact a wide range of law enforcement 
agencies and their management relative to the recognition of 
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5. 

crime prevention as an integral function of law enforcement 
agencies and one that should be supported on a continuing 
basis by law enforcement agencies. The level of continuation 
of crime prevention efforts after funding is extremely high. 

(4) The Budget Control Approach of Some Law Enforcement 
Agencies Represents a Cost Effective Perspective 

As discussed in the description of the programs, one of 
the reasons that some of the law enforcement agencies, parti­
cularly Winter Haven and Gainesville,undertook this program 
was to control the growing cost of police services. Manage­
ment of these departments reasoned that if more citizens 
could become involved in crime prevention activities and the 
sworn officers assigned to crime prevention could multiply 
their efforts across the community, the need for additional 
operational officers could be controlled. The results of 
the programs evaluated, not only in Winter Haven and Gaines­
ville, would indicate that this objective or assumption in 
establishing a crime prevention unit is valid. 

Effective citizen education and multiplication of crime pre­
vention activities can reduce requirements for law enforcement 
services in a jurisdiction, and can be less, expensive than.signi­
ficant additions in operational personnel. Both Gainesville 
and Winter Haven feel that their crime prevention programs 
have had a direct effect on their ability to both control 
their police budget and continue to provide a high level of 
police services for their citizens. 

This approach to the use of crime prevention activities 
represents an area not often considered in budget analyses 
by police departments. Very seldom do law enforcement agencies 
or sheriff's departments analyze the trade off between differ­
ing approaches to providing services. ~his is not to say that 
crime prevention serves as a substitute or can substitute on 
an absolute basis for police operations, particularly uniform 
patrol, but there are trade-offs to adding operational 
forces or adding crime prevention resources. 

OVERALL PROGRAM OBJECTIVE ACHIEVEMENT 

The seven projects/programs evaluated represent part of the 
BCJPA funding under its Law Enforcement/Citizen Initiative Program. 
As stated'in BCJPA's 1978 plan, the overall goal for this program is 
the reduction of crime and its stated subgoals include: 

To develop crime reduction capabilities in each local 
law enforcement agency 

To develop citizen action groups to work independently 
or in conjunction with law enforcement agencies in 
crime prevention activities 
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To develop a coordinating and/or technical assistance 
capability at the State level or citizen action groups. 

,E'ollowing are comments relative to the objective achievement 
of this program: 

The overall goal of crime reduction, as shown in the 
preceding chapter, has been achieved to some degree in 
each of the jurisdictions, except St. John's County. 

It should be noted, as was stated in the prior chapter, 
that there is not a proven direct and immediate relation­
ship between crime prevention and the reduction of crimin­
al activity. The crime reduction experienced in the 
jurisdictions analyzed could have been caused by a number 
of factors, such as: 

Improved economic conditions 

More effective police operations 

Increased citizen awareness. 

Since the actual causes are difficult, if not impossible, 
to isolate, crime prevention must be seen as one of the 
factors that could reasonably have had an impact on crime 
in the jurisdictions analyzed. 

Effective crime prevention capabilities have been developed 
in each jurisdiction funded. 

Citizen action groups have worked effectively with the 
crime prevention programs analyzed, particularly in 
Gainesville, Jacksonville, St. John's County and Winter 
Haven. 

The final objective, that of developing a State level 
coordinating and/or technical assistance group for citizen 
action programs, has not been accomplished, although the 
potential for such a function within the context of the 
present "Help Stop Crime" is recognized. 
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V. RECOMMENDATIONS 

This chapter presents recommendations to the Florida Bureau of 
Criminal Justice Planning and Assistance relative to the continued 
management of the crime prevention program. 

These recommendations are contained in the following paragraphs. 

1. THE CRIME PREVE~TION PROGRAM SHOULD CONTINUE TO BE FUNDED 

The BCJPA should continue to fund the Crime Prevention Program 
for local jurisdictions, supporting their efforts in providing crime 
prevention services to their citizens. This program was seen in this 
evaluation as an effective investment of BCJPA funds, based on the 
return in terms of input or the participating law enforcement agencies 
and citizen involvement. 

However, there are areas for improvement in the types of programs 
funded and in funding emphasis, as discussed in the following recom­
mendations. 

2. PROGRAMS FUNDED SHOULD INVOLVE COMMITMENT BY THE PARTICIPATING 
JURISDICTIONS 

Rather than just serving to totally support a brand new crime 
prevention function in a jurisdiction, BCJPA funding should support 
those programs that indicate a commitment to provide crime prevention 
services above and beyond potential BCJPA funding. This ensures a 
management comm1tment to the concept of crime prevention and also 
provides a reasonable probability that the program will be continued 
after BCJPA funding. 

3. PROJECTS FUNDED SHOULD REPRESENT A GREATER LEVEL OF CRIME 
PREVENTION SOPHISTICATION THAN THOSE CURRENTLY EVALUATED 

The seven projects evaluated were still at what could be con­
sidered to be the "first level" of sophistication of crime prevention. 
There was little effective integration of crime prevention activities 
with the operational resources of the various departments and little 
effective use of crime analysis. 

The BCJPA can serve as a catalyst to ensuring that crime pre­
vention becomes a generally recognized and accepted function within 
Florida police and sheriff's departments by funding those programs 
that have, as program agenda, the development of effective integra­
tion with operational elements, more effective utilization of the 
results of crime analysis in planning and executing crime prevention 
activities, or more involvement in the overall security planning 
process in a jurisdiction. 
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4. THE BCJPA SHOULD FUND DEMONSTRATION PROJECTS IN CRIME PREVENTION 

The funding of future crime prevention projects by the BCJPA 
should include demonstration projects designed to test approaches 
which would take law enforcement sponsored crime prevention activi­
ties to a higher level of sophistication. For instance, variations 
on the following types of demonstration projects might be appropriate: 

A project which involves the overall patrol force in crime 
prevention activities from the provision of standard crime 
prevention services to day-to-day activities such as responsi­
bility for security improvement within specific beat zones 

A project which involves a combined resource allocation deci­
sion making process for both operational and crime prevention 
resources and is based on day-to-day use of the results of a 
comprehensive crime analysis capability 

A project which would involve the development of a model 
security ordinance for Florida cities or counties or both 

Other projects that would demonstrate, in their application 
to BCJPA, recognition of the need to expand crime prevention 
activities well beyond a "public relations" approach. 

5. THE BCJPA SHOULD ENCOURAGE BETTER REPORTING OF CRIME PREVENTION 
ACTIVITIES 

There is no uniform reporting of crime prevention activity across 
the jursidiction analyzed. The BCJPA should encourage effective re­
porting of crime prevention activities and the establishment of 
reasonable objectives for that activity, so that law enforcement 
management can ensure a productive use of crime prevention units 
and personnel for the dollars invested. 

Example of the data that should be collected include: 

Activity data 

Security Surveys or Inspections 

Residential Surveys 

Number of residential surveys conducted 

Number of households in city 

Participants that were burglarized compared 
to non-participant burglary rate (both imple­
menting and not implementing recommendations) 

Source of surveys (public presentations, one 
to one contact, etc.) 

Known burglaries prevented because of com­
pliance to recommendations. 
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Business Surveys 

Number of business surveys conducted 

Participants that were burglarized com­
pared to non-participant burglary rate 

Source of surveys (public presentations, 
one to one contact, etc.) 

Known burglaries prevented. 

Operation Identification 

Total number of participants in Operation I.D. 

Percentage of participants vs. total households 

Comparison between participants and non-partici­
pants burglary rates 

Recovery rate of marked property stolen 

Number of engravers 

Neighborhood Watch 

Total number of households partioipating (Total 
number of groups and households in each group) 

Comparison against total number of households 

Burglar rate of participants vs. non-partici­
pants. 

Public Presentations 

Total number of public presentations by subject 
matter 

Number of persons in attendance by subject matter 

Percent of population reached. 

Bicycle Theft Activities 

Total number of bicycles marked 

Recovery rate for marked bicycles 

Comparison between theft rate of previous year 
and reporting year. 

Similar activity statistics for other programs 
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Man-hours expended in crime prevention activity by 
category such as: 

Presentations 

Security surveys 

Program development 

Other discrete types of activity 

Man-hours and extent of involvement by citizens and 
volunteers by category 

Crime data for the overall jurisdiction and by specific 
area of operation 

Other information relative to program/project productivity 

It should be noted that the above information is essential for 
effective internal management of a crime prevention program and BCJPA 
should encourage data collection for that reason. 

BCJPA should also consider the development of a standard crime 
prevention activity report, using the above data elements, to be 
submitted as an integral part of the quarterly report. 
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APPENDIX 

CRIME PREVENTION QUESTIONNAIRE 

This appendix presents a copy of the crime prevention 
questionnaire which was administered to those jurisdictions par­
ticipating in this crime prevention evaluation. 
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FLORIDA BUREAU OF CRL~INAL JUSTICE PLANNING AND ASSIS~~CE 
- EVALUATION OF CRIME PREVllTTION PROJECTS 

BASIC DATA OUESTIONNAIRE 

This questionnaire has been designed to elicit information concerning 
the crime prevention project funded by the Flor'ida Bureau of Criminal Justice 
Planning and Assistance (BCJPA) to your jurisdiction. This questionnaire 
also elicits information relative to the overall crime prevention program in 
your jurisdiction. The purpose of the questionnaire is to provide the 
necessarz data input to a comparative evaluation of selected crime prevention 
projects in the State of Florida which is being conducted for the BCJPA by 
Arthur Young & Company as part of the development of a Statewide criminal 
justice evaluation capability. 

If you have any questions concerning this questionnaire please contact 
Mr. John Smock of Arthur Young & Company in Tamp~ at (813) 223-1381 or 
Mr. Thomas tong or Mr. James Truesdell of the 3CJPA in Tallahassee at (904) 
488-8016. 

The quest:!.onns.;':"e is composed of seven major areas, as follows: 

Jurisdictional characteristics 

Jurisdictional crime prevention program overview 

• Jurisdictional crime prevention program resources 

Crime history 

Jurisdictional crime prevention program activity 

Specific grant project results 

Opinions. 

1. . Jt~!SDICTIONAL Ca~~CTERISTICS 

Population serled ______________ __ Number of households 

Area (square miles) Number of qusinesses ----
Total number of Law Enforcement Agency Personnel 

Sworn ---------
~on-s'Worn -------

Description of cype of jurisciiccion (city, suburb, t'u:t:'al, etc.) 

;\-1 

.-\rth~!, \~~_~ & C OGIpaD: 
Ca:,-=-:,;-:,,~c. _ .... ....:~t.c A.acc:~""~~::a 



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

2. JURISDICTIONAL CRIME PREVENTION PROGR&~ OVERVIEW 

" . 

Has your jurisdiction established a formal crime prevention 
program? 

Yes No ____ _ 

If yes, please briefly describe its characteristics 

Is this crime prevention program situated within the Police 
Department/Sheriff's Office? 

Yes No ____ _ 

If no, where is organizational responsibili~; for the program 
located? 

Briefly describe the proj ect (BCJPA funding) being e',aluated. 

How does this project fit into the overall crime prevention 
program in your jurisdiction. 

Briefly describe your crime analYSis capability and how it is 
utiliz"ed in crime pr~11ention? 

Please describe the citizen involvement in your overall program 
and how that involvement is achieved. 
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3. 

Do you utilize target areas and crimes? Y.es No __ _ 

If yes, please describe ____________________________________ __ 

JURISDICTIONAL CRIME PREVENTION PROGRAM RESOuKCES 

How many personnel are assigned to crime prevention? 

Paid for Paid for 
by the ~ this 
Citv/County grant Other Total 

Full-time 

Sworn officers -----
Civilians 

Clerical 

Part-time 

Sworn officers. ____ _ 

Civilians 

Clerical 

Volunteers 

Total 

wnat is the experience and training of these personnel? 

How many are National Crime Pre'lention Institute (NCPI) 
graduates? wnich courses? 

Other specialized training schools (explain)? 
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Please attach a list of specialized crime prevention equipment 
(vans, audio/visual, etc.) used in the crime prevention program. 
~~rk those items provided under the grant being evaluated. 

P~ease detail the total costs for the crime prevention program in 
your jurisdiction. 

Personnel 

Sworn officers 

Ncn-sworn 
(civilian) 

Clerical 

City/ 
Countv 

Total personnel. ________ __ 

Equipment 

Supplies 

Other 

Total 

Personnel 

Sworn officers 

Non-sworn 
(civilian) 

Clerical 

City/ 
CountV' 

-----

Total personnel, __________ __ 

Equipment 

Supplies 

Other 

Total 
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4. 

List those citizen/community groups who have a formal involvement 
in your program. 

CRIME HISTORY 

Please complete the following crime survey 

Tne of Crime 

Murder 

Man­
slaughter 

Rape 

Robbery . 

Twelve Months 
Prior to Project 

Imclementation 
Non-

Target Target 
Area ~!-- Total 

(if applicable) 

AlJgrava ted ___ _ 
Assault 

Burglary 

Larceny 

t'1otor 
Vehicle 
Theft 

Total 
Part I 
Offenses 

Part II 
Offenses 

Target 
Crimes 
(specify) 
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s. 

Please attach other crime comparisons which you feel are 
pertinent. 

JU~ISDICTIONAL CRIME PREVENTION PROGRAM ACTIVITY 

Please list the !Cnthly averages for your overall crime prevention 
program for the following crime prevention activity measures. 

Security Surveys 

Residential surveys 
conducted 

Residential survey 
follow-up 

Business/institutional 
surveys 

. Business/institutional 
follow-up 

. Operation Identification 

Participants enrolled 

Number of engravers 

Neighborhood Watch 

Households enrolled 

Public Presentations 

Number of presentations 

Attendance 

Other activities 
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6. 

7. 

SPECIFIC GRANT PROJECT RESULTS 

Please list your p~oject activities, as stated in the BCJPA 
grant request and show the results relative to those objectives. 

Objectives Results of Objectives 

OPINIONS 

Please list the three mO$t successful aspects of your overall 
crime prevention program. 

Please list the three least successful aspects of your overall 
crime prevention p~ogram. 

Please list, if appropriate, three recommendations for im~rovement 
in your overall crime prevention program. 

T~~ YO~ FOR YOult PATI~CE 
~~~ ?AR!ICIPATION; 

.-\.RTE1.i'R YOUNG & COl-!PA1"Y 
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