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INTRODUCTION

- During June, 1 980, the Las Vegas Metropolitan Police Department implemented

- the Neighborhood Watch Program within the community. From July 1, 1981 to June

30, 1982, the program increased from 230 Neighborhood Watch groups to a total of
850 groups. The number of citizens involved increased during the same time period

- from 2,500 participants to 11,000 participants. The number of police officers assigned

to the program increased from 1 part-time officer in June, 1980, to 4 full-time officers
at the end of Fiscal Year 1981-82. In addition to the officers assigned to the program,
6 community volunteers called ‘““Footprinters” also assist in providing programs to
Neighborhood Watch groups.

Nationwide, neighborhood watch programs with various functions have been in

existence since the early 1970’s. Most projects stress active citizen involvement largely -

independent of government control, but working with focal police agencies. An evalua-
tion (1975) on the National Nelghborhood Watch Program sponsored by the National
Sheriffs’ Association indicated that . . . ‘‘the mere presence of Neighborhood Watch
stickers on windows and doors, along with the formation of neighborhood-action
teams, will itself deter crime and lower the rate of criminal breaking-and-entering.”

,T“He Neighborhood Watch Program of the Las Vegas Metropolitan Police Depart-
ment is basically a self-help program with neighbors looking out for each other. The
Program has five primary functions:

1. a scheduled watch function in which residents go to their front yards at
pre-determined times and survey the activities of the neighborhood. Reports are made
to the Police Department based on their observation.

2. a hardware change function in which participants, with the assistance of a

police officer and upon request, conduct security surveys of their homes. Police
personnel recommend security changes (deadbolt locks, pinned doors, etc.) which
ensure that the residence is less vulnerable to criminal entry.

3. the Social Security number marking function provides an electric engraver to
mark all property with the owner’s social security number. This function aids in
identifying the property if it is stolen.

4. the sign placement function requires the placement of Neighborhood Watch
signs as a visual deterrent identifying the neighborhood as an organized watch group.
Participating homeowners are given several neighborhood watch decals to place in
windows, doors, and at entrances to rear yard areas.

5. the continual police - citizen interaction function is provided by the monthly
contact that is made by a member of the police department with the block captain to
gather information and discuss any crime problems in the neighborhood.

Based on the tremendOus growth in the program which was straining Metro's
resources devoted to the Neighborhood Watch Program, as well as the need to review
the effectiveness of the existing program, the Las Vegas Metropolitan Police Depart-
ment undertook a two-phased approach to evaluate the program.

1. The first phase of the evaluation involved a survey of neighborhood watch
groups. This phase was concerned with the citizen participants’ perception of the
effectiveness of the program.

I
2. The second phase of the program was a statistical review of police records to
determine if an actual reduction of particular types of crimes had occurred. Sample
areas would be determined by viewing concentrations of neighborhood watch groups
which would be defined on a census block area, These areas would be reviewed with

_ respect to actual crime statistics over a specified period of time. NOTE:; By necessnty

this phase will take place over a longer period of time given the “newness” of most
block groups.

The following evaluation reviews the first phase of the project, i.e., the question-
naires submitted to the neighborhood block group captains and members.

QUESTIONNAIRE METHODOLOGY

In June, 1982, the Las Vegas Metropolitan Police Department developed a
survey to send to neighborhood watch group captains and members. This survey was
developed after a considerable review of other localities’ Neighborhood Watch Program
evaluations. Although questions were developed from these surveys, no survey. was
determined suitable for replication in the Las Vegas metropolitan area; thus, a survey
form was developed within the Department.

In essence, the survey was concerned with citizens’ perceptions of crime before
and after the Neighborhood Watch group was formed, as well as citizens’ perceptions
of changes in the neighborhood based on the Neighborhood Watch Program. Changes
in citizens’ perceptions had been determined by other studies to be key areas in the
success of Neighborhood Watch programs. For example, a U.S. Department of Justice
study on Neighborhood Crime, Fear and Social Control, which looked at the Hartford,
Connecticut program, concluded that “strengthening informal social control in a
neighborhood can have a positive effect on the fear of and concerns about crime”. In
other words, perceptions concerning crime can be changed.

Other areas viewed in this study were attempts to determine the impact of
minimal involvement in a watch program, i.e., what factors of the five points of the
Neighborhood Watch Program have the most success in the program as well as police -
citizen interaction in watch programs. Efforts were also made to view the findings of
the National Coalition Against Crime. These findings were that neighborhood watch

groups were affected by the transient nature or the stability of a neighborhood and

that single family housing was likely to have more success than other housing types in
neighborhood watch groups. Thus, the survey took into consideration the length of
time that the members had been living at their present address as well as the type of
housing structure.

‘After agreement had been reached on the survey within the Department, Dr.
Ron Smith, Department of Socnology, University of Nevada, Las Vegas was asked to
review the survey. To a large extent, changes were made based on his comments. The
questionnaire was sent out to all block group captains in the middle of July, 1982,
with the request for return date of July 30, 1982, ' o
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Return surveys were coded in order that answers could be tabulated throughan - -
automated system. Some problems were encountered. through the incorrect answering
of questions, particularly in the area of sex and age. In instances in which a husband
and wife were co-captains, both frequently marked the survey to indicate two ages and
; : _both male and female. This created some problems ir’that ages for one or the other

‘ Based on Dr. Smith’s comments that captains might have certain positive biases
R toward the program, two members from each block group were queried. While the best
E method would have been a direct mail questionnaire to the captains and a random
selection of two members, it was determined that fiscal constraints would not allow
, such a cost. Therefore, the member questionnaires were mailed with the block captain’s

s questionnaire. It then became the block captain’s responsibility to have two of the

e

i block’s members complete the questionnaire and return it to the captain. The captain : i ~ could not be differentiated. These surveys ‘were first coded as “9” indicating an in-
o would then return all three questionnaires in a stamped and addressed envelope pro- : correct coding but were later manually retrieved and thus the male-female combina-  / +
» vided by the Department. Members, however, were given the option of mailing their - _ tions were developed that may be seen in some parts of the survey. Questions with no
questionnaires back to the Department in a separate envelope (not provided) if they so " =niswer were marked as a *“zero” . However, tables showing “unknown” included both ;

desired, = : : “9” and “0” answers, i.e., those incorrectly completed as well as those whose answers

were not circled. Once coded the data became information-through the use of a

standard statistical software package, specifically the SPSS. package, at the University
of Nevada, Las Vegas.

In order to clearly indicate that the survey was being conducted by the Las
Vegas Metropolitan Police Department, the following was done:

1. questionnaires were sent out in envelopes with the Neighborhood Watch
emblem on the front as well as the return address for Metro

2. a letter signed by Sheriff John McCarthy on Department letterhead explain-
ing the purpose of the survey was enclosad
' . SURVEY RESULTS
3. a telephone number for the Department’s Crime Prevention Bureau was .
provided on both captain anc ‘nember questionnaires

Respondent Characteristics — Captains

| ‘ 4. Metro’s Communications Bureau was advised that the questionnaires had

As previously indicated, 393 of the respondents were block group captalns and
R ) A‘ been sent out to block group captains and members,

678 were block group members A review of captain respondents by age and sex (see
Figure 1 - bottom portion) indicates that overall there were more female respondents
than male respondents, but this varies according to age. In the age groups less than 45
years old, there were more female captains than males; however, in the age groups 5
above 45 years old, there were more males than females. The greatest disparities
between male and female captains can be seen by the examples of the 22-29 years old
age group in which there were 25 female captains compared to 4 male captains and 2 e
male-female co-captains versus the 51 males in the 60 years old and above age range =~
compared to 18 females and 5 female/male co-captains. Almost half of the captain 2 R
respondents were in the 30-44 years old age range. ‘ 3 .

It soon became obvious based on the slow number of returns that the time limit
o of July 30th was not sufficient time. Based on requests from watch group captains who
Y called in prior to the ending of the return date of the questionnaires, the time limit was
- extended. The return rate might have been higher at some other time period than the
: vacation month of June. Of the 771 questionnaires sent out, only two were returned
‘ undelivered, both for valid reasons. These were not counted in the return results, thus a
total of 769 questionnaires were sent to neighborhood block captains with 1,538
member questionnaires (two per block group captain). Copies of both surveys are
appended to this report. NOTE: Block croup captains may be captains of more than
one block group. :

i
Tt

A total of 393 captains’ surveys were returned for a return rate of 51 percent.
Neighborhood member questionnaires had a return rate of 44 percent or 678 question-
naires.! NOTE: Some members did return their questionnaires individually. The total
number questioned and returned to the Department was 1,071. This number when
viewed against the 12,012 total number of participants in the Neighborhood Watch
Program as of july 30, 1982, represents 9 percent of the total members in the Neigh-
borhood Watch Program.

L5

il ©

'While a 51 percent return‘is considered ‘“good” on a mail-out survey, it seems
somewhat low given experiences in other localities’ block group programs of higher
return rates, The 44 percent return can probably bé attributed to the method of
mailing with dependency on the block group captain for distribution. -

A S

AR

'f,/—/\\\ W
St

Wi

~

5E
Mg . R R v R w . o s e K : SRR

BT R : ATl IR S S S ST ‘ R




oo | - ‘ 0 ‘i%%
o . : ‘ .
= T FIGURE 1 Male ,/
| emn o AGE/SEX OF RESPONDENTS. L ’
e .. 180 o o : Female oy BN 6
o N | 170 ; | ’ . A //" ) % S : i
. ] i N | \\ | ) _ \\ :
160 \ , , , R ll/lal,e,/Fernae . The 89 percent of the block group captains who llved in smgle family detached N
, | ' _ \ o B s TR housing is very disproportionate to the housing situation in Metro’s urban jurisdiction o g :
; 150 ' Unknown _in which only 45 percent of the housing units are single family.?2 On the other hand, - A
140 mobile home occupants were under-represent<d in the neighborhood watch group since 19
130 ’ only 6 percent of the block group captains respondents were mobile home occupants :
- as compared to 11 percent of the housmg stock in the Valley (see Figure 2).2 1
o 120 ! \
s N 110 ‘ : , ' ‘ \ In viewing length 6time at present address, nelghborhood watch captains were
I U M ‘ : \ \ - also atyplcal of the Valley resident who has an average tenure of 2.5 years.*‘Over half
" M E 100 c ] : \ of the bicek group captains have been at their present address for-over five years, with' 3
B M 90 84 percent of all’ captains living at their present address for at least two years or more, &
E B 20 | c o :
R.E " Respondent Characteristics — Members A
R 70 ‘ , :
_ 0o S 60 = Member characteristics follow those charactenstlcs detailed for captains above
F (see Figure 1 - upper portion). Some 41 percent of the members were in the 30-44 . in
50 years old age group (compared to 49 percent for captain respondents). Not surprisingly, ; £y
40 similar housing types were seen for members as for captains. Similar tenure rates were ’ “,«?'
noted for members as for captains — rmre than half of the members have lived in their ] O
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. . ; “scheduled watch (in which members check outside for suspicious activities)”, i
e 53 g | . “neighborhood patrols”, “ensurlng that all residents have a list of valuables with soclal o
o | \ securlty numbers engraved on che valuables”, ““making security hardware changes’’, and .
- 110 “other, specify””, P ,,
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Not all block groups were involved in the three functions which serve as corner-
stones for LVMPD’s Nerghborhood Watch Program: scheduled watch, social security
number engraving, and hardware changes. Indeed, a manual tally of the surveys in-
dicate that 11 block groups were not involved in any of the activities, An additional 17
were involved in only one activity with that actmty for the most part being schedufed
watch. Some 54 block group captain respondents indicated involvement in two activi-

ties with those two activities for the most part being scheduled watch and social secu-
rity number engraving.

‘ Ohly 79 percent’or 311 of the total block group captain reSpondents indicated

scheduled watch, social security number engraving, and hardware changes Some 130 ,
block group captains of.the 311 included participation in neighborhood patrols as well.
In these latter groups, additional activities included the installation of better lighting, -
telephone number exchange, placmg addresses on rooftops, a neighbor notification
system when vacatlomng, periodic block parties and meetmgs etc.

A review of the above by tabulated answers for each functron indicated that '
overall scheduled watch and the engraving of social security numbers had the greatest
participation within the block groups.® Neighborhood patrols, while a function of
other block groups in some areas of the country, but not the LVMPD program, was
answered by the least number of block group captain respondents.

Even in situations in which there was involvement in specific functions, this in-
volvement was frequently limited in the proportion of households in the block group
participating. In viewing the activity, Captains were asked to include the level of parti-
cipation of -households in the block based on the following: —‘‘not involved,” “less

than half of the households involved,” and more than half of the households in-
volved " _ iy :

In n.fernng to Figure 3, schedule watch and social security number engraving
had a high proportion of households involved. Some 302 out of the 393 captain
respondents indicated that more than half of the households in the block groups were

" involved in scheduled watch (77 percent) and 310 out of the 393 captain respondents

indicated the same for social security engraving (79 percent). On the other hand, only

40 percent or 158 block groups participating in ‘ ‘making hardware changes” had more
than half of the households participating.

It did not appear that crime problems prior to the implementation of the block
group affected the level of participation. As an example, block group captain respon-
dents indicated that anywhere from 83 to 87 percent of the block groups with more
than half of the households participating in social security number engraving, hardware
changes, and scheduled watch had victims of burglary prior to the implementation of
the block group program. Similar percentages (78 to 83 percent) for block groups with
less than half of the households participating in social security engraving, hardware
changes, and schedule watch also had vrctrms of burglary prlor to the implementation
of the block group program. : ‘

5 The Crlme Prevention Bureau reqmres engraving to be accompllshed before the

: groups are given their decals and sugns
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‘ : 3 ’0 i : # =
CAPTAINS > MEMBERS R e e o
, -Percent of Percent of : E . S o
No. - Total Captains No. Total Members : . .
Yes 357 91 639 94
Can't Tell 20 5 24 4 : o
‘No 2 1 9 1 . .
" No Answer 14 3 6 1 : B
Total Respondents 393 100 678 100 e o .
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TABLE II . %
DO YOU FEEL SAFER IN NEIGHRGRHOOD? »
E
e . s - CAPTAINS
' FEMALE MALE MALE & FEMALE* UNKNOWN _
; : cannot cannot cannot cannot -
i AGE CATEGORIES yes  no tell yes ho tell yes ne tell yes no tell Total
i under 21 1 2 3
22-29 21 1 3 3 1 31 | '
30-34 40 1 17 "6 1 1 66
. i 35-44 59 4 39 1 7 110
e b 45- 54 15 25 2 3 3 48
\ 55-59 15 20 1 4 40 |
I . over 60 18 a4 1 6 5 1 75 35
\ ’ unknown 1 5 6 ‘: 5
| TOTAL 170 1 8 150 1 11 32 1 5 379 T
4 MISSING 14 CASES ’
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: : ; . r cannot cannot cannot o cannot § ‘
. . : : ’! AGE CATEGORIES yes no tell yes no tell yes no tell yes no tell Total } p
W pe S under 21 1 2 3 IR
e 22-29 33 1 3 18 4 59 : .
S SR 30-34 s 1 2 31 2 2 7 1 1 101 .
- _ ST ' 35-44 94 3 2 50 1 15 1 5 ' 171
- 45. 54 48 2 43 1 1311 7 1 17
" f 55-59 14 2 25 1 9 3 52
4 4 over 60 33 1 51 1 1 29 1 5 122 )
G S e LT unknown 5 1 4 17 2 18 47 , g
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groups’ perception was one of being “safer’” (based on the 91 percent “yes” answer),

the 22-29 years old age group and the 60 year and older age group were less likely to

answer “‘yes” as compared to all captain respondents based on their 84 percent and 89
percent respective ‘‘yes” responses of all responses for the age group. Females in the
22-29 years old age group and males in the 60 years and older age group were less
likely to answer ‘‘yes”. On the other hand, captains in the 30 to 34 vears old age
group had the highest percentage of ‘‘yes’” answers at 97 percent of the total responses
for that age group.

Interestingly enough, member respondents had a higher total ‘percentage of
“yes” responses than did the captain responses, although for the most part, in the

other responses by age group, percentages were similar,

Citizen Perception — “Has the neighborhood watch group reduced crime in your area’

“As can be seen from Table I, a positive response was obtained from both
captain and member respondents, although less positive than the ““do you feel safer”
question.

TABLE 11l
\\g-;\\‘ ‘“‘HAS CRIME BEEN REDUCED"
CAPTAINS - MEMBERS
: ' Percent of ‘ Percent of
{ No. Total Captains ‘ No. Total Members
Yes 259 66 465 69
Can’t Tell e 113 29 193 28
No 5 1 7 1
No Answer 16 » 4 13
Total Respondents 393 100 | 678 100
: /f\\
) '5/,/ :‘\:.l
i ‘:g:' “ 9:’/ / v . L f,\‘.

1t should be noted that the difference occurred in the “‘cannot tell”. category
which jumped from 4 and 5 percent on the ‘‘do you feel safer” question to 28 and 29
percent in the question “has crime been reduced.”.. *No” answers remained at 1

. percent in both questions for both captain and membeF respondents.

As can be seen by the table on “has crime been reduced by sex and age”, {Table
1V), compared to the table on “Do you feel safer in the neighborhood by Sex and
Age” (Table 11}, captain respondents in all age and sex.groups switched from “yes’ on
the “do you feel safer’” question to “cannot tell” on the question “has crime been
reduced”. Once again, while the majority of respondents in the 22-29 years old age

_ range indicated that crime had been reduced, they are less likely than other age groups

to answer “yes”. Compared to all captains who answered ‘‘yes” 66 percent of the
time, respondents in this age range answered ‘‘yes’ only 54 percent of the time. The
55-59 years old age group was also less likely to answer “yes” (a 61 percent “yes”
response). However, once again captain respondents in the 30-34 years old age group
were more likely than all other captain respondents to believe that crime had been
reduced with a 76 percent “yes" response,

Similiarly, members also switched from “yes” on the “do you feel safer” ques-
tion to “cannot tell” on the ‘has crime been reduced” question and in some instances
to “no.” ‘

Factors Affecting the Change from “Yes” to “Cannot Tell” on the Questions ‘Do you

Feel Safer’” and “Has Crime Been Reduced” :

The increase in ‘“cannot tell” responses from the question “do you feel safer” to
the question ““has crime been reduced” can be understood by reviewing the short exis-
tence of most block groups. It had previously been indicated that the majority of
growth in the Neighborhood Watch Program occurred from July 1, 1981 to June 30,
1982. Thus, it was not surprising that over 4 out of every 10 respondents were block
group captains whose blocks had been in existence for less than six months. Less than
3 out of 10 captains responding had block groups that had been in existence from six
months to less than 1 year, and only 3 out of every 10 captain respondents had blocks
which had been in existence for longer than one year.

.
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| TABLE IV | B | -
‘ HAS WATCH GROUP REDUCED CRIME IN AREA BY MEMBERS? |
2 ] CAPTAINS .
FEMALE MALE MALE & FEMALE* UNKNOWN
? cannot cannot cannot cannot
‘ AGE CATEGORIES ves no tell yes - no tell yes no tell yes no tell Total
under 21 7 2 3
22-29 41 10 2 2 1 1 31
i 30-34 32 1 8 13 4 4 3 1 66 '
o ‘ . 35- 44 41 22 28 12 5 2 110 |
U S 45 - 54 1 12 4 15 12 2 1 2 1 49 S
: ' 8 55-59 10 5 13 1 7 211 40
over 60 14 4 6 1 1 4 1 1 72
" , L } unknown 1 5 6 y
) . o , TOTAL 124 2 54 109 2 43 2 1 9 3 2 377 " ;
' ‘ ’ ' » : 5:& MISSING 16 CASES o
} ol A - , MEMBERS
' o S | FEMALE MALE MALE & FEMALE* UNKNOWN | ‘
| ' | cannot cannot cannot cannot | e .. v
; R . " AGE CATEGORIES yes . no tell yes no tell yes no tell yes no tell Total ‘
\k ’ &".j‘,k.ﬂ‘ . 2 B . k under21 v 1 1 1 ‘ 3 ; 4
- | L i B . | 22-29 27 9 12 6 4 1 | 59 \
P SR i o 30-34 ' 42 15 22 112 6 1 1 1 101 .
e ST D T 35-44 66 3 31 34 17 9 1 3 5 169 g R
' PR D L 4554 37 12 24 20 9 1 5 6 1 1 116
T 55-59 B Y 2 23 3 6 3 2 51
o St , over 60 25 9 33 19 23 5 4 118
| gl ERETTT Y e unknown 5 1 3 1 13 6 11 8 48 .
N ) L T R TOTAL - 4. 3 80 152 1 19 0 2 24 2% 110 665 = \ o
: D A T S T MISSING 13 CASES ¥ ' “
“"" S b "3 . *HUSBAND & WIFE COMBINATION COMPLETED THESE QUESTIONNAIRES.
I 2 : - « B
S b ‘ -~ /' . T - B ¥ ; " ) « » b R ’
Lt g : i L ' e : ’ i ~ -
A :
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As can be seen by an)re 4 there was, not surprisingly, a high level of “cannot
tell” respondents in both the captain and member responses prior to ‘the 6 months of -
existence — a level which decreased substantially after the first 6 months of existence.

The above indicates that it is not that captain or member respondents were less
positive about the reduction in crime than their greater feelings of safety in the neigh-
borhood, but simply that it was “too soon to tell’” whether or not crime had been
reduced. The key is that two out of three captain and member respondents believed
that “yes crime had been reduced”’.

Has Crime Been Reduced Based on Respondents Accounts of Problems Before and
Reported Incidents After the Implementation of the Neighborhood Watch Program

While a positive response was obtained on the reduction of crime with the
Neighborhood Watch Program, the questionnaire also sought to view what kind of
reduction in what types of crimes had been accomplished based on information pro-
vided in the questionnaire. It was not the intention of this survey to compare citizen
information contained in the questionnaire with actual reported incidents, based on
the confidentiality of the survey. Reductions or increases in neighborhood block
groups in reported criminal activity to the police will be viewed in phase two of this
evaluation through the use of sample neighborhood watch and non-neighborhood
watch areas after the programs have been in existence for a longer period of time.

Problem areas prior to the implementation of the Neighborhood Watch Program
were determined by two questions as follows;

1. “Would you say that there was a s;gn/f/cant crime problem in your nelghbor-
hood block area before the neighborhood watch program was mst/tuted 2"

i ) yes, several of my neighbors had been w’ctimized
2) no, none of my ne/ghbors had been victimized

3) am not sure
4) did not live here when the ne/ghborhood watch program started

u

. g L
2. “If you indicated “ves’ or number 1 to question g above, c:rcle all prob-
lem areas that existed before the neighborhood watch program started”

1) someone breaking into homes.or other structures on the premises (bur-
glary)

2) people taking items left out in the yard patio or breaking into vehicles

(larceny)
3} physical assau/ts b y.another person not known to the victim

4) vandalism
5) other: specify

&

1

;\\, u "

£

,,,,,,,

i
&

<
x

mo AMwITCZ.

Y]
e
b
&
£ 3
»
»:

MO

PTmMwETCZ

t

nxMwImI

TANZ=>—H0>0

160

150

140
130
120
110

100

O
(=1

80

70

60

50

40

30

20

10

90

80

70
60
50
40
30
20

10

HAS WATCH GROUP REDUCED CRIME iN THE AREA?

FIGU RE 4
15
| yes '
O no-
ff] cannot tell
| 3 no answer
. ? /
/i
less than 1-6 months 6-12 months more than -
1 month ‘ o 1 year
Length of Time Block Group Exists
1-6 months . more than

less than
- i,

1l vear

i

6-12 months

R o iy ety




16

Problem areas subsequent to the implementation of 'the Neighborhood Watch

Program were determined by the following question: ‘‘Based on your knowledge, how

many of the following crimes have occurred in your watch area since your neighbor-
hood watch block group was formed? (Insert the actual number for each crime that has
occurred; i.e. 0,1, 2, etc.)”. The same types of incidents indicated in the second
question above were then provided again. It was the purpose of these questions to view

~ criminal incidents before and after. While both captains and members were asked this.

question, the answers of the captains were determined to be the best source of infor-
mation, particularly as there was not the redundancy that might be found in two

- members from the same block.

information provided by the captain respondents indicated the following:
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Larceny &
As seen by the ‘table Blelow, ;Imost 5 out of ever kg ' i

| | . y 10 block group captains

reported.a prior problem with larcenies. After the implementation of the neighborhood

- watch grogp,_only 1.8 out of every 10 block captains with prior problems reported at
_least one incident of larceny. This amounted - to a 64 percent decrease in larcenies
~ vbased.on block group captain accounting. On the other hand, 27 block group captains

experienced incidents of larceny after the block group program when t"ﬁey had not had-

a prior problem. ‘ ,

TABLE VIl

WAS LARCENY A PROBLEM BEFORE WATCH GRO
) UP? ,
BY NUMBER OF LARCENY INCIDENTS THAT OCCURRED AFTER WATCH GROUP

, TABLEV
NO. AND TYPE OF PROBLEMS BEFORE w ] NUMBER OF CAPTAINS CITING CARCENVINCIDENTE ATTER
. . . . NO 1 2 3
Type of Incident That was a Problem No. of Captains S i o BEFGRE INCIDENTS | INCIDENT | INCIDE N 6 o9 RrROW
Before Neighborhood Watch Responding P 8 £ ! NTS INCIDENTS |INCIDENTS ({INCIDENTS [INCIDENTS | TOTAL
i ———— DR NGO, LARCENY WAS NOT ,
| Burglary 325 & A PROBLEM BEFORE 173 | a8 5 s .
1 b = . . . ) 0 o 200
Larcer]y 193 - YES, THERE WAS A : - ' v - —
Vandalism , 103 & LARGENY PROBLEM BEFOR ja3 o st i \ .
Assault 26 g , - ° 1 1 2 193
NOTE: Sugey allowed multipie responses {_I 3 -
In order to avoid any biases, alt captain questionnaires were reviewed on a 'be- — Vandaliksm
fore” and “after” basis with the following results: w B : : PR
Burglary 1 As seen by the. table‘ below, 2.6 out of every 10 block group captains reported a
7 : . | problem with vandalism prior to the implementation of the neighborhood watch pro- <
' As seen by the ta_ble below, over 8 out of every -10 block cap'talns reported a g -gram. After implementation, less than 1 out of every 10 block group captains with
e prior burglary probl’em in their block group. After the implementation of the block ; prior ‘problems had at least one i‘\nciden“t'of vandalism occur in their block group. On
, £ group, f)nly 2.5 out of every 10 block captains with prlor‘probl.ems repoyted at least £ the. other hand, 19 block captains reported incidents of vandalism after the implemen-
S ‘ one incident occurring. This amounted to a 70 percent decrease in burglaries based on | ; _ tation of the watch group although there had been no prior problem. he
TR block group captain accounting. On. the other hand, 12 block captains reported : 3 S
; ) e
; *x ; incidents of burglaries after the implementation of the watch group although there had B
T . : ‘ oy . ’
3 been no prior problem. : : o - TABLE VIHI
Ca. | -
. WAS VANDALISM A PROBLEM BEFORE WATCH GROUP?
4 : BY N ' ?
% TABLE VI - . UMBER OF VANDALISM INCIDENTS THAT OCCURRED AFTER WATCH GROUP
! : ' ’ & .
4 WAS BURGLARY A PROBLEM BEFORE WATCH GROUP? 2 NUMBER OF CAPTAINS CITING VANDALISM INCIDENTS AFTER
4 BY NUMBER OF BURGLARY INCIDENTS THAT.-OCCURRED AFTER WATCH GROUP e | ‘ No , ; y -
PR " NG ~ i “ 2 ' 3 4
4 " k FEFoRE INCIDENTS INCIDENT INCIDENTS INCIDENTS INCIDENTS lNCI'D’ENTS TZ?:VL
T NUMBER OF CAPTAINS CITING BURGLARY INCIDENTS AFTER N ; , . , , !
g : NO R 2 3 4 ROW NO, VANDALISM WAS NOT A : z 1 (}
g i o : PROBLEM BEFORE : 271 :
SR ‘g% BEFORE INCIDENTS lNClpENT INCIDENTS INC‘!DENTS INCIDENTS TOTAL % ] 18 1 1 0 0 0 290
U - YES, THERE WAS A VAN- P '
! i NO, BURGLARY WAS NOT ‘ > N y % :
- A PROBLEM BEFORE : 56 9 3 o ) 68 £ - |PALISM PROBLEM BEFORE 6 22 12 . . ‘
: = IR 4 i : 1 103
. YES, THERE WAS A BUR- S : : 7 -
s = 'GLARY PROBLEM BEFORE 226 62 23 s .6 325 | [ / B
. 1\]/ o : -
5 . : // . l
A ’ 8) 1
/ " A £,
;
4 7 » .
¢ 4 * - ‘; s % - - e + ’ . e N //
A . - e Y . o ; . t’ vi‘%/ : (} B =
¢ ' / ’ w ) / n - e »
o w . - ‘/ ‘ ,
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Assault

" For_the most part, few watch captains experienced problems with assault before
“or after the implementation of the neighborhood watch program. For less than one
out of every 10 block captains who did:have a problem prior to the impiementation of
R the watch group, only 3 block group c,ft{ptalns (or less than 1/10 of a block captain out
i ‘ of every 10 block group captains) experienced. at least one. incident of assault after

implementation of the program. However, 4 captains with no prior problems did

: . . s . | ) Sy '18

i . , In reviewing the “before” and “‘after” affects in the various areas above, it

v : appedred that the Neighborhood Watch Program most readily affected incidents of bur-
' glary. However, based on the incidents of burglary which continued to occur, in which
there were prior problems and burglaries which occur in watch groups in which there

-/ of households in a watch group affect the reduction in burglanes?”

Level of Involvement of Nelghborhood Watch Households Versus Reduction in Bur-
o glaries p —~ :

oy {5

When comparing before and after burglary problems with the level of involve-
~ment in the Watch Program, reductions in the level of burglaries appeared to increase
. , with the Igvel of participation based on captain respondents. Since the greatest number

1 - of.captain respondents indicated participation in scheduled watch and social security
e ’ engraving,“these two activities were viewed with respect to captains who indicated that
o -4 e they had a burglary problem before the implementation of the program and their view
S . . of the number of burglaries occurring after the watch group implementation.

(o]

‘Scheduled Watch

~ = - Some 302 of the 349 watch captains involved in scheduled watch had a burglary

involved in scheduled watch also had a‘burglary problem before the bIock group con-

o \ ~cept was implemented (although they are not involved in the scheduled watch activi-

el ; ty). NOTE: The remaining 15 watch captains with prior burglary problems did not
V¥ A indicate whether or not they were involvedcin scheduled watch Wlth the assump-
tion being made that they were not. :

s

“had been no prior problem, the question must be asked, ‘‘Did the level of involvement

N ‘ problem before Neighborhood Watch was implemented. In addition, 8 of those not

1 _ report incidents after implementation of the program.
S
o TABLE IX
- : b . ‘WAS ASSAULT A PROBLEM BEFORE WATCH GROUP?
: ; " : BY NUMBER OF ASSAULT INCIDENTS THAT OCCURRED AFTER WATCH GROUP
3 NUMBER OF CAPTAINS CITING ASSAULT INCIDENTS AFTER
o1 - = -
: R NO : 1 . & 3 ROW
, G . BEFORE i INCIDENTS INCIDENT INCIDENTS TOTAL
S A : NO, ASSAULT WAS NOT A .
| O PROBLEM BEFORE 363 4 . 0 367
:” Ch YES, THERE WAS AN » :
L . ASSAULT PROBLEM BEFORE 23 2 1 26
,“ -

)
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As can be seen by Table X, burglary problem reduction was similar for block
captains who indicated they were not invoived in scheduled watch (caution should be

used given the small number) and for groups which only had less than half of the
households in the block group involved in scheduled watch. However, the reduction

increased significantly for households with more than half of their households

‘involved in scheduled watch — to 73 percent from 45 to 50 percent for no involvement
and less than half of the households participating:

TABLE X
SCHEDULED WATCH BY LEVEL OF INVOLVEMENT

S No. of These Capt.(s) Indicating
. No. Capt.(s) Indicating

No Problem Problem Percentage'_

Captains Indicating Prior Burglary Problem After After Decrease
Groups Not Involved 8 o 4 / 4 - 50
Groups With Less Than Half
of Households Participating in ) :
Watch Group 38 17 / 21 45
Groups With More Than'Ha‘If
of Households Participating in , :
Watch Group . 264 192 / 92 73

Note: 15 Captains did not report level of participation

Based on the above and without a statistical correlation, block group captains
whose groups had more than half of their households involved in scheduled watch
programs appeared to have a greater decrease in the level of burglaries occurring before
and after the program than those captains who were either not involved in the
scheduled watch program or captains who had less than half of the households in their
block group involved in scheduled watch 6

6Lo‘gically, this would appear valid. However, no effort was made to prove or
disprove the assumption statistically based on other intervening variables.
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‘ FIGURE 5 - ‘ 21
Social Security No. Engraving ' o o : IS THERE BETTER RELATIONS WITH LVMPD ‘
: by , 15 LEN ' ’ §
A similar decrease in burglaries can be seen in block groups compared to those : ' GTH OF TIME AS BLOCK GROUP CAPTAIN
groups with social security number engraving programs. Some 297 of the 306 block _ . - '_10 ;
captains indicating involvement in a social security number engraving program had a ‘ b & . 05 ;
burglary problem prior to the implementation of the neighborhood watch group. In : . ’ 00
T this program activity, it would appear that the percent of decrease in burglaries became R | ' i
4t larger as more involvement occurred. g e 9
TABLE XI : § N %0 i
Gt L . ) 5 I
i ' 9 ; @ U 85 i
g SOCIAL SECURITY NO. ENGRAVING BY LEVEL OF INVOLVEMENT ~ 8 i o
‘ , No. of These Capt.(s) Indicating , 8 L e B
No. Capt.(s) Indicating No Problem Prob!e[r}] Percentage E 75 s
Captains Indicating Prior Burglary Problem After . After Decrease R 70 i %
Groups Not Involved 9 s 4 44 B o 65 ;
Groups With Less Than Half of F 60 ’
Households Participating in \ 4 55
Watch Group 39 22 17 56 E C
Groups With More Than Half ¥ P
of Households Participating in 45
Watch Group 258 185 73 72 : 40 b
In reviewing the above information, only the level of involvement has been | 35
¥ measured against reductions in burglaries as reported by neighborhood watch captains. e ® N 30
What has not been discussed is the affect of high participation in more than one activi- i e S
g ty. This may or may not have an impact on burglary reduction rates as reported by 25 ;
watch captains. : 4 20 :
‘ Citizen Perception of the LVMPD Role ; 15 ps E
! il
: 10 e
) Over all, the majority of captains indicated that there was a better relationship s B
g with LVMPD since the inception of the block group when questioned as to whether ‘ : . | n
' the relationship with LVMPD had improved. As can be seen by Figure 5, the percen- ‘ PR - 0 = = 3
oy tage of “yes” responses increased from 71 percent for respondents who had been a e ' -~ 1mon th‘ 6 ’ ' o
block captain less than a month to 72 percent for captains who had held that position E less than o mgnhs over
for one to six months to 82 percent for captains with a tenure of 6 months to 1 year. 1B 1 month 6 months 1-year 1 year unknown §
The highest percentage of “yes” responses were received from captains who had held i
their position for a year or more -- 90 percent. ¥ LENGTH OF TIME AS BLOCK GROUP CAPTAIN
In viewing the areas in which Metro suggested assistance, block captains § ' |
indicated the following: 154 captains or 39 percent did not circle either “more 1 ) §
assistance” or “‘stop by more often”; 169 captains or 43 percent requested that police . 5} .
officers stop by more, but no additional assistance was needed at block meetings; 25 PR ‘ ,
; .; captains or 6 percent requested that more assistance be provided at meetings; and, 45 o [EITTR D . ' =
B o or 11 percent requested both more assistance at meetings and that officers stop by SR B ; : yes no change
more. Overall, 214 captains requested that officers stop by more and 70 captains y cole .
requested additional assistance at meetings. ‘ : o oo f : o E not sure ‘
; 2 ; 3
. ‘ !
. ' +
4
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i
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On the other hand, 202 members requested no additional services, whereas 69
members requested additional assistance at meetings, and 441 members requested that
the officers stop by more.

There were many other suggestions for assistance indicated under “‘other,” with
the major portion of these being ‘“to drive through the neighborhood more,” ‘‘respond
when a suspicious situation is called in”, ‘‘have more emergency telephone lines”,

“change block group captains”, “more utilization of the helicopter”, and “assistance in
various crime problems”. NOTE: Comments made on questionnaires related to spe-
cific problems at specific locations were sent to either the Investigative Services
Division or the area stations.

CONCLUSIONS

As has been previously indicated, the Neighborhood Watch Program has grown
considerably since it was first implemented with more than 850 block groups now in
existence. Unfortunately, the program which was originally designed has not been able
to keep up with the fast rate of growth. Based on the results of the study, the follow-
ing comments are made:

1. The quality of Neighborhood Watch block groups should be stressed as
opposed to quantity. There were some complaints that no contacts had been made
since the inception of the program. The Crime Prevention Bureau has indicated that
they do not have sufficient personnel to make a second meeting of a newly formed
block group to see how things are going. Their primary effort has been toward estab-
lishing new groups. This emphasis toward establishing new groups as opposed to
maintaining old groups has created a situation in which some block groups have done
nothing more than establish themselves as a block group. As examples of this, the
following should be noted:

a) Questionnaires returned indicating that interest had waned and the block
group never went beyond the first meeting.

b) Limited participation by block group captains in responding to the
survey—some 49 percent of the surveys were not returned.

c) Information provided by the questionnaires which indicated that some
block groups were not involved in any activities or only one activity of
the LVMPD Neighborhood Watch Program.

d) Comments made on the questionnaires which indicated block groups
were suffering from deteriorating interest (thus, the request for the
§ police officer to attend the meeting because then “people would turn
~out”), changes in block group captains needed to be made (by both
members and captains), and the responsibilities were being placed on too
few members of the block group.

e) Comments made by police officers that some neighborhood watch
‘captains resented the intrusion by police officers making the monthly
contact. Problems, and particularly the one cited above, were mentioned
on several day shift ride-alongs taken by Police Planning Bureau per-
sonnel.

At
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, 2. The commitment by LVMPD to the program has been hampered by the
followmg

a) The expectation generated by the fifth function of the Neighborhood
Watch Program - - that of continual contact with the police - - has
generated disappointment based on questionnaire comments. Monthly
contacts with 250 block groups were difficult to achieve at best. With
850 block groups it becomes a tremendous usage of patrol manpower
hours - - hours which might be more effectively devoted to more
patrolling of the block group neighborhoods. Given a 10 minute session
per captain on a monthly basis and not considering travel time to and
from the area or the time spent in recontacts when captains are not
home, total manhours for this activity in a year’s time amounts to 1,538
manhours or the random patrol tire of two officers on the day shiftin a
year's time. In actuality, given the concentrated nature of block groups
in some patrol areas as opposed to some in other areas, contacts may fall
more heavily on some officers than on others. Since contacts are made
during the normal times that the officer is patrolling, the contact time
cuts down on time that the officers would spend patrolling through
neighborhoods. The impact of patrolling through the neighborhood can
easily be seen in questionnaire comments which requested that officers
patrol the areas more. While this answer was not provided under the
question, “What assistance would you like to see Metro provide to
improve your neighborhood watch program,” it was written in by 77
members and 52 captains.

Problems are also created as block captains may expect the patrol officer

to spend more than 10 minutes in the contact (time periods as long as an

hour have been indicated). When there are only two officers assigned to a

district (a frequent occurrence in some districts on day shift), officers are

reluctant to make watch contacts on the theory that they will not be
“available as a primary or back-up unit for dispatched events.

In addition, LVMPD may have inadvertently increased expectations too
much in the area of providing monthly contacts. As previously indicated,
441 members out of the 678 members responding requested that police
officers should stop by members’ houses. Contacts with members has
never been a function of the Neighborhood Watch Program.

b) Lack of a co-ordinated effort by various Metro bureaus toward the
Neighborhood Watch Program. Some 28 respondents cited problems in
having cars dispatched when they did call in crimes in progress even to
the point. that units were not sent. This conflicts directly with Crime
Prevention programs which stress calling the police immediately in such
an event. The Crime Prevention Bureau and the Communications Bureau
should attempt to resolve problems occurring in this area so that block
group members may be assured of assnstance when a police unit is
requested

e YA
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By the same token, problems being experienced by Communications in
which citizens from block groups continually call in during their
scheduled watches should be brought to the attention of the Crime
Prevention Bureau so that additional educational tralnmg can be glven to
the block group. :

B N R U A O insimicsincs
. i

c) Too little emphasis placed on the Neighborhood Watch Program being ' R T
one of “self-help.” In many areas, Neighborhood Watch programs are '
totally removed from the local police department and are set up by
community groups. While there is no intention on the part of this study
to recommend removal of the program from LVMPD, it must be stressed
continually that the success or failure of the program rests with the , o
individual block groups, not with Metro, Indicative of the attitude that ' B B
the program is Metro's responsibility are comments such as ‘‘add some- s
thing interesting to the program to attract participants,” ‘“‘encourage , ; S
different areas to meet and compare crimes and occurrences,” “select a B
more enthused captain,” ‘“keep an eye on empty houses,” “youth o '
information sessions,” ‘“‘help with trash on yards and street cleaning,”
“encourage more people to participate with the program, “more meet-
ings by metro officers for motivation,” etc.

ATt oA o s et

d) The level of involvement in some activities of the present crime preven- v
tion officers assigned to the program should be reduced so that officers R |
have more time to spend in contacting their assigned block group cap-
tains. One example is the home security survey conducted by the Crime
Prevention Officers. Reserve Police Officers or “Footprinter” volunteers
could be trained to provide this type of survey. Such surveys by other
than commissioned personnel are not unusual for many police depart- e
ments. . R

" Based on the above, the following changes are suggested for Metro’s Neighbor-
hood Watch Program given the existing manpower resources:

1. Increase required participation to begin a block group from 70 to 90 percent

-of the households. it is apparent from the number of less than half of the households

participating in activities that some loss may be expected after the program has been in
exlstence

2. Require the watch group to participate in all four functions - specifically
~scheduled watch, social security number engraving, hardware changes (to the point that
security surveys are conducted) and sign posting.

3. Limit the number of new block groups being established so that a main-
tenance program can be started for existing block groups. Most nationwide Neighbor-
hood Watch Programs recommend a series of three meetings held by Crime Prevention
to establish block groups; in the past Metro has been unable to meet this schedule : [
based on the number of new groups belng formed SN f‘ |

B R
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4. As
block groups
b)

an alternatlve to No. 1 through No. 3.above, establlsh two classes of

P

Inactive groups would be those with 70 to less than 90 perceht participa-

tion. The organizational meeting only would be conducted by the

volunteer “Footprinters.” These groups would have the availability of .

the social security number engravers and security check forms to indicate
needed hardware changes. They would not be provided signs nor would
they be assigned to a Crime Prevention officer (see 5a below).

Active groups as indicated in No. 1 and No. 2 above. These blocks would

~be assigned.to a Crime Prevention officer with the initial three meetings

»on

handled by the Crime Prevention officer or ‘‘Footprinter”. Captains of
active groups would be provided with the information indicated in No.

Se.

5. VCha’nge the emphésis of the fifth function - continual police Contact to the

following:

a)

Assign each block group captain to a Crime Prevention Officer who
would be the contact if organizational problems do arise. Continuing
criminal incidents would also be reported to this.officer if undetected by
Crime Analysis. v

Improve the handling of calls for service from nelghborhood watch block
groups so that units are dlspatched

improve contact between Crime Prevention personnel and patrol per-.

sonnel so that officers are aware of problems in particular areas. Crime
Prevention officers should contact area stations in situations in which it
appears that a continuing problem of a neighborhood block group needs
to be addressed by the patrol officer. Stress should be placed on
patrolling residential areas as preventive patrol time allows. Increased

‘emphasis should be placed on providing area stations with updated

listings of watch groups and locations (possibly detailed in maps).
Follow-ups on burglaries occurring in block areas should include
contacting the block captains for reports of suspicious situations.
Recurring incidents determined by Crime Analysis should be forwarded
to the concerned area station.

Expand the ‘\progr‘am' presentation to include patrol officers assigned -

to the area. It is not suggested that patrol officers conduct numerous
programs - only that they be advised of block group meetings so that

they can “stop by” as time permits. This would require little more than a

notice of meetings from Crime Prevention to the various area stations.

Create a “feed-back” repoft which provides captains with informa-
tion on burglaries occurring in their areas based on the “new watch
group block” check-off on the mudent report.

A
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6. Increase emphasis on the Neighborhood Watch Program being one of “self-
help.” While the Crime Prevention Bureau presently does this, other bureaus of the
department should share this as well. The success or failure of the program is up to the
participants. In addition, the program is not a cure all for the problems besetting a
neighborhood. Its impact is greatest in' the area of burglaries. LVMPD and the

.community must be realistic about what the program can and cannot do.

7. The Neighborhood Watch Program cannot be the sole responsibility of the

Crime Prevention Bureau. All department members should recognize the benefits of

the block groups and- cooperate in every way possible to work with these groups.

Suggestions for changing the program are based on current levels of personnel in
the Crime Prevention Bureau and the area patrol stations. The success of the program
based on the citizens’ perceptions cannot be understated. The LVMPD Neighborhood
Watch Program is a highly effective method of citizens joining together to combat
crime. Every effort should be made to continue that success. The suggestions proposed
above are made in an attempt to maintain the high level of participation and reduce the
loss of block groups as new ones are gained. Changes must be made as patrol officers
are now being forced to make significant trade offs between being available to respond
to dispatched calls and patrolling the neighborhoods or making contacts. Crime Pre-
vention Bureau personnel are faced with continuing to add substantial numbers of new
block groups and losing existing groups or adding new groups at a slower rate and
maintaining existing groups. All LVMPD members should make every effort they can
to be of assistance to block group captains, but they should not assume primary
responsibility --that is up to the block groups themselves.

‘ ' © APPENDIX T
!

.
i \\

SU RVEY OF NEIGHBORHOOD WATCH CAPT»

The Las Vegas Metropolitan Police Department is in the process of reviewing the neighborhood watch program to determine -
its cffectiveness and make any added improvements, As a neighborhood watch block captain with a substantial knowledge
about your watch group, you can assist Metro considerably in its effort to properly evaluate the program. Therefore, we are
requesting that you complete the following questionnaire and return it in the enclosed self-addressed envelope as quickly as
possible, but ne later than Friday, July 30, 1982. Please circle the appropriate answer. Unless indicated there should be

only one answer to each question, You should direct any questions to the Las Vegas Metropolitan Police Department’s Crime
Prevention Burcau at 386-3501. Your cooperatlon is greatly appreciated.

a. Howmany households are involved in your block group program?
(1) less than five (3) ten toless than 15
(2) five to less than ten o {4) 15 ormore -

b.- How long has your block group been in existence?
{1) less than a month } (3) six months to less than a year
(2) amonth to less than 6 months (4) ayear or more

¢. . How long have you been a block group captain?
(1) less than amonth - (3) six months to less than a year
(2) amonth to less than 6 months : (4) ayear or more

d. Circle the activities and the extent to which your neighborhood watch group is involved in the following activities:
(Ciscle all that apply) '

Activity No. Of Households lnvo!ved
Scheduled watch , (1) not involved (2) less than half  (3) more than half
Neighborhood patrols (1} not involved (2) less than half ~ (3) more than half

Ensuring that all residents have a list of
valuables with social security numbers ;
engraved on the valuables (1) not involved (2) less than half ~ (3) more than haif
Making security hardware changes (1) notinvolved  (2) less than half  (3) more than half
Other, Specify

(2) less than half (3) more than half

e.. Would you say that there was a s:gm’f'cant crime problem in your neighborhood block area before the neighborhood N
-* watch program was instituted? .
(1) yes, severaizof my neighbors had been V|ctlm|zed

: i (2) no, none of imy neighbors had been victimized

(3) am not sure
(4)- did not live here when the neighborhood watch program started

f.. If you indicated ‘‘yes'’’ or number 1 to quéstion ‘‘c¢’” above, circle all problem areas that existed before the nelghbor-
hood watch program started:
(1) someone breaking into homes or other structures on the premises (burglary)
(2) people taking items left out in the yard, patio or breaking into vehicles (larcenies)
- {3) physical assaults by another person not known to the victim
(4) vandalism ‘
(5) Other: Specify : — _ : g

g In your opinion, is there a better relationship with the Metropolitan Police Department since your neighborhood watch
group was established? \
(1) yes ; . _ (3) no‘change in the relationship
(2) no ' -(4) notsure

e B

e N A P N e

ot o B

e R A s e S

NI P G S s e e T
i

R




I8
£

APPENDIX II

/ >URVEY OF NEIGHBORHOOD WATCH MEMBERS

\\ /}

s* /

The Las Vegas Metropolxtan Pohce Départment is in the process of reviewing the neighborhood watch program to determine

its effectiveness and make any added improvements.” As a member of a neighborhood watch group, you can assist Metro
considerably in its efforts to propelly evaluate the program. Therefore, we are requesting that you complete the following

questionnaire and return it to your biock group captain as quickly as possible, but no later than Wednesday, July 28, 1982, If

you prefer, you may mail it to the Crime Prevention Unit, Las Vegas Metropolitan Police Department, 400 East Stewart

Avenue, Las Vegas, Nevada 89101. Please circle the appropriate answer. Unless indicated there should be only one answer to
each question. You should direct any questions to the Las Vegas Metropolitan Police Department’s Crime Prevention Bureau

at 386-3501. Your cooperation is greatly appreciated.

a. How long have you been a member of your neighborhood block group. program?
(1) less than a month (3) six months to less than a year
(2) amonth toless than 6 months (4) ayear or more,

b. How long has your block group been in existence?
(1) less *3an a month , (3) 'six months to less than a year
(2) a month to less than 6 months (4) ayear or more

¢.. Would you say that there was a significant crime problem i in your neighborhood block area before the neighborhood
watch program was instituted? -
(1) yes, several of my neighbors had been victimized

{2) no, none of my neighbors had been victimized

(3) am notsure

(4) did not live here when the neighborhood watch program started

d. lf you indicated “yes” or number 1 to question ‘¢’ above, circle all problem areas that existed before the neighborhood

watch program started:

(1) someone breaking into homes or other structures on the premises (burglary)

(2) people taking items left out in the yard, patio or breaking into vehicles (larcenies)

(3) physical assaults by another person not known to the victim

(4) vandalism
(5) other: specify

e. Inyour opinion, is there more communication armong your heighbors since the neighborhood watch program was begun?

(1) Yes (2) No (3) cannot tell

f. ~ In your opinion, has the neighborhood watch group reduced crime in YOur area?

(1) Yes v (2) No (3) cannot teil
g In your opinion, has your neighborhood block group been effective?

(1) Yes (2) No (3) cannot tell

h. Inyour 6pinion, has your neighborhood watch group made you feel safer in your neighborhood?
(1) ‘Yes (2) No (3) not sure

‘i.  Based on your knowledgé, how many of the following crimes have occurred in your watch area since your neighborhood

‘watch block group was formed? (Insert the actual number for each crime that has occurred, Le. 0, 1, 2, etc.)
- someone breaking into homes or other structures on'the premises (burglarY)

— people taking items left out in the yard, patio or breaking into vehicles (tarceny)

— physical assaults by another person not knowp to-the victim
= vandalism P
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NUMBER OF MEETINGS HELD
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—»1977 thru June, 1980

A Total of 21 Blocks
Was Organized

NETGHRORHOOD WATCH PROGRAM
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1980 — >

70 Blocks Orgaﬁized
846 Households

Total 91 alocks

1981 >

348 Blocks Organized
4,761 Households
Total 439 Blocks
Total 5,607 Homes

A

€ 1982 >

411 Blocks Organized
5,481 iHouseholds

850 Blocks
11,088 Homes
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