
• 
-- t 

- J . '~' 
I --.<..-" 

! 
"'. _" "," .' . '" _ ." _A ." ."", ' .... " _. 'c' •• r , ," '. _ • 

" "~.,,. "_>''"' :'-' ..<~ •• ~ ... ,,",.~.,, ... ~.~~ .• .,., __ .... ~,....,.. ___ ,._._. __ ... _ •• ~._ •• _._--. ______ H'''' __ ~'~'''' ___ ---'' __ '_' __ ~ <~~' ___ ~~"""_~_,,~"'~~_"~~~_~ __ .- .~_. __ •.. _. _,,_._ ~ __ "_~'._. 

National Criminal Justice Reference Service 
-------------------~~--------------------------------------------------------~ nCJrs 

. I 

.j 

This microfiche was produced from documents received for 
inclusion in the NCJRS data base. Since NCJRS cannot exercise 
control over the physical condition of the documents submitted, 
the individual frame quality will vary. The resolution chart on 
this frame may be used to evaluate the document quality. 

1.0 1.1ai 
11111

2
.
8 

11111
2
.
5 

W 
li.I. 111113.~ 

I 2.2 w 
~~I~ w 

Il.l 
~4.0 I:.ii 

"" -LiO. I:. 
t.1.IL~Lr. 1.1 

111111.25 111111.4 111111.6 

MICROCOPY RESOLUTION TEST CHART 
NATIONAl. BUREAU OF STANDARDS-1963-A 

Microfilming procedures used to create this fiche comply with 
the standards set forth in 41CFR 101-11.504. 

Points of view or opinions stated in this document are 
those of the author(s) and do not represent the official 
position or policies of the U. S. Department of Justice. 

National Instfiui'eofJ'ustice ! 
United States Department of Justice 
Washington, D. C. 20531 

Date Filmed 

3/09/81 

" 4 

l 

__ ~ _________________________________________________ ~ ______________________________________ ~ __________________________ ~ __ ~ ______________ ~~ __________________ ~ ______________ ~~~ __ = ... = .. =.==··_=~=.~"~"'~.L·= .. ··=·,,~ .. ~·~·~>o~~~·~.~~~w_.~·L-~ 

If you have issues viewing or accessing this file contact us at NCJRS.gov.



" 

• 

It State of Wisconsin \ OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR 

WISCONSIN COUNCIL ON CRIMINAL JUSTICE 
122 WEST WASHINGTON AVENuE 
MADISON, WISCONSIN 53702 
(608) 266-3323 

James E, Baugh, Ph.D. 
EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 

,/ . 
Crime Prevent~on 

- r 

Lee Sherman Dreyfus 
Governor 

APR 161980 

,/' and the 1 J . ACQljlSITIONS Wiscon.sin Council on Crimina ust~ce: 

1969 - 1980 

Witr Special Emphasis on Twelve Projects 

Prepared by: 

Patrick J. Riopelle, Team Leader 
Thomas·G. Eversen 

John C. Mueller 
Jane S. Radue 

Cheryl Bowser Williamson 

February 1980 

Wisconsin Council on Criminal Justice 
Program Evaluation Section 

- '-

• 
f 

4 

I. 

II. 

III. 

IV. 

V. 

VI. 

VII. 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 

Executive Summary 

Introduction 

VTisconsin Council on Criminal Justice 
Involvement in Crime Prevention: An Overview 

The Issue of Victimization Surveys 

Crime Prevention Standards and Goals 

Vandalism . . . . . . . 
Training 

Crime Prevention Pr.oject Descriptions 

VIII. Methodology and Data Analysis . 

IX. 

X. 

XI. 

Project Activities 

Program Evaluation Section Citizen 
Questionnaire . . . . . . . 

Summary and Recommendations 

Attachments . . 

Bibliography 

-i-

Page 

1 

8 

12 

19 

34 

39 

42 

57 

69 

107 

117 

123 

132 

192 

~ , 
l 



• 

LIST OF ATTACHMENTS 

A. Letter from former E1tecutive Director 
Charles Hill to former Governor Patrick J. 
Lucey regarding Jaycees Statewide Operation 
Identification Program . 

B. Crime prevention course outlines 

C. List of participants attending WCCJ/PES 
Crime Prevention Seminar . 

D. Outline of crime prevention evaluation 
needs 

E. PES Crime Prevention Seminar questionnaire 

F. Agenda from Annual International Crime 
Prevention Conference, Louiaville, Ky. 

G. List of states currently operating 
Statewide Crime Prevention Offices 

H. Crime Prevention Coalition advertisement, 
"Take a Bite Out of Crime" 

I. National Rural Crime Prevention Center 
(Ohio) flier . 

J. PES crime prevention data collection 
instrument . 

K. Green Bay Police Department Neighborhood 
Crime Alert Bulletin . 

L. 

M. 

N. 

O. 

P. 

Q. 

Excerpts from Wisconsin Rapids Police 
Department Residential Burglary Hints 
Bulletin 

Cudahy Police Department "Vial of Life" 
Program flier 

PES citizen questionnaire 

Letter from Officer Marty Defatte, President 
Wisconsin Crime Prevention Officers' 
Association, to PES staff on the need for 
Statewide Office of Crime Prevention . 

Excerpts from Kentucky State Office of 
Crime Prevention Report 

Letter from National Council on Crime and 
Delinquency offering assistance in 
developing a Wisconsin Statewide Office 
of Crime Prevention 

-ii-

- r '- 4 

132 
~ 
I 
I 

f 
136 

146 

148 

150 

153 

159 

163 

164 

166 

174 

176 

180 

181 

183 

185 

191 



" 

" 

Crime prevention has traditionally been viewed as one of the 
primary missions of the police. Along with maintenance of 

-, 

public order, provision of public services and apprehension 
of criminals, society expects the police to reduce criminal 
opportunities. However, a large number of police agencies have 
chosen, for one reason or another, not to stress crime prevention, 

From 1969 to the present, the Wisconsin Council on Criminal 
Justice's (WCCJ) commitment to crime prevention, both in terms 
of planning and funding, has been a long and consistent one. 
With the exception of two years (1973, 1977) '(.TCCJ' s 
Annual Action and Improvement Plans have designated crime 
prevention as a separate program category with funding available 
to subgrantees who meet certain requirements. The total dollar 
amount appropriated for crime prevention from 1969 to 1980 
approximated $1,709,525. 

_While WCCJ has consistently been corrnnitted' to crime prevention 
programs, the-emphasis within these programs has varied con­
siderably over time. Early (1969-1972) approaches placed a 
heavy emphasis on public education, publicity campaigns and 
community relations. Within recent years (1973-1980) a more 
detailed approach addressing certain kinds of property crime 
has evolved. Program language stressed that only problematic 
Part I offenses, such as 'burglary and theft, should be addressed. ' , 

Several factors may have been and continue to be relevant when 
attempting to understand the rationale for the varied responses 
of the WCCJ in addressing crime prevention over the years: 
(1) competition among differing WCCJ goals and priorities; 
(2) questions of resource allocation; (3) public input and per­
ception of public needs; (4) data and measurement techniques 
employed; and (5) the political stance of the WCCJ. 

However, one important historical fact is the absence of any 
formal evaluation of crime prevention programs and projects 
to measure effectiveness. Indeed, until September 1978, no 
WCCJ-funded crime prevention project had ever been examined to 
determine its success or failure in meeting stated goals and 
objectives. 

Recognizing a need for accountability, the weCJ Execut~ve 
Corrnnittee, in November 1977, requested that crime prevention 
projects funded during and after 1978 be extensively monitored 
within the Program Evaluation Section (PES) of WeeJ to facili­
tate fulfillment of the Executive Corrnnittee's request. 

-1-
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Guaranteeing that these projects were evaluated properly initially 
involved the crime prevention study unit answering two related 
issues: (1) would projects have to conduct pre- and post-victimi­
zation studies to measure proj ect impact; and (2) in the absence 
of victimization studies, what alternatives to evaluating crime 
prevention projects existed. 

As an additional source of data, criminal victimization surveys 
appear to be useful. Inasmuch a~ victimization surveys are not 
subject to controls by political factors, inter-jurisdictional 
policy differences and intra- jlJ.°,Cisdictional policy changes over 
time, they are more likely to give a more accurate picture of 
the impact of a crime prevention program than are official 
Uniform Crime Reporting (UCR) rates. 

Victimization studies have their own inherent problems. Informa­
tion about crimes given by respondents may be incorrect due to 
misunderstandings about what transpired, ignorance of legal 
definitions, memory failures regarding when crimes occurred and 
outright fabrication. Organizational imperatives that may 
cause interviewers and coders to misrepresent the data toward 
a showing of greater criminality also have to be considered. 

However, the single most prohibitive factor against the use of 
victimization surveys is cost. In some instances $50,000 would 
be needed to evaluate a $20,000 project. Cost associated with 
conducting pre- and post-victimization surveys was the paramount 
reason they were not considered in the evaluation of the twelve 
WCCJ-funded projects. 

An alternative to employing victimization studies involved 
limiting the evaluation of the crime prevention projects to 
types of offenses where reporting to the police by victims is 
uniformly high (e.g., burglary, auto theft). In addition, police 
reco~d~~g _ pr'!lctices must ·.remain constant before, during and 
after the project to help assure accuracy. 

The twelve WCCJ-funded crime prevention projects reviewed in this 
report are located throughout the State of Wisconsin. Projects 
are in various stages of implementation. Projects are located 
in Brown Deer, Cudahy (plus St. Francis and South Milwaukee), 
Franklin, Green Bay, Greendale, LaCrosse, Manitowoc, Menominee 
Reservation, City of Menomonie, Mequon, Oak Creek and Wisconsin 
Rapids. (See table, next page.) 

According to the 1979 and 1980 ~-lCCJ Criminal Justice Improvement 
and Action Plans, all cri.me prevention projects funded by WCCJ 
must attempt to "diminish the rate of at least one targeted Part I 
property crime." All jurisdictions requesting funds for crime 
prevention projects must analyze local crime data in an effort to 
identify, among other problems, Part I crimes which are particu­
larly problematic to that jurisdiction. Tho'se crimes so identified 
by the crime analyses are then "targeted" by the individual crime 
prevention project. 

t. 
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Jurllidic~ion Projecc 
and Start-Up 

Ponlllntion 2 DOlce 

La C:-08se 1/1'l/78 
48,814 

Brown Oeer 
14,113 4/1/78 

Franklin 4/1/78 
16,095 

Greendale 4/1/78 
17,884 

Wisconsin 4/1/78 
R"pids 

18,676 

Menomonie, 7/15/78 
City of 

10,814 

Oak Greek 10/1/78 
15,598 

H.!quon 11/1/78 
15,899 

M.!nODu.nee 11/1/7'0 
Restoration 
CommJ.ttee 
3,662 

Grcen Bay 1/1/79 
89,2ll9 

Cud3hy 3/1/79 
St. ~·r"ncJ.,; 

South 
Mllw.,ukl!e6 

51" J91 
1 

/1.1 11 itowoc 8/1/79 
J'). 14 ) I 

Crime Prevention Projects Funded by the 
Wisconsin Council on Criminal Justicel 

.ar;;"~,,.!-Part [ Sh" of PoUce 
Eltcimat .. d Prop"rcy Crimes J Departm .. nc Prior 

Curr .. nt Y"ar Reporced Offenses to Project 
Pro1ect Cost' (.rates per 100 000)4 Imnlem"ntation 

S16,670 Burslary: 447 (915.7) 81 Sworn Officers 
MotOr Vehicle 

Theft: 188 (385.1) 
Theft: 2,385 (4,885.9) 

$26,222 UurJIlary: 58 (411.0) 
Theft: 366 (2,593.4) 20 Sworn Officers 

$52,4.62 Burglary: 123 (764.2) 20 Sworn Officers 
Theft: 392 (2,43500) 
(especially c~nstruction aite 
theft) 

$58,546 Burglary: 17 (95.1) 26 Sworn Officers 
Theft: 968 (5,412.7) 
(especially shoplifting) 

$44,132 Burglary: 200 (1,070.9) 40 Sworn Officers 

$25,497 lIurglary: 36 (332.9) 23 SWOrD Officers 

$31,569 Burglary: 180 (1,154.0) . 37 Sworn Officers 

$36,000 Burglary: 113 (522.0) 32 Sworn Officers 
lbeft: 266 (1,673.1) 
(especially construction dte 
th .. ft) 

$20,819 Bu!:slary: 461*(12,588.7) 8 Patrolmen 
1 Investigator 

* Vast Disparity has occurred 2 Full-time 
in records of reported Oeputies 
offen.es. t. Part-tIme 

Deputies 

$66,666 Burglary: 707 (791.8) 155 Sworn Officers 
Mutor V.:hicle 1 Investigator 

Theft: 152 (170.2 ) 2 Full-tillle 
COlde!"s' 

7 Part-time 
Cadets 

$26,527 Bur!',lary: 419 (770.3) 83 Sworn Officers 
Thdt: 907 (1,667.6) 

$27,0:;3 Bury,Jnry: 444 (1,319.(') 64 Swum Oflicers 
11,,,Ct: l,21.'; (l,1.9".l) 

Stoltbtical SOllre.:: Crlllll1 Information Rueeau, Crl .. " t. Arr .. ,,~ ... 

2 
I'opulation an.! crime rateB. "re r"coL'dcd (or the year preceding proJect implemcuClitlou. 

NUlllber of 
?roJ"cc Crt",,, 

Prevt:nclon 
uff 1c"r8 5 

1 Part-time 
Officer (also 
1 Part-tlllle 
Student Intern) 

J 

1 Officer 

2 Officers 

2 Officers (also 
1 Part-time 
Social Worker .. 
1 Volunteer 
Iotern) 

1 Officer (also 
1 Pont-time 
Secretary) 

1 Officer (also 
1 Part-time 
Secrotary) 

1 Oificer 

1 Officer 

1 Officer 

1 Officer 
2 Cadecioi 

5 Officers 

1 Of fleer 

3 
Some jurlsdictionll ar" also inf..,rnally tar;:ctiull oifenscil which arc cla:;sLCled as I'iln II property nfft-nol18 ( 
vOinual1sm. uan"'K" to prop"ny). e.g., 

4 Slate uf lollf,cnrllil" (1977) Poplilatlon: 4,(,5] ,000; Burr,lolry 39, JUS (B4b.H); Theft 121,51ll (2,614.1); Hllt.ur V"hlclc 
11,,-fc 10.2/17 (nu.7). 

5 

:iLate of Wl~cnllHin (197:1) I'llplllutlun: 4,679,000; 8uq:I" .. y J9,51l9 ('046.1); Theft l2S,032 (~,672.2); H"Lur V •• hicle 
°lllCfL ]0, 7:l6 U29.~). 

The Cr1loe Prevent Illn OfflcI:r(3) V.lry in rlll,k. 

UtfuJofl,1 ,I."",' l/RO L-_______________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ ~---~-------------------------------~------------------------~~~~--------~.~~-~-~--
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All of the crime prevention projects funded by WCCJ are located 
within the local police department and coordinated by a crime 
prevention officer (CPO). Most projects involve program 
activities which are quite similar in nature (e.g.', property 
identification, security survey/inspections of residences 
and businesses, "Neighborhood Watch" and community education. 
(See section on Project Activities.) 

The total population for all ~'!CCJ -funded proj ects is 342,061 
or 7.31% of Wisconsin's total population. Excluding the City 
of Manitowoc, for which crime data is not yet available, 
the projects' total population is 309,121, or 6.61% of Wiscon­
sin's total population. 

Typical WCCJ crime prevention project goals included: increased 
reporting of targeted crimes; reduction or stabilization of 
targeted offense incidence rates; increased clearance rates; 
increased community involvement in crime prevention; increased 
recovery rates (of stolen property); improved records management; 
statistical crime analysis; and formal establishment of a 
crime prevention unit. 

Methods employed in attempting to accomplish these goals included: 
security surveys/inspections; community and police education; 
cooperation with various service and civic organizations; 
employing property identification systems and crime data analysis 
(see Project Activities section). 

Data on targeted offenses have been collected at all project 
sites and then translated into machine readable form. This 
information, drawn from each jurisdiction's incident reports, 
is divided into two samples--baseline and project. The former 
includes targeted offenses which occurred during the year 
prior to project implementation, and the latter sample consists 
of those offenses which took place after project implementation. 
Table 1 enumerates the quantity of targeted offenses in each 
of the samples. 

Tabl!~ I 

Crime Pre'Jention Sample - All Offenses 

Type Offense Baseline Period Project Period 

Burglary 2.207 1,696 

Theft (less shoplifting) 1,187 1,234 

Shoplifting 440 775 

Other Property 187 588 

TOTAL 4.021 4,293 

.. 
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Analyses of these data were uerformed within three basic com-
parative frameworks: L 

1. Historica~ C~mparison--comparison of the quantity and 
character~s~~cs of offenses during the combined baseline 
and project periods; 

2. With~n Program Comparison~-comparison of burglary patterns 
of M~lwaukee area crime prevention projects with those not 
in the Milwaukee area; 

3. Control G:ou~ Comparison--analysis of the quantity and 
character~stlcs of targeted offenses for all projects 
compared to identical variables for the remainder of 
~visconsin . 

Within each comparative framework, the respective samples 
are analyzed along several dimensions of the targeted offenses. 
The most salient variables include the quantity of offenses, 
clearance and property recovery ratios, the degree of force used 
and method of detection. 

The historical (i.e., baseline and project samples) comparison 
of aggregated burglary patterns reveals several important 
findings: 

l. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

The number of burglaries increased 2.5% from the baseline 
to the equivalent project period; 

Tdhe . combhined c~earance rate decl ~ ;'I,:d by approximately 40% 
urlng t e project period; 

The proportion of burglaries in which some or all property 
was.recovered declined by 21% during the aggregated project 
perlod; . 

The proportion of attempted burglaries rose over 94% in the 
project period; 

The proportion of burglaries reported by citizens other 
than victims rose 179%; and 

The ~roportion~of b~rglaries from single family homes 
decllned by 25~, whlle the proportion from garages nearly 
doubled. 

Similar analysis of theft samples reveals three major findings: 

l. 

2. 

The quantity of thefts rose approximately 1% during the 
combined project period; 

The clearance rate declined 12%; and 

I 
I 
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3. As with burglary, the proportion of thefts from homes 
declined (40%) while the proportion from outdoor areas 
and garages rose (26%). 

As noted earlier, the characteristics and quantity of burglaries 
were analyzed by dichotomizing projects into Hilwaukee and 
non-Milwaukee groups. Table 2 sU8~arizes the most important 
findings based on this analytic framework. 

Table 2 

Milwaukee and Non-Milwaukee Projects: 
Proportional Change from Baseline to Project Period 

Proportion Proportion 
Proportion with Some/Total of No Force Proportion Sample Quantity Cleared Property Recovery Burglaries with No Loss 

Milwaukee +6.7% -45.5% +29.2% +15.9% -I- 4.6% 

Non-Milwaukee - .5% -39.4% -43.3% -10.5% +l3.8% 

Finally, the combined project data were compared to analogous 
information from the remainder of Hisconsin during equivalent 
time periods. As noted earlier, aggregate project data reveal 
a 2.5% increase in the number of burglaries. However, the 
balance of Wisconsin shows a 10% increase in burglary during 
a comparable time period. Similarly, while combined project 
thefts rose approximately 1% from baseline to projGct periods, 
comparable data from the remainder of the State show a 10.5% 
increase in the number of reported thefts. To summa.rize, while 
the number of burglaries and thefts rose slightly (2.5% and 
1% respectively) for combined crime prevention projects, the 
rate of increase was considerably higher (10% and 10.5% respec­
tively) in the remainder of the State. 

In addition to collecting and analyz.:!.ng quantitative data,.PES 
conducted a survey to determine public acceptance of horne 
and business security surveys conducted by ten of the twelve 
projects. Of the 270 questionnaires mailed, 168, or 62.4%, were 
returned. A total of 76.7% indicated that they found the 
suggestions offered by the crime prevention officers to be very 
useful (see PES Quest~onnaire section). 

Based on the information contained in this report and interaction 
with crime prevention practitioners around the country, PES makes 
seven major recommendations. The most important recommendation 
is that ste s should be taken to establish a statewide Office 
of Crime Prevention see Summary and Recommendations section.) 
The advantages of establishing a statewide Office are: (1) provide 
equal access and treatment by cities, communities and counties; 
(2) offset lack of local resources; (3) facilitate public educa-

'. 4 
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tion on crime prevention; (4) provide technical assistance in 
project development; (5) conduct applied research in the area 
of crime prevention, as well as make reconnnendations on model 
legislation; and (6) coordinate crime prevention activities with 
other state agencies, e.g., Board on Aging, Nursing Horne Ombudsman 
Program, Department of Public Instruction, etc.) 

Other recommendations include: (1) program language addressing 
crime prevention should continue to stress concrete, practical 
strategies; (2) \.-leeJ must determine whether vandalism prevention 
merits inclusion within an existing program area (see Vandalism 
section); (3) ongoing evaluation and data collection must be 
continued by the proj ects to ensure propex allocation of reso.urces; 
(4) training of project personnel in facets of crime prevention 
should continue during and after WeeJ funding (see Training 
section); (5) clearance data should be continually updated to 
reflect project activities and; (6) project resources should 
be expended on those crime prevention strategies which show a 
positive impact. 

, .. , , 
~1\ ~, 
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SECTION I 

Introduction 

Because our homes are psychological extensions of 
our selves, burglary victims often describe their 
pain in terms strikingly similar to those used 
by victims of rape--and in a symbolic sense 
burglary victims have been violated. The saying 
that one's home is-a-sanctuary is no mere 
epigram; it expresses a profound psychological 
truth. One of the oldest and most sacred 
principles of Anglo-Saxon law held that no 
matter how humble a person's cottage might be, 
not even the King could enter without his consent. 
The principle is recognized, after a fashion, by 
totalitarian regimes. The dramatic symbol of 
totalitarianism is the harsh knock on the door 
in the middle of the night ... the fact that even 
storm troopers knock implies their acknmvledge­
ment of the territorial rights of the residents. 
It is not too much to conclude that crime 
threatens the social order in much the same way 
as does totalitarianism. 

Charles E. Silberman 
Criminal Violence, Criminal 

Justice 

Predatory crime does not merely victimize 
individuals, it impedes and in the extreme 
case, even prevents the formation and main­
tenance of community. By disrupting the 
delicate nexus of ties, formal and informal, 
by which we are linked with our neighbors, 
crime atomizes society and makes of its members 
mere individual calculators estimating their 
own advantage, especially their own chances 
for survival amidst their fellows. 

James Q. Hilson 
Thinking About Crime 
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Despite reCf.mt reemphasis at the federal, state and local levels, I 
crime prevention has traditionally been viewed as one of the 
primary mi.ssions of the police. Along with maintenance of 
public order, provision of public services and apprehension of 
criminals, society expects the police to whenever and wherever 
possible, reduce criminal opportunities. Z Mandated or not, a large 
number of police departments, either because of a lack of 
resources or lack of commitment, have chosen not to stress crime 
prevention. The National Commission on Productivity noted in 
1973: 

A principle objective of the police is to prevent 
crime. Yet many police department.s do not think 
positively and specifically about crime prevention. 
They rely largely on the traditional methods of 
patrol and investigation, and too often fail to 
consider specifie anticipatory and higher leverage 
programs that may be m~re applicable to contem­
porary crime problems. 

1 United States Department of Justice, Law Enforcement Assistance 
Administration, National Institute of Law Enforcement and 
Criminal Justice, Directory of Community Crime Prevention 
Programs: National and State Levels, U.S. Government Printing 
Office, vJashington, D.C., Decembeil'978. SEE ALSO, United 
States Department of Justice law Enforcement Assistance 
Administration, National Institute of Law Enforcement and 
Criminal Justice, Community Crime Prevention: A Selected 
BibliOgraph~, U.S. Government Printing Office, Washington, D.C., 
September 1 77. 

2 George Kelling, David Fogel, "Police Patrol--Some Future 
Directions," Police Foundation, Madison, Hisconsin, 1976, P. 1. 

3 "The distinction between crime-related patrol activities and 
'crime prevention programs' is somewhat arbitrary. Naturally, 
the sum efforts of the police department theoretically are 
geared toward deterririg crime; the very existence of the 
department serves notice on would-be criminals that society 
has the means to track down and apprehend offenders. The 

., intent of the distinction ... is to highlight the fact that 
there are many things that a police department can do--which may 
lose emphasis if they are thought of simply as an extension of 
patrol--to more effectively control crime without a significant 
increase in cost." National Commission on Productivity, 
Productivit¥: Opportunities for ImtrOving Productivity in 
Police Serv~ces, Washington, D.C., 973, p. 37. The National 
Crime Prevention Institute, University of Louisville~ defines 
crime prevention as "the anticipation, the recognition, and 
the appraisal of a crime risk and the initiation of some action 
to remove or reduce it." 

l 
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Realistically, crime prevention, when implemented, is only one 
of a number of duties the police are called upon to undertake. 
Indeed, arguments can be made that in our society there is 
little the public does not demand of the police. lNhether 
by default or design, most police departments have responsibility: 

a) to identify criminal offenders and criminal activity 
and, where appropriate, to apprehend offenders and 
participate in subsequent court proceedings; 

b) to reduce the opportunities for the commission of 
some crime through preventive patrol and other 
measures; 

c) 

d) 

e) 

f) 

g) 

h) 

i) 

j) 

to aid individuals who are in danger of physical harm; 

to protect constitutional guarantees; 

to facilitate the movement of people and vehicles; 

to assist those who cannot care for themselves; 

to resolve conflict; 

to identify problems that are potentially serious 
law enforcement or governmental problems; 

to create and maintain a feeling of security in 
the community; 

to promote and preserve civil order; and 

k) to provide other services on an emergency basis.4 

All of these considerations compel recognition that the police 
are being held accountable for a myriad of functions--not the 
least of which is crime prevention. And despite the fact 
that police have little control over affecting the deep-rooted 
causes of crime (e.g., employment opportunities, poverty, 
racial and class discrimination, etc.) "the public continues to 
expect the police to prevent all crime."S 

In reality, the police are only one facet of the criminal justice 
system--albeit the most visible. Indeed, some have argued that 
the police do not have as great an impact on deterring crime as 
is gp.nerally believed by the public: 

4 American Bar Association Project on Standards for Criminal 
Justice, The Urban Police Function, New York, 1978, p. 53. 

5 American Bar Assocation, op. cit., p. 57. 

c_ 4 
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The police are only one component of the criminal 
justice system, and it is highly likely that other 
criminal justice agencies have as much impact 
in terms of deterrence. The discretion of the 
prosecutor, the sentencing priorities of the courts 
and workload problems of correction agencies all 
may have a fer greater impact than do police 
practices. The police in fact, can be seen primarily 
as an intake mechanism for scooping up suspects; 
deterrence ultimately depends on what happe%s to 
the suspects after apprehension and arrest. 

Without acknowledging the larger political, social, cultural and 
economic environment in which the police find themselves, there 
is the real temptation to isolate one particular aspect of 
policing (e.g., crime prevention, maintaining public order, etc.) 
in an effort to measure the "overall" success of a department. 
However, observations of the larger responsibilities and 
demands placed on police should not be interpreted as exculpatory: 

All bureaucracies risk becoming so preoccupied 
with running their organizations and getting so 
involved in their methods of operating that 
they lose sight of the primary purposes for which 
they were created .. The police seem unusually 
susceptible to this phenomenon. 7 (emphasis added) 

Indeed, there is a reemerging belief that police need to 
address specific crime problems with specific tailored responses. 
As a result of this belief, specialized crime prevention projects, 
focusing on serious crimes, have been implemented in ~I]isconsin. 

6 
Robert. J. 0' Connor and Bernard Gilman, "The Police Role in 
Deterring Crime," as found in Preventing Crime, James A. Cramer, 
Editor, Sage Criminal Justice System Annuals, Vol. 10, 1978, 
p. 76. 

7 Herman Goldstein, "Improving Policing: A Problem-Oriented 
Approach," in Crime and Delinquency, April 1979, Vol. 25, 
pp. 236-37. 
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As the sta'te agency responsible for criminal justice planning 
and for the administration of funds available to the State under 
the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act,8 the HCCJ develops 
an annual Criminal Justice Improvement Plan. The Plan mav be . 
viewed as a yardstick for measuring the c'ornrnitment and scope 
of the WCCJ in addressing criminal justice-related problems and! 
or issues. The first Improvement Plan was prepared in Hay 1969. 

In reviewing the Plans developed from 1969 to 1980, it is 
apparent that the Council's commitment to crime prevention, 
both in terms of planning and funding, has been long and consis­
tent. Hith the exception of two years (1973, 1977) the Annual 
Action Plans have designated crime prevention as a separate 
category, with funding available to subgrantees who meet certain 
requirements. The total dollar amount appropriated for crime 
prevention from 1969 to 1980 is approximately $1,709,525. 
Table 1 (following page) outlines the money invested since 1969. 

While the HCCJ has consistently been committed to designating: 
a program area within the Annual Plan to crime prevention, the 
emphasis within these programs has varied considerably over 
time. In its early implementation strategies (1969-1972), \"TCCJ 
emphasis was primarily on taking a broad approach (e.g., public 
education, publicity campaigns, community relations) to crime 
prevention. Within recent years a more specific and detailed 
approach addressing certain kinds of crime has evolved (burglary 
reduction, Part I property crimes). Direct, quoted excerpts 
from selected Action Plans illustrate this evolution. 

8 The Law Enforcement Assistance Administration was created 
by the U.S. Congress under the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe 
Streets Act of 1968 (P.L. 90-351), in response to a growing 
fear of crime in the nation. 

,,,., .. . 
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Table 1 

WCCJ Financial Commitment to Crime Prevention* 
Appropriated Funds: 1969-1980 

Amount Program Title 

$ 25,000 Prevention of Crime 

$ 125,000 Public Education in Crime Prevention 

$ 125,000 Public Education in Crime Prevention 

$ 100,000 Crime Prevention Improvement 

$ 100,000 Crime Prevention Improvement 

$ 143,600 Crime Prevention 

$ 106,859 Community Relations/Crime Prevention 

$ 382,592 Crime Prevention 

$ 263,848 Crime Prevention 

$ 337,626 Crime Prevention 
-

$1 2 709 2525 

* Between 1969 and 1975 a number of subprogra~s (i.e., 
Drug Abuse, Indian Deputy, Police Youth Off:cer and 
Protection of State Office Buildings) were ~n~luded 
u'nder the general program area, Crime Preven~~on. . 
However only those subprograms that dealt w~th pol~ce 
public ~ducation/community relations and/or.P::t I 
property crimes are included here. ~ppropr~al_~ons 

for all subprograms included under toe program area 
Crime Prevention between 1969 and 1980 totaled 
$3,454,525. 

1970 Action Plan: Program 4: Public Education in 
Crime Prevend.on 

1 · d t' in crime prevention To initiate a sound pub ~c e uca ~on , . 
idin ass{;:;: ;"'ance to local law enforcement agenc~es, 

~~c~ro~over~ment;: ·'and other ~nterested g~ouhs tc: ~~v~i~p 
and implement publicity campa~gns, thro~g t ~oa~:~e:uard 
media calling on citizens to report cr7m~s, d t d 
prope~ty and, in general, to m~ke the c~t~zen un ers an 
his role as a crime preventor. 

9 WCCJ 1970 Action Plan, op. cit., p. 287. 
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1972 Action Plan: Program 7: Crime Prevention Improvement 

A statewide, comprehensive anti-burglary program will be 
conducted through the joint participation of state and local 
agencies. A central coordinating committee will oversee 
the distribution of pamphlets, engraving tools and advertising 
displays. It will also conduct a training conference for 
participating local agencies. This ap¥roach reflects the 
Council's confidence in the efficac 0 a statewide, 

to ~n ~vi ua revention 

1975 Action Plan: Program 11: Crime Prevention 

Most police agencies consider the detection and apprehension 
of offenders to be their priority activity, with non­
enforcement services next in line of priority. Crime prevention 
activities are included in both of the above functions, 
primarily under the concepts of deterrence and public 
education. The police have long accepted crime prevention 
as an appropriate part of their general mission, but seldom 
develop comprehensive programs aimed at the prevention and 
thus the reduction of specific crimes. 

The police do not have control of nor the capacity to deal 
with the social and economic causes of crime. However, if 
the police develop a comprehensive program that involves 
the community, it may be possible to substantially reduce 
crime. There can be no doubt that effective pursuit 
and apprehension of criminal offenders has a deterrent 
effect on crime, but that alone leaves the police in a 
reactive posture. A deliberate proactive effort at preventing 
crime will in the long run have greater impact in spiraling 
crime rates. 

The long range goal of this program is the creation of 
an effective crime prevention capacity in l.Jisconsin police 
agencies with the highest major crime rates and to establish 
demonstration crime revention rO'ects in a variet of 
other a encies with an emnhasis on t ose with s ecia 
crime rob ems such as seasona bur lar emphasis added). 
It is expected that throug t ese projects an increased 
awareness and capacity to treat crime prevention as a major 
police function will ensue statewide.ll . 

10 WCCJ 1972 Action Plan, OPe cit., p. 23. 

11 WCCJ 1975 Action Plan, op. cit., p. 48. 
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1978 Action Plan: Program 1: Crime Prevention 

Victimization studies reveal that a large proportion of 
crime is not reported to police. Police cannot formulate 
a reactive approach to incidents of which they are unaware. 
However, they can form "proactive" approaches to many 
categories of crimes which lend themselves to prevention 
efforts. At the same time they can influence increased 
reporting of crimes which may otherwise go unreported ... 
Funds will be available to establish and maintain crime 
prevention activities in local police agencies. Projects 
must outline a crime-oriented conce t; this is not a olice 
~u ~c re at~ons program emp as~s a e . T e project must 
1splay a strategy to identify community crime prob18ms and 

use both police and community resources to resolve the 
problems. 12 

1980 Action Plan: Program 1: Crime Prevention 

A key element of WCCJ's crime prevention programs is the 
systematic examination of past crime in a jurisdiction. 
Such an examination is referred to as a "crime analysis." 
The purpose of a crime analysis is to identify criminal 
patterns that are susceptible to preventive police action. 
A high crime rate does not in and of itself indicate that 
a particular crime problem is susceptible to control by 
prevention measures. However, an appropriately performed 
crime analysis should identify persistent criminal vulnerabi­
lities, e.g., unlocked storage areas in multi-family 
dwellings, structural inadequacies of certain locking systems. 
After identifying common criminal opportunities, the 
applicant outlines proactive strategies which are directed 
at removing the criminal opportunities associated v7ith 
the identified weaknesses. Thus, the aim of a crime analysis 
is to obtain knowledge which would make corrective action 
almost self-evident ... Applicants must perform a crime 
analysis which identifies and targets at least one Part I 
crime (burglary, theft, motor vehicle theft, forcible rape, 
assault, robbery, homicide, arson).13 

12 WCCJ 1978 Action Plan, op. cit., pp. 13-14. 

13 HCCJ 1980 Action Plan, op. cit., pp. 26-27. ~\fCCJ mandating 
that a crime analysis be conducted before funding would be 
provided, appears to be congruent with approaches outlined by 
other states. For example, the Minnesota Crime Prevention 
Center notes that i'effective crime prevention programs can 
begin only as a result of relevant and reliable information. 
Basic to preventing crime is understanding how and when it 
occurs. Programs often fail, not because they are not good 
programs, but because the problem has not been adequately 
identified." Minnesota Crime Prevention Center, Crime 
Analb'sis for Crime Prevention, Hinneapolis, Minnesota, 
Octo er 1978, p. 1. . . 
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This cursory review of past and current strategies illustrates 
th7 multi-fac7ted ~pproaches undertaken by the WCCJ in addressing 
cr~m7 prevent~on s~nce 1969. Several factors may have been and' 
con~~nue to be relevant when understanding the reasons for these 
var~ed responses: 1) competition among differing WCCJ goals 
~nd priorities; 2~ questions of resource allocations; 3) public 
~nput.and percept~ons of public needs; 4) data and measurement 
techn~ques employed; and 5) the political stance of the ~vCCJ. 1L~ 

As pertinent as these factors may be, the single most historical 
fact h~s been the absence of any formal evaluation (with the 
except~on of the most recent crime prevention program) to measure 
program and/or project effectiveness. Indeed, until SeDtember 1978 
no WCCJ-funded crime prevention project had ever been e~amined to 
determine its success or failure in meeting stated goals and 
objectives. 15 -

In the absence of any meaningful feedback on the efficacy of one 
or a number of program approaches, it is understandable that over 
the ye~rs a.variety of strategies were employed. Yet, the importance 
of hav~ng t~mely and accurate evaluations Drovided to decision-
makers should not be overlooked: -

Eac~ ~ear as leg~slative, budgetary, and appropriations 
dec~s~ons are be~ng considered, the practical issue remains: 
what d~es the public need and how should priorities be 
est~bl~shed? In a ~emocracy, the political process is 
rel~ed upon to exam~ne and determine public need and to 
set priorities as to how such needs are to be met from 
publi~ funds. Elect7d offi~ials are responsible for 
learn~ng and reflect~ng the~r constituents' needs and 
prop~sing programs or program changes with requisite 
fun~~ng levels to assist in determining priorities for 
actlon ... But for the work of officials to have meaning, 

14 WCCJ 7x~eri7nce with the Wisconsin Jaycees' Operation 
Ident~f~cat~on Program, funded in May 1974 at a total project 
~ost of $110,000, is worth noting here. This project was 
~ntended to be ~ st~te-wide anti-burglary proj ect". The 
Jaycees wou~d d~str~bute literature, independent of police 
department ~nVOlvement. (See Attachment A.) 

15 
T~omas ~versen, Crime Prevention Pro ram: 
W~scons~n Counci on Crimina Justice, Ma 

.. A 
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accurate and relevant information must be available and 
useful debate must take place. Analysis and evaluation 
help provide the needed information an~ a basis.for . 
judgment for th~ge persons and groups ~nvolved ~n publ~c 
decisionmaking. 

Recognizing this need for accountability, the TiJCCJ Executive 
Committee, beginning in November 1977, took action to ensure that 
crime prevention projects funded during and after 1978 would be 
evaluated. Guaranteeing that these projects were to be 
evaluated properly initially involved answering tw~ r~l~ted.issues: 
(a) would projects have to conduct pre- and post-v~ct~m~zat~on 
studies17 to test project impact; and (b) in the absence 
of victimization studies, what alternatives to evaluating crime 
projects existed. 

Pursuant to the Executive Committee's request, a proposal was 
prepared by the Program Evaluation Section (PES) regarding the 
evaluation of crime prevention pr.ojects. 

To ensure that the crime prevention area would be effectively 
evaluated, a memorandum was transmitted to the Executive Committee 
recommending that the Executive Director transfer $50,000 (then 
allocated for outside consultants) to in-house personnel in order 
to maximize the evaluation effort. The memorandum stressed: 

1. Tha t while some consul tants have fulfilled FCC:J' s 
expectations, many have not; 

2. That the time and money necessary for preparation and 
mailing of a Request for Proposal (RFP) , the preparation 
of responses by potential contractors and the convening 
of a Selection Connnittee are more efficiently spent on 
an in-house effort; and 

3. That the necessary expertise and professionalism ct~ be 
found -within the ll]'CCJ and the l.visconsin community. 

16 United States General Accounting Office, Evaluation and Analysis 
to Su ort Decisionmakin , U.S. Government Printing Office, 
as ~ngton, D.C., Septem er 1976,p. 3. S~E ALSO: U:S: . 

Department of Justice, Law Enforcement Ass~s~a~ce Adm~n~strat~on, 
National Institute of Law Enforcement and Cr~m~nal Just~ce, 
Evaluation for Criminal Justice Agencies: Problem-Oriented 
Discussion, U.S. Government Printing Office, Washington, D.C., 
September 1978. 

17 The issue of using victimization studies is addressed in a 
separate portion of this report. 

18 Mike Moskoff, ~1emorandum: The Evaluation of Crime Prevention 
Projects, February 13, 1978, p. 2. 

"' 
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The Executive Coronittee concurred with the recommendation and 
as a result a Crime Prevention Study Unit was established within 
PES. 

Since that time, PES in general and the study unit in particular 
has transmitted approximately twenty-one (21) interim, program, 
refunding or special reports to the Executive Committee to assist 
them in their capacity as decision-makers. The reports have 
contained information outlining the direction, scope and policy 
implications of the various funded projects. Table 2 outlines 
those documents forwarded to the HCCJ Executine C 'tt v om.m~ ee. 

Table 2 

Crime Prevention Reports and Related Documents 
l~orwarded to WeCJ Exocutive Commit teo 

Ill'ogress ncfunding/ Special/ 
Date(s) Title/Jurisdiction Report lnterim Other 

--

1/78 Alternatives to Victimization X 

2/78 Memo Creatilll! Unit Within PES X 

8/78 Memo Outlining Evaluation Oesign . X 

8/78,11/78 LaCrosse X X 

8/78,2/79 Brown Deer X X 

8/78.1/79 Franklin X X 

8/78,2/79 Menomonie. City of X X 

8/78.1/79 Wisconsin Rapids X X 

S/~9.8/79 ~tequon 
"" 

X X 

5/19.9/79 Menominee Restoration Committee X X --, -
5/79.9/79 Green Bav X X 

9/79 Cudahy, St. Francis, S. NilwllUkl'c X 

8/78,2/79 Greendale X X '.-

9/79 Oak Creek X 

7/79 Crime Prevention Seminar X 

j 

j , 

I 
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Victimization surveys were first used by the President's Commission 
on Law Enforcement and the Administration of Justice in 1966.19 
These surveys revealed that as much as 50% of crime went 
unreported by victims. Reasons for not reporting included neglect, 
embarrassment, or a feeling that the crimes "l;vere not. worth reporting. 

As an additional Source of data, cri~inal victimization surveys 
appear to be useful. The development of knowledge about the actual 
frequency or volume of crime, and the factors that influence 
victims' decisions to report gr not to report crime to police, 
is of obvious significance.,,2 

In reviewing the requirements of the TvCCJ 1978 Criminal Justice 
' Improvement and Action Plan, there existed some confusion on the 
part of the Executive Commfttee as to whether or not funded projects 
were required to conduct victimization surveys. A related ':'ssue was 
if, in the absence of vict~ization surveys, PES staff cou~~ 
adequately evaluate HCCJ-funded crime prevention projects. 
What follows is a discussion of some of the issues involved: 

A. Advantage of Victimization Surveying for Evaluating Crime 
Prevention Programs 

19 

1. Control Over Crime Reporting 

One of the significant problems that occurs in the 
eVdluation of any crime prevention program is 
measuring the actual incidence of crimes. Crime 
rates based upon the Federal Bureau of Investigation 
(FBI) Uniform Crime Index can be misleading when used 
as measures of success in evaluating crime prevention programs. 

Presider:t's Commission on Law Enforcement and the Administration 
of Justl.ce, The Challen e of Crime in a Free Societ U S 
Government Printing 0 - ice, Washington, D. C., 196 7, PP.· 2i, 38. 

20 William Parsonage, Perspectives on Victimo10gy SAGE Research 
Program Series in Criminology, Volume n, Beve':ly Hills, 1979. p. 10. 

21 
At the December 14, 1977 meeting of the Wisconsin Council on 
Criminal Justice Executive Conmittee Meeting Ms. Sarah Ettenheim 
~equested that PES address this issue. A report was prepared 
~n response to that request. Portions of that report are 
l.nclude~ here: SEE: Patrick J. Riopelle, Special Report: 
~uatl.ng Crl.me Prevention Projects: Alternatives to Victimi­
zatl.on Surveys, WCCJ, Madison, Wisconsin, January 1978. 

..c A 
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One of the cornmon outcomes of crime prevention 
programs is an incre,ase in the rate at which victimi­
zations are reported to the police. Communities 
~7hich "get tough on crime" may end up looking worse 
for their efforts if traditional FBI measures of 
crime are utilized. An example will help illustrate 
this point: 

Between 1971 and 197L. Portland, Oregon conducted 
a crime prevention program aimed at reducin~ 
residential burglaries,22 During the three 
years beginning in 1971 and ending in mid-1974, 
official crime data (incident reports) indicated 
that the residential burglary rate had climbed 
from 50 per 1,000 households to 56 per 1,000 
households. In contrast, data from the two 
victimization surveys (pre- and post) for the 
same period indicated that the rate actually 
declined from 151 per 1,000 households to 
(at least) 127 per 1,000 households. In addition, 
the proportion of surveyed burglary victims who 
said they reported incidents to the police 
increased from 50% in the first time period 
to 70/~ when the second survey was taken. 
Table 3 below dramatizes these findings: 

Table 3 
Residential Burglaries: Portland, Oregon 

January 1971 June 1974 

Uniform Crime Rates 50 per 1,000 56 per 1,000 
(UCR) Officiul Rates (households) (households) Failure? 

Victim Survey n~tes 151 per 1,000 127 per 1,000 Success? 
(households) (households) 

, Burglary Victims 
Reporting to Police 50% 70% 

If the evaluation of the Portland project had been based 
solely on the official Uniform Crime Reports (DCR) data, 
it would have incorrectly labeled the project a failure. 
In spite of the fact that the actual incidence of 
residential burglaries was reduced, the reason if'or 

22 Anne L. Schneider, Victimization Surveys and Criminal Justice 
System Evaluation, in Wesley G. Skogan, Sample Surveys o~ the 
Victims of Crime, Ballinger Publishing Company, Cambridge, 
Massachusetts, 1976. 

... 
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the increase in official crime rates was that the 
crime preve~ti~n program had a dramatic impact on the 
number of v~ct~ms who actually reported their victimization. 
The net result was more reEorted residential burglaries, 
even though the actual nurn er of residential burglaries 
was reduced, as indicated by the victim survey. 

Control Over the Recording of Reported Crime 

Recent research has shOvID that even though a victim 
r~po:t~ a ~ictimization to the police, that particular 
v~c~~~~zat~on d~es not necessarily find its way into 
off~c~al UCR cr~me rates. Skogan has indicated that 
one factor affecting the relationship between crime 
rates and official crime statistics is the practices 
of local J?oli~e. 23 '.'Police departments act as political 
and organ~zat~onal f~lters through which citizen complaints 
must pass before becoming part of the official count of 
'crimes knmvn to the police.' There are several devices 
for.accomplishing this end. Offenses reported to the 
pol~ce can be shifted from one statistical category to 
another, ~h7Y can be 'd~wngra~ed' or they can be ignored ... 
Where pol~c~es or pract~ces d~scourage h8Rest accounting 
large discrepancies should be expected."'" ~ , 

The degree to which cit~zen complaints do not become 
~ff~ci~l ~rime statistics varies considerably across 
Jur~sd~ct~ons. Table 4 (following page), reproduced 
~rom S~ogan (197~: p. 112), shows extreme variability 
~n pol~ce record~ng from jurisdiction to jurisdiction 
(see columns 1 and 2), 

Inasmuch as victimization surveys are not subject 
to contro~s by political factors inter-iurisdictional 
policy differe~ces and intra-juris~ictional policy 
changes ov7r t~me, they ~re more l~kely to give a more 
accurate p~cture of the ~mpact of a crime prevention 
program than are offical UCR crime rates. 

23 Hesley G. Skogan, "Crime and Crime Rates" in Sample Surveys 
of the Victims of Crime, Ballinger Publishing Company, Cambridge, 
Massachusetts, 1976. 

24 Ibid .• p. 110. 

J 
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Table 4 
Measures of Police Recording and Citizen Reporting Practices 

POl~ce Record~nq 1r C~t~zen Report~n'11r. City Robbery Burqlary Robbery Burqlary 
Newark 100 75 56 ' 65 Washington, D.C. 98 (:5 73 64 St. Louis 95 79 66 - 61 Cleveland 74 47 60 59 Detroit 73 62 66 62 
Los Angeles 71 67 55 55 Baltimore 71 51 66 66 New York City 69 50 60 62 Miami 64 79 76 67 Chicago 64 39 58 57 
Boston 61 45 65 63 Pittsburgh 60 57 70 56 Portland 59 64 52 57 Buffalo 59 48 58 58 Dallas 56 .61 64 57 
Oakland 55 63 66 64 Houston 55 63 62 51 New Orleans 51 56 61 53 San Francisco 51 59 53 56 Denver 49 61 57 62 
Atlanta 46 57 71 61 Minneapolis 44 54 62 56 San Diego 40 49 57 55 Cincinnati 39 41 58 67 Philadelphia 38 35 59 59 
Milwaukee 19 22 61 58 

* Police recording refers to the ratio of reported robberies and 
burglar~es that were officially;r,e,corded by the police. . 

** Citizen reporting refers to the proportion of all robberies and 
burglar~es reported to the police as indicateOlSy victim surveys. 

Source: u.s. Department of Justice, Law Enforcement Assistance 
Administration, Crime in Eic;ht American Cities (l'lashington, D.C.: 
U.S. Government Printing Office, July, 1974); U.S. Department of 
Justice, Law Enforcement Assistance Administration, Cr.ime in the 

'Nation's Five Largest Cities (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government 
Printing Office, April, 1975)1 U.S. Department of Justice, Law 
Enforcement Assistance Administration, Criminal Victimization 
Surveys in 13 J\r:terican Cities (\'7ashington, D. c.~. s. Government 
printing Office, June, 1975). 
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B. Disadvantages of Using Victimization Surveys 

1. Methodological Problems 

2. 

Victimization studies are not without their OTNn inherent 
problems. Levine' argues that much information about 
crimes given by respondents may be incorrect due 
to misunderstandings about what transpired, ignorance 
of legal definitions, memory failures regarding when 
crimes occurred and outright fabrication. 25 Organizational 
imperatives that may cause interviewers and coders to 
misrepresent the data toward a showing of greater 
criminality should also be considered. 

Levine is succinct about his attitude toward the 
accuracy of crime reporting: "If people are not 
trustworthy in talking about their voting behavior, 
financial position, business practices, sex lives, 
and the academic progress of their children, then 
surely we should not take for granted their reporting 
of crime."L6 

Cost Factors 

'Hethodological problems are not the only limitations 
associated with victimization studies. Cost is another 
factor that must be considered. With victimization 
studies, even a small area survey implies a significant 
financial commitment. Of equal importance, for 
evaluation purposes it is necessary to conduct pre- and 
post-surveys to accurately assess whether a crime 
prevention project has achieved its stated objectives. 
Low victimization rates per person require that a great 
number of persons be interviewed to obtain ,the necessary 
amount of data on most crimes. Interviews with 200 
persons, a number that is questionably small for ~ge 
purpose of analysis, could cost close to $20,000. 

25 James P. Levine, "The Potential for Crime Overreporting in 
Criminal Victimization Surveys" in Criminology, Volume 14, No.3, 
November 1976. SEE ALSO: Parsonage, Perspectives on Victimolog:y:. 

26 Ibid., op. cit., p. 311. 

27 George L. Kelling, et al., The Kansas Cit Preventive Patrol 
Experiment, A Summary Report, Has ~ngton, D.C., Po ice Foun ation, 
October 1974. 

j 
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Although telephone surveys are less expensive than 28 
personal interviews, the cost is still extremely high. 

The Madison Police Department Victimization Survey 

The City of Hadison Police Department's experience 
with conducting a one-time victimization study, funded 
largely by the WCCJ, illustrates many of the inherent 
problems associated with undertaking a survey of this 
kind. In 1977 the HCCJ's Criminal Justice Improvement 
Plan provided funds to police departments of all 
sizes to conduct studies on, but not limited to, the 
following areas: 29 

a. Management of police operations. 
b. Shared service programs. 
c. Surveys of community needs and establishment of 

police forums. 
d. Increasing productivity in areas such as servicing 

requests from the public. 
e. Refining police policies and procedures. 

The Nadison Police Department requested f.unds ur1er 
this program area of approximately $40,000 to conduct 
a one-time victimization study. Accordine to the 
Department, one of the expected benefits of this 
victimization survey would be the development of a 
more accurat~ picture of the vict~mization rates, 
by geographical area and socioeconomic level. Another 
expected advantage would be to survey general citizen 
attitudes toward the current delivery of police services. 
liJith such information the Department would then have a 
much better opportunity to correctly allocate resources, 
both personnel/money and techniques/technology~ __ Further, 
the survey would increase the information available to 
the Department on victimization areas, trends and costs 

28 More than any other reason, costs associated with conducting 
pre- and post-victimization surveys to measure the success 
or failure of these projects was and still is the reason they 
are not used. As an example, approximately $50,000 would be 
needed to evaluate, in some instances, a $20,000 project. When 
one considers that 14 separate jurisdictions would have to be 
sUI:'veyed on a pre- and post basis, it becomes clear that from 
a financial standpoint victimization surveys would be 
prohibitive. 

29 1977 Criminal Justice Improvement Plan, Program 4 - Law 
Enforcement Services Assistance to the Urban and Rural Police 
Function, Subprogram C - Management and Policy Studies and 
Development, pp. 22-23. 
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allowing a more complete picture of the police service 
needs within Madison. The riTCCJ Executive Committee. 
awarded funding for this project in November 1977.::s0 

As required by the l.JCCJ, the Madison Police Department 
developed a Request for Proposal (RFP) and distributed 
it to potential vendors in March 1977. Approximately 
35 RFPs were distributed to vendors across the country. 
Seven vendors responded with proposals. . 

A selection committee was formed to evaluate the 
proposals. 31 (This was also consistent with WCCJ require­
ments.) The committee evaluated each proposal using 
a "blind" selection process. 32 The committee selected 
the three best propo'sals and invited the vendors to 
participate in oral interviews with the committee in 
May 1973. One month later a Detroit research firm 
was selected to conduct the victimization survey. 
In July 1978 the contract between the Department and 
the consultant was finalized. -

During the early part of September 1978, staff from 
the Madison Police Department worked extensively on the 
initial questionnaire developed by the consultant. 

30 Madison Police Department Victimization Survey, HCCJ Subgrant 
#77-4C-SC-02-7. The original grant period was established 
as December 1, 1977 to December 30, 1978. 

31 Committee members were: Sister Esther Hefferman, Chairperson 
of the Department of History and Social Science, Edgewood 
College, Madison, Hisconsin; Captain Richard A. l.Jallden Madison 
Madison Police Department; and Captain Morlynn Frankey 'Madison 
Police Department. ' 

32 Rating each proposal: Each proposal was broken down into two 
sections: technical (containing the methodological approach) 
and non-technical (containing references, affirmative action 
and equal opportunity plans [AA/EEO], qualifications and 
experience, and budget). Each section was rated by members 
of the selection committee. The technical section' was allocated 
two-thirds weight, and the non-technical section was allocated 
one-third weight. The technical section is rated by a "blind" 
method, i.e., independently from the other section of the 
proposal and without any form of identification attached. This 
is t~ ensure that bias does not enter into the lating of this 
sect~on. 
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Numerous changes in format and content were made. 
After additional exchanges with the consultant~ the 
survey instrument was pre-tested in Madison on 
September 20-22. 33 

Followi~g the pre-test, suggestions for questionnaire 
changes and improvements were made by the consultant. 
Representatives from the Department again made further 
instruncnt revisions and scnt R finnli7.en questionnaire 
to the conou:_tunt late in Octobc-:::-. A£t8r the final 
questionnaire had received approval, field inte:t:"~.d.eT·7s 
were begun during the week of November 6, 1978, and 
continued until their completion in December 1978. 

The Police Department received a first draft of the'vic­
timization survey report from the consultant in February 
1979. Members of the Department staff associated with 
the surve~ were able to extensively review the 
document shortly thereafter and in the course of 
that review, identified a variety of concerns with 
the draft. Concerns with the initial draft included 
the way some information was analyzed and a concern 
that the survey may have resulted in some double 
reporting of crime in related categories (e.g., robbery, 
burglary). 

After further delays caused by the Department's need 
to clarify findings in the report, Volume I (containing 
information on the Dublic' s attitudes tm'l7ard the 
police) was transmitted by the consultant to the 
Department in late May 1979. Volume II (the actual 
victimizat~~n data) was received by the Department in 
July 1979. 

In October 1979 PES staff met with Chief David Couper, 
Project Director, to discuss how his Department planned 
to use the information contained in the report. In 
addition, PES was interested in finding out Couper's 
overall impression of the utility of victimization 
studies after being involved with one as extensively 
as he was. 

33 The reader may wonder why such an extensive explanation is 
in order. As will be explained shortly, despite meticulous 
attention in selecting a vendor and subsequently developing 
a survey questionnaire, problems were to arise. 

34 Three separate extensions were requested and received by the 
Department to allow for the completion of the victimization 
report. Originally scheduled to take no more than twelve months 

F to complete, this project totaled over twenty months from the 
initial grant award until the final report was sent by the 
consultant to the Department. 
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Couper seriously questioned the utility of the report 
especially as it related to being used as a manaaement 
tool (i.e., allocating resources, changing department 
emphasis, etc.). Because of all the problems encountered 
in developing the final reports, he was not confident 
about the data contained in the two volumes. As to 
specific areas that created problems, Couper noted that: 

a. An inordinate amount of police staff time was 
devoted to this project--staff time that could 
have been devoted to othe~ areas. 

b. The consultant was not familiar with how police 
departments perfo~ their duties. This was 
especially true in the case of what reporting 
requirements the police are mandated to perform. 
Originally the department had high eXDectations 
of what the consultant could do--they" had to be 
revised downward as the project progressed. 

c. vJhile the process employed to locate, hire and 
moni~or the consultant (i.e., RFP process, review 
comm1ttee, methodological reviews, etc.) was good 
this process did not guarantee an adequate work ' 
product in this case. . 

d. The methodology used in some portions of the 
report was "unsophisticated." The information 
in the attitudinal section (Volume I) was viewed 
as marginal at best. 

e. Doubl~ reporting of crimes and inaccurate reporting 
of cr1mes by some households were noted in the 
report. In addition, many respondents noted that 
they were victimized but did not state where in 
the city this occurred. As a result, decisions as 
to the reallocation of resources could not be made 
because of incomplete and/or misleading information. 

1;fuile acknowledging the inherent problems -.;"ri th the 
UCR system, Couper emphasized that victimization studies 
a:e not without their own. unique problems. The problems 
h1s Department encountered in conducting one 
victimization study (length of time, inaccurate 
reporting, methodological designs, etc.) are the same 
kinds of problems any department would face if they 
choose to use victimization studies. 3 ) Like any . 
measurement tool, a thorough understanding of what 
victimization studies' can and cannot do is paramount. 6 before a police department inplements such a study.3 

35 As opposed to pre- and post-victimization studies. 

36 Copies of the full report can be obtained through the Madison 
Police Department or the Hadison Public Library. 
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Alternatives to Victimization Surveys 

Official Police Incident Reports for Selected Crimes 

1. Philosophy of Approach 

2. 

Official statistics are collected as a routine part 
of police activity. As a result, the incident report 
provides the evaluator with a low-cost measure of 
crime. As previously discussed, incident reports 
suffer from two sources of error: non-reporting by 
victims and non-recording by police agencies. The 
results of victimization surveys suggest that several 
crimes are well reported by victims. For example, 
when PES examIned reporting rates for particular 
crimes for 1973 in Hilwaukee, l.Jisconsin, it was 
found that 92i~ of forcible entry burglaries with over 
$250.00 stolen w'ere reported to the police. Similarly, 
97% of all auto thefts were reported. The National 
Victimization Survey conducted by the Bureau of the 
Census for LEAA also found that crimes affecting 
commercial establishments were reported at a high rate: 
robbery at 86% of all cases, burglary at 79% and 
auto thefts at 86%.37 

Considering this information, it becomes feasible to 
limit the evaluation of a crime prevention program 
to types of offenses where reporting by victims is 
uniformly high. This strategy would eliminate the 
kinds of effects found in the Portland study. 

A Continuing Problem 

A problem that is certain to recur in this approach 
is that incident reports will continue to be subject 
to variations in police policies and/or manipulations 
of data by law enforcement authorities. The question 
that needs to be addressed is: How can accurate and 
professional police reporting practices be maintained? 

The determinants are difficult to measure. For evaluation 
of a crime prevention program, police recording practices 
must remain constant before, during and after the 
project to help assure accuracy. The President's 
Commission on Law Enforcement and the Administration 
of Justice has indicated that increased professionalism 

37 U.S. Department of Justice, Law Enforcement Assistance 
Administration, National Criminal Justice Information and 
Statistics Service, Criminal Victimization in the United States 
1973, U.S. Government Printing Office, l.Jashington, D.C:, 
February 1978, p. 22. 
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should lead to increased crime recording which in 
turn would lend credence to official crime data. J8 
Skogan, on the other hand, believes there are two 
indicators involved in the level of a department's 
professionalism: the department's recruitment of 
~inority personnel and its employment of ,civilians. 

The former reflects openness to change, responsiveness 
to ~x~ernal.demands and the ability of departmental 
adm1n1s~ra~10n to enforce controversial policies; the 
latter 1nd1cates a desire to raise the level of skill 
applied to specialized tasks within police departments."39 

This by no means exhausts the problems involved in 
ac~u:ate recording: The cost of operating and main­
ta1n1ng a systemat1c recordkeeping data system and the 
use ?f.t~ose tools for planning and evaluation may be 
proh1b1t1ve to some departments. Police denartments 
as a general rule, have limited resources. -However, 'while 
a department may have little say over its financial 
status, it does have considerable say over its nolicies 
and procedures. Police departments should have· written 
manuals covering recording policies and procedures. 
In addition, police departments which become involved 
in crime prevention projects must demonstrate that 
those policies and procedures will remain consistent 
over the duration of the project period. 

Behavioral and Psychological Surveys of Citizen Involvement 
in Crime Prevention Projects 

Wnile changes in the incidences of crime are usually 
perceived as the paramount goal for crime prevention projects, 
other factors come into play; primarily psychological 
and behavioral perceptions of the public in general. DuBow 
and Reed ~ound that crime program~ may alter perceptions 
of the cr1me rate, and people may believe that risks of 
victimization have been altered. 40 "These activities 
may also heighten awareness of the amount of crime, leading 

38 President's Commission on Law Enforcement and the Administration 
of Justice, The Challenge.of Crime in a Free' Societ~, op. cit., 
p. 22. 

39 Skogan, op. cit., p. 113. 

40 Frederic L. DuBow and David E. Reed, "The Limits of Victim Surveys: 
A Community Case Study," in Skogan, op. cit. 
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people to become more concerned and to feel more 
threatened. "41 It is anticipated that this change 
i~ awareness wi~l lead to a greater citizen participation. 
F~gur7 1 below ~~lustrates the response anticipated-
by cr~me prevent~on projects: 

FiC]Ure 1 

Crime Program Activities ----;>~ 

change in the incidence 

t . l' 
beh!V10ral reactions ~ 
psychological reactions 

of crime 

In studying the success or failure of a particular crime 
prevention program, it is important to take into 
consi~eration ~hese addition~l consequences, e.g., 
b7hav~0: r7a~t~0~, psych~log~cal reactions or perceptions. 
S7nce v~ct~m~zat~on stud~es have limitations due to 
s~ze, cost and time, attitude and behavior surveys 
may be a substitute. The crucial difference between a 
v~ctimization survey and a survey of this kind is the 
s7ze.o~ the survey population. Not everyone is 
v~ct~m~zed, but nearly everyone has opinions on crime 
and t~e responses needed to curb it. The way people 
perc'e~ve and experience crime problems is influenced by 
factors other than the crime rate. The specific 
contents of the survey will depend upon the intended 
consequences of the program being studied. 

E. Process Evaluation 

Another approach to evaluating crime prevention programs is 
to use a process method. In general, a proiect ~vaiuation is 
a process of assessment designed to answer two questions: 

--To what extent did the project achieve its goals and 
objectives, and 

--How did it achieve or not achieve its goals and objectives? 

An evaluation answering the first question is an impact 
evaluat~on; one answering the second question is a process 
evaluat~on. Answering the first question without addressing 
the second furnishes no information about whether and under 
what conditions a similar project can be implemented elsewhere. 

41 Ibid., p. 161. 
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Answering the second question without addressing the first 
results in the process of the project being described while 
its degree of success is not described. 

Specifically, a process evaluation could be administered 
by using a model composed of two parts which "t'lOuld relate 
to different aspects of the project: 

1. Establishment of Capabilities: Consists of those project 
activities intended to develop the capability to 
implement an effective crime prevention program and 
achieve the desired goals and objectives (e.g., developing 
policies, type of area to be addressed by crime program, 
etc.) . 

2. Transactions: Consists of those activities which 
relate to the project's goals and objectives and to 
the actual use of project capabilities (e.g., accepting 
complaints, recordkeeping procedures, 'third-party 
reports of crime, project compliance with the HCCJ Plan) . 

An inherent problem with an evaluation of this type is that 
it can become highly subjective, given the dearth of hard 
baseline data. ~~ile subjectivity can never be completely 
eliminated from the evaluation process, the subjective element 
can be minimized to the greatest extent possible by the detailed 
specifications of expected standards of performance. 

F. Conclusion 

Listed in Table 5 is an outline of the four methodological 
tools available for evaluating crime prevention programs. 
vfulle the list is not exhaustive, every attempt was made 
to limit the alternatives to those that are feasible, given 
the resources available. 

Ideally, the design of an evaluation plan should be an 
integral part of project development. Program goals and 
corresponding evaluation measures should be specified along 
with the program design, prior to its implementation. The 
evaluation measures are then collected and analyzed durtng 
the course of the project and are used not only to document 
the project's impact, but also to mo~itor its progress. 42 

Perhaps the real solution lies in the use of a combination 
of the four alternatives, depending upon the nature of the 
project. Each alternative has its own inherent problems. 
Levine has suggested that in "light of the underreporting 
of crimes in official records and the apparent overcounting 

42 This was the approach used in developing the evaluation 
methodology for the crime prevention projects. SEE the 
Methodology section for a complete explanation of the design 
employed here'. 
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Table 5 

Factors Involved in Evaluation of Crime Programs 

1. Victimization 

Advantages: Detects sUbstantial number of crimes that are not reported to policeJ 
high degree of ~eliability~ accurate data base for evaluation purposes. Objective. 

Disadvantages: Costly to conductJ extended time needed to conduct; need for pre­
and post-:tests; unreported "crime" uncovered in survey may not be crime at all. 
Thus validity' i~ questi6nabl~.-

2. Uniform Crime Reports/Incident Reports 

Advantages: Data is collected on a regular basisJ some crimes are highly reported; 
available baseline data8 low in cost; somewhat objective. 

Disadvantages: Only reported crime is considered, records may be manipulated by 
police, publicity, current practice; reporting must be stable over time to ensure 
reliability. Validity is questi.onable. 

3. Behavioral and Psychological Survey of Citizens Involved in Crime Prevention Projects 

Advantages: Addresses other factors involved in a crime prevention program besides 
crime rate; i.e., community response, perceptions; less costly than victimization 
survey (survey can be conducted by phone or by mail)J somewhat objective. 

Disadvantages: Limits focus of evaluation to person's perceptions and not ~o hard data. 
Highly questionable in determining impact of project; not valid; only somewhat reliable. 

4. Process Evaluation/Project Monitor 

Advantages: Few resources needed to evaluate a project; not costly; good mechanism 
to overview project in terms of goals and objectives. 

Disadvantages: Developing a data base to gauge impact of program vis-a-vis crime rate. 
Highly subjective in nature; low in validity and reliability. 
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of surveys, a prudent course may be to average crime rates 
based on the two data sets to derive ,a reasonable approxi­
mation of the actual incidence of crime ... it is probably 
most sensible to develop a crime index based on varlOUS 
admittedly faulty measures rather than to pretend 
single source of data provides a perfect image of 

Levine, op. cit. , pp. 326-27. 

that any 
reality.,,43 
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A'National Perspective 

On October 20, 1971 the Administrator of the Law Enforcement 
Assistance Administration (LEAA) appointed the National 
Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice Standards and Goals. 
This co~mission, comprised of individuals from the three 
branches of state and local government, industry, and the 
private sector, was assembled to formulate for the first time 
national criminal justice standards and goals for crime 
prevention and reduction. In developing clear statements 
on crime priorities, the Commission felt these standards 
and goals would assist in reducing crime through the 
timely and equitable administration of justice; the protection 
of life, liberty and property; and a more efficient allocation 
of limited resources. 

Listed below are those standards and goals developed by 
the Commission which deal specifically with crime prevention. 
In reviewing the Commission's work, two points should be 
kept in mind: 1) that the standards and goals reflect 
a continuing commitment to crime prevention, especially 
as it relates to cooperation between the police and the 
public; and 2) that while a number of the standards and 
goals have not been realized, either at the state or local 
level, they are still worth pursuing. 

Crime Prevention 

Every police agency should immediately establish 
programs that encourage members of the public to 
take an active role in preventing crime, that 
provide information leading to the arrest and 
conviction of criminal offenders, that facilitate 
the identification and recovery of stolen pr0perty, 
and that increase liaison with private industry 
in security efforts. 

1. Every police agency should assist actively in 
the establishment of volunteer neighborhood 
security programs that involve the public in 
neighborhood crime prevention reduction. 

2. Every police agency should establish or assist 
programs that involve trade, business, industry, 
and community participation in preventing anrt 
reducing commercial crimes. 
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3. Every police agency should seek the enactment 
of local security standards for all new construction 
and for existing commercial structures. Once 
regulated buildings are constructed, ordinances 
should be enforced through inspection by 
operational police personnel. 

4. Every police agency should conduct, upon request, 
security inspections of businesses and residences 
and recommend measures to avoid being victimized 
by crime. 

5. Every police agency having more than 75 personnel 
should establish a specialized unit to provide 
support services to and jurisdiction-wide 
coordination of the agency's crime prevention 
programs; however, such programs should be 
operationally decentralized whenever possible. 

National Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice 
Standards and Goals: Community Crime Prevention: 
rpp.- 194-202) 

Recommendation 9.1: Use of Building Design to Reduce 
Crime 

The Commission recommends that agencies and professions 
involved in building design actively consult with and 
seek the advice of law enforcement agencies in physical 
design to reduce the opportunity for the commission 
of crime. These agencies and firms should make security a 
primary consideration in the design and construction 
of new buildings and the reconstruction or renovation 
of older structures. Interaction with law enforcement 
agencies and security experts should be sought during 
preliminary planning and actual construction to 
determine the effects of architectural features and 
spatial arrangements on building security and security 
costs. Careful consideration should be given to the 
design and placement of doors, windows, elevators and 
stairs, lighting, building height and size, arrangement 
of units, and exterior site design, since these factors 
can have an effect on crime. 

Recommendation 9.2: Security Requirements for Building 
Codes 

The Commission recommends that States and units of 
local government include security requirements within 
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existing building codes. The formulation of these 
requirements should be primarily the task of building, 
fire, and public safety departments, but there also 
should be consultation with community criminal justice 
planners, transportation and sanitation departments, 
architectural firms, and proprietors. Government 
and private construction and renovation loan sources 
should make adequate security compliance with security 
requirements of the building code a condition for 
obtaining funds. 

Recommendation 9.4: Shoplifting Prevention Programs 

The Commission recommends that all retail establishments 
take immediate and effective measures to prevent 
shoplifting. Hanagement personnel and merchants 
should evaluate techniques being used elsewhere and 
select those most appropriate. 

Recommendation 9.5: Auto Theft Prevention Programs 
and Legislation 

The Commission recommends that States enact legislation 
to require: 

--Assigning of permanent State motor vehicle 
registration numbers to all motor vehicles; 

--Issuing of permanent license plates for all 
vehicles that will remain in service for a 
number of years; and 

--Affixing of more identifying numbers on 
automobiles to curb the automobile stripping 
racket. 

Recommendation 9.6: Crime Prevention and Law 
Enforcement Agencies 

The Commission recommends that every law enforcement 
agency actively work with and inform interested citizens 
of measures that can be taken to protect themselves, 
their families, and their property. 

A State Perspective: WCCJ Special Committee on Criminal 
Justice Standards and Goals 

The Wisconsin Council on Criminal Justice Standards and 
Goals Report was a direct result of the 1973 LEAA mandate 
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that all states study their respective criminal justice systems, 
develop comprehensive goals and standards and incorporate 
these ~~ncepts into their annual criminal justice action 
plans. 

However, it would be an oversimplification to suggest that the 
sole reason for the development of these standards and goals 
was simply because LEAA mandated that this work be done. As 
Governor Lucey noted: "The significance of this report 
was not merely that it was done, but that it continues 
v.Tisconsin's long standing tradition of examining problems, 
their causes and then responding to those problems. Only 
through this type of re-examination will we be able to deter­
mine what

4
works and what does not and where improvements can 

be made." 5 

The following standards and goals either directly or indirectly 
relate to crime prevention; and while some of these standards 
have not been realized, they still exist as approved models 
of achievement: 

WCCJ Special Committee on Criminal Justice Standards and 
Goals: Final Report: 

Goal No.5, Organization and Support: (p. 64) 
Subgoal 5.2, Overall Plan 

Every police agency should develop an overall plan 
to guide it toward its established objectives. 
Research a.nd planning should be undertaken to identify 
policing problems and recommend alternative solutions. 
Large agencies should maintain full-time research 
planning units; small agencies should consolidate 
research and planning efforts. 

Goal No.6, New Responses: Standard 6.l(b) (p. 69) 

Police should identify potential community problems 
which can be approached through crime prevention 
techniques. 

6.1: 
ocat~on of Resources (p. 69) 

Police agencies shall develop programs and allocate 
resources to supplement the traditional approach 
to policing. 

44 WCCJ, Special Committee on Criminal Justice Standards and Goals, 
Final Report, Madison, Wisconsin, January 1977. 

45 Patrick J. Lucey, as quoted in WCCJ, Final Report, op cit., 
forward. 
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Goal No.6, New Responses: Standard 6.2(d) (p. 72) 

Police agencies should assume an a.ct-lve d . ~ a visory role 
~n recommending legislation that has an effect upon 
the performance of the police function. 

J 
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Vandalism consists of the willful or malicious 
destruction, injury, disfigurement or defacement 
of any public or private property, real or personal, 
without consent of the owner OJ: person having 
custody or control, by cutting, tearing, breaking, 
marking, painting, drawing, covering with filth, 
or any other such means as may be specified by 
local law. This offense covers a wide range of 
malicious behavior directed at property, such as 
cutting auto tires, drawing obscene pictures on 
public restroom walls, smashing windows, destroying 
school records, tipR~ng over gravestones, defacing 
library books, etc. 

Al though not a Part I property crime, L+-7 damage caused by 
vandalism is estimated to exceed several billion dollars annually 
in the United States. In 1977 the U.S. Senate Subcommittee to 
Investigate Juvenile Delinquency reported that damage to 
educational institutions alone was estimated to cost $600 million 
annually. 48 

Vandals are of all ages, both sexes, every race and come from 
all socioeconomic levels. However, in the majority of cases, 
the damage is performed by youths. For example, in T,Visconsin 
during 1978 a total of 5,735 juveniles were arrested for 
vandalism. 49 This figure represented 70% of all persons 
arrested for this offense. 

46 U.S. Department of Justice, Law Enforcement Assistance 
Admini.stration, National Criminal Justice Information and 
Statistics Services, Sourcebook of Criminal Justice Statistics 
1977, U.S. Government Printing Office, Hashington, D.C., 
February 1978, p. 777. 

47 Part I offenses are: murder, forcible rape, robbery, 
aggravated assault, burglary, arson, theft, motor vehicle 
theft. In 1932 the Uniform Crime Reporting program adopted 
a standardized classification of offenses for the compilation 
of criminal statistics. This classification was devised and 
adopted in order that police, judicial and penal statistics 
might be uniformly compiled in terms of a single classification 
of offense. As the second of the two major groups of crime, 
Part II crimes are those thought to be less severe, committed 
more frequently, or less apt to come to the attention of the 
police. Part II offenses include assaults, forgery, fraud, 
embezzlement, vandalism, liquor l.aw violations, disorderly 
conduct, etc. 

48 As quoted in "Crime Control Digest," Vol. 11, No.9, Harch 7, 1977. 

49 Wisconsin Department of Justice, Crime Information Bureau (CIB), 
Crime and Arrests (1977, 1978), Madison, Wisconsin. 
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The motives associa.ted with vandalism are assorted and complex. 
According to Cohen, types of vandalism are reduced to seven 
categories: acquisitiveA tactical, ideological, vindictive play 
graffiti and malicious. 5u Another author on the subject,' , 
Cornacchione, condenses the categories further into: predatory, 
play, vindictive and wanton vandalism. 5 

A number of individuals and organizations which deal with the 
problem of vandalism conclude that to argue that there is no 
specific rationale behind vandalism is harmful. For examole, 
the Hanagement Information Service emphasizes that "labeling 
vandalism as senseless and motiveless contributes as much to the 
problem as do destructive acts themselves in that vandalism 
becomes an effect without a cause, an entity witho~t a reason for 
occurring. "52 

At least one study is direct in pinpointing what it believes 
is the primary cause behind vandalism. The Madison City Council 
Ad hoc Vandalism Study Committee report, in analyzing the 
problem, concluded that to a large extent "a general lack of 
parental supervison" is to blame.~3 . 

In spite of the myriad opinions on the causes and motives which 
lie behind acts of vandalism, there is some agreement on what 
is needed to control it. 

Co~unity involvement is sometimes viewed as a critical element in 
vandalism control. Community in~olvement includes: 1) advocating 

. re~pect for public and private property; 2) reporting incidents ~'I7hen 
they occur or while they are occurring; and 3) actively parti­
cipating in resolving the problem after damage has occurred. 
It is ~xiomatic th~t f~r thes7 .obj5~tives to be achieved, 
communlty cooperatlon lS requlred. 

50 "Crime Control' Digest," op. cit. 

51 Frank Cornacchione, Juvenile Vandalism: A Typology, as quoted 
in Police Chief, Vol. 44, No. 7, July 1977. 

52 Management Information Service, Report: Vandalism, Vol. 8, 
No.4, May 1976. Management Information Service is the pub­
lishing branch of the International Cities ~1anagement Association, 
1.o1ashington, D. C . 

53 Mc.dison City Council Ad hoc Vandalism Study Committee, Final 
Report, November 1976. 

54 The National Neighborhood Hatch Program, promoted by the 
National Sheriff's Assocation which targets burglary prevention, 
is an example of citizen participation. 
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H-;.ny l.JCCJ-funded crime prevention . 
slnce:e.c~ncern over vandalism pro~~~ts have expressed a 
have lnltlated steps to hel . l~pecl-lca~IY, severa! projects 
example, the Green Bay Crim~ ~me lor-;.te thls problem.~5 For 
the efforts of its Crime P ~re~entlon project has coordinated 
Vandalism Committee and thre;ent~on Bure-;.u with the Brown County 

. e ort east Nelghborhood Association. 
Desplte the apparent need for some unif . 
research and planning obsta 1 f' orm actlon in this area ihere is no centralized age~C;Sei~~st needhto be addressed. First 
evel, which collects aggregate ~rl-;.t t e n~ti?nal or state ' 

Consequently, accurate ~'a van a lsm stat~stlCS. 
. -l0ures are not readily available. 

The se~ond.problem associated wi hI' 
vandallsm 78 ~hat it is a Part Ii ~fannlng s~me strategy against 
offenses, It lS seen as 1 .. . 0 ense. Llke other Part II 
atte~tion than Part I Off~~~ serlOUS an~ ~herefore needs less 

l
requlre that all crime preve~~ionIn a~dltlon, ~he WeCJ Action Plans 
east one Part I offense A projects m~st address at . 

not be eligible for fundfna s such, ~a vandalls~ project would 
However, PES does reco niz:' no mat~er how serlOUS the problem 
closer scrutiny in thegfutu that thls problem exists and deser~es reo 

In ~urnmary, the tV'CCJ must determin 
merlts inclusion within an . . e whether vcmdalism prevention 
such inclusion, the methodo~xl~tlrg.program -;.rea. Assuming 
data must, at a minimum b oglca .lnadequacles of vandalism 

. ,e recognlzed and partially resolved . 

55 g~;!~t!!~ts~ity of Menomonie, Oak Creek and Brown Deer Police 
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National Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice Standards 
and Goals Report: Police 

(A Police) Department has an obligation to provide a profes­
sional standard of law enforcement service to the community. 
In fulfilling that responsibility, it is essential that 
Department personnel be properly trained. This is true 
not only at the entrance level where officers must receive 
basic training prior to their assumption of police respon­
sibilities, but it is a continuous process throughout 
their careers. Training is provided to accommodate Depart­
ment needs and to actualize the interest and concern 
which the Department has for the self-improvement and 
personal development of its employees. 

Wisconsin Statutes 165.85(1) creating the Law Enforcement 
Standards Board 

The legislature finds that the administration of criminal 
justice is of state-wide concern, and that laTtl enforcement 
work is of vital importance to the health, safety and 
welfare of the people of this state and is of such a 
nature as to require training, education and the establish­
ment of standards of a proper professional character. It 
is in the public interest that such training and education 
be made available to persons who seek to become law 
enforcement officers, persons who are serving as such 
officers in a temporary or probationary capacity and 
persons already in regular service. 

Inasmuch as laws, policies and issues affecting police change 
over time, training needs continue throughout an officer's 
career. In the area of crime prevention, practit~oners are 
constantly faced with the need to upgrade old methods and/or 
learn new skills. Several factors contribute to this situation: 
department policies are redefined; department emphasis may be 
directed from one problem area to another (e.g., from burglary 
prevention to rape/sexual assault prevention); new techniques 
are introduced; and new and/or more sophisticated equipment 
is made available to departments. And while these developments 
should be brought to the attention of all officers at all levels 
of responsibility, it is axiomatic that those officers assigned 
specialized duty be trained initially. 
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Training Received by Crime Prevention Officers 

Ideally, training courses, both in-service and specialized, 
should be directed at the real problems that officers are 
going to confront. Hhile it is necessary in the area of 
crime prevention to train officers in crime-related matters 
(e.g., planning, crime analysis, evaluation, etc.), and 
while this takes time~'~ due to the complexities of the subj ect 
matter, an emphasis should also be placed on human relations/ 
human interactions situations. l~en one realizes that 
a great deal of time is spent by crime prevention officers 
on making public speaking engagements, meeting with the 
various media and dealing one-on-one with the public, it 
is important that crime prevention personnel conduct them­
selves in the most effi.cacious and professional manner 
possible. 

Table 6 (following page) outlines the departments, 
individuals and those schools and/or specialized training 
sessions attended by crime prevention personnel as a 
direct result of funding by the WCCJ. As indicated in the 
table, two schools were consistently attended by the 
crime prevention personnel: the National Crime Prevention 
Institute in Louisville, Kentucky and the Fox Valley 
Technical Ins ti tute in Appleton, l?iscons in. 

The National Crime Prevention Institute (HePI) is a division 
of the School of Police Administration at the University 
of Louisville and provides national training, technical 
assistance and information in all areas of crime prevention. 
As noted by the NCPI:~6 

Crime Prevention Theory, Practice and Management 
provides current information on the design, develop­
ment, delivery and management of crime prevention 
projects and programs. This course includes 
physical and electronical (sic) procedural topics 
and community program development considerations. 
It is designed for individuals with leadership 
roles in law enforcement agencies and public and 
private service agencies. 

Some course objectives: 

1. Provide an understanding of the history and 
principles of crime prevention. 

* And cost. Total state law enforcement expenditures for 
training amounted to $5,698,549 in 1977 (most recent year 
data available). However, this figure represents 2.77% of' 
all law enforcement expenditures. 

56 Information provided by the NCPI. See Attachment B for examples 
of specific crime prevention course content. 
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Brown Deer 

Cudahy 

Franklin 

Green Bay 
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Table 6 

Specialized Training Received by Crime Prevention 
Personnel Through Project Funding 

, I Length of 
Officer(s) I Training Center : Training 

Seeger:': i NCPI, Louisville, K '!A"~ I 4 wks. y. ~'."" 

I I 

Hughes Fox Valleyi;~~~~~ , 
2 wks. I 

1U:>pleton. Wis. ! 

Olson NCPI, Louisville, Ky. I 2 wks. I 
Holberg* Fox Valley , 2 wks. 

I J 

Appleton, Wis. I 
Jankowski:': ! Northwestern Univ., 111'1 1 wk. 

I 
J 

I Schultz* , NCPI, Louisville, Ky. 
I 

4 wks. 

Olson Regional FBI , Training 2 wks. 

Type of I 
! Training I j 

Adv. Crime 
Prevention 
Basic Crime 
Prevention 

I Basic Crime , 

I Prevention ! , Basic Crime i 
I 

Prevention 
Burglary 

, Prevention 
Adv. Crime ! 
Prevention 
Theft, Commu-

j 
! Specialized In-Service i nication Skills 

J Kelm* r Regional FBI Training 
----l 

2 \"ks. Theft, COT'll'lU- I I I Specialized In-Service I I nication SkillsJ 
LaCrosse Utterbach"~ LEM CJ Traininr: Ctr. , 1 wk. Planning 

i Lancaster, Penn. I 

Manitowoc ! Halverson I NCPI, Louisville, Ky. i 4 wks. Adv. Crime 
I ! Prevention 

Menominee Reservation; Knope* NCPI, Louisville, Ky. I 1 wk. Adv. Crime 
i (Scheduled for 1980) 

J 
J Prevention 1 

City of Menomonie I Langlois Fox Valley 
I 

2 wks. Basic Crime I 

1 

I 
Appleton, Wis. Prevention 

Amundson": NCPI, Louisville, Ky. I 2 wks. Basic Crime 
Prevention 

Mequon Simon* Fox Valley I 2 wks. Basic Crime 
Appleton, 'Wis. Prevention 

I Burgard* Fox Valley 2 wks. Basic Crime 
Appleton, Wis. Prevention 

Oak Creek' Clasen Southwest Texas State 
I 

2 wks. :Easic Crime 
Prevention 

South Milwaukee Slamka Fox Valley 
! 

2 wks. Basic Crime 
Appleton, Wis. Prevention 

Ehardt Fox Valley 2 wks. Basic Crime 
Appleton, Wis. Prevention 

St. Francis Schneider NCPI, Louisville, Ky. 2 wks. Basic Crime 
Prevention 

Wisconsin Rapids Ironside* NCPI, Louisville, Ky. 2 wks. Basic Crime 
, , Prevention 

'k These individuals attended the WCCJ Crime Prevention Seminar in addition to the 
training listed above. The Seminar is explained later in this section. 

~'n'( National Crime Prevention Institute 

-fdd~ Fox Valley Technical Institute 

~-~---- ----~~------ --

I 
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Present the theory of risk management and its 
practical application through security surveys. 

Outline specific strategies used in programs 
directed at individual crimes. 

:ow: ; 

4. Review citizen participation programs, detailing 
the techniques which are most effective in over­
coming apathy and motivating citizens to join 
the crime prevention effort. 

5 . Review the management techniques used to develop, 
operate, and assess the most effective crime 
prevention programs. 

In Appleton, Hisconsin the Police Science Department of 
the Fox Valley Technical Institute annually offers its 
two-week crime prevention training program which is designed 
to educate the police officer in crime prevention techniques. 
The intent of this program is to provide the officer with 
expertise in crime 'prevention, specifically relating to 
rural and suburban Hisconsin areas. The course focuses on: 

Locking devices 
Security glazing 
Intrusion detection 
Safes 
Crime Analysis 
Rape Prevention 

Physical security surveys 
Environmental design 
Senior citizen protection 
Public presentations 
Retail security 
Developing community support 

\vCCJ Crime Prevention Seminar 

On May 2-3, 1979 the Hisconsin Council on Criminal Justice 
sponsored a Crime Prevention Seminar in cooperation with the 
Fox Valley Technical Institute at Appleton, Wisconsin. 57 
The seminar was attended by 34 persons, including crime 
prevention officers (CPO) from funded projects, supervisory 
personnel and HCCJ central staff. This figure represents 
fifteen police departments and one private, non-profit 
agency. (A complete list of participants appears in 
Attachment C.) 

Although potential subgrantees were in attendance, the primary 
purpose for conducting the seminar was to assist the 
currently-funded HCCJ projects. Both the Program Planning 
Section (PPS) and the Program Evaluation Section of HCCJ 
worked jointly on preparing the seminar. In addition, 
Ed Krueger, Law Enforcement Specialist at the Fox Valley 
Technical Institute, ~7as instrUo."!lental in arranging the 
use of the Institute's facilities. 

57 Because the seminar was viewed as an integral component of 
the overall HCCJ crime prevention effort, detailed discussion 
is included here. 

; ,~ 
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Seminar Activities 

1. 

2. 

3. 

Technical Aspects of Grant Implementation 

Follmving introductory remarks, various HCCJ staff 
discussed technical aspects of grants with seminar 
participants. HCCJ staff from PPS, PES, and 
Administrative Services answered a variety of questions. 
In addition, personnel from funded projects asked 
several questions regarding Equal Opportunity! 
Affirmative Action requirements promulgated over 
the past year. Finally, there was a brief discussion 
on the content and structure of Quarterly Reports. 

Maintaining Project Commitment and Interest 

This section was highlighted by an address from 
Harty Defatte, Crime Prevention Officer ,vith the 
Racine Police Department over the past five years. 
PES staff had provided Officer Defatte with progress 
and refunding reports on HCCJ-sponsored projects 
to acquaint him ~vi th the proj ects and permit his 
remarlcs to be specific. There was much discussion 
of various points made by Officer Defatte both during 
and after his presenation. The major issues discussed 
by Officer Defatte and other participants are 
summarized in the following. 

Crime Prevention and the Police Department 

Clearly, the individual CPO must maintain a personal 
commitment to the project regardless of temporary 
setbacks. However, it was also noted that other 
members within police departments must be convinced 
of the necessity and effectiveness of a crime preven­
tion program. Thus, the Police Chief and the CPO's 
immediate supervisors must support various crime 
prevention programs and encourage the entire Depart­
ment to show similar support. Also, individual patrol 
officers should function as unofficial adjuncts of 
the CPO to ensure a widespread impact of project 
activities. The necessity of inculcating a crime 
prevention philosophy throughout a department is 
underscored since individual CPO's may be transferred 
or promoted out of the position. Such personnel changes 
may seriously dampen project effectiveness unless 
replacements schooled in and dedicated to the crime 
prevention philosophy are readily available. Of equal 
note, the patrol officers often have the potential to 
implement various crime prevention strategies due to 
their particular knowledge of and experience within 
a given area. 

, 
I 
i 

. ~ 
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4. Statistics of Crime Prevention Projects 

Officer Defatte strongly urged all CPOs to carefully 
maintain relevant statistical data on individual 
projects. In the absence'o£ reliable statistics, 
decision-makers (e.g., police chiefs, mayors, county 
board members) have no basis on which to gauge 
the effectiveness of a particular program. Also, 
these statistics should be viewed as a means for 
the individual project to reallocate its resources or 
to change its emphasis. (Other points discussed 
under this topic were more fully expanded upon in 
later sections of the seminar.) 

5. Limiting the Scope of Project Activities 

Officer Defatte suggested that overextending limited 
resources is a problem common to many CPOs. As a 
result project effectiveness is often diluted by 
either undertaking an overly ambitious series of 
activities or by continuing activities which lack 
community support. He further noted that not all 

::wa ; 

of the many potentially useful crime prevention 
activities are feasible for each iurisdiction. There­
fore, it ~7as recormnended that project activities be 
monitored on an in-house basis so that only those 
showing an impact would be continued. Thus, limited 
resources could be more efficiently utilized. 

6. Use of Community Resources 

It was noted that the financial and time resources 
of a crime prevention unit are necessarily limited. 
Thus, an effective CPO will employ community 
resources whenever possible to magnify project impact. 
Several examples were cited in which varied persons 
and organizations in the community (e.g., senior 
citizens, CETA employees or municipal/state departments) 
were employed to perform crime prevention activities. 
In such cases the CPO had only to suggest 'or coordinate 
a program9.nd then could leave the day-to-day activities 
to the inQividual or group most directly concerned. 
Examples ci::ed included Neighborhood Hatch programs, 
the use of retired carpenters to effectuate security 
survey recommendations and school vandalism programs. 
This strategy should permit CPOs to multiply the 
potential impact of their projects. 

Project Evaluation Needs 

A significant share of the seminar's activities was devoted 
to the necessity for evaluating crime prevention pro.iects. 
Attachment D outlines the overall presentation, while major 
points discussed are summarized below. 

Co 
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1. Hultiple Uses of Evaluation 

It was emphasized that a sound evaluation of project 
activities and impact is vital for both the \:lCGJ 
as the funding agency and the i~dividual pr~ject. As 
was stressed in Officer Defatte s presentat~on, 
project personnel must carefully evaluate the e~fective­
ness of various activities to warrant reallocat~on of 
project resources. Evaluation requests by the HCCJ 
should be consonant ~7i th demands of local proj ect 
personnel, thus obviating the necessity for duplicative 
evaluation. Such outcome indices as clearance and 
crime rates for targeted offenses, average value of 
larceny and recovery value are more important ingr~dients 
of an impact evaluation. However, measures of project 
activity such as numbers of public presentations, 
security surveys and "Operation ID" participants are 
also useful in evaluating the efforts of individual 
projects. In summary, data requirements of PES sh~uld 
parallel those of local personnel, th11S compleroent~ng 
rather than enlarging the local workload. 

2. Data Needed in Evaluation 

It was stressed that PES is interested in not only 
quantitative data (e.g., numbers of presentations 
or crime rates) but also in more qualitative or 
impressionistic information. The latter might include 
conversations with local CPOs on organizational support 
of crime prevention activities from the police 
department, quality of promotional eff~r~s throug~ 
local media, or citizen support and op~n~on of cr~me 
prevention activities. Cle~rly, PES s~aff can ~ore. 
readily compare diverse pro.1ects by u~~n~ quant~tat~ve 
data. However, the gathering and analys~s of 
qualitative data permits a project to be evaluated in 
light of local idiosyncracies. 

Seminar particinants recognized several difficulties 
inherent-in the· collection of quantitative data from 
within their respective departments. These include the 
lack of uniformity of incident reports, difficulties 
in obtaining updated information on case.clearanc~s . 
and the unreliability of dollar values g~ven by v~ct~ms 
for property loss .. Hhile ~uch problems are inh~r~n~ 
to crime data, the~r sever~ty can be somewhat m~n~m~zed 
by action of CPOs. Such activities as development of 
and/or updating uniform inciden~ rep~rts an.d procedures 
for completing them are useful ~n th~s regard. 

I 
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3. Post-Grant Period Evaluation 

Finally, it was noted that a.commitment to e~aluation 
must continue beyond the per~od the program ~s funded 
by the l.JCCJ. The CPOs were encourage~ ~o begin and/ ~r 
continue an in-house evaluation capab~l~ty. An ongo~ng 
evaluation capability built into crime prevention 
programs by loca~ per~onnel s~ould as~ure accurate .. 
and timely reports wh~ch outl~ne the ~mpact and ut~l~~y 
of the programs. Subsequently, these :epo:ts,.employ~~g 
a combination of quantitative and qual~tat~ve ~nformat~on 
should help convince decision-makers (e.g., county boards 
police and fire commissions) of project us~fuln~ss and 
thus maximize the likelihood of local fund~ng p~ck-up,. 
especially given present budgetary cons~raints. Techn~cal 
assistance from PES staff was offered ":,nth the estab­
lishment of this in-house evaluation capability. 

Project Activities 

A variety of activities which constitute typical crime 
prevention programs were discussed. In all instances two 
critical elements of these activities were identifed: methods 
of creating and maintaining citizen interest in the a~t~vity 
and follow-up to measure the effectiveness of the act~v~ty. 
Some of the more common activities discussed include the 
following: 

1. Media Promotion 

2. 

All projects have employed diverse media form~ to 
encourage public utilization of crime prevent~on 
services. However, projects differ in the audience to 
which this information is directed. For example, 
certain services are advertised to certain sub-units 
of the total population, e.g., residents of given 
geographical areas, senior citizens, school children 
or home owners. The relative merits and demerits 
of both the community-wide and specialized population 
unit media policies were discussed by seminar participants. 

Security Surveys 

Such surveys are offered in several forms by all 
projects. Again discussion revolved about whether 
these surveys should be offered on a cit~-wide ba~is 
or via a block-by-block process. Also, ~t was po~nted 
out that large segments of the population, such as 
renters, are more resistent to effectuating the recom­
mendations of the surveys. Finally, procedures to 
follow up on survey recommendations to ensure their 
completion were seen as extremely important. 

.. 
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3. Public Presentations 

Again, these presentations are common to all projects. 
However, it was noted that certain audiences should 
be given priority, notably sections of targeted 
crimes. Also, the use of past crime victims as 
an integral part of these presentations to increase 
the relevancy of the topic to an otherwise indifferent 
audience was suggested by some of the participants. 

4. Other Activities 

Possible approaches to a series of other crime 
prevention activities were discussed. These activities 
include "Operation ID," the Neighborhood 'Hatch program 
and services offered residents absent from their 
homes for extended periods of time (e.g., home checks 
or loan of light timers). Finally, it was suggested 
that some programs must be developed for specific 
crimes. Thus, programs could be developed to address 
bicycle theft, vandalism and/or employee theft. 

Seminar Evaluation 

PES staff developed a short questionnaire to solicit feedback 
from the seminar participants (Attachment E). Although the 
principal purpose of the questionnaire was to measure the 
appropriateness of the ~\1'CCJ seminar, questions concerning 
future training needs were also included. In addition, 
participants were encouraged to relate their perceptions 
of present and future WCCJ involvement in the crime preven­
tion arena. 

Approximately three v7eeks after completion of the seminar, 
each of the 26 participants was sent a copy of the question­
naire. Of the 26 questionnaires mailed, 13 (50%) were 
returned to PES for analysis. The information that follows 
is based upon those questionnaires. 

1. Seminar Content 

Questions 1 through 3 of the questionnaire requested 
information about participants' perceptions of the 
seminar's content. The questions asked: (1) were 
the issues covered germane to the CPO's work; 
(2) were there other issues that participants thought 
should have been covered; and (3) was the amount of 
time scheduled for the seminar appropriate. 

Approximately 77% (N=lO) of the respondents reported 
that the issues covered were relevant to their work. 

,1 
i 

1 
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One respondent stated that the issues we~e not, and 
two respondents did not answer the quest~on. T~e 
ooportuni.ty to exchange ideas and/or concerns w~th 
other CPOs was a major theme which ran through 
the responses. Indeed, "the interagency rapport 
particularly stimulated ideas that we've begun 
implementing ... " 

- r 

The response of another participant is per~aps repre­
sentative of the participants: "Being the first 
seminar for crime prevention officers (funded ~y 1.·lCe.!) , 
it was by necessity broad in scope ... general d~scuss~ons 
relative (to) vacation home watches (pros and con~), 
property identification and the discussions relat~ve 
(to) media usefulness were helpful." 

The use of alarm systems, non-police involvement in 
crime prevention and programs more sui~able to smaller 
departments were mentioned as areas wh~ch could have 
been included in the content of the seminar. 

An eoual number of respondents (N=6) , or 46%, indicated 
that 'they felt the time allocated for the s7mi~ar ~as 
either appropriate or too short. Of those ~n~~cat~ng 
the time was inappropriate, expanding the sem~nar 
to two full days was most often cited. Noted one 
participant, "The enthusiasm and subject interest 
in specific areas of crime prevention devel?ped.at 
the seminar could've been even more product~ve ~f 
we had more time together." 

Seminar Value 

Questions 4 through 6 of the questionnaire dealt 
with participants' perceptions of the seminar's 
value. Table 7 belm.; is a breakdown of respondents' 
perceptions of the overall usefulness of the seminar. 

Table 7 

Participant Perceptions of WCCJ Seminar 

Cateqory Number Percent 

Very Useful 8 62% 

Somewhat Useful 3 23 

Neutral I 7 

Not Very Useful I 7 

Not At All Useful 0 0 
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Explanations as to why respondents rated the seminar 
as they did were in somewhat general agreement. "'Very 
Useful' would have been checked if we would have been -
able to delve into more specific areas of crime 
prevention." Said another, "I feel that using 
officers from establi.shed crime prevention programs ... 
is important; the Council did a good job by having 
M.C. Defatte of Racine participate in the program." 
And finally, "The seminar had v70rth in that it provided 
planners, educators and funders with crime prevention 
needs in both the short term and long term." 

Respondents were asked if there were any changes which 
they would have made to make the seminar more useful. 
One overriding suggestion became evident. The suggestion 
dealt not with present but with future seminar 
locations. Noted one CPO, "The proximity of the Fox 
Valley technical school is helpful. However ... an inhouse 
location would be preferable." Another respondent 
indicated that a change of locations might be useful 
"to see different areas or visit different agencies." 

All respondents indicated that they would be interested 
in attending similar lV'CCJ crime prevention seminars. 
"Local crime prevention requires on-going evaluation 
and update to be effective. Annual or semi-annual 
meetings of this nature would meet both these needs, in 
that one can gain from others' experiences ... " 

Training Needs in Crime Prevention 

The final two questions asked of the participants 
dealt with present and future training needs in the 
area of crime prevention. lfuile this area was briefly 
covered during the seminar, PES staff felt that further 
reflection would generate needs not already identified. 
In addition, information gained would be forwarded 
to Ed Krueger of the Fox Valley Technical Institute. 
Fox Valley is the only facility in the State which offers 
specialized training in crime prevention. 

Hhen asked if they felt that crime prevention training 
is eaSily accessible to most CPOs within the State, 
38% (N-5 responded that it was not. The rationale 
behind the negative responses varied from the general, 
"l<]isconsin is behind in its efforts to effectively 
train law enforcement in the area of Crime Prevention," 
to a more specific, "I would like to see seminars dealing 
specifically with one topic, e. g., Neighborhood ~Tatch." 
Several respondents gave no reasons why they felt 
crime prevention training was not easily accessible. 
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Finally, participants were asked if there were 
areas of crime prevention in which more training 
emphasis should be placed. The following areas were 
indicated: 

a. Generating public participation 
b. Alarm system training 
c. Generating resource pools on a state and local 

level 
d. Hardware information 
e. The "proactive" police response 
f. Crime analysis of the variety described in 

Standards and Goals 
g. Community problem solving and identification 
h. How to talk to people 
i,. Evaluation techniques 
j. Statistical gathering and data analysis; the use 

of the computer 

Conclusion 

The Crime Prevention Seminar was beneficial in a number 
of ways. The exchange of information among the participants 
and relevant WCCJ personnel proved mutually advantageous 
in identifying several benefits and costs of various 
crime prevention strategies. 

In addition, a mutually constructive rapport was developed 
between WCCJ staff and the participants, which will help to 
facilitate efforts in addressing needs and problems in the 
crime prevention area. Indeed, all participants who 
responded (N=13) to the PES questionnaire indicated that 
they would not only attend similar seminars but feel that 
seminars are integral components in the overall d~velopment 
of viable crime prevention. programs. 

Annual International Crime Prevention Conference 

In Nove.mber 1979 PES staff travelled to Louisville, Kentucky 
to attend the Annual International Crime Prevention Conference. 
The conference was co-sponsored by the National Crime 
Prevention Institute (NCPI) and the International Society 
of Crime Prevention Practitioner's. Over 300 crime prevention 
specialists, dignitaries, nationally-recognized 
specialists and interested persons attended the conference 
(Attachment F). 

1. State Crime Prevention Agencies Neeting 

In addition to the workshops and seminars offered at 
the conference, PES staff also attended the State 
Crime Prevention Agencies meeting held just prior 
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to the conference. At the present time there are 
over 30 states that have formal statewide crime 
prevention programs. 58 The principal purpose behind 
PES staff attending this meeting was to gather infor­
mation on what steps the HCCJ should take if and 
when steps are taken to implement a statewide crime 
prevention effort. 59 

In addition to exchanging ideas and discussing the 
current "state of the art" in crime prevention, a 
n~mber of specific suggestions relating to the estab­
l~shment of a statewide effort were offered: 

a. Don't est~b1ish the crime prevention agency within 
the state s state planning ,;agency (SPA). This 
tends to generate criticism on the part of 
communities due to the fact that SPAs are 
primarily in existence to fund pilot projects. 

b. Don't establish the crime prevention agency within 
the governor's office. It was noted that a~encies 
which enjoy the support of one administrati~n may 
not be supported by other governors, especially if 
they see the agency as a "pet project" of the 
last administration. (The ~vCCJ involvement with 
the Wisconsin Jaycees' Operation Identification 
Program funded in 1974 under the auspices of 
the Governor's Office will serve as a germane 
example here. See footnote 14.) 

c. Don't "bury" the st;ate crime prevention effort 
within a layer of other bureaucratic agencies. 
If this is done, the agency enjoys no visibility 
and may be absorbed by other bureaus or 
agencies which have no real commitment to crime 
prevention but want additional staff. 

d. Do seek out the support of the state's Chiefs 
of Police Association, the State Sheriff's 
Organization and the State Crime Prevention 
Officers Association. Such support demonstrates 
that there is grassroots support for a statewide 
crime prevention effort. 

58 Th7se s~at~wide programs vary from the very soph:!-sticated as 
ex~sts ~n Kentucky to one-person operations. Attachment G 
lists those states with formal statewide efforts. 

59 It is interesting t? note that at this meeting representatives 
from th7 states of Idaho and New Jersey were also gathering 
sugges~~ons as to how their respective states could develop 
statew~de programs. 
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Do generate legislation mandating that whenever 
the agency and/or bureau is to be located in state 
government, it is the result of bipartisan 
support and legislation and not the result of 
an executive order (alth0ugh a governor may 
choose to execute an executive order to demonstrate 
his/her commitment to fighting crime). 

~'Jorkshops 

Although PES staff attended a number of workshops 
dealing with specific concerns of crime prevention 
projects (e.g., television news and crime prevention, 
sexual assault prevention, volunteer programs), . 
two workshops are worth noting. 

a. The National Ad Council Campaign: "Take a Bite 
Out of Crime" 

Hr. B. Mac (;ray, of the National Council on Crime 
and Delinquency, outlined the history and 
rationale behind the upcoming national campaign 
to "Take a Bite Out of Crime." The campaign is 
the brainchild of the National Ad Council, LEAA 
and the National Council on Crime and Delinquency 
(Attachment H). The goals and objectives of this 
program were outlined by Gray: 

1) To change unwarranted. feelings about crime 
and the criminal justice system. 

2) 'I'b initiate individual action against crime. 

3) To mobilize additional resources for crime 
prevention. 

4) To exchange existing information on crime 
prevention programs being conducted at the 
federal, state and'local level. 

The total cost of tni.; project, including air 
time to be devoted by local television stations 
is estimated to be about $50 million. Gray 
also indicated that this project will 
probably be in existence for 25 to 30 years. 
In addition, the University of Denver Communications 
Department received funds from LEAA to conduct 
an- evaluation on the effectiveness of this 
national media blitz. 

b. Rural Crime Prevention 

Howard Phillips and Joseph Donnermeyer from 
the Nation~l Rural Crime Prevention Center, Ohio 
State University, Columbus, Ohio, conducted this 
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workshop. They noted that many factors appeared 
to be contributing to the growing rural crime 
problem: --

1) 

2) 

3) 

4) 

Remoteness and distance between rural homes 
on lesser travelled roads and increasing 
accessibility to county areas. -

Influx of population into rural areas. 

Minimal police resources and longer response 
times. 

Farmers' need for extensive equipment 
inventories. 

5) Continued adherence to an attitude believing 
rural areas to be immune from urban crime 
problems. 

6) Isolation of park and recreation facilities 
in rural areas. 

The moderators noted that the Center's research 
program is organized to a) expand, generate and 
test theoretical hypotheses aimed at building 
a knowledge base; b) to initiate, 'cooperate and 
assist in research programs with other insti­
tutions across the country; and c) to design 
program responses based on research findings in 
order to maximize societal benefits to be derived 
from such activities. 

In addition, educational and instructional 
programs are being initiated and developed. 
Finally, the Center is working to gather and 
assimilate information to provide, in one location 
up-to-date information on rural crime prevention.60 

60 A number of WCCJ projects have voiced concern that the rural 
and suburban crime prevention needs have not been adequately 
addressed. The National Rural Crime Prevention Center appears 
to be moving toward rectifying and answering the needs and 
problems of rural crime prev'ention efforts. (See Attachment I.) 

j 
" 

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



-. 

SECTION VII 

Crime Prevention Project Descriptions 

-57-

Crime Prevention Project DescriPtions 6l 

A. Introduction 

The T,Hsconsin Council on Criminal Justice (HeCJ) currently 
funds, at various levels, twelve (12) cri~e prevention 
projects throughout the State of Wisconsin. Projects 
are in various stages of implementation (see Table 8, next 
page). 

According to the 1979 and 1980 ~vCCJ Criminal Justice 
Improvement and Action Plans, all crime prevention projects 
funded by HCCJ ~ust attempt to "diminish the rate of 
at least one targeted Part I property crime" (emphasis added). 
As a result, all jurisdictions requesting: funds for crime 
prevention projects must analyze local crime data in an 
effort to identify, among other problems, Part I crimes 
which are particularly problematic to that jurisdiction. 
Those crimes so identified by the crime analyses are 
then "targeted" by the individual crime prevention project. 

All of the crime prevention proj ec ts funded by 1/1CCJ are 
housed within the local police department and coordinated 
by a Crime Prevention Officer (CPO). Host pro.iects 
involve program activities which are quite similar in 
nature (e.g., property identification, security survey/ 
inspections of residences and businesses, "Neighborhood 
~vatch," and commun-ity education (see Project Activities 
section) . 

The total population for all WCCJ-funded projects is 
342,061 or 7.31% of Wisconsin's total population. Excluding 
the City of Manitowoc, for which crime data is not yet 
available, the projects' total population is 309,121 or 6.61% 
of Wisconsin's total population. (See map on page 59 
for the locations of crime prevention projects.) 

B. Individual Projects 

61 

1. Brown Deer 

The Village of Brmm Deer is located in Hilwaukee 
County, just south of the Nilwaukee-Ozaukee County 

Information contained in this section is dra1;m from: State 
of Wisconsin, Department of Administration, Division of 
State Executive Budget and Planning, Hadison, Vlisconsin, 
January 1, 1979, Population Estimates; 1970 Census, Number 
of Inhabitants, U.S. Summary, PC (1) - AI; Boundary an4 
Annexation Survey, 1970-77, GE-30-3, August 1979; HCCJ, 
Grants Administration files and Crime Prevention projects' 
Departmental Records; and the Crime Information Bureau's 
Wisconsin Law Enforcement A encies, Full-time Actual, Authorized 
and Specia ly Funded Emp oyes, Ju y 1, 7 

~--~------------------------~------
___ ~_~ ____ ~ ______ ~--'>iA;Z,--_~ ___ ~~~ _______ _ 
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line. On January 1, 1979 Brown Deer had an estimated 
population of 14,360 and 4.5 square land miles within 
its boundaries. 

A two-year crime prevention project was initiated by 
the Brown Deer Police Department on April 1, 1978. It 
is one of five currently funded \VCCJ crime prevention 
projects in Milwaukee County. (The other projects 
are Franklin, Greendale, Cudahy et al., and Oak Creek.) 
Police Officer James Seeger was appointed as Crime 
Prevention (resistance) Officer. 

As of July 1, 1979 Brown Deer had a complement of 
22 sworn officers. The rate was 1.53 sworn officers 
per 1,000 people. 62 Actual 1978 Police Department 
expenditures amounted to $566,979. First-year (crime pre­
ve~tion) project expenditures were $36,793 or 6.49% 
of the 1978 police budget. A total of $25,851 is bud­
geted for the project during the second year of funding. 
This amounts to 4.56% of the 1978 total police budget. 

This project places primary emphasis on reducing burglary 
and theft by 5% from 1977 totals. Secondary emphasis 
is centered on shoplifing and vandalism prevention. The 
implementation strategies to effectuate the burglary 
and theft reduction goals are: (1) reduce the dollar 
loss resulting from targeted crimes; (2) increase the 
reporting of targeted crimes, thereby decreasing the 
gap between the number of crimes reported and the 

62 This is the commonly-accepted method of expressing the rate of 
officers per number of inhabitants. As of October 31, 1977, 
10,879 agencies, representing over 201 million United States 
inhabitants, reported a total of 437,000 full-time law 
enforcement officers for a rate of 2.2 officers per 1,000 
people. Caution should be exercised in using rates for com­
parative purposes, since there is a wide variation in the 
responsibilities of various law enforcement agencies throughout 
the country. Just as the conditions which affect the amount 
and type of crime vary from place to place, so do the require­
ments for types of police service based upon the conditions 
which exist in a given community. For example, the increased 
need for police service in a community which has a highly­
mobile or seasonal population differs from a community which has 
a relatively stable or fixed population. In addition, a 
small community situated between two large cities may require 
a greater number of lavl enforcement personnel than a si~ilarly 
sized community having no urban centers nearby. The cr~me 
conditions of the former are for the most part dictated by its 
geographic location. Many cities in the United States 
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actual incidence of crime; and (3) increase the number 
of follow-up investigations on targeted crime. Other 
project activities include increasing community aware­
ness of crime and crime prevention, "Project Theft 
Guard" (property identification system), and residen­
tial and business security surveys/inspections. 

Cudahy, St. Francis, South Milwaukee 

This Crime Prevention - Loss Reduction. Project is 
unique from the other WCCJ-funded projects in at 
least three aspects. First, it is a combined effort 
by three suburban cities in south-central Milwaukee 
County. The overall project goal is to reduce the 
leyel of burglary and theft offenses. Second, all 
officers assigned to this project perform crime 
prevention functions in addition to their regular 
duties. Third, due to the availability of funding, the 
project's term is for a period of eighteen months, as 
opposed to 24 months. 

Cudahy, a community with 20,928 inhabitants, has 
4.7 square land miles. St. Francis encompasses 2.9 
sgua:e ~and ~iles.a~d has 10,2~5 people residing 
w~th~n ~ts c~ty l~m~ts. The C~ty of South Milwaukee 
is occupied by 22,587 people within an area of 4.7 square 
land miles. All three jurisdictions have a total 
population of 53,750 within 12.3 square land miles, or 
4,370 people per square mile. 

March 1, 1979 was this project's implementation date. 
Coordination activities for the three jurisdictions 
are conducted by Cudahy's Police Department with 
Police Chief Anthony M. ~7ise serving as Proj ect Director. 

operate with substantially fewer law enforcement 
employees per capita than the national average. For 
example, cities in the 10,000 to 50,000 population range 
averaged two law enforcement employees per 1,000 inhabi-
tants. This low average rate for smaller citieo is offset 
by the fact that large cities, those with over 250,000 
i~habitants, were substantially above the national average 
w~th a rate of 3.4 law enforcement employees per 1,000 inhabi­
tants. Law enforcement employee rates based on sworn personnel 
only (excluding civilian employees) showed the average-for 
all cities was 2.1 per 1,000 inhabitants in 1977. The city 
rates, nationally, ranged from 0.1 to 7.9 per 1,000 inhabitants. 
(U.S. Department of Justice, FBI Uniform Crime Reports, Crime 
in th,= £r!lt~d States 1977, 1;.Tashington, D.C.) 
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As of July 1, 1979 Cudahy had 35 sworn police officers 
for a rate of 1.67 officers per 1,000 people: St. Francis 
had 16 sworn police officers for a rate of 1.56 officers 
per 1,000: and South Hilwaukee had 32 sworn officers 
for a rate of 1.42 per 1,000 people. Thus, the three 
communities had 83 s'\vorn police officers, accounting 
for a rate of 1.54 officers per 1,000 citizens. 

Total police service expenditures in Cudahy amounted 
to $843,420 during 1978; St. Francis f 1978 police 
expenditures were $552,201: and South Milwaukee 
appropriated $972,810 for 1978 police services. During 
the first six months project personnel reported 
$26,527 was spent for project operations. A total 
of $37,186 is allocated for the remaining twelve months, 
for a total budget of $63,713. This amount is 2.69% 
of the 1978 combined police budgets. The final 
twelve-month project budget is 1.57% of the 1978 
combined budgets. 

As noted earlier, the ultimate goal is to reduce the 
incidence of burglary and theft in the cities of 
Cudahy, St. Francis and South Hilwaukee, Immediate 
proj ect obj ectives originally included the follmJi,ng: 
(1) an increase in community involvement in reporting 
crimes as they occur; (2) a decrease of 20 percent 
in the total number of burglaries and thefts in the 
Cud.ahy, St. Francis and South Milwaukee park areas over 
the next two years (the park area consists of 1.69 
square miles); and (3) an improvement in the collection 
and usage of statistical data, not only on the 
adjacent park areas, but in the total community, to 
better determine how to allocate resources. These 
original objectives were expanded to include service 
to the entire communities rather than just the park 
and adjacent areas. Analysis of existing crime data 
determined that the problems of burglary and theft were 
not confined solely to the park areas. 

Franklin 

Franklin, a suburban southern Milwaukee County city, 
has a population of 17,650 in a 33.9-square-mile 
area. On April 1, 1978 Franklin Police initiated a 
two-year crime prevention project entitled "ABATE"-­
Accelerated Burglary and Theft Enforcement. Detectives 
Dave Holberg and James Jankowski were appointed as 
crime prevention officers. 

As of July 1, 1979 Franklin had 23 sworn police officers 
or 1. 3 officers per 1,000 inhabitants. During 1978 
police services accounted for $512,577 of the City's 
expenditures. The current year project budget is 
$52,462 or 10.23% of 1978 police expenditures. 

'. 
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Franklin's overall project goal addressed three 
facets of the targeted offenses of burglary and 
construction theft: (1) reduction in the rate of 
these offenses; (2) increased clearance rate of 
targeted offenses: and (3) increased proportion of 
property recovery to property loss for these offenses. 
The targeted offenses, however, were expanded 
to include all types of theft. 

Green Bay 

Green Bay is the most populous city in Brown County 
and fourth largest city in the State of Hisconsin. 
The City has a population of 89,918 people and 
44 square land miles. 

The City of Green Bay began its full-time crime 
prevention project on January 1, 1979. The project 
is operating under a January 1 through December 31 19no 
second-year timetable. ' 

On July 1, 1979 the Green Bay Police Department had 
151 sworn officers. In addition, there-are five sworn 
officers for specialized police functions through 
two federally-funded grants. The rate was 1.73·sworn 
officers per 1,000 people. The crime prevention 
project has a $62,003 budget which comprises 1.41% 
of 1978 Green Bay Police expenditures ($4,395,549). 

Burglary, as a Part I offense, is the primary 
targeted offense of this project. Additional emphasis 
is being placed on motor vehicle theft and vandalism 
(criminal damage to property). The 1980 crime pre­
vention expectations, as stated in the grant applica­
tion are: Ultimate Goal--to develop, coordinate 
and disseminate information and programs designed to 
reduce the opportunity for property crimes; Objectives-­
(1) to reduce the amount of burglaries committed in 
Green Bay by 10% in 1980, from 707 in 1978 to 637 in 
1980: (2) to reduce the amount of motor vehicle thefts 
by 7%, from 152 in 1978 to 142 in 1980; and (3) to 
coordinate burglary prevention activities with an 
on-going anti-vandalism program in Brown County. 

Greendale 

The Village of Greendale, a Milwa~kee County community, 
has a population of 18,215 and covers 5.6 square miles. 
The Greendale Police Department implemented a two-year 
crime prevention project on April 1, 1978. Sgt. Russell 
Anderson and Officer Carol Bier are presently the 
crime prevention officers responsible for this project. 

" i i I 

______ ~ _______________________________ ~ ___________ ~ __ ~~~~W~_~~d_~ 
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Twenty-eight sworn police officers are employed by 
Greendale. The rate is 1.54 officers per 1,000 
inhabitants. During 1978 a total of ~895,3l5 was expended 
for police services. The current project budget 
is $58,546 or 6.54% of 1978's total police expenditures. 

Due to the fact that the state's largest shopping 
center (Southridge) is located in Greendale, t~e . 1 

primary goal of this projectais t~ reduce ~he lnC~Gence 
of shoplifting by at least 5% dur~ng the f~rst year of 
the project and ar; addi~ion~l 15% ~n the se~or;d y~ar'lI 
Various tactics, ~nclud~ng Operat~on Ident~f~cat~on, 
electric light timers, vacant.prem~ses monitoring! 
public presentations, and res~dent~al and commerc~al 
security survey/inspections are being employed. 

LaCrosse 

The City of LaCrosse has a population of 49,403. It 
is located in western Wisconsin, bordering the 
Mississippi River, and encompasses 15.9 square miles. 

On January 12, 1978 LaCrosse initiated.a two-y~a~ 
crime prevention project. The CPO div~des a~t~v~ty 
time between this project and a locally-subsld~zed 
Police Public Relations (PPR) function. Due to the 
death of the first CPO and subsequent personnel cha.nges, 
the project period was extended until June 30, 1~80. 
The present CPO-PPR function is performed by Off~cer 
Barbara Utterbach. 

LaCrosse is served by 82 sworn police officers, or 
1.66 officers per 1,000 people. Actual 1978 Police 
Department expenditures were $1,612,708. The current 
project budget is $16,670, or 1.03% of 1978's total 
police expenditures. 

Three project goals were delineated in the original 
grant application. They were: (1) to increase the 
awareness of the crime problems which exist in the 
City of LaCrosse among both the adult and juvenile 
populations; (2) to increase citi~en invol:re~ent in the 
prevention of crime and apprehens~on of cr~m~nal offenders; 
and (3) to reduce the incidence of criminal activity 
in the City of LaCrosse with particular emphasis 
directed toward incidences of theft and burglary. 
Eight short-term and six long-term objectives were 
also listed. These expectations were similar to other 
crime prevention projects (e.g., to approach 20-30% of 
the businesses and homeowners in the city of LaCro~se 
with crime prevention programs, to develop and del~:rer an 
in-s€!rvice training program to all sworn personnel ~n 
the LaCrosse Police Department and to increase the number 
of crimes cleared by arrest by 2-37..). 

'. 
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7 . Mani towoc 

The City of Manitowoc, a community with 32,940 citizens, 
borders Lake Michigan in east central vJisconsin. Its 
land area encompasses 12.5 square miles. 

On August 1, 1979 Manitov70c Police began the operation 
of a two-year crime prevention project. Sgt. Roger 
Halverson is Manitowoc's crime prevention officer . 

City residents are served by 64 sworn police officers, 
or 1.94 officers per 1,000 people. The 1978 total 
Departmental budget was $1,130,221. Project monies 
of $27,053, o~ 2.39% of 197~'s total police budget, 
have been allocated for the first year. 

The City of Manitowoc's project is aimed at reducing 
the opportunities for property crime--primarily bur­
glary and certain acts of larceny. Four objectives 
are outlined in the grant application: (1) to 
r~duce the amount of burglaries committed during the 
f~rst year of the program by 10%, from 444 to 400, 
and to reduce burglaries another 15%, from 400 to 
340, in the second year; (2) to reduce the amount of 
theft from autos (including auto parts and acces­
sories) by 6%, from 331 to 311, over the two-year 
period; (3) to reduce shoplifting cases by 10%, from 
313 to 282, the first year and 10%, from 282 to 254, 
the second year; and (4) to increase the value of property 
recovered by 10% to 15% over the two-year period. 

8. Menominee Tribal Police 

Menominee Tribal Police secured a crime prevention 
grant award and are presently in the second year 
of operation. Their grant began November 1, 1978, 
and Investigator James Knope was appointed Crime 
Prevention Officer. The law enforcement responsibi­
lities are unique for Menominee County inasmuch as 
two agencies--Menominee Tribal Police and Menominee 
County Sheriff--share a similar land area. However, 
Tribal Police are responsible for all federal non-taxable 
land area, which is the majority of the County area 
or 360 square miles (except for traffic and highway 
enforcement). The County area, located in north 
central Wisconsin, has a population of 3,140. 

As of July 1, 1979 twenty sworn police officers served 
the Tribal population. The rate was 6.37 officers 
per 1,000 people. During 1978 a reported $338,846 
was expended for Tribal Police services. The second 
year project budget is $22,064 or 6.49% of 1978's total 
budget. 

f 
I 
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This project's goals, as stated in the grant 
application, are: (1) to reduce the incidenc.e of 
burglaries 3% (approximately 10 burglaries) through 
further police training in security systems and 

-- I 

other crime prevention techniques; (2) to continue to 
implement a community education program with the 
emphasis on crime reporting and current crime prob­
lems existing on the Henominee Indian Reservation; 
and (3) to increase citizen involvement in the 
prevention of crime. The objectives employed to 
accomplish the goals are: (1) to provide security 
checks of residence when requested (project target 
will be 100 residence minimum); (2) to continue to 
implement an on-going in-service training pr.ogram, 
eight hours per quarter for all Menominee Tribal 
Police; (3) to continue to implement a property 
identification program and to have materials available 
to the public; and (4) to continue to implement a 
community education program and to provide a minimum 
of ten talks. 

City of Henomonie 

The City of Menomonie, located in northwestern 
Wisconsin, has lO,66~ inhabitants and covers 10.9 
square land miles. In addition to the resident 
population, University of ~nsconsin-Stout students 
account for another 7,000 seasonal residents. The 
City Police Department is currently operating a 
two-.year crime prevention proj ec t, and Officer Dale 
Amundson is the CPO. 

Twenty-five sworn police officers serve the community, 
for a rate of 2.34 officers per 1,000 people (without 
the seasonal student population), and an approximate 
rate of 1.42 officers per 1,000 people (including 
the student population). Police and police-related 
expenditures amounted to $679,834 during 1978. 
This project, scheduled to complete its second year 
of. funding on June 30, 1980, has a current budget 
of $25,497. The project budget is 3.75% of 1978's 
total police expenditures. 

Project efforts are directed at burglary and theft 
reduction. The ultimate goal is to reduce the crime 
rate in the City of Menomonie and to increase the 
number of cases cleared by arrest through the 
maintenance and utilization of a crime prevention 
program. Immediate project objectives are to 
disseminate crime prevention information to the 
public sector and fellow officers. 

--~-----------------~ --------------------~--~.----.------
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10. Mequon 

The Village of Mequon encompasses 46.3 square land miles 
in southern Ozaukee County, directly north of 
Milwaukee County. Population statistics reveal that 
an estimated 16,975 people reside in Mequon, for 
an average 367 persons per square mile. 

On November 1, 1978 Mequon Police implemented a 
crime prevention project. Although two police per­
sonnel, Lieutenant Dick Burgard and Sergeant Tom Simon, 
are assigned to the crime prevention function, only 
Sergeant Simon receives his salary from grant fu.nds. 

Mequon's Police force consists of 33 sworn officers, 
or 1.94 officers per 1,000 people. Police expenses 
for 1978 were $709,784. The current project budget 
is $35,782, or 5.04% of 1978's total departmental 
budget. 

Similar to other crime prevention efforts, this project 
is attempting to stabilize b'urglary and theft rates. 
According to the grant application, the ultimate goal 
is to establish a crime prevention bureau within the 
Mequon Police Department in order to create and 
maintain an awareness in the community of the 
-need for citizen participation i,n law enforcement. 
Specific immediate objectives are: (1) in the first 
year to stabilize projected increases of 48% in 
the rates of burglary and theft at construction sites, 
schools and businesses; and (2) to reduce the project 
rate of increase in dollar loss per burglary (total 
of $16,000 loss projected for 1978) from the 1977 
actual level of $32,000. 

11. Oak Creek 

Oak Creek, a suburban city in southern Milwaukee 
County, has a population of 16,776 and covers 28.4 
square land miles. On November 1, 1978 Oak Creek 
Police initiated a crime prevention project, entitled 
Community AQclisted Police Enforcement (CAPE). Lt. Al 
Clasen, Jr. was appointed to the position of CPO. 

Police personnel include 39 sworn police officers, 
or 2.32 officers per 1,000 people. During 1978, 
$830,111 was expended for City police services. The 
current project budget is $31,569, or 3.8% of 1978's 
total budget. 

/ 
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Burglary was identified as the Part I c:'-;':ime Oak 
Creek desired to reduce by 10%. The subgrantee 
intends to achieve this goal by alerting 30-40% 
of the cit~~ens of Oak Creek to the need to report 
suspiciou~ -~cidents to the police. 

Wisconsin Rapids 

The City of Wisconsin Rapids, a community of 18,266 
people in central Wisconsin, has 11.1 square land 
miles. The City Police Department was awarded an 
anti-burglary crime prevention grant on April 1, 1978. 
Officer Richard Ironside is the project's current 
CPO. Police services amounted to $875,912 in 1978. 
The current project budget is $44,132, or 5.04% 
of 1978's total. Forty sworn police officers 
complement Wisconsin Rapids' police staff. This 
complement constitutes a rate of 2.19 officers per 
1,000 people. 

The project goal is to implement an effective crime 
prevention program for the City of ~.lisconsin Rapids, 
and the objective is to reduce the rate of 
residential burglaries. To achieve this objective, 
project personnel are: (1) to actively assist in 
the estaplishment of volunteer neighborhood security 
programs that involve the public in burglary preven­
tion and reduction; (2) to develop "Operation 
Identification"--a property identification system-­
and promote the program in the community; (3) to 
conduct a systematic security survey service to the 
people; and (4) to establish a specialized unit in 
the area of crime prevention. 
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Introduction 

A prime requirement of this program report is to evaluate 
the effectiveness of a series of crime prevention strategies 
employed by diverse jurisdictions. I'lhile individual pro,; ects 
differ along several dimensions, their basic similarities 
require a common framework of analysis. In summary, this 
framework consists of a series of quantitative and qualitative 
comparisons, both among individual projects and between 
these projects and similar jurisdictions which lack formal 
crime prevention programs. 

Since the evaluation of individual and aggregated projects 
rests on a multiplicity of quantitative and qualitative 
measures, program effectiveness should not be determined 
solely on any single criterion (see Victimization Studies 
section). Instead, this report weighs the relative impor­
tance of these disparate and perhaps contradictory effects 
of crime prevention polic.ies. To summarize, various elements 
of the crime prevention program mandate both. a broad and 
flexible evaluation design. The multiplicity of targeted 
offenses, jurisdictions, preventive strategies and impact 
indices combine to produce a multi-faceted research design. 

B. Research Design 

1. Introduction 

2. 

This section outlines both the format and content 
of the data analysis. Projects will be evaluated along 
several dimensions; hence a diversity of data 
sources and research strategies are employed. 
Since individual projects vary in their choice of 
targeted Part I offenses and/or crime prevention 
activities, this research design retains the flexi­
bility needed to incorporate the aforementioned 
variance. 

Data Collection and Survey Instrument 

A major el",:ment of this analysis is a series of 
comparisons by which to measure the quantitative 
aspects of diverse crime prevention projects. These 
comparisons include contrasting the quantity and 
characteristics of targeted offenses during the 
project period with like offenses during the year 
prior to project operationalization (i.e., baseline). 
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Naturally, the effective start-up dates of funded 
projects differ and seldom correspond to the calendar 
year. Table 9 outlines the quantity of offenses 
sampled in each crime prevention jurisdiction along 
with the dates of each project's baseline period. In 
most instances, included data consist of all targeted 
offenses known to the police during both the 
baseline and project periods. Exceptions to this 
rule occur in several jurisdictions where an excessive 
volume of targeted offenses necessitated a more 
restricted sample. 63 

Regardless of the completeness of these samples, 
a single data collection i l~trument (Appendix J) 
has been used to obtain -:11'~. adequate portrayal of 
targeted crimes. While this instrument has proven 
overly detailed for several jurisdictions, it is 
sufficiently broad to have been used in all projects, 
obviating the need for mUltiple data collection forms. 
This instrument is separated into several logical 
categories--timing, target, modus operandi, victim 
and follow-up (together with items strictly applicable 
to auto theft). The data collection form was pre-
tested during initial site visits, and severa.l 
additions/deletions were made. Relevant data were 
drawn from police department complaint forms and case 
files. Following their collection at police departments, 
these data were translated into machine readable form 
for analytical purposes. 

3. Measurement of Program Impact 

a. Quantitative Data 

To the maximum extent, evaluation of the Crime 
Prevention Program rests on a series of quantitative 
measurements and comparisons. Although more 
impressionistic data is also employed-(see PES 
Citizen Questionnaire section), an emphasis on 
quantitative data permits more authoritative 
comparisons among projec~s. 

As noted earlier, the evaluation design Eauges 
the effectiveness of tile Crime Prevention Program 
by using several methods of comparison. Hhile 
the following comparisons are seldom mutually 
exclusive, they do provide three relatively distinct 
perspectives with which to view program impact. 

63 These exceptions include the following: Cudahy, St. Francis and 
South Milwau~ee--l/6 of all theft; Greendale--approximately 
1/5 of shoplifting offenses j LaCro·sse--approximately 1/3 of all 
burglaries and City of Henomonie--approximately 1/3 of all thefts. 

• 

Table 9 

Crime Prevention Projects: Sample Characteristics * 

S~mp1e Sizes Cl. 

i I -. -~--
.~~~ Project i Project 

:urisdiction 
I Targeted 

Baseline Period Offense Pre-Baseline Baseline Year 1 : Year 2 I -:otal 

i 
~ 

3rown Deer Sept. 1, 1977 to l Burglary 28 77 93 I 198 ! 

August 31, 1978 ; Theft 261 322 583 

I Cudahy Harch 1, 1978 to I Burglary 180 130 310 , 

Feb. 28, 1979 Theft 93 57 150 , 

Franklin Oct. 1, 1977 to Burglary 3 107 117 ::'27 
Sept. 30, 1978 Theft 152 131 360 80 723 

I , 
, Green Bay Jan. 1, 1978 to Burglary 799 471 
I Dec. 31, 1978 1,?69 

Greendale July 1, 1977 to Shoplifting 440 387 388 1,215 
i : 

I June 31, 1978 Other Prop. 7 5 363 375 
i ! I ' LaCrosse Feb. 1, 1977 to Burglary 118 132 ! 62 312 I 

Jan. 31 192:~ Auto Theft 180 220 ! LOO ; 

~fE:nominee I : 

I Restoration Jan. 1, 1978 
I I 

to Burglary 184 63 i 246 
l Committee Dec. 31, 1978 
I 

I 

~lenomonie , Sept. 15, 1977 to Burglary 44 62 5 111 I 
I 

i City of Sept. 14, 1978 Theft 141 I 150 291 1 

! ~lequon March 1, 1978 to Burglary 99 84 183 I 
I j Feb. 28, 1979 Theft 232 182 314 

! 
I 
I 

I Oak Creek Jan. 1, 1978 to Burglary 22 132 105 256 ! 
i Dec. 31, 1978 ! 

I St. 

I 

Francis Harch 1, 1978 to Burglary 135 67 202 ! 
Feb. Theft 65 28 ':1'3 28, 1979 

I 
-------; 

; 

I I I :=;'luth Harch 1, 1978 to Burglary 102 62 .. :2j I ~!Lhlaukee 
I 

Feb. 28, 1979 Theft ll2 55 I 

I i lVisconsin June 1, 1977 to Burglary I 177 172 71 4:20 
! 

j 
I 
J 

Rapids Hay 31, 197:} 

All Juris- l.ll I 
dictions Targeted 205 3,816 13,324 969 

Offenses I 

* In many instances, samples from individual jurisdictions do not contain twelve 
months of data for the "Project Year 1" category. Hence, the quantity of offenses 
in the "Baseline" and "Project Year 1" categories are not directly comparable. 

8,314 

,',* Pre-baseline samples include ail cases which occurred prior to each j urisdic tion' s 
baseline period. These cases were coded before the exact parameters of the baseline 
period were determined. 
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Historical Comparison: Before/After Project 
Implementation 

Various dimensions of targeted offenses 
drawn from the year-long baseline period 
are contrasted to offenses during the 
project period. These dimensions include 
not only the quantity of such offenses, but 
also characteristics of targeted crimes such 
as clearance rate, extent of loss and method 
of detection. 

Hithin Program Comparison: Type of Offense 
and Location of Project 

Finally, crime prevention projects can be 
~ompared to one another along a variety of 
dimensions. Specifically, the impact of 
those project$ within the Metropolitan Hi1waukee 
area can be compared to those lying outside 
the region. Also, analysis of the effect 
of project activities is restricted to burglar;' 
offenses since only one non-Milwaukee project 
targeted theft. 

(3) Spatial Comparison: Targeted and Non-targeted 
Population 

Here the incidence and characteristics of 
selected offenses will be analyzed by con­
trasting those jurisdictions served by crime 
prevention projects with like jurisdictions 
not so served. In summary, relevant data from 
jurisdictions having crime prevention projects 
will be contrasted to data from both selected 
Wisconsin jurisdictions with similar popula­
tion and statewide information. 

The aforementioned comparisons provide alternative 
analytic frameworks within which to evaluate 
the disparate projects. Since the excessive 
cost of pre- and post-project victimization 
surveys preclude their use, this evaluation 
analyzes a series of variables (see section on 
Victimization Surveys) within the outlined 
comparative frameworks. Although the 

• 
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following variables are not all-inclusive, the 
ordering generally reflects their relative 
importance within the research design. 

(1) 

(2) 

Targeted Crimes Known to the Police 

The primar.y objective of all projects is 
to "dimini.sh the rate of at least one 
targeted Part I crime" (T,TCCJ 1979 Policies 
and Procedures and Draft Action Plan; p. 14). 
Thus, a comparison of the rates of targeted 
offenses prior to and during project periods 
will be a major criterion by which to 
measure the effectiveness of the entire 
Crime Prevention Program. However, alterations 
in the rate of particular crimes do not 
necessarily reflect real changes in offense 
patterns. An increase in the number of 
targeted offenses known to the police may 
also represent enhanced citizen awareness 
and willingness to report offenses to the 
police, rather than an absolute rise in 
criminal behavior. Hence, interpretations 
of changes in the quantity of targeted 
offenses should be made with appropriate 
discretion. 

Clearance of Targeted Offenses 

Another major objective of crime prevention 
projects is to clear a greater proportion 
of targeted offenses by means of arrest. 
vllii1e these clearance rates represent a less 
direct measure of the efficacy of crime 
prevention projects, this criterion can 
be used within an overall evaluative frame­
work. 

(3) Property Recovery 

Increasing the proportion of stolen 
property which is recovered is another 
objective of most crime prevention projects. 
In theory, strategies inc1ud.ing "Operation 
Identification," expanded neighborhood 
surveillance and security surveys should 
increase the proportion of stolen property 
eventually recovered. Data comparing the 
value of property stolen with that recovered 
will be employed as a further measure of 
project effectiveness. 
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(4) Attempted/Successful Crime Ratio 

A variety of target hardening procedures 
emphasized by individual projects might 
lead to a greater proportion of unsuccess­
ful or merely attempted criminal actions. 
In addition, one might expect the proportion 
of offenses involving unlocked premises to 
decline as r result of crime prevention 
efforts. 

(5) Method of Detection 

Another function of crime prevention projects 
is to encourage the general citizenry to 
repo~t crimes and/or suspicious activities 
to the police. Hence, an effective project 
might be expected to increase the proportion 
of crimes reported by witnesses (either 
civilian or police) other than the 
immediate victim. 

(6) Other Offense Characteristics 

This index of project effectiveness consists 
of various aspects of targeted crimes. 
This re~ort will monitor a diversitv of items 
including type of premise, modus op~randi 
and time of offense, victim and type of 
property stolen. Alterations in these 
various offense-related characte~~stics 
can help elucidate the impact of specific 
projects. 

It should be reiterated that the comparisons 
and criteria outlined represent a general 
framework within which to evaluate the Crime 
Preventi.on Program. Specific project activities 
and data adequacy of individual projects affect 
. the evaluation of the overall program area. 
However, analysis of the targeted crime rates 
in a quasi-experimental condition remains the 
minimum requirement of the evaluation of 
the Crime Prevention Program. 

Qualitative Data 

~fuile this evaluative design basically rests on 
quantitative measurements used within a comparative 
framework, there remain aspects of individual 

" 
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projects which are not susceptible to such 
analysis. Hence, more qualitative and impres­
sionistic data have been gathered to estimate the 
efficiency of police activities. Such data have 
been obtained from questionnaires completed by 
"customers" of all crime prevention projects. 
These individuals were identified as recipients of 
various police activities including "Operation 
Identification, I~ residential and commercial 
security surveys, and security-related lectures 
and seminars. Completed questionnaires have 
been analyzed to help determine the effectiveness 
of various activities common to most crime 
prevention projects. In addition, the training 
(whether specialized or general in-service) of 
police officers in each jurisdiction has been 
summarized to help guage the impact of these 
projects on entire police departments. In brief, 
this more qualitative information can be used 
to buttress or undercut conclusions reached in 
the more quantitative portions of this evaluation 
report .. (See PES Citizen Questionnaire section.) 

Data Analysis 

1. Introduction 

As noted earlier, the quantitative analysis of the 
Crime Prevention Program consists of a series of 
comparisons withir; which various facets of targeted 
offenses are exam~ned. The three major categories 
of comparison are as follows: 

a. Historical--Comparison of program data prior 
to and during the aggregated project periods. 

b. Within-Program--Comparison of Milwaukee area 
projects and non-Milwaukee projects . 

c. Pro~t'am/Nor;-Program--Comparison of aggregate 
projects w~th comparable non-project jurisdictions. 

Within the first two comparative frameworks, various 
indicators of program effectiveness are detailed. These 
indicators include number of" targeted offenses clearance 
rate, property recovery ratio, method of detection 
and other offense characteristics. The final 
comparison, project jurisdictions contrasted with 
non-project jurisdictions, will restrict its focus to 
overall measures such as offense and clearance rates . 
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This restriction is necessitated by the absence 
of detailed offense-related information (e.g., modus 
operandi, victim and property recovery) for comparable 
non-project jurisdictions. 

All projects within the Crime Prevention Program area 
have focused their efforts on the related, yet 
dissimilar, Part I crimes of burglary and/or theft. 
Since these two offenses are conceptually distinct, 
the comparative analyses examine each targeted 
offense separately. Finally, while individual project 
data occasionally are used to highlight particular 
facets of data ana1ys~~, each jurisdiction is not 
studied sequentia11y.b4 

2. Historical Analysis of Crime Prevention Program 

Burglary 

a. Quantity of Offenses 

An i.mportant measure of program impact is 
the rate of targeted offenses both prior 
to and during the respective project periods. 
Table 10'nresents these comparative burglary 
data for each jurisdiction targeting this 
offense. The absolute number of burglary 
offenses has been used rather than the respective 
rates per 100,000, since population changes 
have been minimal during a one-year period. 
If one discounts the data from the Menominee 
Restoration Committee for methodological 
reasons, a 2.5% increase in the aggregate 
burglary total is noted. 1~Thi1e baseline and 
project' periods of the twelve jurisdictions 
vary, included time periods do not differ 
drastically. Changes in the quantity of bur­
glaries of individual projects range from a 
40.9% increase in Menomonie to a 12.7% decrease 
in South Milwaukee, assuming one excludes. the 
problematic data from the Menominee Restoration 
Committee. However, it should be stressed that, 
absent methodologically sound victimization 
surveys, the interpretation of figures in Table 10 
is somewhat uncertain. For example, it has been 
argued that one consequence of an effective 
crime prevention project is an increase in the 
proportion of offenses which are reported to the 
police. In the absence of supporting information, 
it is thus difficult to state authoritatively 

64 Project personnel desiring individualized alxalysis are encouraged 
to contact. PES staff. Individual project data has been analyzed 
and can be disseminated to meet individual requests. 
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Burglary Comparison -

Baseline Sample 

Jurisdiction Time Period*1: Quantity 

LaCrosse 2/1/77 1/31/78 118 

Wis. Rapids 6/1/77 5/31/78 177 

Brown Deer 9/1/77 - 8/31/78 77 

Menomonie 9/15/77 - 9/14/7~ 44 

Franklin 10/1/77 9/30/78 107 
1/1/78 - 8/31/78 

Green Bay (12/31/78) 501 
Menominee Resto~ 1/1/78 - 6/30/78 
ration Cmte. *'1:1: (12/31/78) 99 

1/1/78 - 10/31/78 
Oak Creek (12/31/78) 108 

3/1/78 - 10/31/78 
Mequon (2/28/79) 69 

3/1/78 - 8/31/78 
Cudahy (2/28/79) 109 

3/1/78 - 8/31/78 
St. Francis (2/28/79) 74 
South 3/1/78 - 8/31/78 
Milwaukee (2/28/79) 71 
Total - All 
Projects 1,554 
Total - All 
Proj ects except 1,455 
Menominee Resto-
TRtj,nn Committee -----

See following page for footnotes. 

1 
l 

l l 

Table 10 

Baseline and Project Periods* 

Proiect Sample 
1 Percentage' 

Time Period Quantitvl Change: Baseline-Project 

2/1/78 1/31/79 132 + 11. 9% 

6/1/78 5/31/79 172 - 2.8% 

." 9/1/78 - 8/31/79 93 + 20.8% 

9/15/78 9/14/79 62 + 40.9% 

9.3% I 10/1/78 - 9/30/79 117 -I- -..J 
-..J 
:u , 

1/1/79 8/31/79 470 - 6.2% I 

I 
1/1/79 - 6/30/79 62 - 37.4% 

1/1/79 10/31/79 103 - 4.6% 

3/1/79 - 10/31/79 84 + 21.7% 

3/1/79 8/31/79 130 + 19.3% 

3/1/79 - 8/31/79 67 - 9.5% 

3/1/79 8/31/79 62 - 12.7% 

1,554 

1,492 + 2.5% 
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Table 10 Footnotes 

* Data include all burglaries reported to the police except for LaCrosse, 
in which approxima~ely one-third of all burglaries were sampled. 

, 

** The baseline sample of each jurisdiction is drawn from that period of 
time equivalent to the time period for which there is proj:ct ~ata. 
Hence, those jurisdictions in which the project sample p:r10d 1S 
less than an entire year also have a corresponding base11ne sample 
less than a year. In such cases the concluding data of a year-
long baseline sample is placed within parentheses, .alth~ugh th: 
baseline quantity reflects the foreshortened base11n.e t1me per10d. 

*** Due to sampling inconsistencies the data from the ,Menominee Restoration 
Committee are unreliable. Thus, total figures both include and exclude 
the Menominee data. 

::wa ; c. 
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whether changes in the quantity of offenses 
represent variations in actual offense patterns 
or merely reflect changes in citizen reporting of 
crimes. Further, alterations in reported 
b~rglaries for project juris4ictions should 
not be viewed in isolation.' Rather, these 
alterations should be contrasted to changes 
in comparable jurj.sdictions lacking formal crime 
prevention units. In summary! the data in 
Table 10, especially in isolation from other 
information, represent a very limited measure 
of program effectiveness. 

Use of Tot21 Burglary Sample 

Succeeding analyses of burglary data 
employ samples greater than those detailed in 
Table 10. Instead, analyses of burglary 
characteristics (e.g., clearance, modus operandi 
and method of detection) rest on the larger samples 
specified in Table 11 (see next page). Data 
itemized in Table 11 include burglaries during 
the entire baseline period (i.e., pre-project) 
and all coded burglaries occurring after project 
imple~entation. Analysis of the quantity of pre­
and post-project burglary offenses relied on data 
outlined in Table 10 since identical time 
periods are required for statistical validity. 
However, examination of burglary offense charac­
teristics can employ the larger sample, since 
proportions, not absolute n~bers, of relevant 
offense-related characteristics are the object 
of study. In addition, the reliability of 
subsequent analyses is enhanced by utilization 
of the maximum number of cases for both baseline 
and project period samples. 

Clearance Rates 

Virtually all projects have stressed the 
objective of increasing the clearance rate 
for targeted offenses. Hence, Table 12 
(following page) summarizes the burglary 
clearance rates for aggregated jurisdictions 
prior to and during project implementation. 

In short, the proportion of cases cleared by 
arrest has declined by approximately 41.7% 
(13.9% to 8.1%). The proportion of cases 
"cleared by other means" (e.g., change in 
the classification of a crime or death of 
offender) has remained relatively constant 

J 
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Table 11 

Total Burglary Sample 

I 

Pre-Pro; ec t I i Jurisdiction Project 

Brown Deer 105 93 
I i Cudahy 180 130 

I Franklin 110 117 

Green Bay 799 471 

I LaCrosse 118 194 I 

Menominee Restoration 
(;ommittee 184 63 

Henomonie, City of 44 67 

Mequon 99 84 

Oak Creek 154 105 

: St. Francis l35 67 ; 

; South Milwaukee 102 62 r 
I Wisconsin Rapids 177 243 

! TOTAL I 2,207 1 696 1 I 
--1 

as has the proportion of cases remaining "open." 
Hm17ever, the proportion of cases in the "other/unknown" 
~a~egory has.risen sharply during the project period. 
lh~s change ~s at least partially due to the fact 
that recent cases are more likely to be the object 
of an ongoing investigation. 

Table 12 

Burglary Clearance Rates: Pre-Project and Project Periods 

Hethod Of Clearance 

Sample Period Open Case 
Cleared by Cleared by 
Arrest Other Heans Other/Unknown Total 

Pre-Project 82.8% 13. 9~~ 2. 2~~ 1.1% 2,207 (1,828) (306) (48) (25) 

Project 82.8% 8.1% 1.9% 7.2% 1,696 (1,.404) (137) (32) (123) 

*21 i-Square ~ 123.4 with 3 df; P < .001; Cramer's v = .18 

,'~ Summary statistics are listed for several tables. In 
figure is a statistical test of significance "df" is 
"p" is the probability and Cramer's v is a m~asure of 
relationship between the variables in the appropriate 

short, the chi-square 
degrees of freedom, 
the strength of the 
table. 

I. 
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Table 13 lists three project jurisdictions evincing 
the largest percentage changes in burglary clearance 
rates from baseline to project period. 

Table l3 

Changes in Burglary Clearance Rates: Selected Jurisdictions 

Pre-Project Project 
Total'Number Percent Total Number Percent Percent Change in 

Jurisdiction Cases Cleared Cleared Cases Cleared Cleared Clearance Rate 

St. Francis 135 28 20.74 67 4 5.97 -71.2 

Brown Deer 105 24 22.86 93 7 7.53 -67.1 
City of 
Menomonie 

d. 

44 5 11. 37 67 I 11 16.42 +44.4 

It should be reiterated that project period clearances 
are more likely to be understated due to the relative 
recency of the offenses. Also, the small sample sizes 
encourage rather dramatic shifts in the pron~rtional 
change in clearance rates. L 

Property Recovery Ratio 

A related measure of program impact is the propor­
tion of stolen goods which is recovered. Ideally, 
this proportion would reflect the ratio of the 
estimated dollar value of goods stolen and the 
value of goods recovered, exclusive of whether the 
case was cleared by arrest. However, several project 
jurisdictions failed to code the value of items 
stolen and/or recovered. In addition, those values 
which are coded represent dollar estimates and are 
often quite inaccurate. As a result, the property 
recovery rate used in Tables 14 and 15 merely 
segregates cases on the basis of the presence or 
absence of property recovery. 

Table 14 (fbllowing page, presents the aggregate 
recovery proportions for burglaries having occurred 
prior to and during project implementation. 

The data show an overall decline of 21.2% (13.7% to 
10. 8~~) in the proportion of burglaries which have had 
all or some property recovery. As is the case when 
comparing clearance rates, the property recovery 
rate of project period cases may be understated 
due to the relative recency of these offenses. 

/ 
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Table 14 

Property Recovery--Burglary: Pre-Project and Project Periods 

ProEortion of Stolen Pro erty Recovered Inapp1icab1e"~ SamEle Period AI~ Some None Total Other Cases 
Pre-Pro; ec t 7.8% (119) 5.9% (89) 86.3% (1,310) 1.518 689 
Project 7.1% (80) 3.7% (42) 89.2% (1,011) 1,133 563 

Chi-Square = 7.26 with 2 df; p < .05; Cramer's v = .05 

,'~ Inapplicable cases consist of those burglaries in which no property was 
taken. 

The four jurisdictions included in Table 15 are those 
which show the largest proportional changes in the 
property recovery rate between pre-project and 
project periods. 

Again, jurisdictions with smaller samples are 
inherently more likely to shovV' dramatic changes 
b~tween the two periods, 

Table 15 

Changes in Property Recovery Ratio--Burglary: 
Selected Jurisdictions* 

r-.--.------____ ~ __ --__________________ ~--__________________ ~----________ ~ 
Pre-Project Project Change in 

Jurisdiction Total All/Some Total All/Some Property 
Cases Property Recovered Cases Property Recovered Recovery Rate 

Green Bay 593 105 (17.7%) 261 33 (12.6%) -28.8% Menominee Res-
toration Cmte. 170 28 (16.5%) 50 3 (6.0%) -63.6% 
Mequon 81 14 (17.3%) 65 3 (4.6%) -73.4% 

, St. Francis 87 2 (2.2%) I 48 5 (10.4%) +372.7% 

* Table includes only applicable burglary cases; i.e., those cases in 
which property was taken. 

<. 
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)egree of Force 

A more indirect measure of program effectiveness is 
the relative degree of force used in burglaries per­
fonned prior to and during the respective project periods. 

Tvvo indicators which measure the degree of force are employed: 

(1) The pl."oportion of attempted and successful 
burglaries, and 

(2) The proportion of burglaries requ~r~ng no 
force (i.e., unlocked premises) compared to 
those burglaries requiring some level of force. 

Data in Table 16 compare the attempted/successful 
ratio during the two sample periods. 

Table 16 

BurglarY--Attempted/Successful Ratio: 
Pre-Project and Project Periods 

Sample Period A ttempted Successful Total Unknown 
Pre-Project 5. 4% (102) 94.6% (1 793) 1,895 312 
Project I 10. 5% (149) 89.5% (1,266) . 1,415 281 
Chi-Square = 30.36 w ith 1 df; p <: .001; Cramer's v = .10 

Aggregate project data reveal a 94.4% increase (5.4% 
to 10.5%) ~n the proportion of attempted burglaries 
from the pre-project to project implementation 
periods. -If one predicts that an effective crime 
prevention project will increase the proportion 
of attempted burglaries by fostering target-hardening 
actions, the Crime Prevention Program appears to . 
have met this objective When data are sUmmed over 
all jurisdictions. Table 17 (following nage) 
delineates four jurisdictions in which'thi~ effect 
has been most apparent. 

Information pertaining to the degree of force used 
in pre-project and project period burglaries 
is contained in Table 18. 
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Table 18. 

Burg1ary--Degree of Force: Pre-Project and Project Periods 

Sample Period No Force - Unlocked Force Required Total Unknown 

Pre-Pro;ect 17.7% (336) 82.3% (1,559) 1,895 312 

Project 17.7% (250) 82.3% (1,165) 1,415 281 

Chi-Square .0002 with 1 df; P < .98; Cramer's v .00 

~ 
.J... 

In summary, there has been no overall change in 
the proportion of burglaries requiring force. If 
one assumes that an indirect objective of crime 
prevention projects is to reduce the proportion of 
burglaries requiring no force, data in Table 18 
suggest this objective has not been attained when 
averaging all jurisdictions having crime prevention 
projects. However, figures in Table 19 (prec~ding 
page) point out that selected jurisdictions vary a 
great deal in terms of changes in the proportion 
of burglaries requiring no force. 

Three of the selected jurisdictions show a decline 
in the proportion of no force burglaries, while two 
reveal an increase. 

Method of Detection 

A final common objective of crime prevention projects 
is the encouragement of the general citizenry to 
report crimes to the police. Also, crime analyses 
performed during a crime prevention project should 
help allocate patrol personnel so as to enhance their 
detection of targeted crimes. Data in Table 20 
contrast these two methods of burglary detection 
during the pre-project and project periods. 

Table 20 

Method of Detection--Burg1ary: Pre-Project and Project Periods 

CitIzen Other 
Samn1e Period Than Victim Patrol Other Total 

Pre-Project 2.9% (64) 6.6% (146) 90.5% (1,997) 2,207 

Project 8.1% (137) I 5.7% (97)1 86 . 2% (l,Lf62) , 1,696 

Chi-Square = 53.16 with 2 df; p < .001; Cramer's v .12 

f 
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The data indicate the proportion of burglaries detected 
and reported by citizens other than victims has 
increased 179.3% (2.9% to 3.1%) during the aggregated 
project periods. However, the proportion detected 
by patrol has declined by 13.6% (6.6% to 5.7%). 
This rather sharp increase in the proportion of 
burglari~s reported by non-victim citizens is 
detailed in data from selected jurisdictions contained 
in Table 21. 

Table 21 

Changes in Citizen Detection Rate--Burglary: 
Selected Jurisdictions 

Pre-Pro;ect Project -1 
Detected by Detected by Change in Citizen 

Total I I Jurisdiction Total Citizenry Citizenry I Detection Rate 
South , , 

J 
I 

! Hihvaukee 102 3 (2.94%) 62 I 6 (9.68%) , + 229.2% ---l 

, LaCrosse 

g. 

118 5 (4.24%) 194 I 12 (6.19%) I + 46% 

Again, the restricted sample sizes necessarily 
produce rather disproportionate percentage changes over 
the two sample periods. 

Other Characteristics of Burglary Offenses 

There remain various offense characteristics which 
may indirectly measure the impact of crime prevention 
projects. This section summarizes pre-p:oject 
and project period data on three categor~es of 
burglary characteristics--time, target and property 
stolen. 

Data in Tables 22 and 23 (following page) present 
information on the time of day and period of 
week characteristic of burslaries in the two sample 
oeriods. In summary, there are no important changes 
in the temporal aspects of sampled burglaries, 
especially when noting the large proportion of 
cases for which data on these characteristics are 
absent. 

I 
I 
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Table 22 

Period of Week--Burglary: Pre-Project and Project Periods 

Sample Period Weekday Weekend Unknown Total 

Pre-Project 29.0% (641) 27.4% (605) 43.6% (961) 2,207 

Project , 27.0% (458) 22.2% (377) 50.8% (861) 1,696 

Chi-Square 22.38 with 2 df; p < .001; Cramer's v = .08 

Table 23 

Period of Day--Burglary: Pre-Project and Project Periods 

Sample Period Day Night Unknown Total 

Pre-Project 9.5% (210) 37.7% (831) 52.8% (1,166) 2,207 

Project 9.3% (158) , 30 •1% (511) 60.6% (1. 027) 1,696 

Chi-Square 26.01 with 2 df; p < .001; Cramer's v = .08 

The follov7ing tables enumerate facets of; t"!:le 
premises which are burglary targets in the two 
samples. Table 2L~ delineates type of premises, 
and Table 25 (see next page) outlines the point 
of entry averaged over all premises. 

Table 24 

Type of Premises--Burglary: Pre-Project and Project Periods 

Sample Period Single FamilY Home Apartment Garage* Other 

Pre-Project 42.4% (937) 7.5% (165) 8.0% (176) 42.1% (929) 

Project 31.6% (536) 9.1% (155) 15.7% (266) 43.6% (739) 

Chi-Square = 83.98 with 3 df; P < .001; Cramer's v = .15 

* During the project period several jurisdictions altered their 
definition of larceny involving a garage from theft to burglary. 
Hence, percentage changes in the burglary from garage category 
should be somewhat discounted. This somE!what artificial increase 
in the garage proportion correspondingly exaggerates the decline 
in the percentage of burgla.ries from single family homes. 

i 

Total 

2,207 

l,,~ 
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Table 25 

Point of Entry--Burg1ary: Pre-Project and Project Periods 

Sample Period Door iVindow Other /Unkno~vn Total 

Pre-Project 41.1% (907) 26.U (577) 32.8% (723) 2,207 

Proiect 38.0% (644) 19.1% (325) 42.9% (727) 1 2 696 

Chi-Square 48.94 with 2 df; p < .001; Cramer's v .11 

Data in Table 24 disclose the proportion of 
burglaries involving single family homes declined 
25.5% (42.4% to 31.6%) during the project period. 
However, the proportion of burglaries from garages 
has nearly doubled during the aggregated pro-
ject period, rising 96.2% (8% to 15.7%). These 
data suggest that projects have succeeded in 
reducing the vulnerability of single family homes .. 
However, it is possible that the inGreased proport~on 
of burglaries from apartments and garages represents 
a disolacement effect produced by enhanced security 
for single residential targets. Table 25 outlines 
the proportion of various entry points for pre­
project and project burg~aries. HI:ile, the prop<;>r­
tions of both door and w~ndow entr~es rtave decl~ned, 
the concommitant increase in the proportion of 
other/unknown entries seriously devalues any 
conclusio~s based on this tab~e. The final tables 
in the burglary section delineate the type and value 
of property stolen during the two sample periods. 

Table 26 

Type Property Sto1en--Burg1ary: Pre-Project and Project Periods* 

-, 

Entertainment 
Mon~ Items Bicycles 

Small House-
hold Items Other NothiIlR Total 

Sample Period 

Pre-Project 

Project 

18.5% 
(261) 

9.7% 
(1.37) 

5.3% 
(74) 

12.4% 
(174) 

35.0% 
(493) 

19,1% 
(269) 

1,408 

18.1% 
(222) 

6.8% 
(84) 

7.7% 
(94) 

7.5% 
(92) 

35.8% 
(438) 

24.1% 
(295) 

1,225 

Chi-Square = 35.42 with 5 df; p < .001; Cramer's v = .12 

* Green Bay is excluded from this table as type of property stolen was not 
coded. Also, only the most valuable category of property stolen for each 
offense is included in this table. 
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Table 26 reveals minor changes in type of property 
stolen, although the proportion of 9ases in which 
nothing was taken rose 26.2% (19.1% to 24.1%). Data 
in Table 27 pertaining to loss amount reveal no 
significant changes, although as in the preceding 
table, ·the proportion of cases with no loss rose 
12.1% (25.6% to 28.7%). Also, the percentage of 
burglaries with relatively high loss ($501 and more) 
declined by 10.1% (16.8% to 15.1%). 

Table 27 

Amount of Loss--Burglary: Pre-Project and Project Periods 
Sample Period Nothinz $1 - $100 $101 - $500 $501 Plus Unknown Total 
Pre-Project 25.6% 25.4% 24.6% 16.8% 

Project 

Chi-Square 

7.6% 2,207 , (564) (560) (543) (372) (168) 

28.7% 24.2% 24.8% 15.1% 7.2% 1,696 (487) (411) (420) (256) (122) 
r 

= 6.07 ,.,ith 4 df; p <: .20; Cramer's v = .04 

Theft 

a. Quantity of Offenses 

The method most often used to measure the 
effectiveness of crime prevention projects is 
comparison of the relevant crime rates prior 
to and during implementation. Data in Table 28 
contrast the quantity of theft offenses during 
equivalent sample periods for the eight juris 
dictions which have targeted theft. Absolute 
numbers, rather than rates per 100,000, have 
been utilized, since population changes are 
minor over a one-year period. 

Excluding the Franklin data because of 
methodological flaws (see footnote *** in Table 28), 
one finds a total increa.se of 1% in the quantity 
of reported thefts from the aggregated 
baseline periods to the equivalent project 
periods. Individual jurisdictions vary from a 
28.2% decrease in St. Francis to a 23.4% increase 
in Brown Deer. 

,1 
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Table 28 

Theft Comparison--Base1ine and Project Periods* 

Baseline Sample Proiect Sample Percentage Change: 
Jurisdiction Time Period 1'* Quantity Time Period Quantity Baseline - Pro;ect 

Brown Deer 9/1/77 - 8/31/78 261 9/1/78 - 8/31/79 322 + 23.l.% 

Menomonie 9/15/71 - 9/14/78 141 9/15/78 - 9/14/79 150 + 6.4% 
7/1/77 - 11/30/77 

Greendale (6/30/78) 440 
1/1/78 - 9/30/78 

7/1/78 - 11/30/78 387 - 12.1% 

Frank1in~'d,* (12/31/78) 131 1/1/79 - 9/30/79 360 +174.8% 
3/1/78 - 10/31/78 

Mequon (2/28/79) 169 3/1/79 - 10/31/79 182 + 7.7% 
3/1/78 - 8731778 

Cudahy (2/28/79) 54 3/1/79 - 8/31/79 57 + 5.6% 
3/1/78 - 8/31/78 

st. Francis (2/28/79) 39 3/1/79 - 8/31/79 28 - 28.2% 
South 3/1/78 - 8731/78 
Milwaukee (2/28/79) 65 3/1/79 - 8/31/79 55 - 15.4% 
Total 
All Projects 1,300 1; 541 + 18.5% 
Total All 
Projects 1,169 1,181 + 1.0% 
Except Franklin 

* Data include all thefts reported to the police except for Menomonie, in which one-third of all thefts 
were sampled, and Cudahy - St. Francis - South Milwaukee, where one-sixth of all thefts were sampled. 

** The baseline sample of each jurisdiction is drawn from that period of time equivalent to the time 
period for which there is project data. Hence, those jurisdictions in which the project sample 
period is less than an entire year also have a corresponding baseline sample period less than a 
year. In such cases the concluding date of a year-long baseline sample is placed within parentheses, 
although the baseline quantity reflects the foreshortened baseline time period. 

*** There was a sharp increase in the types of thefts reported in Franklin during the project period, 
making comparisons inherently misleading. Hence, the Franklin figures have been both included and 
excluded in the total figure. 
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However, conclusions based exclusively on data 
presented in Table 28 may be misleading for at 
least two reasons. First, a major thrust of 
crime prevention projects is the encouragement 
given the general populace to report offenses 
to the police. Absent sound vi.ctimization 
surveys with the project jurisdictions, it is 
difficult to ascertain whether changes in the 
quantity of targeted offenses result from 
alterations in reporting patterns or actually 
reflect absolute changes in the quantity of 
offenses. In addition, any change in the quantity 
of offenses over time should be viewed within 
a comparative framework. That is, individual 
crime patterns are more significant when con­
trasted with comparable jurisdictions on a 
statewide average. Comparisons of HCCJ-funded 
projects vlith statewide and comparabl,e juris­
dictions are carried out in a later section. 
In summary, information in Table 28 represents 
only a limited, albeit important, measure of 
program effectiveness. 

b. Utilization of Total Theft Sample 

Succeeding analyses of theft data rely upon 
larger samples than those enumerated in 
Table 28. The restricted samples in Table 28 
v7ere employed since valid comparisons of theft 
rates demanded identical time neriods in base­
line and project years. However, analysis of 
theft-related characteristics (e.g., method 
of detection and value of property stolen) 
relies upon the samples enumerated in Table 29 
(following page). 

The samples presented in Table 29 consist of 
reported thefts during the entire baseline (i.e., 
pre-project) period and those reported following 
project implementation in each jurisdiction. 
Analyses of theft characteristics utilize the 
expanded samples since proportions, not absolute 
numbers, of relevant theft-related attributes 
are the criteria of study. Further, the use 
of larger samples enhances the reliability of 
any comparisons between pre-project and project 
periods for the aggregated crime prevention 
projects. 
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Table 29 

Total Theft Samp1e* 

Jurisdiction Pre-Project Project 

Brown Deer 261 322 

Cudahy 93 57 

Franklin 283 440 

Menomonie 141 150 

Hequon 232 182 

St. Francis 65 28 

Sou th Hih7aukee 112 55 

TOTAL 1,187 1,234 

* Data from Greendale are excluded from this 
and succeeding tables since this jurisdic­
tion mainly targeted shoplifting. Shop­
lifting offenses differ from other forms of 
theft on several critical characteristics 
(e.g., clearance rate, property recovery); 
hence, inclusion of Greendale data would 
seriously confound succeeding analyses. 

c. Clearance Rates 

Explicit objectives of virtually all cri~e 
prevention projects include an ~ncreas7 In 
the proportion of reported offenses wh~ch 
are cleared by arrest. Data in Table 30 
outline the theft clearance rates for pre­
project and project periods. 

In summary, Table 30 (see following page) 
reveals a decrease of 12.2% (10.7% to 9.4%) 
in the proportion of thefts cleared by 
arrest during the project period. However, 
it should be noted that the relative recency 
of project offenses may minimize somewhat 
the actual clearance rate during this 
period. 

I 
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Table 30 

Clearance Rates--Thert: Pre-Project and Project Periods 

Cleared by Cleared by* 
Sample Period Open Case Arrest Other Means Other/Unknown Total 

Pre-Project 78.2% 10.7% 4.3% 6.8% 1,187 
(928) (127) (51) (81) 

Project 83.2% 9.4% 2.0% 5.4% 1,234 
(1.026) (116) (25) (67) 

Chi-Square = 14.73 with 3 df; p < .01; Cramer's v = .08 

* This category includes cleared by change in classification of crime, by 
arrest in another jurisdiction or death of offender. 

Jurisdiction 

Franklin 

Menomonie 

Mequon 

St. Francis 

d. 

Those jurisdictions evincing particularly 
large shifts in their clearance rates are 
enumerated in Table 31. 

Table 31 

Clearance Rates--Theft: Selected Jurisdictions 

Pre-Project Period 0 Project Period 
Cleared by i Cleared by Change in 

Total Cases Arrest Total Cases Arrest Clearance Ratio 

283 23 (8.13/~) 440 48 (10.91%) +34.2% 

141 29 (20.57%) 150 19 (12.67~~) -38.4% 

232 27 (11.64%) 182 12 (6.59%) -43 .4~~ 

65 12 (18.46%) 28 1 (3.57%) -80.7% 

Property Recovery Rate 

Another index of program effectiveness is 
the recovery rate of stolen goods. The ratio 
of recovery value to original loss value 
represents an ideal measure of the property 
recovery factor. However, the relative 
infrequency of cases resulting in any degree 
of property recovery diminishes the utility of 

1 
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this measure. In addition, coded dollar 
estimates of the value of: stolen property are 
often inaccurate, thus u':J.dermining the reliability 
of any measure of recovery proportion. As a 
result of these methodological problems, cases 
in Table 32 are separated into two categories--
no recovery and some/all goods recovered. 

Table 32 

Recovery of Stolen Property--Theft: Pre-Project and Project Periods 

Sample Period All/Some Recovered None Recov~ered Unknown Tota1'~ 

Pre-Project 13.9% 74.8% 11.3% 1,162 (162) (869) (l31) 
<-I-

Project l3.6% I 81.6% 4.8% 1,203 (163) (982) (58) 

Chi-Square = 34.4 with 2 df; p < .001; Cramer's v = .12 

* Cases in which no goods were taken are excluded from this table. 

e. 

Clearly, there has been v7ry m~nimal change in 
the proportion of thefts ~n wh~ch some or all 
stolen goods were recovered. In summary, the 
proportion of project period thefts marked by 
recovery of some or all stolen goods has 
declined by 2.2% (13.9% to 13.6%). Due to 
the minor variation in the recovery rate, 
parallel information of individual jurisdictions 
is omitted. 

Other Characteristics of Sampled Thefts 

Burglary offenses were examined on the basis 
of the attempted/successful ratio and the degree 
of force used. However,theft offenses cannot 
be meaningfully examined on these same bases. 
Fewer than 2% of reported thefts in both pre­
project and proj~c! samples are at~empted, 
while less than LO% of all thefts ~nvolve any 
degree of force. In summary, analysis of both 
the attempted/successful ratio and ~he force~ 
no force comparison would be unprof~table, g~ven 
the nature of most thefts. 

Similarly the method of detection variable 
used in the burglary analysis is much less 

. " 
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salient when applied to thefts. vfuile the 
proportion of burglaries detected by non-victim 
citizens and patrol officers rose significant~y 
in the aggregated project periods, no such change 
is apparent in the theft data. The proportion 
of all sampled thefts detected by non-victim 
citizens or patrol officers is less than 2.5%, 
thus obviating the need for an analysis of 
the method of detection variable. 

The theft samples do reveal marginal differences 
on the type of premises from which goods were 
taken. Data in Table 33 detail the proportion 
of thefts from several categories of premises 
during the two sample periods. 

Table 33 

Premises Targeted--Theft: Pre-Project and Project Periods 

Homes/ Business/School/ Outdoor/ Sample Period Apartments Recreational Garage Auto Other Total 
Pre-Project 14.1% 20.2% 27.8% 20. 6~~ 17.3% 1,187 (168) (240) (330) (244) (205) 
Proj€ct 8.3% 18.8% 35.2% 23.8% l3.9% 1,234 (103) (232) (434) (293) (172) Change in 

~15.5% 
. Proportion -t~1.1% -7% +26.5% -19.3% . 2.421 

Chi-Square = 36.35 with 4 df; p < .001; Crame~'s v = .12 

InforMation in Table 33 suggests tllat aggre.gate~ 
projects have helped reduce the vulnerability 
of residential and business/school targets. 
However, a displacement of thefts to more public 
targets (e.g., outdoor and autos) also may 
represent an impact of the Crime Prevention 
Program. Table 34 (following page) details 
changes in the proportion of targeted premises 
for selected jurisdictions. 

Changes in the relative proportion of theft targets 
outlined in Table 34 parallel, with minor excep­
tions, those demonstrated for all projects in 
Table 33. 

..,. -
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Table 34 

Change in Premises Target--'Theft: Pre-Project to Project Period 

Jurisdiction 

Brown Deer 

Franklin 

Menomonie 

Mequon , 

House/ Business/School/ Outdoor/ 
i 

Apartment Recreational Garage Auto Other 

-83.5% -20.2% + 28.6% +629.6% +287% 

-19.7% + 4.4% + 21. 9% + 94.4% - 31.4% 

- 5.9% - 4.3% +117.4% + 8. 9~~ - 41.4~~ 

-27.1% -26.7% + 42.2% - 14.0% +180.8% 

Final indicators of T'ro.iect impact, altho·.lgh 
indirect, are thc~ type and value of property. 
stolen. Analysis of the type of property var~able 
during the two sample periods reveals inconse­
quential changes. However, data measuring the 
average value of stolen property during the 
sample periods are more signiftcan~. It shQuld 
be reiterated that dollar loss est~mates are 
often erroneous; however, it is assumed that 
such errors are basically random. Table 35 
compares thefts in the pre-p~oject and pro~ect 
periods on the basis of cont~nuous categor~es 
of loss value. 

Table 35 

1 
I 

Categories of Loss Amount--Theft: Pre-Project and Project Periods1; 

Sample Period No Loss $1 - $100 $101 - $500 $501 - 9999 Total 

Pre-Proiect 4.9% (54) 46.8% (521) 39.6% (440) 8.7% (97) 1.112 

Proiect 3.6% (41) 55.9% (633) 33. 3~~ (377) 7.2% (82) 1.133 
Change in 

-15.9% -17.2% 2,245 . Proportion -26.5% +19.4% 

Chi-Square = 18.56 with 3 d:i'; p < .001; Cramer's v = .09 

* Cases in which no property was taken are omitted from this table. 
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In summary, thefts following project implemen­
tation are characterized by lesser loss amounts, 
although the proportion of "no loss thefts" 
declined in the aggregated project periods. 

Table 36 presents individual project data 
regarding loss value categories during the 
two sample periods. 

Table 36 

Change in Loss Amount Categories*--Theft: Pre-Project to Project Period 

Jurisdiction No Loss $1 - $100 $101 - $500 $501 - $9999 

Brown Deer + 00 + 4.9% -10.2% - 19.7% 
Cudahy - St. 
Francis, South - 25% - 4.5% +19.5% - 12.8% 
Mi1waukee** 

Franklin +1,200% +296.3% -40.8% - 42.2% 

Menomonie - 85~~ + 17.5% +30.3% +471.4% 

Hequon - 5.6% + 22.2% -23.3% - 19.4% 

* The often enormous changes in the two extreme categories ("No Loss" 
and "$501 - $9999") are largely due to their relative infrequency; 
together, cases in these categories constitute only 12.2% of the 
total samples. 

** These three jurisdictions are coded together since they are forma~ly 
joined in a tripartite project. Also, individual sample sizes from 
each of the jurisdictions are too small for reliable analysis. 

Data from Franklin reveal the most notable 
shifts toward thefts having smaller loss 
amounts; to a lesser extent Mequon and Brown 
Deer exhibit similar trends. However, theft 
patterns in Menomonie reveal a contrary tendency 
toward offenses with greater loss amounts during 
the project period. 

j 
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J. :n. -a-Program Comparison 

As noted earlier, another method of eval~ating . 
the quantitative impact of crime prevent~on projects 
is to measure their effects relative to one another. 
Hith regard to the Crime Pr7vent~on Prog~am, ir;dividual 
projects have been dichotom~zed ~nto proJects ~n, and 
outside, the greater Milwaukee area. The Milwauk7e area 
projects are those within Milwaukee County includ~ng 
Nequon, located in adjacent Ozaukee County. Inter­
group comparisons are made onl~ for the offense.of 
burglary, since only one non-M~lwauk7e.area proJe<?t 
has targeted theft, a clearly insuff~c~ent compar~son 
group with which to study this offense. 

Table 37 

Burglary Comparison: Milwaukee and Non-Milwaukee Areas* 

Jurisdiction Baseline Ouantity~~* 'Proiect Quantityl Percentage Change' 

Milwaukee Area 

Brown Deer 77 
~---------------------- --------------------

Cudahy 109 
~----------------------~--------------------

Franklin 107 
~----------------------

Mequon 69 
-----------------------

Oak Creek 108 
-----------------------

St. Francis 74 

~----------------------
South Hi1waukee 71 

~----------------------
Total Milwaukee 615 

Non-Milwaukee Area 

93 

130 

117 

84 

103 

67 

62 

I 
I +20.8% 
-~----------------

+19.3% 

+ 9.3% 

+21.7% 
------------------

- 4.6% 
------------------

- 9.5% 
------------------

-12.7% 
---------------- ~----------,--------

656 + 6.7% 

Green Bay 501 470 - 6.2% 

~----------------------~-------------------- ----------------~------------------
LaCrosse 118 132 +11. 9% 

~----------------------~-------------------- ---------------- ------------------
Menomonie 44 62 +40.9% 

~----------------------~-------------------- ---------------- ------------------
Wisconsin Rapids 177 172 - 2.8% 

~----------------------~--------------------r----------------~------------------
Total Non-Milwaukee 840 836 - 0.5% 

* All jurisdictions targeting burglary are included with the exception of the 
Menominee Restoration Committee, excluded for sampling inconsistencies. 

** The time periods of baseline and pr.oject samples are identical to those 
defined in Table 10. 
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T~b17 37 (preceding page) delineates the projects 
w~th~n each group together with the Quantity of 
each project's burglaries during baseline and . :, proJect periods. 

To summarize, there has been a miniscule decline 
(0.5%) in the quantity of burglaries for the 
aggregated non-Hilwaukee proj ects, \vhile parallel 
data for the Hilwaukee group show a slight increase 
(6.7%). 

All subsequent comparisons between the Milwaukee and 
non-Milwaukee projects groups are based on the 
burglary samples previously listed in Table 11. 
The data in Table 38 summarize information 
detailed in Table 11 by collapsing the several 
projects into their assigned groups. 

Table 38 

Total Burglary Sample--Milwaukee and Non-Hilwaukee 

Area Pre-Pro'ect Pro'ect 

Milwaukee 885 658 

Non-Mihvaukee 1,322 1,038 

'I.TOTAL 2,207 1,696 

Data on the relative clearance of pro1ect burglaries 
is presented in Table 39 (next page)." The proportion 
o~ ~urglaries cleared by arrest declined by· -
s~m~lar percentages in both groups durin<" their 
respective project periods. However, th~ proportion 
c~eared by arrest was somewhat higher in the non­
~hh:;raukee group during both pre-pro.; ect and proj ect 
per~ods. 

The two groups do reveal distinct trends when 
compared on the proportion of burglaries in which 
some or all stolen goods were recovered. These 
data are presented in Table 40. During the pre­
project period the non-Mihvaukee sample had a 
recovery rate more than twice that of the Hilwaukee 
gro~p (15.7% to 6.5%). However, during the project 
per~od the recovery proportion declined sharply 

l ___________________ ~ ______ ~-'---_______ ~_~_~ _ __"' ... '__________~~~~ .. _~ 
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Table 39 

Clearance of Burglaries: Non-Hilwaukee and Hilwal~kee 

Non-Hilwaukee Area: Clearance Type 

Sample Period Open Cleared by Arrest Other Total 

Pre-Project 83.8% (1,108) lLf.n (187) 2% (27) 1.322 . 
Project 78.1% (811) 8.6% (89) 13.3% (138) 1 038 
Proportional Change 
in Cleared by Arrest -39.4% 

Hilwaukee Area: Clearance Type 

Sample Period Open Cleared by Arrest Other Total I _._-
Pre-Pro,j ec t 81.4% (720) 13.4% (119) 5.2% (46) 885 

Project 90.1% (593) 7.3% (48) 2.6% (17) 658 
Proportional Change 

. in Cleared by Arrest -45.5% 

Table 40 

Recovery of Stolen Goods: Non-Hilwaukee and Hilwaukee* 

Non-Hilwaukee Area: Recovery Category 

Sample Period All/Some Recovered None Recovered Other/Unknown Total i 

Pre-Project 15.7% (167) 79.8% (848) 4.5% (48) 1,063 

Project 8.9% (75) 65.6% (556) 25.5% (216) 847 
Proportional Change 
in All/Some Recovered -43.3% 

Milwaukee Area: Recovery Category 

Sample Period All/Some Recovered None Recovered Other/Unknown Total -
Pre-Project 6.5% (51) 59.3% (462) 34.2% (266) 779 

Project 8.4% (47) 81.1% (455) 10.5% (59) 561 
Proportional Change 

I in All/Some Recoyered +29.2% 
coo:; 

I 
;' 'I; Only cases in which goods were initially stolen are included in these samples. 
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for the non-Milwaukee projects and rose appreciably 
for the Milwaukee sample. As a result, the once widely 
different recovery ratios were nearly identical for -
the two groups during the project period. Propor­
tional changes in the other/unknown categories for 
all samples do make direct comparisons somewhat 
less clear, however. 

An examination of the proportion of burglaries 
involving force reveals nearly opposite trends for 
the two groups. Data in Table 41 contrast the 
groups during the sample periods on the basis of 
the degree of force used to perpetrate tne burglaries. 

Table 41 

Degree- of Force in Burglaries: Non-Milwaukee and Milwaukee 

Non-'Milwaukee Area: Level of Force 

Sample Period Unlocked Force Used Total 

Pre-Pro:ect 13.92% (184) 86.08% (1,138) 1,322 

Pro·ect 11.46% (119) 88. 5lf/~ (919) 1 038 
Proportional 
Chan e Unlocked -10.5% 

Milwaukee Area: Level of Force 

: Sample Period Unlocked Force Used Total 

Pre-Project, 17.18% (152) 82.82% (733) 885 

Pro·ect 19.91% (131) 80.09% (527) 658 
Proportional 
Chan e Unlocked +15.9% 

To summari~e, ~he no~-Milwaukee group's proportion 
of b;trglar~es ~nvolv~ng unlocked premises declined 
10.5%; the unlocked proportion rose 15.9% for the 
Milwaukee sample. 

No significant differences were found by analyzing 
the method of detection variable, although detection 
by means of patrol was consistently higher in non­
Hilwaukee areas (3.4%) than in Hihvaukee proj ec ts 

i 
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(2.8%). Likewise, the tw'O groups could not be 
differentiated on the basis of time of offense~­
either the time of day or the time of week. However, 
the two clusters did exhibit consistent differences 
in terms of the premises targeted in the sampled 
burglaries. Table 42 differentiates the samples 
on the basis of pre-project/project period and 
the category of premises. 

Table 42 

Type of Premises--Burglary: Non-Milwaukee and Milwaukee 

Non-Milwaukee Area: Type of Premises 

Home/ Business/ Garage/ 

-, 

Sample Period I Apartment Office Outdoor Other Total . 
Pre-Proiect 49.3% (652) 31.1% (411) 0.8% (10) 18.8% (249) 1.322 

Pro_iect 41.6% (432) 30.2% (3l3) 6.8% (71) 21.4% (222) 1,038 
Proport;i.ona1 
Change -15.6% - 2.9% +750% +13.8% 

Milwaukee Area: Type of Premises 

Home/ Business/ Garage/ 
Sample Period Apartment Office Outdoor Other Total 

--
Pre-Project 50.8% (450) 8.5% (75) 21.8% (193) 18.9% (167) 

Proiect 39.3% (259) 7.3% (48) 35.3% (232) 18.1% (119) 
Proportional I 

1- 4.2% I Change -22.8% -14.1% +61.9% 

Both groups exhibited declines in the proportion 
of burglaries against residential targets. However, 
sharp differences are seen on the remaining major 
categories of premises target--business/office and 
garage/outdoor. Non-Hilwaukee area projects have 
a much higher proportion of the former, while 
Milwaukee area projects have a larger proportion 
of burglaries targeted at garages or outdoor areas. 

Table 43 (following page) contrasts the twp 
groups of projects according to various types of 
property stolen. 

885 

658 

Co 

-102-

Table 43 

Type of Property Stolen: Non-Milwaukee and Hilwaukee1c 

Non-Milwaukee Area: Type of Property 

Sample Period Money Bicycles Nothing Other Total 

Pre-Project 14.5% (76) 2.3% (12) 22% (115) 61.2% (320) 523 

Project 22.6% (128) 1.9% (ll) 30.9% (175) 44.6% (253) 567

1 
Proportional 
Change +55.9% -17.4% +40.Lf% ---

Milwaukee Area: Type of Property 

Sample Period Money Bicycles Nothing Other Total 

Pre-Project 20.9% (185) 7.0% (62) 17~4% (154) 54.7% (484) 885 

Project 14.3% (94) 12.6% (83) 18.2% (120) 54.9% 658 (361) 
Proportional 

I Change -31. 6% +80% + 4.6% ---

* Green Bay data excluded from this table since type of property was not coded. 

H~ile the t'tvO groups differ in several categories 
o~ property stolen, major distinctions are restricted 
to t~ese pr?perty categories--money, bicycles and 
n?th~ng: ~~lwaukee area projects had a much 
h~gher ~nc~dence of bicycles lost to buralarv while 
t~e pro?ortion of burglaries involving n~ los~ remained 
h~gher ~n the non-Hilwaukee areas. Analysis of bur­
glaries involving the loss of money revealed 
t~at in th7 non:Milwaukee projects the proportion 
o~ burglar~es w~th money loss rose substantially 
(55.9%), while the Hilwaukee proj ects evinced a

O 

31.6% decline in the identical c&tegory. 

Table 44 outlines the categories of average loss 
for the two groups. In essence, data in this table 
underscore the differences in value lost in the 
~~o areas. Non-Milwaukee areas average a much 
h~gher proportion of burglaries with no loss 
w~ile Milwaukee area projects showed a great~r propor­
t~on of burglaries with hiaher average losses 
(especially the $501 and g~eater cat~gory). 

j 
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Table 44 

Loss Amount Category: Non-Milwaukee and Milwaukee 

Non-Milwaukee Area: Amount Lost 

Sample Period I 0 $1 - $100 i $101 - $500 $501+ Unknm-m Total 

Pre-Project 31.1% 25.5% 23.4% 15.3% 4.7% 
(411) (337) (309) (202) (63) 1.322 

Project 35.4% 23.9% 21.9% 12.7% 6.1% 
(368) (248) (227) (132) (63) 1,038 

Proportional 
Change +13.8% - 6.3% - 6.4% -17% +29.8% 

Milwaukee Area: Amount Lost 

I Sample Period 0 $1 - $100 $101 - $500 $501+ Unknown Total 

Pre-Project 17.3% 25.2% 26.4% 19.2% 11.9% 
(153) (223) (234) (170) (105) 885 

Project 18.1% 24.7% 
I 
! 29.3% 18.8% 8.9% 

(119) (163) (193) (124) (59) 658 
Proportional 

1-, 
Change + 4.6% - 2% +11% - 2.1% -25.2% 

4. Project and Non-Project Comparison 

a. Introduction 

Analyses of sampled data from crime prevention 
jurisdictions, while vital, only illustrate 
facets of these projects in isolation. It is equally 
important to compare information from juris-
dictions having crime prevention projects with 
data from areas le.cking such formal projects. 
Hence, subsequent analyses will contrast burglary/ 
theft patterns in the aggregated crime pre-
vention projects with the remainder of' Wisconsin. 

Vrhile seJection of the control group (all 
Wisconsin reporting jurisdictions less those 
with crime prevention projects) is uncompli­
cated, selection of equivalent time periods 
is somewhat complex. Average time periods of 
projects targeting burglary'" (see Table 10) and/ 
or theft (see Table 28) were created by weighting 
each jurisdiction's time period according to 
that project's quantity of offenses. As a 
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result, the weighted baseline time period extends 
from October 1, 1977 through September 30, 1978, 
and the matched project time period is 
October 1, 1978 through September 30, 1979. 
Theft and burglary figures were obtained for 
the entire state during this two-year time 
period and were bifurcated ingg equivalent 
baseline and project periods. 

Burglary 

Changes in the quantity of burglaries from 
baseline to project periods are detailed in 
Table 45. 

Table 45 

Change in Quantity of Burglary Offenses, 
Crime Prevention .Projects and Remainder of vTisconsin 

I Baseline P.eriod Aggregated Project Period 
Proportional 

(10/1/77 - 9/30/78) (10/1/78 - 9/30/79) Change 

I Crime Prevention .-

Projects 1,1+55 1,492 + 2.54% 
I Remainder of 
I Wisconsin 37,318 41,049 +10.00% 

These data demonstrate that while the quantity 
of ageregated project burglaries rose approx~­
rnately 2.5%, during the same period the rema~n­
der of Wisconsin showed a 10% increase. Thus, 
although aggregate crime prevention projects 
did not reduce the quantity of reported bur­
glaries, these projects did succeed in limiting 
the rate of increase to approximately one-fourth 
of the statewide increase. 

Other characteristics of project and statewide 
burglaries are outlined in Table 46 (on the following 
page) . 

65 Statewide timeframes (10/1/77 - 9/30/73 [baseline] and 
10/1/78 - 9/30/79 [project]) were used when contrasting 
rates of increase in the Quantity of burglaries and thefts. 
All other comparisons of burglary/theft characteristics 
employ statewide data for calendar years 1977 and 1978. 
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Table 46 

Characteristics of Burglaries: Projects and Statewide 

Crime Prevention Projects I All Wisconsin i 

Variable Pre-Project Project r 1977 I 1978 

Cleared by Arrest 13.9% 8.1% 22% 21% 

Attempted Burglaries 5.4% 10.5% 8% I 8% 
I I No Force Required 17.7% 17.n 19/~ 
i 19% I , 

Residence (Home, I I 
I , 

Apartment or Garage) 57.9% 56.6% 63% 62% 

c. 

A difference in the clearance ratio for 
project and statewide samples is the most 
salient feature of Table 46. Project juris­
dictions show a much lower clearance rate 
for both pre-project and project periods than 
does l.J1sconsin. Other variables noted in 
Table 46 reveal only minor differences. 

Theft 

The quantities of theft for comparable time 
periods are delineated in Table 47 for the 
entire state and those jurisdictions with crime 
prevention projects. As is true of burglary 
analysis, theft data reveal that crime 
prevention projects had a smaller increase 
in the quantity of reported thefts (1.03%) than 
did the entire state (10.52%) during comparable 
time periods. 

Table 47 

Change in the Quantity of Theft Offenses, 
Crime Prevention Projects and Remainder of \oJisconsin 

Baseline Period Aggregated Pro~ect Period 

- r 

I 

I 
I 

Proportional 
Sample (10/1/77 - 9/30/78) (10/1/78 - 9/30/79) Change 

Crime Prevention 
Projects 1.169 1J.181 + 1. 03% 

Remainder of 
Wisconsin 121,342 l34,103 +10.52% 
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Table 48 summarizes the statewide and project 
theft samples on the bases of clearance pro­
portion and amount of loss. 

Table 48 

Characteristics of Thefts: Projects and Statewide 

Crime Prevention Projects All Wisconsin 

Variable Pre-Pro;ect Pro;ect 1977 -
Cleared by Arrest 10.7% 9.4% 19% 
Stolen Property 

Valued at $50 + 62.3% 53. 5~~ I 57% 

Again, the statewide clearance rate is 
substantially higher than that of the aggre­
gated crime prevention projects, whether prior 
to or during project implementat:Lon. The­
variable measuring amount of loss of $50 or 
more is consistent across all samples. 

1978 

19% 

56% 

-. 
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Crime prevention activities undertaken by the twelve ~7CCJ 
projects are similar in nature. These activiti~s, listed below, 
are intended to produce desirable effects in the accomplishment 
of various project objectives (see Project Descriptions section). 
The purpose of this section is to briefly describe a variety 
of activities in which project personnel are engRged. 

A. Community Education 

Community education is the one facet of crime prevention 
which can be very broad in scope. HovJever, all HCCJ-funded 
projects view community education as an essential component 
of crime prevention. The methods employed include one­
to-one personal discussions, brochures, pamphlets and 
newsletters, public speaking engagements, television 
programs, bulk literature mailings, newspaper articles, 
community display booths and police department tours. 

1. 

2. 

Hailings 

Hany projects have taken advantage of the commun:_ty 
utility bill mailing as an efficient means of infor~­
ing residents of crime prevention techniques, thus 
attempting to create a "security consciousness," or 
simply informing the public of available crime 
prevention services. Although mailing methods provide 
an inexpensive way to distribute information, it 
was noted that most projects felt the best method of 
generating community participation was direct door­
to-door contact or personal contacts. 

Media Presentations 

Green Bay Police crime prevention personnel were 
interviewed on local television programs and 
were afforded the opportunity to describe their 
programs. A monthly radio program, "Focus on the 
Law," is broadcast in the Hilwaukee area. Hequon 
Police have found this advantageous for providing 
listeners informaticl on their crime prevention 
project. In Wisconsin Rapids, several television 
and radio ads are aired that deal with crime 
prevention topics. 

However, this form of disseminating information is 
not always readily available; some projects serve 
rural rather than suburban or metropolitan areas. 
Experience has shown, though, it is common for 
a neighboring city to do a television or radio news 
broadcast about individual projects. 

/ 
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3. Documentation/Literature 

4. 

T1;<70 examples of increasing and maintaining a flm\1 of 
communication are the public information newsletters 
of Green Bay and LaCrosse and the internal police 
CPO alerts of Greendale. In the case of newsletters, 
public or neighborhood crime alert bulletins are 
distributed in door-to-door campaigns following 
burglary activities withi~ a given area. The bul17tins 
advise inhabitants of recent occurrences and expla~n 
some tips that assist police in their investigations 
or preventive efforts. (See Attachment K). Thus, 
public awareness is increased. The internal CPO 
alerts are written statements about known criminals 
operating within their jurisdictions. Officers are 
expected to act on this information. 

In Greendale, crime prevention-related personal 
contacts are recorded. In addition, when a 
patrol officer discovers an open garage door or other 
deficient security measures, the owner is contacted. 
This agency, as well as several other project 
departments, has also developed a Crime Prevention 
Handbook. This Handbook covers topics of home security, 
locks, vacation home checks, "Operation Identification," 
timers and engravers, annoying phone calls and 
suspicious activity. 

Speaking Engagements 

Public speaking presentations and community.semin~rs 
have been a very practical II},ethod of commun~ty cr~me 
prevention education. The su~ject matte: of. these 
appearances has included: cr~me prevent~o~ ~n 
general, robbery, forgery, burglary, secur~ty . 
practices, shoplifting, sexual assault an~ ~anda17sm 
control. In some instances, where a spec~f~c subject 
receives widespread support, that program is presented 
on a continuing basis. For example, the City of 
Menomonie Police, in cooperation with the State of 
lvashington Crime ~..Jatch, has implemented a program 
entitled "Shoplifting, Nobody Decides B,:t Me," . 
designed for participation by fourth, f~fth and s~xth 
grade students. The number of presentations by 
anyone crime prevention officer qas ranged from 
four to 120 within a one-year period of grant 
operation. (In LaCrosse, over 10% of ~he . 
population has attended one or more cr~me prevent~on 
seminars/presentations.) 

c. 4 
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In-Service Training 

This section outlines crime prevention in-service trainin~ 
provided to police officers who are not directly assi?ned~ 
to respective crime prevention units. Practitioners 
view ~:.n-service training as a necessary ingredient in 
the day-to-day police operations. With it, a department 
is kept abreast of recent developments, as well as 
improved techniques. 

Of the twelve currently-funded ~vCCJ proj ects, ei,?;ht specified 
that in-service training was a grant-related objective. 
Of th~se eig~t (Bro~m Deer, Green Bay, LaCrosse, Manitowoc, 
Menom~nee Tr~bal, Menomonie, Mequon and ~visconsin Rapids), 
five fulfilled their goal, either fully or partially. In 
addition, two projects that did not originaily list 
in-service sessions as a grant objective have attempted 
to educate members of their respective departments in 
grant goals, grant methods and crime prevention techniques. 

The content and extent of in-service training has varied 
from project to project. For example, \..Jisconsin Rapids 
Police intend to instruct all department members in 
c:ime prevention. Thus, crIme prevention will be integrated 
w~th the patrol function. Five projects present crime 
prevention information at shift change roll call in an 
informal on-going fashion. Greendale Police highten patrol 
officer awareness by disseminating a CPO Alert that 
details known criminal characteristics and local 
criminal activity. 

T\\1o individual projects--Green Bay and LaCrosse--are 
proactively orientating all new sworn officers in crime 
prevention. This practice is an attempt to produce a 
long-:ange e~fect--that of integrating crime prevention 
techn~ques w~th other accepted police duties. 

Specialized training in other police areas of responsi­
bility, such as burglary investigation or interrogation 
training, is also engaged in by various departments. It 
i~ believed that in the long run these training sessions 
w~ll have an impact on crime prevention objectives with 
reference to reduced crime rates and increased clearance 
rates. The Manitowoc Police Deriartment intends to enroll 
an additional officer in an ext~nsive specialized crime 
prevention training course to better train existing staff. 
(See Training section for details on CPO specialized training.) 

Security Survey/Inspections 

Security surveys are often viewed as the most effective 
way to enroll citizens in "Operation Identification."Oo 

66 Community Crime Prevention Letter, NCPI, December 1979. 
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It is believed that a direct door-to-door approach will 
increa'se the number of recinients of security inspections 
a.ri(fr~esul-t - :Ln-incr-e'a.sea- community involvement. 

Every ~'vCCJ proj ect has emphasized corrnnercial or 
residential security survey/inspections as a grant-related 
objective. The purpose of these survey/inspections is to 
detect building structural deficiencies and careless 
habits that would facilitate illegal entries. Building 
owners are then notified of how security can be improved 
to reduce the opportunity for crime (see Attachment L ). 

The inspection methods that project jurisdictions employ 
are intitiated by direct door-to-door contacts (including 
post-burglary campaigns) or requests by homeowners for 
services. In both instances the availability of these 
services has been publicized extensively. Actual numbers 
of completed proj ect premises inspections range from ~"'7q to 
990. Operation Identification is ~lso encouraged dur~n8 
Survey / Inspec ti,C?n~. _.~See secti,on on PES Citizen 0uestion­
naire. 

Improve~ent of Data Collection/Reporting Systems 

Accurate data collection and reporting procedures are 
imperative to adequately measure one variable of pro,i ect 
impact over a period of time. (See Victimization Surveys 
and Methodology and Data Analysis sections.) As a means 
to that end. several projects have either modified existing 
reporting forms and procedures or introduced new forms and 
procedures. Henominee Tribal Police are exploring alter­
natives to adopt a data collection method that will 
account for their unique statistical disparities. Brown 
Deer Police, as part of their grant, appropriated funds 
to purchase a micro-computer. The advantage of having 
a computer at their disposal is that they can perform 
sophisticated crime data analyses. 

Several agencies were confronted with crime definitional 
problems. Frequently a garage burglary was classified 
as a theft, which would misconstrue statistical data 
tabulations. A review of Uniform Crime Reporting (UCR) pro­
cedures clarified this, difference, and agencies subsequently 
revised this crime categorization practice. This procedure 
alone, however, would cause a dramatic inconsistency in 
available data. According to the UCR guide, burglary 
is defined by three offense elements as (1) any unlawful 
entry of (2) a permanently affixed--not customarily mobile-­
structure to (3) commit a felony or a theft. Therefore, 
intent to commit a felony or a theft is an essential part 
of this crime--eliminating criminal trespass and criminal 
damage to property complaints. For purposes of Uniform 
Crime Reporting, the definition of a structure is consi­
dered to include--but is not limited to--a dwelling house, 
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attached structure (including outbuildings), garage, 
church, school, cabin, room, public building, shop, office, 
factory, storehouse, apartment, house-trailer (used as 
permanent residence or office), warehouse, mill, barn, -7 
other building, stable, vessel or ship, or railroad car.b 

LaCrosse and Greendale have submitted detailed charts, 
comparisons and analyses with their quarterly reports. 
Brown Deer and South Milwaukee update, on a regular basis, 
a visual wall map of burglary and theft offenses. 
These data vehicles facilitate resource allocations 
personnel distributions and pertinent priorities. 

Franklin Police utilize the McBee Keysort crime categori­
zation system for crime data processing. The'McBee Keysort 
is a manual form of computerization. 

E. Subprograms 

The very nature of crime prevention lends itself to a 
variety of subprograms. A consideration, when adopting 
optional subprograms, must be given to project location, 
agency styles and staff capabilities. These variables 
can affect, positively o?=,_n~gativ.:ely, the Qutcome of any 
given project. Subprogram efforts successful in one 
department are not always workable in others. 

1. Operation Identification 

Ope'ration Identification is a program by which 
personal property is marked through the use of 
engravers. It is the most common method used to 
promote security awareness. A program similar to 
"Operation Identification," called "Project Theft 
Guard," is also used by WCCJ project personnel. These 
two subprograms involve the engraving of victim­
identifiable property items prior to the occurrence 
of a theft or burglary. It is found that an effective 
method of soliciting participation is to loan the 
inexpensive engravers to the public. Theoretically, 
the probability of recovery is increased, and the 
opportunity for crime is decreased, as the premises 
are usually marked, indicating the use of "Operation 
ID" or "Theft Guard." The majority of T,V'CCJ projects 
endorse one of these two programs. Several agencies 
do the actual engraving of the pr'operty items for 
the owners. Frequently project staff receive 
assistance from local fire departments, auxiliary 
or uniformed sworn police, or other community groups 
in applying the mechanics of either program. 

67 Hisconsin UCR Guide, State of 1;I7isconsin, Department of Justice, 
Division of Law Enforcement Services, Crime Information Bureau . 
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Kids on Kids 

Cudahy Police, in cooperation with the city's schools, 
have organized a group dynamics program entitled 
"Kidf on Kids," designed to place peer pressure on 
youths to conform to acceptable behavioral patterns. 
The offense focused on in most cases is vandalism. 
However, in Cudahy, high school and junior high 
school students participate in an expanded version 
of "Kids on Kids" that includes criminal (Part I) 
acts such as burglary, theft and theft by shopli~t~ng. 
LaCrosse's CPO directs efforts toward a peer tra~n~ng 
concept that involves high school students inter­
acting on an instructional basis with youths of 
lower grades. 

Block Parent Program 

Brown Deer citizens have fo~-med a Community Crime 
Prevention Committee. Through this citizen group 
the Village Block Parent Program was revived after 
a period of inactivity. \..Jith this subprogram, residents' 
houses are identified by a sticker. \Alhen a youth 
needs some type of emergency aid when en route to 
or from his/her home, the youth may summon the 
occupant of the designated homes to aid them. The 
Block Parent concept is supported and encouraged 
in Greendale also. 

National Neighborhood Hatch Program 

Modified versions of the National Neighborhood 
Hatch program, promoted by the National Sheriffs' 
Association, have been introduced by half of the 
project agencies in their respective co~un~t~es. 
The primary goal of Neighborhood Watch ~s c~t~zen 
involvement in the reduction of burglary incidences. 
Modified approaches include reporting suspicious 
or criminal activity that citizens observe within 
their immediate vicinity. This program has received 
acceptance most frequently subsequent to a burglary 
or vandalism occurrence. 

Citizens Band Radio 

Another concept of encouraging citizen participation 
is through the use of Citizens Band (CB) radios. 
This !!lobile reporting feature enables police depart­
ments to have additional "eyes and ears" to communi­
cate vital information quickly. At least two 
jurisdictions, LaCrosse and Mequon, are actively 
promoting the use of CBs as a crime prevention tool. 
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Anti-Vandalism 

Anti-vandalism efforts have been pursued by several 
projects. Although not delineated as a major objective 
by most projects (and not presently an eligible 
HCCJ program category), four projects have expressed 
some concern about the type and value of property 
damage incurred by victimized owners. (Refer to 
Vandalism section of this report for further infor­
mation. ) 

Strike Plates 

:t-Ienominee Tribal Police initially encountered 
difficulty in promoting crime prevention among 
their sparsely populated, rural constituents. In 
an effort to develop a more responsive citizenry, a 
door "strike plate" was given free of charge to 
low-income families. The "strike plate" was to 
ensure a safer, more secure building entrance and 
~educe the opportunity for crime. A second approach 
~nvolved a bulk mailing to Reservation inhabitants, 
informing them of available services and how to 
receive them. In addition to the "strike plates" 
and security survey/inspections, the tribal Police 
also offer engraving services to those requesting them. 

Police-School Liaison 

Mequon listed the formation of a police-school 
liaison etfort as a component of its crime prevention 
project. 6l' Mequon's CPOs actively solicit participation 
from and cooperation with their high school. They 
have subsequently received a high level of acceptance 
of their proposals and have begun implementing phases 
of this objective. The Mequon program has the 
philosophy of intervention, rather than apprehension. 
With reference to police-school liaison goals, 
Mequon specified three: (1) to obtain credibility 
and acceptability, (2) to reduce theft and vandalism 
and (3) to establish law enforcement/school guide-
lines and policies. 

Police-school liaison services are also addressed under 
Program 7 - Juvenile L~w Enforcement Services in HCCJ's 1980 
Criminal Justice Improvement Plan. A primary obiective in 
this area is to increase cooperation-ana coordination among 
law enforcement, social service agencies, citiz~n and civic 
groups, school staff and other elements of the juvenile 
justice system in dealing with youth. 
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Bicycle Safety 

At least four projects (Greendale, LaCrosse, Menomonie 
and Mequon) devote time to bicycle safety. Inasmuch 
as bicycle theft is a common occurrence among most 
jurisdictions, prevention of bicycle theft, as well 
as the promotion of safe riding practices, is . 
emphasized. This type of program assists in develop~ng 
a rapport among youth and encourages their participation 
in community activities. 

Related Activities 

Greendale and Henomonie have maintained and updated 
business locator files. This information provides 
police department .staff with a list of persons to be 
contacted in the event of emergencies, open doors 
or unusual activities that occur after hours within 
the business sphere. 

~rug education. information is presented and distributed 
~n a concerted manner in Greendale, LaCrosse and 
Menomonie. However, all agencies participate to a 
certain degree in community and student drug 
education. 

"Patch the PO.!!y.," a program that promotes personal 
safety among youth, is presented by several projectE. 

Senior citizens are often seen as excellent resource 
persons within communities; they are willing 
to volunteer their free time to community projects 
and are frequ.ently home and are aware of unusual 
activity in their respective neighborhoods. 
Programs geared toward t~~~ segment of society 
are provided by proj ect personnel, a§ well. 
The-Cudahy Police Departme~t.is one agency . 
that endorses the "Vial of L~fe program. Th~s 
program is designed~provide vital information to 
emergency personnel when the "Vial of -Life" partici­
pant, usuall:y an elderly person, living alone, is 
incapacitated.. (See Attachment H.) 

Greendale Village Trustees requested the local crime 
pre,vention un.it draft a Village Securitz Plan. 
Officers in this jurisdiction have initLa~a 
~ in the ~~ program that provides surveilla~ce at 
Soutnriage Sopping Center to reduce motor veh~cle 
theft and theft from vehicles. 

Vacation home checks are performed by police officers 
of severaragencies. Homemvners are also given 
literature with tips on what to do for home security 
when they go on vacation. 

the 

. .. 

.. 

'-

F. 

'I 

! 

69 

r 

I'" ',,"',{ 
.. 

! ' 

1\ 
:~~\ 

-115-

Equipment Purchases 

In accordance with WCCJ's Annual Criminal Justice Improvement 
Plan, "applications must contain a justificatio'ii-of any 
equfpment- and materials as integral parts of the specific 
project contemplated. No more than ten percent6~f any 
project budget may be allocated for equipment." To 
assist in goal attainment, four projects included significant 
equipment items in their grant application. 

1. Alarm Systems 

Green Bay police were awarded funds in the amount 
of $4,493 for the purchase of four Voice Activated 
Radio Directed Alarm (VARDA) systems. This silent 
alarm equipment is designed to emit a radio signal on 
police radio frequencies when the alarms are triggered. 
Highly vulnerable burglary locations within the city 
are armed with VARDA equipment to further redu.ce the 
opportunity for burglaries by giving police notice 
of burglaries in progress. 

The silent "stakeouts" are installed in buildings on 
the basis of: (1) mayoral and/or special requests, 
(2) Investigative Division speculation and/or research, 
(3) citizen informants, or (4) high-incident burglary 
targets. Utilization of this technologically innovative 
equipment was publicized by a radio program in Green Bay. 
A number of arrests have directly resulted from the 
use of this system. 

2. Micro-Computer 

A total of $5,200 was appropriated by Brown Deer 
police for purchasing one micro-computer system. The 
system chosen was an Alpha Micro 100 and has the 
capability to store, retrieve and cross-correlate 
information that is not person-identifiable. Alpha 
Micro 100 has an interface potential with neighboring 
criminal justice agencies. -When the computer 
becomes completely operational, crime patterns will 
be analyzed to more effectively allocate resources 
(e.g., increased officer scheduling during anticipated 
peak activity periods, detecting similar or identical 
modus operandi, pin-pointing targets or type of targets 
or identifying property or type of property stolen). 

1980 Action Plan, op cit., p. 27. 
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3. Night Viewing Device 

4. 

The unified project of Cudahy - St. Francis - South 
Milwaukee expended $3,275 to purchase a ni(~ht 
viewing device. It was perceived that this device 
would reduce criminal activity in secluded park 
areas by allowing easier observation of buildings, 
pavillions, golf club houses and other locations in the 
parks. Furthermore, by using such equipment other 
CPOs would be free to conduct more citizen contacts. 
Documentation is made on usage times, dates and pur­
poses. 

Vehicle-Mobile Office 

Mequon police budgeted $4,245 for leasing a crime 
prevention vehicle. This agency also requested and 
received $3,865 for equipment--two-way and CB radios, 
slide and film strip projectors, cassette recorders 
and tapes, a cassette transcriber and an electric 
calculator. 

A van was selected and modified to accommodate the 
needs of Mequon's Community Services Bureau (crime 
prevention). The slogan, "1;-J'atch on Hheels, II was 
chosen to familiarize the community with the project. 
1ihen performing home security inspections, the 
van serves as a mobile office and contains all 
necessary literature and mechanisms to function 
effectively in program presentations. 
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Program Evaluation Section (PES) staff conducted a 
survey within the jurisdictions of those proj ects 1;\7hich 
listed security surveys/inspectioris as an integral com--
ponent of their crime prevention efforts. Ten of the HCCJ­
funded projects were involved in the survey: Brown Deer, Cudahy 
et al., Mequon, tVisconsin Rapids, LaCrosse, City of Henomonie, 
Green Bay, Greendale, Franklin and Oak Creek. The names of 
citizens who had received the security surveys/inspections 
were provided to PES by individuaJ,._.prolec1;s .. Appr~~ima~e~y 
270 questionnaires (Attachment N) were sent by PES to c~t~zens 
and businesses within these ten jurisdictions. 

The primary purpose of the questionnaires was to determine 
public acceptance and/or utility of home and business security 
surveys/inspections. Additional information on public presen­
tations or seminars, "Operation Identification" services 
and personal comments on the overall idea of crime prevention 
were also requested. In addition to quantitative data outlined 
in the methodology and data analysis section of this report, 
the questionnaire would serve as a qualitative measurement of 
project effectiveness. 

Of the approximately 270 questionnaires mailed, a total of 
168 were returned, representing a return rate of 62.4%. 
Of the total number of returned questionnaires, 36.9% (N=146) 
indicated that they received a residential or commercial 
security/inspection. (See Graph 1.) Other information 
gathered from the questionnaire: 

--Of the 146 returned questionnaires indicating that 
they made use of a home or commercial security survey, 
76.7% (N=112) found the suggestions offered by the crime 
prevention officers to be very useful. An additional 
20.5% (N=30) found the suggestions moderately useful. 

--A total of 8.9% (N=13) of the households and businesses 
implemented all the suggestions offered by the crime 
prevention officer; 35% (N=5l) used most of the suggestions; 
48.6% (N=7l) used some of the suggestions and 6.2% (N=9) 
did not use any of the suggestions (see Graph 2). 

--Fifty-eight percent (N=85) of the respondents did not 
list'any reasons for failing to implement the suggestions. 
The most common reason listed for not implementing the 
suggestions (other than no reason) were either a lack of 
money or a lack of time. Other reasons listed were: land­
lord-tenant contracts, impracticality of the suggestions, 
procrastination, prior building security awareness, or 
adequate existing security. 
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Graph 1 

Security Survey Questionnaires Return Rate, 
Recipients, Requests, Community Education 
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Graph 2 

Security Survey Questionnaires: 
Recipients, Suggestion Implementation 
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--Of the total number of returned questionnares (N=168), 
12.5% (N=2l) indicated they had attended a community 
seminar or presentation on crime prevention.70 A total 
of 66% (N=14) of those attending rated the presentation 
as excellent. 

--seventy-five (44~6%) of the total respondents requested 
engraving services provided under the "Operation 
Identification" program. 

--Forty-nine percent (N=82) of respondents provided PES 
with personal observations. Sixty-six percent (N=54) 
had favorable comments about their respective project 
activities; 23% (N=19) were indifferent; and 4% (N=3) had 
unfavorable comments (Graph 3). . 

Examples of comments from respondents are quoted below: 

(1) Our ... P.D. is an excellent law enforcement agency. 
However, with juvenile crime at an all-time high, 
unless penalties are uniform and give justi.ce to the 
victim, no police department can maintain control. 
Decisions on sentencing should not be made by 
"soft headed" judges. And, the age of the offender 
should not effect the sentence. Let the punishment 
fit the crime. 

(2) This is a very good program--handing out leaflets 
instead of just showing them to the homeowner would 
be better. This is what happened when locks were 
being described. 

(3) I felt more secure knowing I had good security--also 
knowing my local police department was really there 
to help. 

(4) I think this type of program should be expanded and 
more community/law enforcement views should be 
shared. 

(5) We had just moved to this house and were very grate­
ful for the hints given: for example, our home 
insurance man would have preferred window locks, but 
by following diagrams and using some nails we can 
accomplish the same task and save at least $100 as 
we have 17 windows. He did use the identifying 
equipment and feel safer from that knowledge. 

(6) If the judicial system wasn't so lenient 
toward the criminal, many of these problems in my 
opinion would be resolved. 

70 Although this figure may appear to be low, the nQrnber 
of people attending seminars and not receiving security sur­
veys may be different. 
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Graph 3 

Security Survey Questionnaires: 
Return Rate, Additional Comments and Type 
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I think there is more crime in the neighborhood 
where they made this check than before. If we had 
a few officers walking the beat, they would see 
what goes on. 

I did appreciate the help and feel more secure. 

--- i 

Shouldn't be necessary to make our homes into 
fortresses to protect our property. The law forbidding 
publication of names of juvenile offenders is wrong. 
It should be changed. 

I think this form is a waste of the Tax Payers' 
money. Get the Police Department back on walking 
beats and out of the two-man squad cars and maybe 
some of the crimes can be stopped. 

'. 4 

.. 

• • 

·.1 

,\0 

no.. 

(,) '~'\'O" .,,, ' 

" 
I~ 
.! 



A. 

." . 

-, 

-123-

Summary 

Quantitative analysis and evaluation of the varied 
crime prevention projects could assume several formats. 
Clearly, victimization surveys, both prior to and after 
project implementation would be the most reliable measure 
of project effectiveness. However, the cost of such 
surveys is prohibitive. 

Instead, analyses of crime prevention projects have been 
performed \vithin three general frame\vorks--historical 
comparison of targeted offenses and their characteristics 
prior to and during project implementation, contrast of 
non-Milwaukee and Milwaukee area projects, and comparison 
of aggregate projects with the remainder of t-7isconsin. 
The first and third of these analytic frameworks address 
both burglary and theft; the Hilwaukee and non-Milwaukee 
comparison only examines burglary due to a paucity of 
thefts in the non-Milwaukee group. 

Temporal comparison of equivalent burglary samples 
reveals a 2.5% increase in the number of burglaries following 
project implementation. Also, both the property recovery 
and clearance ratios declined during the aggregated project 
periods. However, project period burglaries were more 
likely to be detected by non-victim citizens and had a 
higher proportion of attempted offenses. Single-family 
homes were less likely to be burglary targets during the 
project period, although the relative vulnerability of 
garages increased. Finally, the proportion of burglaries 
resulting in no dollar loss increased during the project 
period. \~ile the preceding analyses focused on the 
aggregated projects, individual jurisdictions are cit!ed 
when appropriate. 

Parallel analyses of thefts evinced fewer changes, par­
tially due to the nature of theft offenses. The total 
quantity of project period thefts rose approximately 1% 
from the equivalent baseline period. As with the burglary 
samples, analysis of project thefts reveals a decline 
in the clearance rate. Also, there were few significant 
alterations in the property recovery rate on the type 
of property taken. In terms of premises vulnerability, the 
proportion of thefts from residences and offices declined, 
while the proportion of thefts from more public targets 
(e.g., garages, outdoors) rose. Finally, loss value of 
sampled thefts declined somewhat during the aggregate 
project period. 
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The most striking differen7es in burglary patterns based 
on the non-Milwaukee and M~lwaukee area dichotomy are as 
follows: 

--Project period burglaries decline~ by .5% in the 
non-Milwaukee sample and rose 6.7% in the Mihlaukee 
sample; 

--The proportion of offenses with some property 
recovery declined by 43.3% in the non-Nilwaukee 
projects and rose 29.2% in Milwaukee ?rojects. 

--Non-Milwaukee projects have a ~igher ~ropo:tion of 
burglaries from businesses/off~ces wh~le M~lwaukee 
projects have a higher proportion from garages 
and outdoor sites. 

··-Non-Hilwaukee projects have a higher proportion of 
burglaries with no loss. 

The final comparative framework, .total.project samples 
contrasted to the remainder of'vhscons~n, :eveals two 

-, 

major differences in targeted offenses. F~rst, the rate 
of increase of both burgiary and theft is substantially 
less for project jui~isdictions than for the rest. of 
\;lisconsin. However ,. the clearance rates. of comb~ned 
projects for theft and burglary are cons~~erably lo~er . 
than the corresponding rates for the rema~nder of H~scons~n. 

Recommendations 

1. Establish a Statewide Office of Crime Prevention 

The Executive Office, the Legislature, bus~ness, 
industry and concerned citizens should be~~n to ~ake 
the necessary steps to establish a statew~de off~7e 
of crime prevention. This consi~ered re70mmendat~on 
is based on the following: (1) ~nforma~~on and 
data collected in the course of.evaluat~ng.the 
twelve currently-funded WCCJ cr~me prevent~?n 
projects over the past two years; (~) a re~~ew ~nd 
analysis of prior HCCJ involvement ~n fund~ng p~lot 
crime prevention proj ects; (3) numerous cO!;tacts and 
discussions with experienced cri~e preve~t~on p:ac­
titioners within 'the state; (4) ~nformat70nal d~s- . 
cussions with representatives of the N~t~ona~ Counc~l 
on Crime and Delinquency (NCCD)! (5) d~~cuss~o~s 
with the National Crime Prevent~on Inst~tute (l.lCPI) 
in Louisville and the State of Kentucky Statew~de 
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Office of Crime Prevention; (6) interaction with 
the President' of the !·Hsconsin Crime Prevention Offi-
cers Association; (7) a literature search of crime preven­
tion implementation strategies employed around the -
country; and (8) a cursory review of the experiences 
of the over 30 states that have already established 
statewide crime prevention efforts. 

The rationale behind this recommendation is a simple 
one. The establishment of a statewide office of -
crime prevention would be a clear signal that the 
State of ~Hsconsin was prepared to make a long-
term commitment toward assisting the police, business, 
industry, community organizations and an involved 
citizenry in coordinating efforts toward: (1) the 
gradua~ reduction of criminal opportunities; 
(~) enhancetp.ent of the public's feeling of security; 
and (3) lessening the public's fear of becoming 
victims of crime. 71 

In terms of the primary responsibilities of a statewide 
office of crime prevention, emphasis would center 
on: (1) applied research; (2) technical assistance 
in the development of community and local projects; 
(3) development and distribution of literature, films, 
etc.; (4) public education and; (6) coordinating 
and motivating all police departments to become 
involved as pivotal points for crime prevention at 
the local level. Listed below are some of the 
advantages of a statewide effort: 

71 Hore often than not, it is the fear of crime, re,ther than 
the fact of crime, which ultimately influences hml7 people 
live their lives. "The discovery that life is irrational 
and unpredictable makes victims feel completely impotent. 
This in turn exacerbates their fear: whether or not we 
feel in control of a situation directly affects the way we 
respond to it. Indeed, psychological experiments indicate 
that fear is substantially reduced if people merely believe 
they have some control over a" situation ... "one can take 
precautions that extend the sense of control over one's 
environment and fate." Charles E. Silberman, Criminal 
Violence, Criminal Justice, Harper and Row, New York, 1978, 
pages 16-17. In large measure, "control over a situation" 
is the rationale behind crime prevention. Crime prevention 
does not play on people's fears, but rather promotes a 
climate of rational decision-making in dealing with criminal 
opportunities. 
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Equal Access and Treatment 

Citizens of all communities and counties would 
receive equal treatment and have equal access 
to the office. 

Offset Lack of Local Resources 

Crime prevention efforts are often expensive 
and beyond the financial resources of some 
localities. In recent years, levy limits have 
placed restrictions on the amount of revenue 

-- , 

a community can raise. A cO:Jplete ::'ist of the 
E:;-.o!:>J.~!n.s __ 'poli~.~ departments face .in._es.~hli.shi~g 
crime prevention progr.am.s . .can. he . found ~n 
Appendix O. 

Public Education 

Citizens within a community must be advised of 
their responsibilities before they can assist 
the police in a lawful, systematic and 
coordinated manner. 

Technical Assistance in Project Development 

Expertise could be shared with cities, com­
munities and counties which lack tEe skills 
to implement their own programs or'wish 
to implement the techniques successfully 
employed elsewhere. (A number of HCCJ-funded 
projects have expressed a willingness to 
assist other communities in establishing crime 
prevention programs.) 

Resource/Honitoring and Applied Research Center 

Information about other programs, both within 
and outside the state could be shared with 
communities. Specific issues in crime prevention 
'could be monitored and evaluated for effective­
ness. Results could then be disseminated to 
decision-makers involved in crime prevention. 
In addition, legislation could be monitored 
and examined, thus providing the Legislature 
and Executive Office with information on existing 
crime legislation and making recommendations 
on model legislation. (Promoting security 
requirements in the State building code 
serve as an example.) 
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Coordinate Crime Prevention Efforts with Other 
State Agencies 

Examples of coordination between state agencies 
include: (1) assisting those state agencies 
(e.g., Nur.sing Home Ombudsman Program, Board 
on Aging) which administer funds and programs 
for the elderly by developing crime prevention 
projects which address the unique needs of the 
elderly; (2) work with the Wisconsin Housing 

-" Finance Authority in promoting security require-
ments to those companies and/or organizations 
which make use of public housing funds; (3) work 
with-the Department of Public Instruction in 
assisting local school districts in addressing 
problems such as school vandalism; and (4) work 
with the Department of Agriculture in develop~ng 
crime prevention projects which address the 
unique problems of farmers (i.e., rural crime). 

There are, to be sure, arguments against establishing 
a Statewide Office of Crime Prevention. Not the 
least of obstacles that must be overcome is an 
apparent hostility on the part of the public toward 
more state bureaucracy. Indeed, the public may be 
more tolerant of the current level of crime than 
the current level of bureaucracy designed to combat 
it. At a time in which the Governor has indicated 
that the state should be tightening up its 
financial expenditures, serious and careful consi­
deration should be given to the possible addition 
of another state office. 

There is ample evidence available which suggests 
that such an Office can impact on the current level 
of crime. Therefore, the argument that a Statewide 
Office of Crime Prevention would simply be more 
unneeded bureaucracy is unfounded; and a dismissal 
of the idea may in the long run deny the citizens 
of Wisconsin an effective source of crime prevention. 

The Kentucky Experience 72 

Originally designed to prevent crime by reducing 
both criminal and victim opportunity, the Kentu~ky 
Office of Crime Prevention was established by 

72 Although there are over 30 states which have established 
statewide efforts, Kentucky's statewide Office of Crime 
Prevention is often viewed as being the most sophisticated 
and successful. Where appropriate, those aspects of the 
Kentucky model could be adopted ~~ Bisconsin. 
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executive decree on April 23, 1975. At the 
present time the Office has a staff of thirteen 
who operate ~n annual budget of $400,000. In addition, 
a Crime Prevention Advisory Committee appointed 
by the Governor meets annually to se~ overall.goals, 
objectives and direction for the Offlce of Crlme 
Prevention. 

In addition to crime prevention officers, business 
and community leaders are included on the Adv~sory 
Committee. The Advisory Committee has an 
executive committee and four subcommittees, which 
assist on projects requiring special study 
and expertise. Regional committees, composed of 
volunteer law enforcement personnel, city and 
county officials, members of the media and ~riv~te 
citizens provide additional input and coordlnatlon 
at the grassroots level. These co~~ittees evaluate 
the needs of their areas and evaluate programs 
developed by the Office of Crime Prevention for 
feasibility in their regions. 

Although the Office of Crime Prevention has a fou~-. 
fold function:73 in providing assistance to communltles 
throughout the state, the Office of Cri~e Prevention's 
operating princiole is that direct serVlce to the 
~UbliC is primaril the res onsibilit 0; local olice 

epartments (with t e asslstance 0 civic and 
organizations at the local level). 

The Office of Crime Prevention has developed an 
eight-point proeram designed to reduce criminal 
opportunities within the state: 

--Operation Identification--a program to 
discourage burglary and theft from homes 
farms and businesses and provide a means 
of easy identification of stolen property. 

7.'3 The four functions are: (1) to coordinate the crime 
check public education effort; (2) to motivate and encourage 
all state and local law enforcement agencies to become 
involved as pivotal points for .crime prevention at the local 
level· (3) to develop and distr:Lbute crime prevention 
'material to state and local agencies for dissemination to 
the public; and (4) to provide technical assistance and other 
supportive services as needed. Excerpts from the Kentucky 
Office of Crime Prevention biennial report are included 
in Appendix P. 
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--Operation Crime Report--improvements in 
technology and citizen awareness that 
can lead to improved methods of crime 
reporting. 

--Operation Home Security--the establishment 
of inexpensive security standards and techni­
cal assistance necessary to assure basic 
security for homes. 

--Operation Business Security--assistance to 
businesses and retailers in securing their 
premises against burglary, robbery, shop­
lifting, bad checks, credit card fraud, 
etc. 

--Operation Neighborhood Watch--a program 
designed to encourage citizens to look out 
for each other intelligently and cautiously, 
stressing vigilance rather than vigilantees. 

-:-Operation Lock-it-and-Pocket-the-Key--an 
awareness program to reduce the opportunity 
for auto theft of valuables from unlocked 
cars. 

--Operation Fraud Control--a program to reduce. 
the losses resulting from fraud and "sweet 
talk" crimes, particularly those which 
plague the elderly. 

--Operation Personal Security--a program to 
reduce criminal and victim opportunity for 
personal crimes such as strong-arm robbery, 
physical assaults and rape. 

The information on the Kentucky experience presented 
here is not intended to be interpreted as the 
final word. on crime prevention. Rather, it is an 
illustration of how one state is and has been 
attempting to reduce victim and criminal opportunities . 
Any attempts to establish a statewide effort within 
Wisconsin should draw on and adobt those strategies 
found to be useful and workable ~lsewhere.74 . 

7~· It should be noted that the Kentucky Office of Crime Pre­
vention in conjunction with the National Council on Crime 
and Delinquency would provide, free of cost, technical 
assistance to ~isconsin in developing a statewide program 
(see Appendix Q). . 
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The WCCJ Full Council and HCCJ Executive Committee 
should continue to mandate that funded projects 
conduct a 'crime analysis to determine the most 
problematic Part I offense within their respective 
jurisdictions. 

Since 1969 the WCCJ has funded numerous crime pre­
vention projects which have emphasized a variety of 
approaches to reducing crime, e.g., public 
education, public relations, etc. Only within 
the last several years has the WCCJ mandated iL 
its Annual Action Plans that individual projects 
address specific problematic Part I offenses (i.e., 
burglary, theft, motor vehicle theft, forcible rape, 
assault, robbery, homicide and arson) so identified 
by a crime analysis. Specifically, the 1979-80 
Action Plans '(crime prevention language) states: 

A key element of ~vCCJ' s crime prevention 
programs is the systematic examination of 
past crime in a jurisdiction. Such an 
examination is referred to as a "crime 
analysis." The purpose of a crime analysis 
is to identify criminal patterns that are 
susceptible to preventive police action. A 
high crime rate does not in and of itself 
indicate that a particular crime problem is 
susceptible to control by preventive measures. 
However, an appropriately performed crime 
analysis should identify persistent criminal 
vulnerabilities, e.g., unlocked storage areas 
in multi-family dwellings, unattended coat 
racks in public facilities, structural inade­
quacies of certain locking systems. After 
identifying common criminal opportunities, the 
applicant outlines proactive strategies which 
are directed at removing the criminal oppor­
tunities associated with the identified weak­
nesses. Thus, the aim of a crime analysis is 
to obtain knowledge which would make corrective 
action almost self-evident. 

Projects often fail not because they are not good 
projects, but because the problem has not been 
adequately identified. Generally speaking, effective 
crime prevention projects can begin only as the 
result of using relevant and reliable information. 
It is important that those attemutin~ to reduce . 
crime understand how and when it"'occ~rs. Hhen 
crime problems are so identified, effective 
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~trategies can be implemented to have the greatest 
7mpac~. And whi~e recognizing that it is necessary 
~n cr~me prevent~on to stress human relations/human 
interaction situations, the real aim of crime 
prevention is to recognize and address specific 
cri~e problems. The program language should remain as ~s. 

The WCCJ must determine whether vandalism prevention 
merits inclusion within an existing program. 

Despite the apparent need for some uniform action 
in this area (see Vandalism section) research and 
planning obstacles first need to be ~ddressed 
Fir~t there is no centralized agency, either ~t the 
nat~onc;l or stc;te . level Ylhich collects aggregate 
vandal~sm stat~st~cs. Consequently, accurate figures 
are not readily available. 

The second p:oblem asso~iat7d with planning and 
strategy aga~nst vandal~sm ~s that it is a Part II 
offense. Like other Part II offenses, e.g., dis­
orderly conduct, forgery, liquor law violations etc 
it is viewed as less serious and therefore d.ema~ding·' 
less attention. t~an Part I offenses (burglary, rape':, 
et~.). Recogn~z~ng that the vandalism problem 
ex~sts and deserves closer scrutiny may be the 10aica1 first step in devising solutions. How~ver the u -

inadequacies of vandalism data must, at a ~inimuw, 
be acknowledged and resolved. 

Ongoing evaluation and data collection must be 
continued. Th~s will enable projects to periodical Iv 
reallo~ate the~r resources on the basis of analysis -
of var~ables such as relative vulnerability of 
premises categories, time of offense and type of 
property stolen. -

Trainin~ of project personnel in facets of crime 
prev7nt~on s~o~ld co?tinue during and after WCCJ­
fund~ng. Cr~t~cal elements of training should 
also be summariz7d C;nd.presen~ed to all department 
personnel at per~od~c~n-serv~ce sessions. 

Clearance data should be continually updated to 
reflect project activities. . 

Project resources should be expended on those 
~rime preventio~ ~trategies which show a positive 
~mpact. In add~t~on, project resources can be 
augmented by assistance from local sources. 

J 
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Attachment. A 

uctobe~ 20, 1975 

Govornor Putrick J. Lucoy 

Ch'-l.rl(lG il. lIill, ~l'. 

\liocunoin Council on Criminal Juotico 

UllCI'.:lt.ioa IJ.entificat:ion l'J.~ojoct 

Att.:lclwU is an an<llyaio of tho OpoI'ution Identification Proj cct dono by 
hichard Deckor of our Law l:nforcemcnt otaff. It conclu<.loo thilt tho 
rc~ult3 of thio pl'Ogrillll on il niltionill biloio ill'e 10::00 than satisfilctol'Y. 
A130 attache<.l arc QUilrtol'ly Uarrativo H.eports from tho project sponsored, 
which ohuWG looa than glowinl3 rOGults with 0POl'iltion I<.lontification in 
l'i.iocon:.lin duo to dolayo, luck of ucceptilncc:, etc. 

HCCOIlUn0,TII1"'lt ions 

Lven if this pl'Ogl'UIU H(~ra succeooful in V1i:;conoin, I liould recommend thut 
you di3a::osociatc youro'Clf from thi3 project ilnd uree 111". Phillip Kalchthaler 
to GP.CUl'O new Gponool'uhip for.' tho i'ollo.liIlG roaoomi: 

1. Tho Covernor ,:;; office haG littlo 01' 110 control oval" tho Sllcceso of 
thic pro['.~i1m. 

2. Tl1~) PI'Of.:l'':lnl haG not wot with cucco:;:; in othol.' <ll'Qc1G of tho nation. 
11y Law l:1)fo1'colnont staff an<.l I plan to lJIeet with 111.". Kalchthaler 
to oxpro~ .. s o Ill' ConCQl'nr. ilnd urge hlH1 to either neck u now 3ponoor 
01' withdruw tho Pl'ojQct ;.111 tOJ~othor. I pl;lIl to jnfo"('ln hi.m th"lt my 
l'.'I.!COUJI,)llll.iatloll to you will L4;) ~o :I:':~I~ pl'0vldu Gl'~.JlI:'lll':;ldp fOL' thi~ 
11l'ojl,lct. 

,I. III .111 lil\\}lilioud, (HIP ,;(;arr I •. ill l"7'~I)I;)W.1I)t.I dOllial lill~~11 tlli:1 pro:i(H.:t 
(,;IJlfl':I.' Ill' {"Vl' l'l~r\III~1.i.III:' .• 

If you 1I0'~U <ll1y furthul' info1:'caat iOIl, I wUld.,j h.,l happy \;0 di:;cu~,s thin m,-.lttol' 
wi til YUIl. 

Clill :I}); 

I\t t.'l..:hhlOllt::; 

C('; UavlJ Jl.iWlJl.!l' 

L __________________________________________ ~ _________________ ~ ________________ ~ ______________ ~'¥~ __ ~~.~.~. 
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October 27, 1975 

Charlen M. IIill, Sr. 

Dick Decker 

Operation Identification 

In J\Ugust, 1975, the U.S~ Department of Justice, Law Enforcement 
J\mHstilnCe J\dministration, National Institute of Law Enforcement 
and Criminal Justice, published a report cnti tl'cd, National 
Evnluation Progr.nm, PhaGe I nummnry Heport, Operation Identification 
Projcct~: ~ssessrnent of Effectiveness which indicated a lack of 
prOaraill efrcctivcne~G in the following areas: 

1. Moot of the Operation Identification (0-1) projects 
have been unable to enlist more than a minimal 
number of participantfl. 

2. '1'11e coot of recruiting anel enrolling 0-1 participants 
is much hi<Jhcr ,than expected. 

3. 0-1 pnrt:icipants have significantly lower burglary rates; 
hut 0-1 cOltununi tiea have not experienced reduction~ 
in city-wiue burglary rate:..; nor appeciable increases ill 
the number of apprehenucu burglar::.. 

1. 0-1 markinga Imvo not ineJ:ea:wd tlH! .1."OeOV( .. ll:y .,mel 
roturn of otOloll propn.1.·l:y. 

'rIds evaluation report expanc1n on OilO1\ of thOl.H1 po:in'tu leadin<] to 
tho (Jonoral (~oncluuion thLlt }JJ:uj(?ct:..; o[ Lld:..; natura have not had 
the OX1)00 t('(1 rculllta (i. e., deter .1.",1 nco of cOlllluuni ty ourglarie:. and 
nn incrNu;c in recovered proptJrty throu(Jh lIItlrJdwJ of valuableu with 
II ic1entifior:; \I). '1'ho raport al:;o inuic:' t(Hl thut burglary rctJuctiol"1~ 
experienced by 0-:[ participantu lIIay not. be due ,to O-I out r&lther due 
to the fact that the participnnt:..; 'lluo t.enu to une other crime 
prevention techniquea anll/or ':1 local law uuforcolIIont alJency effort 
at educntion in crime preven·tion (of which Lurglary prevention i!; 
only one or 'the many nnpl1ctr. COVt..!rou). 

The \viaconoin Operat.ion Ic1ontificntion pro~Jram received $99,000 
federal llollnr~ (for a total project budget of ~110,OOO) for it~ 
firat year of operation. 'l'he ini,tinl ~lri'lnt W.l::i QW&ll:deu in Uay, l~·IJl, 
but the project kick-off date was postponed until late SeptembeI.' (uue 
to tho inahil.ity to procure all nnceoaary Innt('ll.-ials and suppli~u). 
In the fini'll Quarterly Narra·tive Huport (QIIH.) received from thl! 
Project Director for the poriod ending 3-31-75, it waa indicated 
thilt Jaycee enthusinsm \'las running high and that 60-75~ of the 
goals and objective might be accomplished before the end of the 
original <]rant period. 
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Uowever, examination of the QNR's received to date indicate that 
although tho enthusiasm of the Jayceo's is running high the same 
cannot be said of the general public. Since the inception of the 
project it has been clouded by delays and apathetic attitudes. 
'1'hia general apathy is not present in only the general community 
but haa also found its way into aome of the law enforcement agencies. 
In some instances the progrmn has met with opposition from law 
enforcement whilo in otherD the lat., enforcement agencies have taken 
over the project from tho local Jayceo chapter. In this latter 
instance the fact that the agency huo taken over the program may 
be uttributed to the fact that they h"ve had someone from that 
agoncy attend the National Crime Prevention In:ltitute in Louisville, 
Kentucky. In general, the result:J of Operation Identification in 
Wioconoin are, at best, mediocre, anu participiltion by the general 
public has been loss than anticipated. Considcring that this project 
was intended to be il statewide anti-burglilry campaign, these results 
would also have to be tempered with the facts that burglaries in 
~lioconsin have in fact shown an increase between 1974 and 1975. 
There are no available statio tics from the Project Director indicating 
the trend in burglaries in areas where tho program is Wlderway. 

'l'l"lroughout the first year of the project, 1>1r. I<illchthaler indicated 
that the problems of Operation Identification are not those of 
awareneoo of tho pr09rmu but rather oneu of education (both of the 
public und of lllW enforcement) in crime prevention programa. '1'0 
alleviate this problem it wao propoaed thilt during the second year 
of funding of thin program, eduCutionill seminars be conducted 
involving 1m'l onforcement peroonnel. 'l'he major purpose of theoe 
oominnra \-lOuld bo to aupply local law <.mforCOlllenl:. with information, 
onc()ura~JeIC\ont, aupplieu and oporntion"l tcchniquoa to begin an 
active local crime prevention proqram. It io hop(~d that this 
eclucntionul offort will facilitato 9roCll:\)r participation betweon 
tho c.:olllllmni tio:; anl1 thoir l;lW uuforcolll\ml: aIJoncl~:;(LJal .. ticipation 
and cooperation that waa Incking uurincJ tIm fir'·lt yQ<.!r of the pr0<Jram) • 

Even thou~Jh there oeerno to bo a po::d,ti vo rcapon[.;() from law enforcement 
to thene IWIlI.l.n.u:n thore cnn bo nu ClHHlI1:.\l\C() that I.:hoy will holp 
achieve tl1() ini ti\11 goalo anll ob~jec ti von. !)oU.ci tell reopon:.;e:..; from 
the public anti law onforccmont miuht illllical:u an inclination toward 
greuter participation in the prolJram but n ~;tnbllnont from 
Profos:lOr 11 .. 1.no \"1. r'lnttick of tho Contor for He:;oarch in Criminal 
JU:Jtice nt the UnivOl::dl;y of IlliH()in, Ch.i.cn~Jo Cil:cle Ci'lmpuu (who 
conductou an ovalunt.ion of tho Illinoiu Oporat.ion 1dontific"t.ion 
progrnm) \Vould be mOGt l")ol-'tincJ1 t: I •••• '.J.'liu genornl puLlic do<.l~; not 
ploco tho :mmo high lJl:iority 011 crilflo provent.ion ilctivitiea, when 
it require a conunitment, an they aeemto cxprcou whon responding 
to cr;tme victimization ourveYIJ conduc'ted by the pollinC] agoncio:; 
.:uHl lnn~w media." 
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In any C'lflC, the Governor's office should encour'lge independent 
spoll:::;orship of thio progrc:un, i,t ,.,.hntover approach it takes to 
est'lblioh crime provention progrrunu. It might also be reconunended 
t11nt tho Director of Operation Identific.:>.tion, Mr. Phillip 
I\nlchthaler, meet wi tIl the \viocon~in Council on Criminal Justice's 
Dircctor and !3tnff 'to <liscu:::;u the inherent weaknossefl in this 
program, itn progrcnG to date, .:mu the need to pursue an additional 
year' G fun<ling con:::;i<leriny 'the results of tho project's initial 
endeavors. 

Dn/erc 
Attachments 

cc'; Andrew Ncwpol.-t 
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THE NATIOl'JAL 
CBT])lIE 
PREVENTION 
INSTITU',rE i 

Crimt: prevention actions are those taken to reduce 
the opportunity for crimes to occur. These actions are 
oriented toward the potential victim. The develop­
mcnt and implementation of effective crime preven­
tion programs involves the input and cooperation of 
law enforcement agencies. governmental units. 
community organizations, individual citizens, and 
private security personnel. 

The National Crime Prevention Institute (NCPI) is 
a division of the Schc{)1 of Police Administration of 
the University vi Loubville and provides national 
training, tee,hnical assista.nc;:e, and information in all 
arcas of crime prevention. 

Since 1971, NCPI has trained over 4,000 individu­
als in the principles and practices of crime prevention 
through scminars, workshops, and one, two, and four 
week courses. NCPI program participants include 
lucal, state. and federal law enforcement agency 
personnel, government officials. and private security 
personnel. NCPl graduates represent all 50 states and 
several foreign countries. 

The NCPl staff represents a variety of professions, 
skills, and talents enabling them to provide leadership 
in all areas of crime prevention. The staff has 
dcvc!oped an integrated. systematic approach to 
crime prevention education, training, and the applica­
tion of sound crime prevention principles. 

Guest lecturers, with expertise in particular subject 
:Ireas, also serve as instructors for NCPI programs. 
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CRIME 
PREVENTION 
THEORY, PRACTICE 
&. MANAGEMENT 

(Four Week Course) 
January 8 - February 2, 1979 
June 4 - June 29, 1979 

Location: National Crime:: Preve::ntion Institute 
Louisville, Kentucky 

Course Fee: $750.00 (The fee covers tuition and class 
materials. Lodging, meals, transportation to and from 
the course site, and incidental expenses must be:: 
provided by the participant or sponsoring agency.) 

Lodging: Rooms are available at a motel near the: 
course: site at a special rate of $10.00 pe:r day (plus 
tax). Participants must make their own reservations. 
Additional information will be sent to each partici­
pant afte::r registration. 

This course carries Ihree hours of col/ege credil and 
qualifies for Velerans Adminislralion benefils. 

Course Description 
Crime Prevention Theory, Practice and Man-:­

agement provides current information on the:: 
design, development, delivery, and managemc:nt of 
crime prevt:ntion projects and programs. This 
course includes physical and electronic procedural 
security topics and community program develop­
ment considerations. It is designed for individuals 
with leadership roles i~ law enforcement agencies 
and public and private service agencies. 

Each participant in the course will be required to 
prepare a paper outlining the goals and objectives 
of their agency's crime prevention program and 
sp.!cific meihods to meet thcsl! goals and objec­
tives. 

Course Objectives 
I. Provide an understanding of the history and 

principles of crime prevention. 
2. Present the theory of risk manage::mt:nt and its 

practical application through st:curity surveys. 
3. Review the concepts of environmental design 

arid the role of law enforcement imput in the 
physical pi&lOning of a community. 

4. Identify the concepts of fixed and moveable 
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barriers as they affect criminal opportunity; 
provide practical application information con­
cerning their use. 
Identify tht: concepts of survt:illance and 
detection systems as tht:y affect criminal 
opportunity; provide practical application 
information concerning their use. 
Outlint: specific strategies used in programs 
din:cted at individual crime. 
Outline specific strategies used in programs 
directed at crime targets (persons, places, or 
things). 
Review citizen participation programs, detailing 
the techniques which are most effective in 
overcoming apathy and motivating citizens to 
join the crime prevention effort. 
Present the methodology used in communicat­
ing crime:: prevention information knowledge to 
the community. 
Review the, management techniques used to 
dcvelop, operate, and assess the most effective 
crime prt:vention programs. 

Suhject Areas Covered Include: 
History of Crime Reduction 
Principles of Opportunity Reduction Crime 

Prevention 
Program EV:lluation 
Crime Specific Programming 
Funding 
Police Professionalism 
Risk Management 
Senior Citizens and Crime Prevention 
Sexual Assault 
Physical Planning for Crime Prevention 
Alarm Systems 
Locks 
Lig.hting 
Doors 
Windows 
Walls 
Fences 
Transparent/Translucent Barriers 

{ Access Controls 
Security Camera, Photoelectric and CCTV 
Retail Security 

~ Premises Surveys 
tnsllrance and Crime Prevention 
Marketing Crime Preve::ntion Services 
Community Motivation 
Mass Media 
Public Speaking 
Crime Analysis 
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WEEKLY COURSE 
SCHEDULE 

First Week 

Monday, January 8, 1979 

8:30" 9:00 Mr. Carl Kellem 
Registration and Orientation 

9:00 - 9:30 Norman E. Pomrenke. 
Acting Director, N.C.P.l. 
Welcome 

9:30 - 10: 15; Mr. Harry Keeney 
10:30 - 11:50 History and Principles of Crime 

Prevention 

- Lunch 

1:30 - 2:45; Chief Richard Mellard 
3:00 - 4:30 Introduction 10 Crime Prevention 

Tuesday, January 9, 1979 

9:00 - 10: 15; Dr. Joseph Maloney 
10:30 - 11:50 Management Principles in Public 

Service Organizalions 

Lunch 

1:30 - 2:45; Mr. Donald Cognota 
3:00 - 4:30 Planning & Research Roles in 

Developing Crime Prevention Roles 

Wednesday, January 10, 1979 

9:00 - 10: 1 5; Dr. Doug Frisbee 
10:30 - 11:50 Crime Prevention Through 

Environmental Design 

Lunch 

1:30 - 2:45; Mr. J. L. Thomas 
3:00 - 4:30 Working with Ihe Planning 

Commission 

Thursday, January 11, 1979 

9:00 - 10: 15; Mr. Kelly Reynolds 
10:30 - 11:50 Crime Prevention vs Fire Prevention 

Building Codes 

Lunch 

/ 

" A 
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1:30 - 2:45; 
3:00 - 4:30 

9:00 - 10: 15: 
10:30 - 11:50 

1:30 - 2:45; 
3:00 -4:30 

Secont! Week 

9:00-10:15; 
10:30 - 11:50 

1:30 - 2:45; 
3:00 - 4:30 

9:00 - \0: 15: 
10:30 - 11:50 

1 :JO - 2:45; 
3:00 - 4:30 

9:00 - 10: 15; 
10:30 - 11:50 

1:30 - 2:45; 
3:00 - 4:30 

9:00 - 10: 15; 
10:30 - 11:50 

1:30 - 2:45 

3:00 - 4:30 

Mr. B. M. Gray, II 
Program Developmenl and Funding 

Friday, January 12, 1979 

Mr. Carl Kellem 
InJroduclion 10 Securily 

Lunch 

Mr. Paul Tigue 
Execulive Proleclion 

~londay,January, 15, 1979 

Mr. Alan Schwartz 
Cameras and Access Conlrol 

Lunch 

Mr. Carl Kellem 
Inlrusion Delection Systems 

Tuesday, January 16, 1979 

Mr. Carl Kellt:m 
Inlrusion Deteclion ~yslems 
(Applications) 

Lunch 

Mr. Harry KCl!ney 
Fixed and Moveable Barriers 
(Glass, Safes and Vaulls) 

\Vi.'dnesday, January 17, 1979 

Mr. Harry Keeney 
Fixed and Moveable Barriers 

Lunch 

Mr. Carl Kcllem 
Inlrusion Deleclion Syslems Lab 

Thursday, January 18, 1979 

Mr. Harry Keeney 
Fixed and Moveable lJarriers 

Lunch 

Mr. Harry Keeney 
Glazing Demonstration 

Mr. Keeney 
Barriers Lab 
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',' 

9:00 - 1():15 

10:30 -: 11:50 

' 'f I 

.. 1:30 - 4:30 

.' 

, ~l 
1 

Third Week 

9:00 - 10: 15; 
10:30 - 11:50 

1:30 - 2:45; 
3:00 - 4:30 

9:00 - 10:15 

1:30 - 4:30 

9:00 - 10: 15; 
10:30 - 11:50 

1 
1:30 - 2:45; 
3:00·4:30 

, 

9:00 - 10: 15; 
10:30 - 11:50 

1:30 - 2:45; 
3:00·4:30 

9:00 - 10: 15; 
10:30· 11:50 

~ ....... - ..... 

~~ -~- ~~-- -------r~------- ---~~ '-~----~~--..--------- --------------

.. - -.... 

Friday, January 19,1979 

Mr. Jaml!s Dudney 1:30 - 2:45; 
Bank Proleclion Act 3:00 - 4:00 

Mr. Tom Dixon 'J 
Insurance Role in Crime Prevenlion 1':1 4:00 - 4:30 

~ , 

Lunch 

TOllC of the School of Police '0 

Fourth Week 

Au~inistrationt Belknap Campus 1 l: 
'" 

, 
University of Louisville 

~1 19:00- 10:15; 
'10:30 - 1l:50 

~~ 

ti " 
Monday, January 22, 1979 

I 
1:30 - 2:45; 

Mr. Mike Melhorn 3:00 - 4:30 
Managemenl and Procedural 
Control for Loss PrOlection 

Lunch t 9:00 - 10: 15; 

II 
10:30 - 11:50 

Mr. Terry McGowan 
I,ighlingfor Crime Prevention ~ Tuesduy, January 23, 1979 1:30 - 2:45; 

3:00 - 4:30 
Mr. Harry Keeney 
SecurilY Surveys 
'& Compliance Techniques 

Lunch 9:00 - 10: 15; 
10:30 - 11:50 

Mr. Harry Keeney 
Securily Survey Lab (on'sile) 

Wednesday, January 24, 1979 1:30 - 2:45; 
3:00 -4:30 

Mr. Harry Keeney 
Security Survey CrWque 

Lunch .i 
9:00 - 10:15 

Ms. Judy Johnson II 
Vandalism and Sexual Assault 

11 10:30 - 11:50 
Thursday, J:muary 25,1979 I . ~ 

~ Mr. Hugh Turley -
Communication Tech,II'1ues 

Ij 
j 

1 
1:30 - 4:30 .. 
~ Lunch 

I 6:30 
Mr, Hugh Turley 

I Communication Techniques 

Friday, January 26, 1979 [I 9:00 
'1 

~r. Mitch Resnick 11 
Self-Image and Markeling Crime t 'I 
Prevention Programs 

Ii 
r! 
Ii 
·t! r 
I 

.. '--_._ .. _- -- ._ .... _,---

Lunch 

Professor B. Edward Campbell 
In-service Training for Crime 
Prevention 

Quiz covering first two weeks 

Monday, January 29, 1979 

Lt, Joseph Hancock 
Crime Prevenlion Programs 

Lunch 

Mr, Roger K. Griffen 
Shoplifting Prevention 

TuesdllY, January 30, 1979 

Sgt. Richard Mullins 
Mobilization and Crime Prevenlion 

Lunch 

Mr. George Sunderland 
Crime Prevention and the 
Senior Cilizen 

Wednesday, January 31, 1979 

Professor Don Shannahan 
i,,!plemenling Change 

Lunch 

Mr. Norman Bryant 
Overview of Crime Prevention 
Programming 

Thursday, February 1, 1979 

Director Norman Pomrenke 
Final Exam 

Director Pomrenke 
Course Criliques 

Lunch 

Individual AClivilies 

Gradualion IJanquel 

Friday , February 2, 1979 

Graduation f:xercises 
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LECTURERS FOR 
JANUARY 1979 
CLASS 

Norman Brvant 
Kentucky S'tate Office of 
Crime Prevention 
State Office liuildini( AnneA 
I"rankfort. Kentucky 40601 
(liOO) 372-29<J4 

Professor B. Edward Campbdi 
School of Police 
Administration 
Univt:rsity of Louisvillc 
Louisville. Kentucky 4020li 
(502) 5t!li-6567 

Don Cogouta 
Rcscilrch & Planning 
SI. Louis Metropolitan 
Police D.:parlment 
12UO Clark Avcnuc 
Sl. Lo:)is. Missouri 63103 
(3 14 J444-564li 

Tom Di:oton 
Chid Enforcement' Officer 
Kentucky Insurance Dcpart­
l1l<:nt 
.'.0. Box 517 
Fmnkfort. Kentucky 40602 
(502) 564-3630 

J:IOles Dudoc\' 
Intcllig..:ncc U'nit 
FCI,h:ral J),:pllsit Insurancc 
Curpl1ralion 
550 17th Street NW Room 650 
Washingtnn. DC 200()6 
(2()2) 3!!<J-4415 

Douglas Frbb.:t: 
Minnesota Crime Prevention 
Center 
2344 Nicllllet Avenue South 
Minneapolis. Minnesota 55404 
(6121 87U-07MO 

11. M. Gmy II 
National Council on Crime 
and Delinquency 
ClIntincntal PI:u:a 
411 Hackensack Avc:nUl: 
Hackensack, New Je:rscy 07601 

Roger Griften 
Cllmnl!.:rcial Services Systems 
1'.0. I1llx 3307 
Van Nuys. California 91407 
(213) t!7J-4222 

Juscph Hancock 
Montgomc:ry County 
Departmc:nt of Police: 
2350 Rc:search Blvd. 
Rockvillc:. Maryland 201:l50 
qOI) li40-2St!5 

Judy Johnson 
South Iowa Area Crimc 
Commbsion 
1).0.943 
Fairlield. Iowa 52556 
(515) 472-5017 

lIarry Kec:ney 
Security Specialist 
National Crime: Prevc:ntion 
Institute 
Schon I of Pulice 
Adminbtration 
Univc.:r~it\' or I.ouisville 
I.uuisvill~, Kentucky <I020!! 

Mr. Carl Kelkm 
Security Spcciali.t 
:'I:ati'1I1al Crime I'rev..:ntion 
Institute 
Sehoul of Police 
Administration 
1I ni\'ersity (Of Louis\ill.: 
Loui~ville. Kentucky 4U::!Ol! 

Dr. Jo.c.:ph f. M:llnnc:y 
Director, Institute of 
Community Deliclopment 
University of I.ouisville 
Louis\iill~. Kentucky 40222 
(502) 5KK-5445 

Terry McGowan 
I.amp Marketing Departmc:nt 
Gcnerall,h:ctric Curnpany 
Clcvcland. Ohio 
(216) 266-3234 

Michael Melhorn 
Largo Police Dept. 
1310 Fifth Tc.:rrace NW 
Largo. Fluriua 33540 
(813) SM6-2666 

Chief Richard Mellard 
Liheral Police Department 
325 N. Washington 
Liheml. Kansas 67'J0 I 
(316) 624-2525 



Il,,:J.. \'lullins(Ri\:hard c.) 
I'll1dla COUIII v Shc:rin's Dept. 
250 W. lJhnerion Road 
1 0Ir)!1I. ('Iorilla 33S-W 
(lil.IJ 5X5-'NI I 

;'\nrman Pumn:nk.: 
,\clill\( Dire:ctor 
;'\atio'Oal Crime: Prc:vention 
IlIslitlll': 
Ii lIiliCrsilY of Loui.ville 
I.lllli.~ ille:. Kentucky -W20ij 
(502) 5liil-69K7 

!\llIeh I(.:~nkk. i're:sill.:nt 
DlclIlgraph Se:curity Systems 
26 Columhia Turnpike 
Hvrh:lln Park. 
:'\cw .kr~ey 07932 
CWI) X:22-1400 

K.:llv R.:ynolds 
C 0 BOCA 
171)'26 Halstead 
ilomewood. Illinois 60430 
(312) 799-230U 

I\lall Schwart7. 
AUT 
1 World Trade Center #9200 
:-':cw York. 1".:w York 100411 
C!12) ,SX-137U 

I'rnr.:,.nr Dunald Shanahan 
I\,,,'cialc I )ircctor 
SC'hnol of I'olice 
Admina,cration 
Ilniv.:r,ily of I.ollis"illc 
I.llllbvilie. Kcntu.:ky 4U2UiI 

(icllrl,!e Sunderland 
;'\atiunal Retircd Teachers' 
"~",'ciatinn 
AIIlL·rie'lIl I\,,,lci:tlion for 
Rcllr.:d I)crson~ 
11)01} K Strcet. NW 
Wa,lull!!tun. D.C. 111049 
(2U2) !i72-4912 

""_ ...... --- .- . _.. : . 

J. 1.. Thomus 
1J5l\ Edg<=w:tler Driv.: 
Lexingtoll. Kentucky -WS02 
(60h) 2hl}.(,773 

Puul Tigue 
Fcd.:ral Bureau of 
Investigation 
1'.0. ROl( 1467 
l.ouisville. Kentucky 4020l 
(502) 5113-3941 

Hugh Turley 
Orange: County Sherifrs 
D.:partment 
I North Court 
Orlando. Flurida 321101 
(305) 656-60U6 

-141-

APPLICATION 
FORM 

Name ________________________________ __ 

Agency or Firm _________________ _ 

Mailing Address ________________ _ 

City State Zip 

Business Telephone _____ ---::--____ _ 
area code 

Home Telephone: ________________ _ 
area code 

Crime Prevention Theory and Practice 

Please indicate which course session you wish to 
attend: 

__ January 8 - February 2, 1979 

__ I cannot a,ttend this session, Please send 
information on the June 4-29, 1979 course. 

Return completed application to: 
National Crime Prevention Institute 
University of Louisville 
Shelby Campus 
Louisville, Kentucky 40222 

, 
J 
I' 

~ 

• 

~ . , 

t 
'. 

II 
f 

!, 1 
I, 
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SCHOOL *19 - 80-HOUR BASIC, APRIL 23-May 4, 1979 

~ay, April 23 

8:00 a.m. 

9:30 a.m. 

12:00 Noon 

1:00 p.m. 

4:00 p.m. 

5:00 p.m. 

Welcoming, Registration and Orientation 

History and Principles of CrimEl Prevention 
Identifies the birth and progr&ss of crime pr~vention 
and contrasts our predominantly reactive law enforcement 
system with proactive law enforcement. 

Lunch 

Introduction to Security 
Identifies the 3 lines of defense and explains the 
application of these defenses. 

Crime Risk Management 
Defines the concept of risk management and the alternatives 
available for risk reduction. 

Adjourn 

Tuesday, April 24 

8:00 a.m. 

10:00 a.m. 

12:00 Noon 

1:00 p.m. 

3:00 p.m. 

5:00 p.m. 

Checks and Credit Cards 
Identifies the major problem areas in fraudulent use of 
checks and credit cards and offers means to reduce losses 
through their abuse. 

Security Lighting 
Explains need for good lighting, discusses terms, placement 
of lights and various light sources. ' 

Lunch 

Shoplifiting 
Describes types of shoplifters, and methods used by each. 
Develops list of ·policies and procedures to combat the 
shoplifter. 

Safes 
Presents types of safes, their function, classification 
and proper. usage. 

Adjourn 

Wednesday, April 25 

8~OO a.m. Electronic Intrusion Devices 
Identifies basic components of alarm systems, ,and the 
functions of these components. Explains theory and use 
of various sensors, their application and capabilities. 
Examines false alarm problems and suggests methods for 
their reduction. 
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Wednesday, April 25 lcontinued) 

12: 00 Noon 

1:00 p.m. 

3:00 p.m. 

Lunch 

Electronic Intrusion Devices (continued) 

Armed Robbery 
Outlines the armed robbery problem and identi-f.ies risks 
which encourage robbers. Presents proper management 
techniques, employee procedures, training programs and 
other risk removal methods. 

Thursday, April 26 

8:00 a.m. 

12:00 Noon 

1:00 p.m. 

2:00 p.m. 

4:00 p.m. 

5:00 p.m. 

Introduction to Locking Devices .' 
Presents types of locks, what, where and how they shoul~ ~ 
be used to improve security for commercial and residential 
structures. 

Lunch 

Introduction to Locking Devices (continued) 

Crime Prevention and the Physical Environment 
Explains how environmental design can be incorporated in 
the planning and design of future or remodeled structures. 
Points out some of the methods that can reduce criminal 
opportunity. 

Model Security Code 
Study of how physical security can be employed by way of 
Ordinqnces or minimum physical security standards which 
would apply to future construction. 

Adjourn 

Friday, April 27 

8:00 a.m. 

12:00 Noon 

1:00 p.m. 

3:00 p.m. 

4:00 p.m. 

5:00 p.m. 

Rape 
Special problems surrounding the crime of rape will be 
discussed in detail. Both passive and active resistance 
p~ogram,s are presented and discussed. 

Lunch 

Internal Management 
Discusses procedural controls which can reduce business 
losses due to employee dishonesty. 

Study/Discussion 

Test 

Adjourn 

~, , 
! 
1 

--------
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.ay, April 3u 

8:00 a.m. 

8:30 a.m. 

12:00 Noon 

1:00 p.m. 

5:00 p.m. 

6:00 p.m. 

10:00 p.m. 

Test Review 

Introduction to Security Surveys 
Defines security surveys and the role which the survey 
plays in crime prevention. Studies the areas necessary 
in preparing to conduct a survey and explai'ns·, .the "steps 
involved in performing a comprehensive survey. 

Lunch 

Conduct Commercial Surveys 
On-site visit to arranged business locations in order to 
conduct security surveys. 

Dinner 

Write security Surveys (Commercial) 

Adjourn 

Tuesday, May 1 

8:00 a.m. 

12:00 Noon 

1:00 p.m. 

3:00 p.m. 

5:00 p.m. 

6:30 p.m. 

Conduct and Write Residential Surveys 
On-site visits to residences in order to conduct 
residential surveys. 

Lunch 

Construction Site Security 
Explains the construction industry involvement in crime 
prevention. Suggests various methods that can be used 
to reduce construction site losses. 

Juvenile Crime Prevention . 
Presents methods of developing police/juvenile programs 
designed to deter juvenile crime. Explains specific 
programs to be used fo;\: students in elementary through 
high school grades. 

Adjourn 

Film Review (Optional) 
Presents a selection of crime preveI'l.tion films which are 
not shown during regular class presentations. 

Wednesday, May 2 

8:00 a.m. 

10:00 a.m. 

Survey Presentations 
Selected surveys are presented by group members for 
comment and discussion. 

Implementation of a Crime Prevention Program .. 
Studies problems involved and steps necessary ~n ~mple­
menting a crime prevention program. Covers departmental 
environment, financing, manpower, community support and 
other areas. 

,. 

~ 

.. . 
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l<Jetlw.=sday, May ~ (cont. .led) -145-

12:00 Noon 

1.:00 p.m. 

5:00 p.m. 

Lunch 

Public Speaking 
Provides the student with an understanding and rating 
of oneself in public speaking. Helps the student develop 
confidence by preparing and pr~senting a speech. 

Adjourn 
.. ---~ 

Thursday, . May 3 

8:00 a.m~· 

12:00 Noon 

1:00 p.m. 

3:00 p.m. 

5:00 p.m. 

6:00 p.m. 

Friday, May 4 

8:00 a.m. 

8:30 a.m. 

9:30 a.m. 

10:30 a.m. 

11:00 a.m. 

12:00 Noon 

Residential/Co~munity Crime Prevention Programs 
Provides methods, and shows necessity of .. developing, 
community participation. Presents ar! .. overview of erime 
prevention programs anc;1 shows ·how to ',specifically 
develop selected community crime 'prevention programs. 

Lunch 

Crime and the Elderly 
Identifies the crime problem as it affects the elderly, 
the various ways they are victimized, and steps that can 
be used to minimize this victimization. Also explores 
the senior citizen's role as a· resource in crime preven­
tion activitie~. 

Program Planning and Evaluation 
Identifies the necessary data to plan and implement a 
complete program and provides a guide for evaluation of 
the acti,\rities within a program and of the overall 
program itself. 

Test 

Adjourn 

Test Review 

Survey Review 

Citizen Awareness through Public Information 
Illustrates h.ow public information efforts can be utilized - } 
to create a general awareness 'of crime prevention. Offers 
suggestions on how to use various media to disseminate 
information. 

Course ~valuation 

Graduation 

Lunch and Adjourn 
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Capt. Earl R. George 
Went Allis Police Depnrtm~nt 
7310 West llatiollo'll AV(!lllle 
West Allis. Wlscousin 53214 

Richard Hartmann 
West Allis City Hall 
7525 West Greenfield Avenue 
Weat Allis. Wisconsin 53214 

Lt. Donald Dion 
Ne~ Berlin Police Department 
17165 \-lest Glendale Drive 
New Berlin. Wisconsin 53151 

DLlh! Amundson 
MC11rJnJonie Police Dt~portm(.;nt 
714 7th Street 
Menumonie, WIRconsin j47S1 

Capt. Rich~rd A. Risler 
Menomonie Police DepAr~ment 
7111 7th Street 
M~nomonie. Wisconsin 54751 

Ray ~loscpka 
Madison Police Department 
211 South Carroll Street 
Madison, Wisconsin 53703 

Sst. John Schultz 
Green Bay Police Department 
307 South Adams Street 
Green Bay, Wisconsin 54301 

Michael F. Borkovec 
Green Bay Police Department 
307 f;outh Adams Street 
Green Bay, Wisconsin 54301 

Allen \'an Haute 
Green Bay Police Department 
307 South Adams Street 
Grecn Bay, Wisconsin 54301 
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PARTlCIPANTS 

Attachment C 

Richard IronsIde 
WIR~onDin RapIds Police Department 

, WlKcunn1n Rapid~. Wisconsin 54491 

Chld Jerry 1.. ~:olfgr;lm 

rl>wn of Lisbon Police Department 
West 260 North 5999 R. 2 . 
S1\ssex. Winc.onsin 53089 

Tom Ciurlik 
Cudahy Police Departrneut 
5050 South Lake Drive 
Cudahy. Wisconsin 53110 

I.l'e Ke1m 
(;r(!(!nciale Police Department 
6f>()0 Schoo l.wny 
Grclmdal('. WI!h::onsln 53129 

Bonnh·. ~kMnhon 
Grucndale P61iceDepartmcnt 
6600 Schoolway 
Greendale. Wisconsin 53129 

Richnrd Polsen 
Greendale PolIce Department 
6600 Schoolwny 
Greendale, Wisconsin 5312q 

ttl Richnrd Burgard 
Mequon Police Department 
6100 West Hequon Road 
Mequon, Winconsiu 53092 

Tom !-limon 
Mequon Police Department 
61 00 \~est Mequon Rond 
H~q\lon, Hisconsin 53092 

Chief. Myron Ratkowski 
Greendale Police Department 
6600 Schoo hmy 
Greendale, WisconsIn 53129 

-~'"'-"'~'=, / 



• 

Jarues M. Y.~ope 

Meno~lnee Tribal Police Dcp~rtment 
P.C. Box 397 
Keshena, Wisconsin 54135 

Jcmes Seeger 
Bro·.m D'.!cr PolIce Dep:-trtment 
4800 West Green Brook Drive 
Brown Dc~r. Wisconsin 53223 

Susan M. Johnato!\ 
Brown Deer Police Depnrtment 
4800 West Green Brook Drive 
Brown Deer. Wisconsin 53223 

Marty Ddattc 
Racine Pulice Department 
730 Center Street 
Rac1l1e. Wisconsin 53403 

Can)l Brandtjcn 
West 251 North 9037 
Crestwood Drive 
Sussex, Wisconsin 53089 

Rurh Utterbcck 
LnCrosse ~ollcc Department 
City !tall 
LaCrosse. Wisconsin 54601 

Jil.\ Jankow:;;ki 
Franklin Police Department 
9229 Ucut Loomis RO.ld 
Franklin, W.I.llconsin 53131 

John Scep.mski 
Division of Law Enforcement Services 
Tra1nins and Standards Bureau 
123 West ~ashington Avenue 
~~dlson, Wisconsin 53703 

-, 
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Proeram Evaluation Needs 

I. Elements of .an Evaluation 

II. Data Collection for Project Evaluation 

Sources of crime data.~ .. purpose and problems of each 

1. Police incident report forms 
2. Victimization studies 
3. Self-report studies 
4. Questionnaires regarding citizen reaction to 

various cri.mes 

Collecting data on specific project activities 

1. Community presentations 

a. 
b. 
c. 
d. 

Number of presentations given 
Number of participants 
Name and type of organization 
Participant response to presentation 

2. Security surveys 

a. 
b. 
C. 

d. 

Number of surveys requested and completed 
Citizen reaction to these surveys 
Number of suggested security improvements 
implemented by citizens 
Burglary rate of surveyed vs. non-surveyed 
households 

3. Operation Identification 

a. Number of households requesting "Operation I.D.n. 
b. Number of households that received engraving 

services 
c. Recovery rate of engraved propertyvs. non­

engraved property 

4. Relationship bet't'leen crime rates and proj ect 
activities 

Hypothesis: Crime prevention activities are related 
to crime reduction 

III. Hisconsin Council on Criminal Justice Evaluatipn Reports 
On Crime Prevention Projects 

A. Progress reports: Hhat they are and when they are written 

B. Refunding or interim reports: Hhat they are and when 
they are written 

c. 

D. 

Final evaluation reports: What they are and when they 
arc wr.itten 

Program aren report: Hhat it is and \\lhen it is \l1ritten 



IV. 

v. 

-, 
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In-house Evaluation After Hisconsin Council on Criminal J1,lstice 
Funding 

A. Development of a data collection system 

B. Use of data to direct project activities 

C. Technical assistance from Program Evaluation Section 

Cone: IlW ion 

'. 

."r 
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Attachment E 

Questions 1 through 3 request information about y.our perceptions of 
the seminar content. 

1. lvere the issues covered in'the seminar valuable to you in your 
work? Please explain and be specific in your response. 

2. Here there other crime prevention-related issues ~\I'hich you 
think should have been covered? 

3. 

I 

1-=: If yes, please explain. 

Do you think the amount of time sche(luled for the seminar 
was appropriate? 

yes 

no 

L...i ___ t> If no, please explain. 

(over) 

j 



-lSI..., 

Questions 4 through 6 deal with your perceptions qf the seminar's 
value to you. 

l~. HQ'tv useful was the Crime Prevention Seminar? 

5. 

6. 

Very useful 

Somewhat useful 

Please explain. 

Neutral 
Not very useful 

Not at all useful 

Are there any changes (e.g., methods of presentation, location, 
etc.) that could have made the seminar more useful to you? 
Please explain. 

Would you be il:lterested in attending othfFr seminars similar 
to this one? Please e;'{plain. ' 

- c .. 

. Pc. 

" , 
;(tl' 

. , 
i) • 
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Questions 7 and 8 relate to training needs in crime prevention. 
While this issue \Vas discussed briefly at the seminar t \Ve are 
interested in identifying other needs which may not have been 
discussed at that time. Information gained from these questions 
will be forwarded to Ed Krueger, Director, Police Science Department. 
Fox Valley Technical Institute. 

7. 

8. 

Do you feel that adequate crime prevention training is 
easily accessible to most Wisconsin Crime Prevention Officers? 

yes 

no 

If no, please explain. Be specific. 

Regardless of accessability, are there areas in crime 
prevention for which you feel there is not adequate training? 

[ 
yes 

no 

If yes, please explain. Be specific. 

Thank you for taking the time to complete this question,naire. If 
you have ani' other comments on the seminar, pleasE.~ disc~ss on the 
back of this page. 

- I 
I 

________ ~ ___ -'MI! ...... ,_, ____ ~ .......... _"_""""_~~ __ 



-. '. 

Annual 
Attadlment F 

International Crime Prevention Conference 
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PROGRAM 

PRE-CONFERENCE ACTIVITIES 

Tuesday, November 13, 1979 

8:00 a.m. to 
8:00 p.m. 

8:00 a.m. to 
5:00 p.m. 

9:00 a.m. to 
12:00 n. 

Registration 

Galt House 

Exhibits Set-up 

Convention Center 

State Crime Prevention Agencies Meeting 

Galt House 

10:00 a.m. to ISCPP Officers Meeting 

12:00 n. Galt House 

12:00 n. to 

1:00 p.m. 

1 :{)O p.m. to 
4:00 p.m. 

3:00 p.m. to 
5:00 p.m. 

5:00 p.lTi. to 
8:00 p.m. 

6:00 p.m. to 

7:00 p.ni. 

Luncheon 

Galt House 

Crime Prevention Officer Associations t\1eeting 

Galt House 

NCPI Advisory Council Meeting 

Galt House 

Hospitality Suite 

Galt House 

Cocktail Reception for .Exhibitors 

Galt House 
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CONFERENCE ACTIVITIES 

Wednesday, November 14, 1979 

8:00 a.m. to Registration 
5:00 p.m. Convention Center 

8:30 a.m. to Ribbon Cutting for Opening of Exhibits 
8:45 a.m. Convention Center 

8:45 a.m. to Exhibits 
4:30 p.m. Convention Center 

9:00 a.m. to 
10:15 a.m. 

General Session 
Convention Center 

Music 

U.S. Army Band, Ft. Knox, Ky. 

Moderator 

John Fay, National Crime Prevention Institute 

Invocation 
C. H. Edwardsen 

Posting of the Colors 
Louisville Police Department 

Remarks of the ISCPP President 
Nicholas Valeriani, Miami Beach Police 

Department 

Welcoming Remarks 
Special Guests 

Introduction of NCPI Advisory Council 
John Gibson, Dictograph Security Systems, 

Florham Park, NJ 

Conference Overview 
John C. KloUer, School of Justice 
Administration, University of Louisville 

Conference Goals 

John Fay, National Crime Prevention Institute 

. '. 

10:30 a.m. to 
4:00 p.m. 

.;11 

Film Fest (continuous showings) 
Convention Center 

10:30 a.m. to Workshops 
12:30 p.m. Convention Center 

Session A 

"Effective Selling Techniques for Crime 
Prevention" 

John Gibson, Dictograph Security Systems, 
Florham Park, NJ 

Session B 

"The National Ad Council Campaign" 

B. M. Gray, National Council on Crime and 
Delinquency, Hackensack, NJ 

Session C 

"Bank Security" 

Leon B~uer, First National State Bank, 
Edison, NJ 

J. Brooke Blake, Atlanta Trust Company, 
Atlanta, Ga. 

James Hathaway, Citizens Fidelity Bank, 
Louisville, Kentucky 

Frank Gritschier, liberty Nationai Bank, 
Louisville, Kentucky 

Session 0 

"The Handicapped Citizen and Crime 
Prevention" 

Bud Van Orden and Mary Louise Sandman, 
President's Commission on Employment of 
the Handicapped 
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2:00 p.m. to Shopping Tour 
4:30 p.m. Bus leaves Convention Center at 2:00 p.m. 

sharp 

2:00 p.m. to Workshops 
4:00 p.m. Convention Center 

Session A 

"Funding and Program Survival" 

Dick Schnell, Criminal Justice Commission, 
Ellicott City, MD 

Session B 

"Economic Crime" 

David N. Everett, US Department of Justice 

David L. Armstrong and Maurice A. Byrne, Jr. 
. Commonwealth Attorney's Office, Louisville, 

Ky. 

Session C 

"Television News and Crime Prevention" 

Don Farmer, ABC National News 

Session 0 

. "Crime Prevention and the College Campus" 

Gary Wilson, Ohio State University 

'. 4 

Thursday, November 15, 1979 

8:30 a.m. to ISCPP Annual Meeting (Business and 
10:15 a.m. Nominations) 

Convention Center 

9:00 a.m. to Exhibits 
4:00 p.m. Convention Center 

10:30 a.m. to Sightseeing Tour 
4:1~ p.m. Bus leaves Convention Center at 10:30 a.m, 

sharp 

10:30 a.m. to Film Fest (continuous showings) 
4:00 p.m. .Convention Center 

10:30 a.m. to Workshops 
12:30 p.m. Convention Center 

Session A 

"Social Services and Community Action 
Groups" 

Joseph Maloney, Institute of Community 
Oevelopment, University of Louisville 

Session B 

"Volunteer Programs" 

Joan Colley, London, Ohio 

Session C 
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Session D 

"Use of Law Enforcement Explorers in Crime 
Prevention" 

Suzanne Hart, St. Louis POlice Department 

Diana Wilcox, Law Enforcement Exploring 

Brian Archlmbaud, National Office, law 
Enforcement Exploring 

2:00 p.m. to Workshops 
4:00 p.m. Convention Center 

}, 

Session A 

"Community Involvement in Crime Prevention" 

Cornelius Cooper, Law Enforcement Assistance 
Administration, Washington, DC 

Alicia Christian, Center for Community Change, 
Washington, DC 

Victoria Jaycox, Criminal Justice and the 
, Elderly, Washington, OC 

Jeff Nugent, National Cent~r for Volun,tary 
Action, Washington, DC' , 

Session B 

"Sexual Assault Prevention" 

Tom McGreevy, Georgia Bureau of 
Investigation, Atlanta, GA 

Jeff McConkey, Fort Collins Police Department, 
CO 

Session C 

"Computer Security" 
Dom StaVola, IBM, White Plain!:), NY 

Session 0 

"Kids and C~ime Prevention" 

Van Dyer, Arkansas Crime Watch 

Joseph Schivinski, Mansfield Pollee 
Department, OH 

6:00 p.m. to Cocktails 
7:00 p.m. Convention Center 

7:00 p.m. to Banquet 
8:30 p.m. Convention Center 

8:00 p.m. to Address 
8:30 p.m. Director H. Stuart Knight, US Secret Service 

8:30 p.m. to Awards Presentations 
9:30 p.m. Brooks Russell, Attorney General's Office 

State of Washington 

Friday, November 16,'1979 

9:00 a.m. to Exhibits 
12:30 p.m. Convention Center 

9:00 a.m. to ISCPP Elections 
10:15 a.m. Convention Center 

10:30 a.m. to Workshops 
12:30 p.m, Convention Center 

Session A 

"Hotel and Motel Security" 
Tommy Dolan, Barbizon Plaza Hotel, New 

York City 
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12:30 p.m. 
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Session B 

"Anti-Shoplifting Ar>rro:1r,h(~~" 

Shbi'on Haggerty and Philip Shave, State of 
Washington Crime Watch 

Judi Rogers, National Coalition to Prevent 
Shoplifting, Atlanta, Ga. 

Sl3ssion C 

"Crime Prevention and HUD Progrnms" 

Lynn Curtis, HUD, Washington, DC 

Session D 

"Arson Prevention" 

John Lynch, US Fire Administration, 
Washington, DC 

Conference Adjourns 

POST CONFERENCE ACTIVITIES 

12:30 p.m. to Working Luncheon 
2:00 p.m. Outgoing and newly elected ISCPP officers 
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Alaska 

Arkansas 

California 

Colorado 

Delaware 

Florida 

Illinois 

-159- Atta~hment G 

STATEWIDE CRIME PREVENTION PROGR.AMS 

COMMUNITY EDUCATION CRIME PREVENTION PROJECT 
University of Alaska 
Criminal Justice Center 
3211 Providence Avenue 
Anchorage, Alaska 99504 
907/263-1810 

ARKANSAS CRIME CHECK 
Trooper Van Dyer 
P. O. Box 4005 
3701 West Roosevelt 
Little Rock, Arkansas 72204 
501/371-2619 

CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY CRIME RESISTANCE PROGRAM 
Office of Criminal Justice Planning 
7171 Bowling Drive , 
Sacramento, California 95823 
916/445-9156 ' , . 

June Shenvood, Director 
Crime Prevention Unit 
Attorney General's Office 
3580 Wilshire BoUlevard, Suite 938 
Los Angeles, California 90010 
213/736-2366 

COLORADO CRIME CHECK 
Curtis Bridges 
2002 South Colorado Boulevard 
Denver, Colorado 80222 
303/759-0987 

. . 
. COMMUNITY. CRIME P~EVENTION PROSECT 

Michael McLaughlin, Directo~ 
Delaware Criminal Justice Planning CommiSSion 
820 French Street 
State· Office Building ,Fourth F.loor . 
Wilmington, Delaware 1980+ 

HELP STOP CRIME 
Harvey Cotte~~ Director 
Office of the Attorney General 
The Capitol 
Tallahassee, Florida 32304 

. 904/488-5804.' 

ILLINOIS CRIME PREVENTION PROGRAM 
Charles Ad.ams, Director 
Illinois Department ,of Law En.forcement 
Office of CrIme Prevention . 
107 Armory Building '. 
Springfield, IllinOis 62706 
217/785-1322 



Indiana 

Iowa 

Kentucky 

Maryland 

-160-

INDIANA CRIME PREVENTION OFFICE 
Ken Hol1in~sworth 
State Office Building, Room 705 
Indianapolis, Indiana 46204 
317/633-5945 

IOWA CRIME PREVENTION COALITION 
Iowa Bureau of Criminal Investigation 
Wallace State Office Building 
Des Moines, Iowa 50319 
515/281-5130 

KENTUCKY CRIME CHECK 
Lieuten~nt Norman Bryant, Director 
Kentucky Department of Justice 
Office of Crime Prevention 
State Office Building Annex 
Frankfort, Kentucky 40601 
502/564-7370 

1t~RYLAND CRIME PRE\~NTION PROGRAM 
Linda Evans, Director 
Governor's Commission on Law Enforcement 

& Administration of Justice 
One Investment Plaza, Suite 700 
Towson, Maryland 21204 
301/321-3619 

Massachusetts MASSACHUSETTS CRIME WATCH 

Michigan 

Minnesota 

Missouri 

John R. H~ddon, Director 
Massachusetts Crime Prevention Bureau 
One Heritage Mall 
Berlin, .Massachusetts 01503 
617/568-1125 

Trooper William L. Atkins 
Crime Prevention Unit 
Michigan State Police 
714 South Harrison Road 
East Lansing, ~Uchigan 48823 
517/373-2295 

HINNESOTA CRIME WATCH 
Charles H. Rix, Coordinator 
Governor's Commission on Crime Prevention 

& Control 
318 Transportation Building 
St. Paul, Minnesota 55155 

'612/296-6957 ' 

MISSOURI CRIME PREVENTION CAHPAIGN 
Missouri Department of Public Safety 
621 East Capitol 
Jefferson City, Mis~ouri 65101 
314/751-4905 
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Nevada 

New York 
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GOVERNOR'S CRIME PP..EVENTION PROGRAM 
David Humke, Coordinator 
431 Jeane11 
Carson City, Nevada 89701 
702/885-4170 

OFFICE OF CRIME AND DELINQUENCY PREVENTION 
Susan Jackson, Director 
New York State Bureau for Municipal Police 
Executive Park Tower 
Stuyvesant Plaza 
Albany, New York 12203 
518/357-3680 (70) 

North Carolina 
STATEWIDE CRIME PREVENTION 
Director Gordon Smith, III 
DiVision of Crime Control 
P. O. Box 27687 
Raleigh, North Carolina 27611 
919/733-4343 

North Dakota NORTH DAKOTA CRIME 'WATCH 
Ken Will 

Ohio 

Box B 
. Bismark, North Dakota 58505 

701/224-2594 

OPERATION CRIME ALERT 
Dr. Edmund James 
30 East Br6ad'Street 
26th'F1oor 
Columbus, Ohio 43215 
614/466-5011 

Pennsylvania PENNSYLVANIA CRIME'WATCH 
Governor's Justice Commission 
Department of Justice 

South Carolina 

P. O. Box 1167 , 
Fe~era1 Square Station 
Harrisburg, Pennsylvania 17108 
717/787-1777 ' 

SOUTH CAROLINA CRIME PREVENTION PROGRAM 
Ray. Isgett, State .Crime Prevention Specialist 
Offlce of Criminal Justice Programs ' 
Edgar Brown BUilding, Room 402-A 
Columbia, South Carolina 29201 
803/758-3573 

,1 J 



Texas 

Utah 

Washington 

West Virginia 
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CRIME PREVENTION 
Community Relations & Citizen Invoivemen't 

in Texas 
Darwin ,D. Avant 
Governor's Office 
Criminal Justice Division 
411 West 13th S"treet 
Austin, Texas 78701 
512/475-6026 

UTAH CRIME CHECK 
Paula Ne Ison 
255 South Third East 
Salt Lake City, Utah 86111 
801/533-5731 

WASHINGTON CRUm WATCH 
BrooksP. Russell, Director 
Attorney' Ge~~ral's Office 
Dexter Hort6n Building , 
Seattle" Wa:shington 98104 
206/464-7676 

CRIME PREVENTION PROGR~\1 
D. M. Caldwell, Coordinator 
West Virginia State Police 
725 'Jefferson Road 
SOQth Charleston, West Virginia 25309 
304/348-0187 
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Meet·aNew 
Crime Fighter 

local crime prevention efforts will get a boost this fall 
with the help ~f this ~riendly do~. ~e'~ been ass~ned to . 
take the lead 10 a natlonalj)ubhc servlce'campalgn on crime 
prevention, conducted by The Advertising Counc", Ir!t:. 
Public service announcements urging people to work together 
to "take a bite out of crime" are slated to begin appearing in 
late October. On television, radio, in newspapers and magazines, 
and on. billboards and bus and subway cards, people will be 
hearing'and seeing an appeal for positive, responsible citizen 
action against crime. 

The advertising has been produced as a donated, public service by 
the Dancer Fitzgerald Sample, Inc., advertising agency of New 
York City'; TeleVision and radio time will be donated, as will space 
in newspapers, magazine~ and other media. ' , 
The advertisements will include reminders of simple precautions 
that can be taken against crime and an invitation to write for a 
free booklet on crime prevention. The booklet, and other pamphlets 
to be produced for the campaign, cover a range of problems and 
solutions - including special suggestions' for older Americans, 
recommendations for action by citizen organizations, and, ,'" 
information on'the wide variety of local crime p'revention efforts 
under way throughout the country. , .. .' , 
The campaign was developed in cooperation with the law 
Enforcement Assistance Administration and the National 
Council on Crime and Delinquency and with the assistance 
of a group of national organizations who ar.e pa'rticipating in a 
Crime Prevention Coalition created to 'encourage , ' .. 
citizen action against crime. NCCD is providing " 

Attachment H 

training and technical assistance to Citizen. ' ' 
groups who are developing or expanding crime I'IiAKE A 81' TE' OUT O' F prevention programs. '. , 11'1 
NCJRS will re:;pond to pub!ic i.nquirjes ~enerated 
by the campaign and Will distribute the Infor-' , 
mational bookfets. For copies.'of the basic booklet, 
"Got a Minute? You Could Stop a Crime," ple-1.lse 
write to Crime Prevention Coalition, Box 6600, 
Rockville, Maryland 20850. 

-

Law Enforcement ASSistance Administration Henry S, Dogin. Administrator 

National Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal 'Justice Harry M, Brait. Acting Director 

j 
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location 
The Center is located on the campus of The Ohio 

State University, which provides access' to the 
broadest possible range of professional and scien­
tific research personnel and facilities. The Center is 
able to draw from all related crime prevention discip­
lines. University support services, including data 
processing, library, and continuing education, are 
available. As part of the land-grant institution sys­
tem, the Center has ties with the continuous out­
reach component of the Cooperative Extension Ser­
vice and the research capabilities of the Cooperative 
States Research Service. . 

-164- Attachment I 

follow-up 
If you have interest in programs and services 

available through the National Rural Crime Preven­
tion Center, please write us. 

If you are involved in programs that you feel would 
aid other communities in their fight against the ris­
ing crime problem, we would be pleased to hear of 
your efforts. 

sponsors 
Department of Agricultural Economics and Rural 

Sociology 

College of Agriculture and 
Home Economics 

The Ohio State University 
Ohio Cooperative Extension Service 

Ohio Agricultural Research and 
Development Center 

The Ohio State University 
Police Department 

Science and Education 
Admi nistration-Extension 

United States Department of 
Agriculture 

Ohio Division of Crime Prevention 

"­, -.-

National Rural Crime Prevention Centt.'r 
The Ohio State University 

2120 Fyffe Road 
Columbus, Ohio 43210 

(614) 422-2701 

National Rural Crime 
Prevention Center 

J 
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The Problem 
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The philosophy of the Center is "action" oriented. 
Our major purpose is to aid rural people and law 
enforcement personnel in gaining a better under­
standing of the nature of their crime situation. A 
second purp))se is to assist them in developing and 
identifying crime prevention skills necessary for sol­
ving their local problems. Understanding the prob­
lem is an essential first step, lending directio!1 and 
rationale to the building of sound strategies. In the 
application of strategies lies the fruits of prevention. 

2 instructional programs 
Educational programs are being designed to 

serve the public's diverse interests and needs. The 
Center's prospective instructional audience in­
cludes cirme prevention officers, Cooperative Ex­
tension agents, teachers, community and youth 
leaders, students, and other concerned persons. 

Instructional programs are being initiated 
through a) classroom teaching at The Ohio State 
University (undergraduate and graduate levels), b) 
continuing education on and off the University's 
main and regional campuses (credit and non-credit 
basis), and c) Cooperative Extension workshops 
and meetings (at local, state, and national levels). 

Many factors appear to be contributing to the 
growing rural crime problem. Examples include: 

1. remoteness and distances between rural homes 
on lesser traveled roads, and increasing accessi­
bility to country areas, 

2. influx of population into rural areas, 
3. minimal police resources and longer response 

times, 
4. farmers' need for extensive equipment inven~ 

tories, 
5. continued adherence to an attitude believing 

rural areas to be immune from urban crime prob­
lems, 

6. isolation of park and recreation facilities in rural 
areas, 

7. growing affluency of rural residents. 

Program Highlights 
1 research 

Research provides the underpinning for building 
the rationale and explanations essential to develop­
ing sound programs for the understanding and po­
tential control of problem behavior. The Center's 
research program is organized a) to expand, gener­
ate, and test theoretical hypotheses aimed at build­
ing a knowledge base, b) to initiate, cooperate, and 
assist in research programs with other institutions 
across the country, and c) to design program re­
sponses based on research findings in order that 
maximum societal benefits be derived from such 
activities. 

3i.nformation dissemination 
The Center is working to gather and assimilate 

information to provide in one place up-to-date in­
formation on rural crime prevention. Multiple 
mediums (e.g., publications, reports, displays, and 
mass media programs) will be used to contact and 
inform rural people. 
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A. GENERAL 

Jurisdiction 

Type Offense 

Case Number 

B. TIMING 

Date Reported 

Date Occurred 

Day Occurred 
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01 - Menomonie 08 - Oak Creek 

02 - Wisc. Rapids 09 - Mequon 

03 - La Crosse 10 - Menominee Tribal 

04 - Brown Deer 11 - Green Bay 

05 - Franklin 12 - Cudahy 

06 - Greendale 13 St. Francis 

07 - Manitowoc 14 - So. Milwaukee 

1 - Burglary 4 - Shoplifting 

2 - Theft 5 - Vandalism 

3 - Motor Vehicle 

Four digit number 

Five digit date (e.g., 05218) 

Five digit date (e.g., 12247) 

o Undetermined 

1 - Sunday 

2 - Monday 

3 Tuesday 

4 - Wednesday 

5 - Thursday 

6 - Friday 

7 Saturday 

8 - Exact Day 
Unknown -
Sometime between 
Monday and Friday 

9 - Exact Day 
Unknown -
Sometime over 
Weekend 

11/79 

1 - 2 

3 

4 - 7 

8 - 12 

13 - 17 

18 

/ 
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Time Occurred 

C. TARGET 

Area/Precinct 

Status of Target 

Premises 
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o - Unknown 

1 - Morning 

2 - After noon 

3 - Evening 

4 - Early Morning 

5 - Nighttime 

6 - Daytime 

(7 a.m. - noon) 

(noon - 5 p.m.) 

(6 p.m. - midnight) 

(Midnight 7 a.m.) 

(5 p.m. - 7 a.m.) 

(7 a.m. - 5 p.m.) 

7 - Morning and (midnight - noon) 
early morning 

8 - Sometime during a 24-hour period 
prior to reporting 

2 - Digit Jurisdiction specific 

o - Unknown 3 - Other non-
target 

1 - Targeted 

2 - Adjacent non- 4 - Not Applicable 
target 

01 - Unknown/ 07 - Auto dealers/ 
Unidentified Sales lots 

02 - Single family OB Private Offices 
Home 

09 - Unoccupied 
03 - Commercial Motel/Hotel 

Lodging rooms 
(e.g. , oc-
cupied hotel 10 Medical Offices 
room) 

11 Entertainment/ 
04 - All other Recreational 

Residences facilities 

05 - Retail Busi- 12 - Warehouse 
ness/Services 

13 Industrial/ 
06 - Re'ca,il Busi- Construction 

ness/Com-
modities 

(continued) 

·~I 

page 2 

19 

20 - 21 

22 

23 - 24 
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D. 

Premises 
(continued) 

Visibility of 
Target 

MODUS OPERAND I 

Point of Entry/ 
Attempt 
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14 - Parking Lot/ 
Ramp 

23 - Auto 23 - 24 

15 - Financial 

16 - Government 

17 - Schools 

24 - Garage/Other shed 
or storage area 

25 - Non-residential­
type unspecified 

18 - Churches 
2ti - Residential/(unspec. 

19 - Street, alley, 
27 - Bars, Taverns 

priv. driveway 28 - Gasoline/fuel stations 

20 - Shopping 29 - Residential yard 
Center 

30 - Supermarket, 
21 - Apartments/ Grocery store 

Duplexes 

22 - All Other 

o - Unknown 

1 - Not visible to normal patrol 

2 - Normally visible but concealed 
by removable obstruction 

3 - Open, v.:..~~ble to normal patrol 

4 - Other 

5 - Not applicabl~ 

o - Unknown 

I - Door; front 

2 - Door; side/ 
rear 

3 - Door/overhead/ 
sliding 

4 - Window; room 

5 - Window; 
basement 

6 - Roof 

7 - Wall 

8 - Concealment 

9 All Other 

25 

26 
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Means of Entry 

Tool Used 

Extent of 
Loss 

Property 
Damage 

-169- page 4 

o - Unknown 5 - Breaks;forces 27 
smashes at 

1 - No entry; point of entry 
attempt only 

6 - Saws, bores, burns 2 - No force, 
unlocked 7 - Explosives 

3 - Lock defeated; 8 - Tunnels 
passkey 

9 - All other 
4 - Pries, jimmies (force unspecified) 

door 

0 - Unknown 5 - Prying 28 

1 - None 
(screwdr i ver ) 

6 - Impact 
2 - Hands, feet, (hammer, rock) 

bodily force 
7 - Cutting/forcL1g 

3 - Lock defeating (drill, wrench) 
key, celluloid) 

8 Burning/explosive 
4 - Reaching 

(coat hangar) 9 - All Other 

Four digit dollar amount 29 - 32 

0 - Unknown 4 - Major (smash, 33 

1 None 
Malicious damage - inside) 

2 - Minor 5 Attacked safe 
(jimmies, 
pries) 6 - Extreme 

3 - Moderate 
(explosion, 

(cut, burning) 
break, saw) 
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E. 

Type Property 

VICTIM 

Gender 

Age 

Prior Security 
Inspection 
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00 - Unknown 

01 - Money 

02 - Negotiable 
items (checks 
credit cards, 
bonds, stocks 

03 - Coin/stamp 
collections 

04 .... Jewelry 

05 - Furs 

06 - Soft, saleable 
items (cloth­
ing, bedding) 

07 - Small 
Appliances 

08 - Office 
Equipment 

09 - Large 
Appliances 

10 - Tools 

11 - Bicyles 

12 - Firearms/ 
Ammunition 

13 Other Sporting 
Goods 

o - Unknown 

1 - Male 

Actual years 

o - Unknown 

1 Yes 

j 

page 5 

14 - Drugs 

15 Entertainment 
items (stereo, 
TV's, cameras) 

34 - 39 

16 - Books/ records 

17 - Other household 
goods 

18 - Consumables 

19 Timber - building 
material 

20 - Plumbing/ 
Electrical goods 

21 Cosmetics 

22 - Automotive 
Entertainment 
(CB-8 Track) 

23 - ,Nothing 

24 - Automotive parts 

25 - All Other 

26 - Gasoline, fuel oil 

27 - Antiques 

28 - Cigar~ttes, alcohol 

2 - Female 

3 - Inanimate 

2 - No 

40 

41 - 42 

43 

'.. '" A _______ _ 



Prior 
Identification 

Prior 
Victimization 

F. FOLLOW-UP 

How Detected 

Offender 

Age 'of Offender 

Residence of 
Offender 
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o - Unknown 2 - No 44 

1 - Yes 

o - Unknown 2 - No 45 

1 - Yes 

0 Unknown 5 - Victim returned 46 
while in progress 

1 - On return 
of victim 6 - Victim on premises 

(including employee 
2 - Someone other 

than victim 
(residen tia1 
only) 

3 - Next working 
day (commer-
cial) 

4 - Passing citizen 
or phone 
complaint 

o - Unknown 

1 - No arrest 

2 

3 

Juvenile 

Adult 

Actual years 

on premises) 

7 - Passing patrolman 
or secur.ity guard 

8 Burglary alarm 

9 - All Other 

4 - Arrest but 
age unknown 

5 - Adult and 
Juvenile arrested 

47 

48 - 49 

1 - Unknown 50 

2 - Resides within project area 
(including student addresses within 
project area even though a temporary 
address) 

3 - Resides outside of pr.oject area 

AI' 
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Clearance 

Goods Recovered 

Recovery Value 

G. AUTO THEFT 

Type Vehicle 

Model Year 

Location 
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o - Unknown 51 

1 - Not cleared, open case 

2 - Cleared by exceptional means 

3 - Cleared by arrest 

4 - Cleared by arrest in another jurisdiction 

5 - Cleared by death of offender 

6 - Case proved unfounded 

7 ~A Classification of crime altered 

8 - All Other 

o - Unknown 

.l - All 

4 

5 

Partial, 1-32% 

None 

2 - Partial, 66-99% 6 - Not applicable 

3 - Partial, 33-65% 

Four digit dollar amount 

0 - Unknown 4 Cycle 

1 - Auto 5 Snowmobile 

2 Van 6 All Other 

3 Truck 

00 - Unknown 

Last two digits 

52 

53 - 56 

57 

58 - 59 

0 .. Unknown 3 On street parking 60 

1 -
2 -

Private, 
driveway 

Private, 
garage 

4 Parking lot 

5 - Parking ramp 

6 -~ All Other 

.1 



Keysi in Ignition 

Doors Locked 

Recovery status 

H. MISCELLANEOUS 

Jurisdiction 
Specific 
(e.g., Greendale 
in light timer 
program?) 

Proj ect Status 

.... ; 
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o - Unknown 

1 - Yes 

2 - No 

o - Unknown 

1 - Yes 

2 No 

o - Unknown 

1 ,- Not recovered 

2 - Recovered 

3 - Recovered, minimal damage 

4 - Recovered, major damage - stripped 

5 - Recovered, total loss 

6 - Recovery not relevant (e.g., attemped 
unfounded) 

o - Unknown 

1 - Yes 

2 - No 

3 - Not applicable 

o 

Additional figures on dollar loss 
(include here if more than four 
columns are needed) 

Additional figures on dollars 
recovered (include here if more 
than four columns are needed) 

Pre-Baseline 

1 - Baseline 

2 - Project: Year 1 

3 - Project: Year 2 

61 

62 

63 

64 

65 - 69 

70 - 74 

75 
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Ha.1E I SOCURl'lY TIPS _ 

1. wok at your lxme as a blrgla.r \'~d. Is there anyone 
at hane? Since mst lone .bJ.rglaries are ccmnitted by 
amateur opportunists who won't risk confrontation, it 
is rrost imPJrtant to make yoor lnne appear arrl soor:d 
occupied at all times. Inexpensive tliners can te pur­
chased that will automatically turn lights and a radio 
on arrl off. The II AT HeME" look is the single lTOst 
important thing ycu can do to prevent a lnne b..lrglary. 

2. Always close arrl lock garage doors. A dark lnlse with 
an open garage arrl no car aroom is an open invitation 
to a b.rrglar or thief. 

3. Join OPERATION IDENTIFICATIOO. l~ave your Wisconsin 
driver's license number on easily carried away itans 
of value. The police department will loan you an 
engraver an:l provide you wi-til wirrlow decals free of 
charge. N:> bJrglar or thief wants to be caught with 
items narked in this IT'anner. If your items are stolen 
arrl then recovered by police anywhere in the U. S. I 
they can be quickly identifiErl by police carp.1ter. 
In mst cases, h::mes that display the OP-ID decals are 
passed by by b..lrglars. 

4. Take color pootographs of valuable items. 'lake an 
inventory am record serial ntnnbers. Store in safe 
place, such as a safety deposit box. 

5. DEAD BOLT locks slnlld be installErl on all exterior 
doors. But rananber, locks nust be used if they are 
to be of any value. Contact a locksnith, hardware 
dealer or the police CriIre Prevention Unit for rrore 
information. We also can advise you on metb:.x:1s to 
secure wi.n.:lows. There are many new security devises 
on the market that can greatly increase yoor security. 
Information is also available on b..lrglar alarm systems. 
call us. 

6. When leaving your heme for an exterrled pericxl, do 
everything yoo. can to make your hane look occupied, 
as in Tip #1. Consider a house SITI'ER. AllowinC] a 
close friend or relative to stay in your home will 
give yoo peace of rnin:1 arrl a far rrore enjoyable 
vacation. Have a trusted neighOOr check your h::me. 

. Use your imagination. N:>tify the police. !.)-21(79) 
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DEar Citizen, 

'rhis is to inform you th:"1t 1:urglars are operating in your 

inmediate area. 'll1e Green Bay Police Crime Prevention 

Unit is distrihlting this notice in an effort to prevent 

you fran becaning a vict.im of a cr.ime. we believe an 

a\Vclre, alert neighOOrtxxx1 can be your first line of 

defense against crime. Your p:>lice department operates 

24 hours a day, 365 days a year. Your safety arrl security 

is our wain concern. Obviously, we don't have ~ 

rranpovl'er to patrol every block in every area at all times. 

tA We need yotir eyes am ears to assist us in protecting 

" H 
I your neightorlxx:x1. We need citizens' wro will report 

suspicious activity. he know fran experience that 

citizens do notice things they should report but, for 

fear of looking foolish, they hesitate. Innocent 

activity will be regarded as such, upon police. investi­

gation. Please call us if you have any info:t:lMtion, ID 

l>lA'I'lER HCW SMALL, alxmt crime or suspicious activity in 

your neighl::orhxxl or in any area of our city. Yoor 

cooperation is anticipated arrl appreciated. Thank you. 

S?>~d (. o,en~ 
Chief of Police 

f") 

t :1 
I : ~ 

EXl\.MPLES OF SUSPICIOUS N::rIVJ.'rY that shruld be reported to; I 
the police: . !f 

•••• a strange vehicle slowly or continually driving through 
your neighb:>rh:xx1 or parked in an unusual maimer or place. 
(GEll' LICENSE NUl1BER arrl cnJD DESCRIPTIOO, if possible.) 

•••• an in::lividual loitering in your area. 
DESCRIPTION OF SUBJECl'.) 

(REPORT 

•••• a stranger or others around a neighbor's home when it 
appears to be unoccupied. 

• ••• scmeone wtx> canes to your door (particularly juveniles) 
asking vague questions. Watch to see if they go to other 
Innes. They nay be checking to make sure no one is at h:me 
before breaking in. 

• •.• the SOllJ'd of breaking glass or o~r waterial. (REPORT 
:r.r.f.1EDIA'lELY.) It could be a break-in in progress. 

• ••• an open door or window at a neighbor's Ix;me when you 
believe he is away. (A BURGLARY MAY HAVE ALREADY <X.'CURRED.) 

All citizens' calls will te han:Ued in strict confidence. 
If you have sane objection to giving your name, then we 
will not insist that you give it. But, we do need your 
assistance. Hopefully, we can wake it too risky and un­
profitable for crtminals to operate in any neighborhood 
in Green Bay. The Green Bay Police Crime Prevention Unit 
has many suggestions on ways you can protect your tnoe. 
A FREE security survey of your h::roe will te made at your 
request. call 497-3865 weekdays. A few goo1 tips are 
listed on the back. 

~ report suspicious activity or other information about 
crime in your area, call the Detective Division, 497-3840 
or 497'-3800. 

John W. Schultz 
Director 
Crime Prevention unit 
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-176- Attachment L 

RESIDENTIAL BURGLARY 
AND WHAT TO DO ABOUT IT 

Helpful hints for better securing your home 
presented to you by the Crime Prevention Unit. 

WISCONSIN RAPIDS POLICE DEPARTMENT 

YOU CAN deter residential burglary by making entry more difficult. 
PROTECT your HOME by following the basic steps enclosed. 

-, c. 
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Burglary is one of the most widespread of all felonious crimes, 

especially house burglary. The Wisconsin Rapids Police Depart­

ment has intensified the fight against burglary by instituting a new 

unit within the department. "The Crime Prevention Unit. " They 

have designed a program for you, to create a greater awareness of 

the involvement in the process of protecting your home and family. 

A very important part of this program is the basic home security 

check. Instructions as to what this inspection involves are con­

tained within this booklet. It has been written to provide a valuable 

guide for both the officer in the field and for you, the concerned 

homeowner. 
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INTRODUCTION 

All of us fear personal violence, but the odds of being attacked or murdered on the street 
are actually very low. There is, however, one very, serious crime to which we are all very 
vulnerable--BURGLARY. 

Your chances of being burglarized are increasing each year, whether your income is high or 
low, whether you are black or white, young or old, apartment dweller or home owner. 

Don't think insurance alone can protect you. Of course you need insurance, but no policy 
protects you from the fear that comes from knowing your home has been invaded, from the loss 

't. of keepsakes, and from the inconvenience of having to make repairs after you have been 
burglarized. Even the protection insurance does afford b,~comes more expensive each year 
because of the rising number of burglaries. 

l . 

In order to better protect you, the Wisconsin Rapids Police Department has instituted a 
Crime Prevention Unit. The members of this unit, their knowledge, experience, and equipment 
are made available to you for the asking. This valuable service is offered without charge and 
with .t:l0 strings attached. 

As a resident of Wisconsin Rapids, you are an integral part of this crime p:revention and 
control program. It is ajob your law enforcement officers cannot do alone. They need your help. 
Why not start today by reading this booklet and following its suggestions? 

I 

IF YOU WOULD LIKE ONE OF THE lVIEMBERS OF THE POLICE 

DEPARTMENT'S CRTh1E PREVENTION UNIT TO CHECK YOUR 

HOl\tlE ... PLEASE CALL 

423-1234 

THIS IS A FREE SERVICE ••• 

YOU ARE UNDER NO OBLIGATION. 
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WARNING 

\VHEN LEAVING YOUR HOME PRACTICE THE FOLLOWING ADVICE 

IT WILL PAY DIVIDENDS 

Going to the market or out to dinner •.• ? 
0P£Rm10N 1.0 
THIS PROPERTY PROTECTEO 

A residence which presents a lived-in appearance is a deterent to burglars. 

N ever leave notes which can inform a burglar that your house is unoccupied. 

Make certain all windows and doors are secured before departure. An empty garage advertises your absence, so 
close the doors. 

When going out at night, leave one or more interior lights on and perhaps have a radio playing. Timers may be 
purchased that will turn lights on and off during your absence. 

Do not leave door keys under flower pots or doormats, inside an unlocked mailbox, over the doorway, or in other 
obvious places. 

When planning vacations or prolonged absences ••• 

Discontinue milk, newspaper, and other deliveries by phone or in person ahead of time. Do not leave notes. 

Arrange for lawn care and have someone remove advertising circulars and other debris regularly. On the other 
hand, several toys left scattered about will create an impression of occupancy. 

Notify the post office to forward your mail or have a trustworthy person pick it up daily. Apartment house tenants 
could also heed this hint as stuffed mail receptacles are a give-away when no one is home. 

Inform neighbors of your absence so they can be extra alert for suspicious persons. Leave a key with them so 
your place may be periodically inspected. Ask them to vary the positions of your shades and blinds. 

When you leave, do not publicize your plans. Some burglars specialize in reading newspaper accounts of other 
people's vacation activities. 

If you find a door or window has been forced or broken while you were absent, .. DO NOT ENTER. The criminal 
may still be inside. Use a neighbor's phone immediately to summon police. 

Do not touch anything or clean up if a crime has occurred" Preserve the scenf~ until the police or sheriff can 
inspect for evidence. 

REMEMBER TO: 
LOCK BEFORE YOU LEAVE 

TRUST A NEIGHBOR WITH A KEY 

BE A CONCERNED NEIGHBOR, YOURSELF 

15 

POLICE 
423·1234 
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I A VIAL OF LIFE - An idenr;ificar;ion fo~ emergenc:y needfor use by a rescue J 

squad team if thei~ service we~e eve~ needed. THERE WILL BE NO COST TO YOU. i 

FOR f/HON: 

B.Y fIflO!.J: 

WilER£,: 

CONTENTS: 

Indi~iduats who t~ve atone~ op might be aZone fop a ce~cain period op mighc 
not be abte to communicuta when the need .arises. 

YoUX' Senior C1:tizen C,'n,r;e~ in cooperar;ion wi'ch the Cudahy PoZic;e (l Fil'~ 
Dep'fX'~meni;a witt hand our; r;he viaZ ~o peopZe requear;ing the sewic:e. 

In yoUX' ~ef~ige~ato~~ ar;r;aahed 'to the inne~ waZZ wiZZ be pZaaed the pZas'cic: 
v-tat appro::cil.TlateZy 4" tong. Pu:t>aes or waZZe'i;s aren't as easZiy Zocacad in 
every househoZd.,. " 

Informar;ion ~egarding ~esidenr;s name~. acld~ess~ phone~ age" physiaans name" 
~eZar;ives or neighbors name~ pasr; medic:aZ hisr;o~y and cur~ent medic:ar;ion. 
(TYPE OR PRINP CU'ARLY) 

CITY OJl CIID/UJY PO[.IC£' Di:.'PARTMJi'NP 

EMERGENC:t MJj.'DICAL !fECIJNICIAN (l:.'.M.P.) ALlJ.'R'.L'IJROGRAM 

M( ) F( ) MiddZe Las'(; Age 
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- Heatr;h ProbZems 

Inmunizar;ions 
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AZZe~gies To Medicines 
Medica'tions Taken ... ' 

Family Docco~ 
Physicana Phone Nwnb-e;;-

Privar;e Inauranae Nwnbe~ Nedicare Nwnbero Medir.:aid Nwnbe~' 

In case of Emergency Name· Phone Nwnber:-
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e State of Wisconsin \ OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR 

Attachment N 

WISCONSIN COUNCIL ON CRIMINAL JUSTICE 
122 WEST W4SHINGTON AVENUE 

Lee Sherman Drf:tyfus 
Governor 

MADISON. WISCONSIN 53702 
(60i1) 2';603323 

James E. Baugh. Ph.D. 
EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 

November ,1979 

The Wisconsin Council on Criminal Justice currently funds a 
crime prevention program to the St. Francis Police Departmept. 
The program provides various services (e.g. I residential and 
business security checks, Operation Identification, 90mmunity 
education seminars, etc.) to St. Francis ~esidents. Because 
this is an innovative project, we wish to discover how 
participants feel about project activities in which they have 
been involved. We are requesting you assist us by filling out 
the attached form and returning it to the Wisconsin Council 
on Criminal Justice. A self-addressed, stamped envelope has 
been provided for your convenience. 

Thank you for participating in this survey. Your cooperation 
is greatly appreciated. 

Sincerely, 

John C. Mueller 
Planning Analyst 
Program Evaluation section 

JCM:JS 

cc: Mike Moskoff 
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INSTRUCTIONS 

We have asked you to provide information on the crime prevention 
program in Greendale" Wisconsin.. The questionnaire which we are 
using assures you of anonymity. No attempt will be made by either 
the Wisconsin Council on Criminal Justice or the Greendale 
Police Department to associate your name with your responses. 
Please check the appropriate blanks; your frank, honest answers 
will be most useful. Please return'the questionnaire in the 
enclosed, self~ad~ressed, stamped envelope. 

1. Did you participate in either a residential or corrunercial 
survey? Yes. No If "Yes": 

A. Did you receive suggestions on how to improve the security 
of your home or business? Yes No 

B. If you received such suggestions, did you find them useful? 

Very useful ' -- __ --.,;Not very useful 

Moderately useful --- Not at all useful ----.: 

C. Did you use the suggestions? 

D. 

'None of the suggestions ---
Some of the suggestions ----

__ ...;l-Iost of the suggestions 

_____ All of the suggestions 

If suggestions made at the time of the security check were 
not used, why not? , __________________________________ . ________ _ 

2. Did you attend any of the community education seminars/presen-
tations on crime prevention? Yes No . 
If nYes," how would you rate them? 

Excellent .--- Fair 
-~...; 

Good Poor. --- ---
3. Did you request engraving services through Operation Identifi-

ca tion? Yes No ----

Additiona~ comments: _______________________________________ __ 

'rhank you for participating "in this survey. 

" 
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city of RACINE ... racine, wisconsin 
() 

\ I 

OFFICE OF CHIEF OF FOLICr: 

Pat Riopelle 
Wisconsin Council On Criminal Justice 
122 West Washington Ave. 
Madison, WI 53702 

Dear Pat: 

James J. Corvino 

February 5, 1980 

You asked if I would comment on the need for some form of state wide Crime Prevention 
Program. 

As you know, Pat, I have been involved in Crim~ Prevention since March of 1974. Racine 
is one of the few Police Departments in the state that have two officers assigned full 
time to the duties of Crime Prevention. During this period of time, I have traveled 
extensively for the department examining Crime Prevention Programs in other states, 
and helping police departments in our own state to establish Crime Prevention Units. 

The following are what I consider some of the road blocks or short comings that police 
departments face in starting and maintaining a meaningfull and on going Crime Prevention 
Unit. 

1. Lack of training and understanding of the theory and practice of Crime Prevention 
on the part of the public and fellow police officers. 

2. Lack of support from the top command of a department. This includes the necessa.ry 
tools, office space, manpower, etc. to accomplish the desired goals. 

3. Lack of a central source to turn to for printed material (Note: Most departments 
are small and resources arc limited. This forces a Crime Prevention officer to 
spend too much of his time laying out, price quoting, folding, etc., his printed 
material which are so vital for a good program.) 

4. No place in the state to turn to for new training. (Note: There is training 
available but it is out of state and again, most departments can't afford to send 
men out of state for training. 

5. Lack of uniformity on the part of Crime Prevention officers in their teaching 
Crime Prevention Techniques to the public. 

6. Lack of continuity in the position of Crime Prevention officers. In most depart­
ments, when the position of Crime Prevention is created the person selected is, 
and has to be, very aggressive and self motivating. In a short period of time this 

Safety Bldg. - 730 Cen~er Street, 53403 Direct All Correspondence to Chief of Police 
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person is promoted or moved into another area of police work. This creates a 
very big void in any on going Crime Prevention Program. Re-establishing the 
creditability of a program is a very difficult task for a new Crime Prevention. 
officer. 

2 

Pat, I could go on and on, but I think you can see my point. I strongly support some 
type of state wide program for Crime Prevention. Such a program could eliminate many 
of the problems I have addressed. 

I am not one for setting up a large bulky bureaucracy that wouldn't be responsive to 
the needs of the community and its police department. But I do know that if Crime 
Prevention is to become a intricate part of all police departments, such as Detective 
Unlts, Patrol officers, Narcotics officers, Juvenile officers, there has to be some 
recognition on a state wide base on the importance of Crime Prevention. 

If more assistance or information is needed, I will be more than willing to work with 
you or any organization to achieve our desired goals. 

JJC:MD:dk 

Sincerely, 

JAMES J. CARVINO 
~OF POLICE 

(i1.~~~, 
Crime prevention!~~~e 
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I. Crime Prevention Approach 

Spiraling increases in serious crime 
over the past decade provide a 
measure of our failure in controlling 
crime. Solutions have generally 
focused on improvements in the 
detection and arrest of criminal 
suspects, a fair and swift court 
system, stiffer penalties and dif­
ferent approaches to the imprison­
ment and reh~bilitation of 
criminals. 

' .. 

The criminal justice system deals 
with crime after-the-fact. General 
law enforcement, courts and correc­
tions must be maintained, support­
ed and continually improved. How­
ever, a before-the-fact approach 
to crime must be instituted if we 
are to adequately control crime. 
In short, c,:-ime prevention must 
become a 'primary function of the 
criminal justice system as well as 
a by~product of citizen concern 
about the problem of crime. 

Unfortunately, most professionals 
in the field of criminal justice 
have directed their skills and efforts 
to punitive and corrective solutions 
and through inertia tend to deal 
only with these. It would be more 
productive to separate criminal 
activity into two categories: 
1) crime, 2) criminals .. Crime pre­
vention should be viewed as those 
activities dealing with procedures, 
methods, techniques, operations 
and strategems that prevent or 
attempt to prevent crime. 

41··"_' ...... ·4 _____ .!"IfIP ...... __ _ 

In this sense, crime prevention is 
referred to in a number of ways: 
"direct crime prevention," "oppor­
tunity reduction," " risk manage­
ment" or "target hardening." Crime 
prevention, because it often focuses 
on improvements in basic security 
devices such as locks, doors and a 
variety of physical barriers is some­
times referred to as "mechanical" 
prevention. These terms are all 
appropriate to one or more aspects 
of crime prevention. 

C,"hue I'rcl'clltion 
Defined 

The following definition was form­
ulated by the National Crime Pre­
vention I nstitute in 1971 and uses 
the word "risk:" Crime Prevention 
is the anticipation, the recognition 
and the appraisal of a crime risk 
and the initiation of some action 
to remove or reduce it. 
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Further, the following hypotheses 
were combined at the National 
Crime Prevention Institute to form 
a theory of "opportunity" reduc­
tion: ' 

• Criminal behavior is learned 
behavior. 

• Reducing criminal opportunity 
reduces the opportunity to learn 
criminal behavior. 

• Criminal opportunity can be 
lessened by improved security 
measures and by increasing the 
level of surveillance on the part 
of the general publ ic. 

• long range crime prevention will 
not be achieved unless criminal 
opportunities arc reduced on a 
national basis. 

• The police are in a pivotal posi­
tion, and as such, should be 
trained in crime prevention and 
become involved in the pre­
planning of any community 
activity where their services will 
later be cailed for. 

• Insurance, security hardware and 
other areas of business and indus­
try involved in crime prevention 
programs must exchange infor­
mation with the police. 

j'Victhn" OIJIJOrtunil), 

The British Government and the 
British insurance industry have 
been working intensely with the 
concept of opportunity reduction 
for over twenty-five years and have 
defined two categories of oppor­
tunity as follows: 

oThe opportunity created by the 
victim by his carelessness, lack 
of attention to security and 

failure to cooperate with his 
neighbors and business col­
leagues . 

.The opportunity created by the 
criminal by his skill, ruthless­
ness and daring. 

It is the experienced judgement 
of police officers (British and 
United States) that less than five 
percent of criminal opportunities 
are those created by the profes­
sional criminal-that the bulk of 
crime involves skilled or unskilled 
amateurs, and centers around 
opportunities created by victims 
themselves. 
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Econonlics of 
Pre\'enlion 

Which course is more effective and 
less costly-Placing thousands of 
police officers in every neighbor­
hood and a guard at every door 
versus adequate lighting, secure 
homes and watchful neighbors? 
Incorporating money and merchan­
dise losses into higher consumer 
prices and inflated insurance premi­
ums versus adequate steps to reduce 
the losses resulting from shoplift­
ing, bad checks and credit card 
fraud? 

In other words, crime prevention 
is both the most logical and most 
economical approach to take in 
crime control. The preventive 
app~oach to crime makes so much ., , 

COillmon sense and is seemingly 
simple and practical. For this 
reason, it has been overlooked 
in the past as an element essential 
to crime control. 

That is not to say crime prevention 
is easy to implement, that it can be 
achieved overnight, or that any pre­
ventive technique or device is abso­
lutely foolproof. There are some 
basic tenets whi1:h are essential to 
the successful implementation of 
any crime prevention program, as 
follows: 

• The police must be the pivotal 
point for all crime prevention 
programs. 

• Citizens must carry out most 
crime prevention activities. A 
crime prevention program which 
does not require citizen involve­
ment and participation will most 
probably fail. 

o While crime prevention can be 
one of the most effective tools 

for police-community relations, 
this should not become an end 
in itself. 

o All police officers must become 
experts in crime prevention tech­
niques; all citizens must become 
involved in crime' prevention 
activities. 

o Public awareness and education 
are essential to citizen involve­
ment. Public education. programs 
and materials must be developed 
professionally and must always 
reflect proven and practical ex-' 
perience. 

• A level and cool head must per­
meate the crime prevention ap­
proach. Creating a state of public 
panic about crime would be inef­
fective and counter-productive. 
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CRIME PREVENTION 
FIELD OPERATIONS 

State and Local 
Police Departments 

OFFICE 
OF 

CRIME 
PREVENTION 

ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
ON CRIME PREVENTION 

EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE 

Sub·Committees: 

'." .. ~ . 
,~< '';~ 
. .~ . ...;. 

.,~ 
Civic and Business ," , ·,1 

Organizations Residential Security ~ 
,;l;, " Personal Security '.:::::~ 
"~"~,,,;,,,,,/::..' Commercial Security ".:,:.; .• 

" Improved Crime Reporting . :.,:,)', 
; ,.r,J~ Regional C.P. Committee$.' 
, ,,' :" (15) "'. ::, 
! ,~~'.!,I • • •• I .. :;, 

;.~l~~!~jl~:'~;:~!~~l~\\'iJ:> "·'''"·V'''~ ;@tA~it41~d~;~;~~~~{~~~ 
,,;:,~.:,-:; . .,,"1. IN ACTION ,'":t···,,'.,,, ",:'Y'J:""'" ,STATEWIDE .' . DIRECTIONS ::.\,l~.~: ;"!""~''f-

~ 
@Do 

Organization & 
Services 

Organization 

, -

KENTUCKY CRIME CHECK is a statewide offen­
sive against crime which involves both police and 
citizens. Virtually every police department in 
Kentucky is participating in the Kentucky Crime 
Check effort. The responsibility for putting crime 
prevention into practice, however, belongs to the 
potential victims of crime--the citizens of the Com­

monwealth. 
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The Office of Crime Prevention, established by 
Governor Julian M. Carroll on April 23, 1975, has 
a three-fold function: 

to coordinate the crime check public educa­
tion effort. 

to motivate and encourage all state and local 
law enforcement agencies to become in­
volved as pivotal points for crime prevention 
at the local level. 

to develop and distribute crime prevention 
material to state and local agencies for 
dissemination to the public; to provide 
technical assistance and other supportive 
services as needed. 

In selective instances, the OCP also develops Opera­
tion Identification delivery systems through the 
initiation of pilot or demonstration efforts. In such 
instances, the OCP provides services directly to 
Kentuckians. However, direct service to the public 
is primarily the responsibility of state and local police 
departments (with the assistance of civic and business 
.organizations) at the local level. 

Kentucky's 15 Crime Prevention Regions 

A Crime Prevention Advisory Committee, appointed 
by Governor Carroll, meets annually to set overall 
goals and directions for the OCP. Membership in­
cludes crime prevention officers from pol ice depart­
ments throughout the Commonwealth as well as 
business and community leaders. The Advisory Com­
mittee is broken down into an executive committee 
and 4 sub-committees which assist the OCP on 
projects requiring special study and expertise. 

Fifteen Regional Committees, composed of volunteer 
law enforcement personnel, civic and community 
leaders, city and county officials, members of the 
media and private citizens, provide input and coordi­
nation at the grassroots level. These committees 
appraise the crime prevention needs of their areas 
and evaluate programs developed by the OCP for 
feasibility in their regions. 
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Attachment Q 

NATIONAL COUNCIL ON CRIME AND DELINQUENCY 

CRIME PREVENTION OFFICE. 20 BANTA PLACE. HACKENSACK, N.J. 07601 • (201) 4119·9550 

December 26, 1979 

Dr. James Baugh, Director 
Wisconsin Council on Criminal 
122 West Washington Avenue 
Madison, Wisconsin 53703 

Dear Mr. Baugh: 

Justice 

R£C.EIVEQ 

JAN 2 - 1980 

OFFICE OF THE 
EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 

The National Council on Crime and Delinquency, with the assistance 
of the Advertising Council and the Law Enforcment Assistance 
Administration, recently launched the National Citizen's Crime 
Prevention Campaign. The National Campaign's purpose is to involve 
the citizen and citizen organizations in effective crime prevention 
programs. 

Further, the National Campaign encourages collective citizen action 
(key citizen leaders, community organizers, civic organization members, 
businessmen, muncipal leaders, and law enforcement) for crime 
prevention involvement. To assist citizens in becoming involved in 
crime prevention activities, we offer the services of training, 
technical assistance, and public relations free of cost. These services, 
in addition to the roles of sponsoring organizations, are described 
in the enclosed brochure "Preventing Crime Through Citizen Action". 

We have provided training through statewide training conferences, to 
national affiliated organizations, and to business groups. In addition, 
we have provided technical assistance to states desiring to develop 
statewide crime prevention programs and statewide crime prevention 
officers associations •. 

We, NCCD, are aware, generally of the crime pr~vention needs of the 
State of Wisconsin, and of your efforts to reduce those needs. We can 
provide technical assistance to you, free of cost, to assist you in 
developing your statewide program. A developmental strategy will be 
designed and followed to assure you of an effective, yet manageable, 
program. 

Selected materials have been enclosed for your review. Should you have 
questions, or desire additional information, please do not hesitate to 
contact me at (201) 489-9550. 

s;;:,~ 1-1~ 
Gwendolyn D. Hall 
Crime Prevention Specialist 
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