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This report describes a project to build a research collaboration among three police
departments located in the Phoenix, Arizona metropolitan area and the Administration of Justice
Department at Arizona State University West. In 1998 the National Institute of Justice awarded
Arizona State University West a grant under the NIJ Locally-Initiated Research Partnership
program to support the development of the multi-partner research collaboration. This report
describes the process and outcomes of the partnership development effort. The report is divided
into the following sections: Project Background and Initial Design, The Research Partners, The
Partnership Process, Project Mediﬁcation and Specific Research Activities, Future Partnership
Activities, and Lessons Learned and Recommendations to Others. Technical reports of specific

partnership research project findings can be found in the Appendices.

The goal of the research collaboration development effort reported on here was to build a
research collaboration and partnership between three police departments in the Phoenix
Metropolitan Area and Arizona State University West. Three police departments, who in 1998
were in varying stages of implementing community policing, agreed to participate in project
along with researchers from the Administration of Justice Department at Arizona State
University’s West Campus. The three police departments were those of Chandler, Glendale, and
Scottsdale, Arizona. As originally proposed, the research paftnership was to have several
objectives. One objective was to build a partnership to do research on issues related to
community policing. Another objective was to conduct research and produce research products
that would be useful to the partner agencies while at the same time having value for the more
general law enforcement and criminal justice research communities. Providing ASU West

researchers and students with increased exposure to the research needs of local law enforcement
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. agencies was another objective. The development of an expanded “valley-wide” research
consortium was another project objective. Finally, an important project objective was to leamn
about the partnership development process itself, and to share those lessons with others who
might be considering the development of similar research partnerships.

As will be noted throughout this report, the proposed objectives of the project were met in
varying degrees, with some objectives yet to be met. Several practical issues related to the
development of a multi-agency partnership are identified and recommendations for improving
the process are made. |

The process underlying the development of the research partnership involved a team of
university researchers joining with liaisons from each of the partner police agencies to build a
research agenda that addressed one or more of the research needs of each agency. Meetings

. among police department liaisons and the university researchers were held to discuss general
issues related to the implementation of community policing and to identify potential research
projects that could inform each department’s community policing efforts.

Each of the three partner police agencies assigned a liaison to project and ASU West
assigned three administrations of justice faculty\researchers to the project. Police liaisons
included a captain in charge of criminal investigations, a captain in charge of field operations,
and a crime analyst. One university researcher was paired with a agency liaison and assigned to
serve as the lead researcher for that agency’s research project. Police agency liaisons were to
provide entry to the agency and to coordinate and facilitate research support activity in their
respective department. As was noted previously, the original plan was to have university
researchers and police liaisons meet as a group once projects were identified and implemented in

. order to review progress and issues related to conducting the research, and to review findings and

make research findings-based recommendations back to each department’s command structure.
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The Research Partners
This section provides a brief description of the research partners and the larger setting in
which the partnership was developed. It should be noted that the Phoenix Metropolitan Area,
commonly referred to as the Valley of the Sun, is one of the fastest growing areas in the country.
Geographically, the Valley of the Sun (equivalent to Maricopa County Arizona) is one of the
largest metropolitan areas in the country, with a population of approximately 3,000,000. The
three partner police agencies were located approximately 25-30 miles from each other, and two
of the three (Chandler and Scottsdale) were located about that distance from the Arizona State
University West campus. These distances, while seemingly not that far apart are misleading.
Travel time between the agency partners or even to a central location can be an hour or more,
. and as will be noted later, travel time consumed en route to meetings had a significant impact on

the partnership process.

Chandler Police Department,

According to some reports, Chandler, Arizona may be the fastest 'growing community in
the United States. Located in the “East Valley,” this traditional agricultural center has become
the center of much of the Valley’s computer technology industry. Current estimates put
Chandler’s population at 160,000, which is nearly an 80 percent increase since 1990. The
community is very diverse both economically and ethnically. Much of the community’s growth
stems from high paying jobs in the technology sector, yet at the same time, Chandler is home to a
sizable agricultural and service worker population. Chandler is also home to a sizable population

‘ of illegal immigrants from Mexico. Throughout the life of the grant one major theme in the

rapidly growing Chandler Police Department was developing and using community policing
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‘ strategies in a very diverse community. Chandler’s experience with community policing dates
back to 1991.
Glendale Police Department.

Glendale is a diverse and growing community located on the West Side of the metropolitan
area. By 2000, the city’s population had approached 200,000, an increase of over 30 percent
since 1990. The Glendale Police Department had nearly ten years experience with community
policing by the time the research partnership was implemented. The geographic expansion of the
City of Glendale resulted in increased pressure to decentralize the police department. One
important theme in the department throughout the life of the partnership grant was the planning
and implementation of organizational change to better position the department to address needs
related to geographic decentralization and community policing.

Scottsdale Police Department

. Scottsdale, Arizona is considerably more affluent and less diverse than the Chandler or
Glendale. Located in the northeast portion of the Valley, Scottsdale, like other Valley
communities, is experiencing rapid growth and recent estimates put its population at nearly
200,000, which is an increase of over 50 percent since 1990. Community policing in Scottsdale
began in 1992. One of the major themes in the Scottsdale Police Department was developing
and institutionalizing formal approaches to problem solving that reflected sensitivity to issues
related to area accountability and cross-shift integrity.

Arizona State University West is located in the northwestém part of Phoenix, and is
approximately 10 miles from Glendale Police Department headquarters, about 25 miles from

. Scottsdale Police Department headquarters, and about 35 miles from Chandler Police

Department headquarters. ASU West, a part of the Arizona State University system, is a

This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report has
not been published by the Department. Opinions or points of view expressed are those of the
author(s) and do not necessarily reflect the official position or policies of the U.S. Department of
Justice.



relatively new (1988) campus with a mission that calls for extensive research and service in
support of the development area agencies and communities. The research partner at ASU West
was the Administration of Justice Department. This department has responsibility for
undergraduate and masters-level criminal justice education, and in recent years has developed an

expanded capacity for conducting evaluation and policy research.

The Partnership Process

The research partnership process was conceptualized as having four stages. The first stage
consisted of using team meetings to finalize a research agenda. In preparing the original
proposal for the partnership project, each agency was asked to identify three potential research
topics, one of which would be transformed into a research project and implemented if the
partnership grant were awarded. Meetings during the early weeks of the project were used to
narrow down each agency’s list of potential topics to one research project that would be
implemented as part of the research partnership. A series of three meetings involving agency
liaisons and university researchers were used to identify three specific research topics.

The second stage in the process can be thought of as the research design stage. The
specific topics identified in the first stage were transformed into specific research projects.
Individual researchers, in consultation with other researchers and with their agency liaison, were
responsible for this stage of the partnership process.

The third stage of the process consisted of implementing the three research projects
identified and developed in the first two stages. As will be pointed out elsewhere in this report,
two of the three projects were completely fully implemented and completed within the life of the
partnership grant. The third project was only partially implemented, and full implementation and

completion of that project will not take place until near the end of 2000.
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. The fourth stage consisted of individual research project completion and dissemination of
findings and recommendations. As was noted above, two projects were completed and research
reports for those two projects are appended to this report. The dissemination of findings and
recommendations was only partially completed at the end of the partnership project. The
original proposal called for review and dissemination of findings to each agency by the
partnership research team, and this task has not yet been completed. In addition, the original
proposal called for the use of a valley-wide mini-conference involving area police departments to
disseminate findings and recommendations. That mini-conference was to be the springboard for
the development of a valley-wide police research consortium. These tasks were not implemented

during the life of the project grant, but afe slated for completion in the last half of 2000.

’ Project Modification and Specific Research Activities

The overall research partnership project and the process that was actually implemented
differed from that originally proposed in several different ways. Several unanticipated factors
made it necessary to modify the original approach to reflect the realities of time, distance, and
organizational change. Originally, the ideg was to involve agency liaisons and university
researchers as a team throughout the partnership project. By doing so it was hoped that agencies
and team members would exchange information related both to community policing and the
research process. The principal mechanism for the team process was to be team meetings
scheduled throughout the course of the 18-month project. It should be noted that the start of the
project was delayed by nearly two months due to the official grant award being lost in a transfer
of mail in Denver, Colorado. This delay, along with difficulty in scheduling team meetings,
made it necessary to move from a team approach to more of a one on one approach with
individual researchers working with personnel in their assigned agency. Team meetings

(consisting of all agency liaisons and university researchers) became too time consuming and
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. difficult to sghedule in a timely fashion, and resulted in delaying implementation of individual
research projects. Rather than continuing to delay the implementation of the specific research
projects, the partnership process was modified to move from team meetings to the one on one, or
university researcher to individual agency approach.

As was previously noted, three specific research projects were identified as part of the
larger research partnership project. Two of the three were completed during the life of the
partnership grant, and one project will be completed in late 2000. These three projects are
summarized below.

This research project was an evaluation of the Chandler Police Department’s Operation
Restoration, which was an attempt to impact problems of crime and disorder in Chandler’s

. redevelopment district, an area comprised of some of the oldest neighborhoods in the city. The
department integrated its Neighborhood Response Team, which is a specialized community
policing team, with its Neighborhood Services Unit, which is a civilian code enforcement unit.
The redevelopment district was divided in to four zones, and the integrated unit carried out
focused enforcement activities, one zone at a time, for a period of 45-60 days. This process was
repeated twice so that both the Neighborhood Response Team and Neighborhood Services Unit
operated together in each zone twice during the study period.

This partnership research project was completed and a full report on the project can be
found in Appendix A of this report. Generally, there were few problems with project, although
there were some major delays in obtaining Calls for Service data due to personnel changes in the

Chandler Police Department.
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This partnership research project examined the Scottsdale Police Department’s efforts to
implement a “Compstat-like” process to help direct its community policing and traditional law
enforcement efforts. The Scottsdale Compstat model involves the use of regular meetings of
management personnel where crime statistics and enforcement efforts are discussed in order to
assess crime trends, design enforcement strategies, and assess the results of enforcement efforts.
The research project consisted of a process evaluation that involved intensive observation of the
SPD Compstat process including an assessment of how crime trend data actually gets used at the
district and beat levels.

This partnership research project has been completed and a copy of the full report can be

found in Appendix B. In general, there were few difficulties encountered in completing this

project.

One of the organizational goals of the Glendale Police Department has been to integrate the
department’s investigative function with its patrol-based community policing efforts. A
department reorganization for decentralizing the investigative function and co-locating
investigators with patrol and Community Action Officers in geographically dispersed precincts
was planned. The belief was that such decentralization and integration would result in higher
clearance rates for property crimes due to investigators having direct access to patrol officers,
Community Action Officers, and the community. The partnership project with the Glendale
Police Department was conceptualized as an effort to evaluate the outcomes of this integrated
approach.

This partnership research has not been completed largely due to persistent delays in

implementing the department’s planned reorganization. Part of the integrated approach called
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. for the joint use of crime analysis and crime mapping information by detectives, patrol officers,
and CAT officers, and that feature of the integration is still not fully implemented. The actual
reorganization itself was not completed until late 1999 and that made it impossible to complete
the evaluation during the life of the partnership grant. In retrospect, it might have made sense to
abandon this project after the first/or second delay in implementing the planned reorganization.
However, this was a project that seemed important to the Glendale Police Department and the
decision was made to delay the project in hopes that the reorganization would be completed so
that it could be evaluated as part of the partnership project. The ASU West research team is
committed to continuing with the project and anticipates completing it in the last half of 2000.

In sum, the research partnership process originally proposed was modified to reflect the
realities of constraints such as a, shorter than anticipated project time frame, difficulties in

‘ scheduling meetings, excessive time consumption involved in travel to meetings, changes in
agency personnel and practices, and delays in implementing agency strategies and organizational
change. The principal modification of the process involved placing greater emphasis on
university researchers working with the police agencies on a one to one basis, and less emphasis
placed on the planned team approach that would have involved police agency liaisons and
university researchers meeting and working together throughout the project. Nevertheless, the
modified approach produced some useful research products and productive relationships between

the individual agencies and the university.

Future Partnership Activities
Several partnership-related activities are planned for the future. The project as originally
. proposed called for a mini-conference at the end of the project to disseminate research findings

and launch a Valley-wide police research consortium. This conference was not held during the
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. original grant period, but will be held instead in the fall of 2000. The evaluation of the Glendale
Police DepMent’s integration of investigations and patrol will also continue with completion
anticipated in late 2000. A review of research findings with each department will also take
place, and the university researchers will prepare additional journal articles and conference
papers in order to disseminate research findings from the partnership research projects.

Implicit in the development of research collaborations between universities and police
agencies is the goal of institutionalizing the partnership relationship so that it continues over
time. It appears that to date, there has been mixed results in achieving this goal. Fairly strong
individual and institutional relationships exist between the university and police agencies. For
example, university researchers are involved in research projects that were not part of the
original partnership grant with each of the three agencies. One of the three agencies has made

‘ the commitment to participate in a police agency-university research network, and in all
likelihood, the two other agencies would make a similar commitment if called on to do so.
Nevertheless, evenb though good working relationships between the police agencies and the
university exist, and these relationships are at least partially due to the partnership project, it
cannot be claimed that any unique set of institutional arrangements comprising a multi-agency
research partnership exists. The relationships that will endure are between individual police
agencies and the university and it’s researchers, but as of yet, an identifiable set of collective

relationships among agencies and the university has not been developed.

Lessons Learned and Recommendations to Others
The multi-agency research partnership produced some good working relationships between
partner police agencies and the university as well as some useful research on community

policing-related practices. The partnership experience also generated considerable knowledge
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. about the partnership process itself, and some of the lessons learned from this experience are
summarized below.

1. Time. Controlling and capturing the time to operate a multiple-agency partnership
process is extremely difficult, and finding time to schedule all of the project meetings
originally planned for the partnership became problematic. It s difficult enough in a simple
partnership involving one university and one police agency to allocate and manage time
properly: a partnership involving three police agencies greatly exacerbates the problem.
Compared to police agency personnel, university researchers enjoy an unusual degree of
flexibility when it comes to scheduling and managing time, and they find it relatively easy
to aliocate time to project meetings and related activity. On the other hand, police agency
personnel are much more constrained by such things as fixed shifts, compressed work

. weeks, and vacation schedules, and are more limited in their ability to attend project
meeting and participate in partnership activitiés. They also have less control over their own
time and are not as able to reallocate their time from traditional agency responsibilities to
non-traditional activities such as a research partnership. Those planning multiple agency
research partnerships should be well aware of the specials problems that such partnerships
present for time allocation and time management, and they should build in a sizable “fudge
factor” when planning project timelines.

2. Geography Makes a Difference. The success and institutionalization of a multi-agency
research partnership is impacted by the initial identification and selection of partners in
several different ways, including the geographical proximity of the partners to each other.
Obviously, the magnitude of distances between partners impact the operation of a research

. partnership through the consumption of time driving to and from project meetings and

other scheduled project activity. However the geographical proximity of the partners can
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affect the success and institutionalization of multi-agency partnerships in more subtle ways
as well. As was previously noted, one of the shortcomings of this research partnership
project was the failure to operate and institutionalize the partnership as a true muiti-agency
partnership. Instead, what quickly evolved out of necessity were three individual
university-agency partnerships. In some ways this is not surprising, since the police
agencies involved in the partnership were geographically dispersed and non-adjacent to
each other, and had a limited history of sharing information and participation in joint
operations. Of course the common thread among the three agencies is that they were all
police agencies situated in the Valley of the Sun. However, this was not sqfﬁcient to make
them “natural” research partners. Each police department in the partnership was of course
unique, but more importantly, they were at very different developmental stages in their
ability to generate and consume research information. It is quite possible that these
differences served as barriers making it difficult for the different departments to interact as
research partners.

In retrospect, the selection of police agency partners might have benefited from the use of
criteria that included such things as sharing adjacent jurisdictional boundaries, a history of
agency collaboration, and equivalent capacity and experience in areas such as crime
analysis and research and planning. Perhaps the increased use of electronic technology
inclﬁding conferencing and e-mail can make up for some of the limitations imposed by
geographical dispersion and distance. Future research partnerships will benefit by carefuily

selecting partners using criteria such as those listed above.

Research on Anticipated Organizational Changes is Risky. Two of the three research

projects planned as part of the research partnership were successfully completed, and the
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. implementation of one of the projects was delayed and will not be completed until after the
end of the partnership project. In addition to substantive/topical differences among the
three projects, there is one very important difference that had a direct bearing on whether or
not a project could be implemented and completed within the time frame of the research
partnership grant. All three of the projects involved evaluations of agency innovations, and
two of projects involved innovations related to varying degrees of organizational change.
However, a major difference was that the two projects that were successfully completed
involved organizational change interventions that were already firmly in place (Scottsdale’s
Compstat and Chandler’s Operation Restoration), whereas the Glendale project, the one not
completed, involved organizational changes that were only planned. The Glendale project
was premised on extensive organizational changes that were supposed to occur a few

’ months into the project. However, these changes were postponed on multiple occasions for
a variety of reasons including resistance in certain parts of the organization and additional
study and planning of changes in the command structure. The decision to design a
partnership research project on organizational change that is planned but not yet
implemented, always entails the risk that the planned change may not be implemented, or
implemented on time, which is what happened with the Glendale project. The lesson
learned seems pretty clear. Research partnerships with limited time frames for project
completion should be very cautious in selecting research projects premised on planned
organizational changes simply because these changes may not occur in time to complete
the research. The decision to design partnership research projects premised on
organizational change should be based on substantial evidence (written plans, memoranda,

. order, etc.) that the change is imminent.
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Summary and Conclusion
The multi-agency research partnership of the Chandler, Glendale, and Scottsdale, Arizona Police
Departments and Arizona State University West produced good working relationships between
the partner police agencies and the university as well as research on the implementation and
impact of community policing strategies. Several partnership activities will continue beyond the
NLJ-supported partnership including the completion of one additional research project, a Valiey-
wide conference on police research, and an attempt to created a larger consortium of police
agency and university based researchers.

Although the partnership project has several important accomplishments, one shortcoming
is that in the end, it operated more like three individual university-agency partnerships than a
single multi-agency partnership. A variety of unanticipated factors produced this outcome
including limitations imposed by the geographical dispersion of the partners and the special
problems of time allocation and time management associated with multiple partners. Several
lessons about partnership operations and dynamics were learned as a result of the multi-agency
research project experience that should benefit others designing and implementing similar

partnerships.
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. APPENDIX A

An Assessment of the Chandler Police Department’s Operation Restoration
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‘ INTRODUCTION
Over the past two decades, police agencies across the nation have been adopting

community policing strategies centered on the aggressive enforcement of disorder offenses.

9 ¢

These aggressive policing strategies are popularly known as “zero-tolerance,” “order-
maintenance,” and “quality-of-life” policing (Cordner, 1998).! These strategies stand apart from
other community policing efforts in that they do not attempt to address crime through community
cooperation, but rather they attempt to address crime through the aggressive enforcement of
disorder (Eck and Maguire, 2000: 21). The origin of quality-of-life policing can be traced back
to the broken-window’s thesis, first prescribe—ci by Wilson and Kelling in 1982. Wilson and
Kelling’s (1982) broken windows theory is based on the hypothesis that if social and physical
disorder in a community is not attended to more serious forms of disorder, and, eventually,

‘ increased levels of crime will follow. For this reason, the authors’ argued that to combat crime
the police must re-orient their focus toward addressing neighborhood disorder.

Despite the relatively large body of literature that has explained, described and
expounded upon the broken-windows hypothesis (Kelling and Coles, 1996; Skogan, 1990;
Skolnick and Bayley, 1986; 1988; Taylor, 1998; Walker, 1984; Wilson and Kelling, 1982) little
research has examined the nature of the organized response to disorder. Much of what we
currently know about the police response to disorder comes from the media (Kocieniewski and
Cooper, 1998; O’Hara, 1998; Panzarella, 1998) and police executives (Bratton, 1996; 1998).
Only a few researchers have examined quality-of-life policing (Dilulio, 1995; Silverman, 1999;
Sykes, 1986) and even fewer have examined the effectiveness of the strategy on reducing crime

(for exceptions see Novak et al. 1999; Sherman, 1990; Kelling and Coles, 1996).

! Hereafter, we use the generic phrase “quality-of-life” policing to describe these policing strategies.
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. The purpose of this paper is to examine the impact of quality-of-life policing on crime
and disordef. Specifically, we examine a quality-of-life initiative in one jurisdiction that was
grounded in an operational strategy of policing social and physical disorder. The study will
attempt to advance our understanding of the effects of enforcing order maintenance laws and
zoning ordinances on crime and disorder. In the next section we begin by outlining the broken
windows hypothesis and the empirical support for the theory. This is followed by a discussion of
the implications of the broken windows hypothesis for policing strategies a.ﬁd areview of the
research on policing crime and disorder. We then describe the nature and content of the
intervention examined in the present study. Last, we present our methodology, findings, and
discuss the policy implications of the findings.

THE BROKEN WINDOWS HYPOTHESIS

. Wilson and Kelling (1982), in their seminal essay, “Broken Windows: The Police and
Neighborhood Safety,” hypothesized that disorder and crime are “inextricably linked” (p. 31).
They argued that if social disorder (e.g., public drinking, street level drug dealing, prostitution)
and physical disorder (e.g., vandalism, neighborhood dilapidation) are left unchecked by the
community an environment is created that attracts serious crime. According to the authors
disorder signals to those around that crime and delinquency will be tolerated, and will not be
subjected to the same amount of scrutiny as might be found in other neighborhoods. Their point
being that “minor offenses have serious consequences for the life of neighborhoods and
communities” (Kelling and Bratton, 1998: 1219).

Kelling and Coles (1996) further explain that disorder leads to crime in a rather formulaic
manner. Visible disorder, they argue, if left uncontrdlled, heightens citizens’ fear of crime and

‘ leads citizens to believe that a neighborhood is unsafe. After citizens begin to feel unsafe they

withdrawal from the community, both physically and psychologically, by reducing their public
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. presence and severing social ties with other residents. The authors maintain that after residents
withdrawal, detaching themselves from their community, informal social control mechanisms
break down. Residents are no longer present to supervise youths or others in the community that
are prone to mischief and misbehavior and no longer feel the same sense of mutual responsibility
to react to such behavior (Skogan, 1990). As a consequence, more serious forms of disorder
begin to materialize, eventually leading to an increase in serious crime. As such, advocates of
the broken windows hypothesis argue that it is to late to react to crime problems after serious
offenses have taken place (Kelling and Bratton, 1998). Intervention, according to the broken
windows hypothesis, must take place at the first sign of disorder to prevent the neighborhood
from spiraling deeper into decline (Skogan, 1990).

While there has been a great deal of discussion surrounding the broken windows

. hypothesis remarkably little research has examined the relationship between disorder, fear and
serious crime. One of the few studies to examine this issue was conducted by Skogan (1990) in
his attempt to empirically substantiate the broken windows hypothesis. In his analysis, Skogan
(1990) primarily relied upon survey data obtained from 13,000 residents in 40 neighborhoods in
6 major cities. The survey questions focused on victimization, perceptions of disorder, fear of
crime, and neighborhood satisfaction. Skogan’s (1990) analysis provided two major findings.
First, perceptions of crime, fear of crime, and victimization were all positively related to
neighborhood social and physical disorder. He emphasized that these relationships were stronger
than other correlates of crime such as ethnicity, poverty, and residential instability. Second,
Skogan (1990) reported that disorder preceded serious crime in the studied neighborhoods.
These two findings taken together have provided much of the empirical support for the broken

. windows theory and provided justification for police strategies targeted at social and physical

disorder.
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However, some researchers have begun to question the fundamental notion that disorder
and crime ai'e interwoven and temporally linked. Harcourt (1998), for example, re-analyzed
Skogan’s data and found that there was no association between disorder and serious crime. He
explained that Skogan’s findings are the consequénce of data obtained from a few neighborhoods
in which the relationship between disorder and crime was particularly strong. However, Eck and
Maguire (2000), addressing this debate, point out that had Skogan (1990) removed other
neighborhoods from his analysis the relationship between disorder and crime would have been
even stronger. Accordingly, Eck and Maguire (2000) in> their review of this debate conclude that
“Skogan’s results are extremely sensitive to outliers and therefore do not provide a sound basis
for policy. Rather, they suggest possible relationships that deserve further inquiry” (p. 24).

Despite the lack of consistent research in support of the broken windows hypothesis,
Wilson and Kelling’s (1982) work sparked a revolution in policing and caused police agencies
across the country to rethink the proper role of the police. A number of police executives and
researchers argued that the policy implications of broken windows theory were evident and
clear—that to reduce crime the police must re-focus their energy and resources and aggressively
police social and physical disorder. As a consequence, a number of police agencies across the
country began to move toward a role that incorporated quality-of-life concerns.

POLICING CRIME AND DISORDER
Aggressive Policing

Quality-of-life policing, based on the broken windows argument, is founded on the
principle that for the police to control crime they must attend to such issues as disorder, minor
crime, and the appearances of crime (Cordner, 1998). This strategy is typically characterized by
the aggressive enforcement of crime and disorder for the purpose of restoring order to a

community and to signal to potential offenders that the police are taking back the streets. Some
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‘ researchers have pointed out that aggressive policing strategies are one of the few policing
strategies that have repeatedly been shown to effectively control crime (Sherman, 1997).

Wilson and Boland (1978) examined the relationship between aggressive policing and
crime in 35 large cities. The authors used the number of traffic tickets issued by each police
department as a proxy for aggressive policing, arguing that aggressive traffic enforcement is an
indicator of the level of police surveillance on city streets. They hypothesized that the more
aggressive the police patrolled city streets, the more effective they would be in deterring street
crimes such as robbery. The authors reported an inverse relationship between the rate of traffic
citations issued per officer and the city’s robbery victimization rate. Thus, they conclude that
aggressive patrol strategies deter robbery. Sampson and Cohen (1988) replicated the study using
a larger sample and slightly altered methodology. The authors combined the number of traffic

. tickets issued and the number of disorder conduct arrests per officer to create an aggressive
policing component for each police department. Similar to Wilson and Boland, the authors
found that police aggressiveness was related to lower robbery rates.

Not all of the research on aggressive policing, however, has indicated that the strategy is
effective. Weiss and Freels (1996) examined aggressive traffic enforcement (as a measure of
aggressive policing) and its impact on crime in Dayton, Ohio. The authors used a quasi-
experimental design with one police district serving as a control area and another police district
serving as an experimental area. Patrol officers that worked in the experimental district were
told to aggressively enforce traffic laws. Analysis indicated that officers in the experimental
district conducted three times as many traffic stops as officers in the control district. While
Weiss and Freels found that aggressive policing, as measured through traffic enforcement, led to

. increases in arrests for offenses related to DUI, drugs, and weapons, it was unrelated to arrests

for index crimes.
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Others have studied the effectiveness of aggressive policing strategies through the
examinatioﬁ of field interrogations. The San Diego Field Interrogation Experiment conducted by
Buydstun (as summarized by Sherman, 1992) examined the impact of conducting proactive field
stops on suppressible crimes in San Diego, California. The author, using official data obtained
from a target and two control areas, reported that the police district employing the use of
aggressive field stops and interrogations had significantly less reported crime than districts that
did not use aggressive field stops and interrogations.

Perhaps the most widely acclaimed support for this strategy has come from studies
examining aggressive policing directed at specific locations. Sherman (1990) notes that because
crime is not randomly distributed, but rather is typically concentrated in particular locations, the
police can more effectively use their resources by directing them to areas where crime is most
likely to occur. For example, Sherman et al. (1989) reported that in Minneapolis about five
percent of addresses accounted for over half of all calls for service in the city. As a result, many
police agencies over the past twenty years have been adopting aggressive directed patrol
strategies aimed at neighborhoods and locations with unusually high levels of crime.?

Cordner (1981) examined the impact of aggressive directed patrol on robbery, burglary,
auto theft, and theft from vehicles in Pontiac, Michigan. The aggressive directed patrol strategy
involved officers actively stopping suspicious persons, engaging in field interrogations, and
aggressively stopping vehicles. The officers were to perform aggressive directed patrol during
non-committed time. Cordner found that arrests during the intervention period substantially

increased, and concluded that the strategy was effective in reducing street crime in the targeted

2 Over the past five years there has been a burgeoning body of research that has examined the impact of directed
patrol on crime. Because space does not permit a thorough review of this literature we only review a subset of the
literature that has focused on aggressive directed patrol and do not focus on such issues as the impact of patrol
density on crime (Kelling et al, 1974; Police Foundation, 1981) and crime specific policing focusing on special
problems such as guns (Sherman and Rogan, 1995), drunk driving (Ross, 1982), and drug markets (Weisburd and
Green, 1995; Sherman and Rogan, 1995).
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. areas. However, he also found that the overall level of crime did not decrease in the city and that
the drop in crime in the targeted areas may have been displaced to other areas.

In the late 11980s, the National Institute of Justice (N1J) funded a study aimed at
understanding the impact of police presence on crime and disorder in Minneapolis, Minnesota.
Researchers from the Crime Control Institute and Rutgers University identified 110 hot spots and
then randomly selected 55 of the hot spots to receive increased patrol presence (i.e., more
aggressive policing). Using calls for service and observational data, researchers reported that
calls for service decreased by 6 to 13 percent and disorder decreased by 50 percent in the
targeted areas comi)ared to the control areas (Sherman and Weisburd, 1995). “They also found a
relationship between the amount of time that a police officer was present at a hot spot and the
length of time that the hot spot was free from crime after the officer left the location” (Sherman,

. 1997: 15). In particular, the analysis indicated that tﬁe longer the officer was present at a
location, at least up to a point; the longer the location remained free from crime after the officer
left the location (Koper, 1995).2
Quality-of-Life Policing

Quality-of-life policing differentiates itself from the above police operational strategies in
that it specifically focuses police resources on the aggressive enforcement of social and physical
disorder. By aggressively policing social and physical disorder it is believed that community
members will be more inclined to care for their neighborhood, which will restore orderliness, and
will eventually lead to community members feeling safer and signal to potential criminals that
lawbreaking will not be tolerated (Roberts, 1999). While some agencies have adopted quality-

of-life policing as part of a departmental wide policing strategy (Bratton, 1996; Kelling and

3 Koper (1995) reported that patrol presence of 15 minutes generates the longest period of time in which a location
remains crime free, after which time continued police presence exerts less of an effect—or reaches a point of
diminishing returns.
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. Bratton, 1998) it is more often employed in specific neighbor.hoods identified as having serious
problems with crime and disorder (Kelling and Coles, 1996).

A few researchers across the country have begun to examine the impact of quality-of-life
policing on crime. One of the first studies to investigate the impact of policing disorder on
serious crime was conducted by Sherman (1990). Sherman examined an order maintenance
crackdown on public drinking and parking violations and its impact on robbery in Washington,
DC. As part of the research protocol the police operational strategy included three phases: the
first phase included publicizing the nature of the crackdown and area that the crackdown was to
take place; the second phase included a substantial increase in the enforcement of parking
violations and liquor offenses; and the third phase was characterized by the police abruptly
ending the crackdown. Sherman found that while the order-maintenance crackdown had a

. positive and significant impact on the publics’ perception of safety, it did not have a significant
effect on street robberies.

More recently, Novak et al. (1999) examined the impact of the enforcement of liquor
laws (i.e., public drunkenness, minor in possession of alcohol) on robbery and burglary. The
aggressive enforcement strategy took place over a thirty-day period in an experimental area,
which was later analytically compared to a control area. Using official data for the analysis, the
authors reported that the intervention did not have a significant impact on either robbery or
burglary. Novak et al. argued that this might have been because the intervention only lasted
thirty days, or because the dosage level was not substantial enough to have an impact on serious
crime. The authors reported that only 140 arrests and citations were issued during the entire
project.

‘ These two studies taken together suggest that policing disorder may not substantially

reduce serious crime as hypothesized by Wilson and Kelling (1982). The lack of empirical
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. support found in the above two studies, however, may be a consequence of the operational
strategy used by the police agencies under study. First, both of the above responses were
primarily aimed at policing alcohol violations. Such a response is narrowly focused on policing
a specific type of disorder rather than responding to all forms of disorder. Such a strategy is
analogous to repairing every tenth “broken window” and assuming that these few repairs will
have a substantial effect on serious crime. It would not be hard to imagine that the same
communities that suffer from alcohol-related disorder might also have problems with drug
trafficking, prostitution, and homelessness.* Addressing one of many problems may not repair
the community to a state in which residents feel safer and regain their capacity to control crime.

Second, the above strategies primarily limited their response and evaluation to social
disorder. While social disorder involves events and activities, physical disorder persists on a

. day-to-day basis and often times becomes the dominant characteristic by which a neighborhood
comes to be known—both within and outside the neighborhood (Skogan, 1990). While
researchers as of yet have failed to untangle the relative importance of social and physical
disorder on serious crime (Taylor and Herrel, 2000) researchers have found that they are highly
correlated with one another (Skogan, 1990). Like social disorder, physical disorder has been
found to be interwoven and temporally linked with serious crime (Schuerman and Kobin, 1986;
Taylor and Covington, 1990). As a consequence, the failure of bthe above programs to respond to
and incorporate a strategy to address neighborhood physical disorder may be the reason for the
lack of programmatic success.

One of the few studies to examine the impact of policing social and physical disorder on
crime was conducted by Kelling--as reported in Kelling and Coles (1996). They explain that in

' the 1980s the New York City subway was in a state of disrepair. A number of stationhouses

* Neither of the studies reported the overall environmental climate in which the studies took place so it is difficult to
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‘ were deteriorated, graffiti covered many walls and trains, and disorderly conduct by youths and
homeless persons had become the norm. The New York City Transit Police Department, under
the command of William Bratton, and guided by George Kelling, developed an operational
strategy based on the broken windows thesis. The strategy involved strictly enforcing disorder
laws, ejecting the homeless and loitering youths from the tunnels, and refurbishing trains and
station houses. Over the course of the intervention the number of people ejected from the
subway tripled and the number of misdemeanor arrests almost quadrupled. Kelling reported that
the quality-of-life initiative resulted in a significant reduction in serious crime (Kelling and
Coles, 1996).

While Kelling’s report provides some support for quality-of-life policing, a number of
questions remain. First, while Kelling and Coles (1996) extensively discuss the content of the

. intervention performed by the New York City Transit Authority, they present little detail with
regard to programmatic outcomes other than such qualitative statements as “Consequently, when
action was taken against farebeaters, serious crime dropped” (Kelling and Coles, 1996: 134) and

Disorder and crime are no longer serious problems in New York’s subway—it is among

the safest in the world. It feels, smells, and ‘tastes’ different. Indeed, the culture was so

different that by the mid-1990s the Transit Authority initiated a civility campaign,
encouraging citizens to queue before boarding trains—a campaign that would have been

a joke in the late 1980s. Returning ex-New Yorkers are stunned by the changes. (Kelling

and Bratton, 1998: 122)

Second, Kelling and Coles themselves question whether or not their findings should be
generalized to neighborhoods and municipal police departments. They point out that subways
are qualitatively different environments in which to operate, being that they are spatially bound
and have formal entrances and exits. They further explain that the “subway community” is much

simpler to police “compared to the complexity of a community [being that] the system is set up

' to provide a single service; riders pay to use it; and they ride it for relatively short periods of

know the amount of disorder that was present in each targeted area.
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‘ time.” (p. 137). Additionally, the authors point out that the transit police are not continually
responding fo calls for service which permits them more time to aggressively enforce disorder
and to solve more complex problems when compared to municipal police officers.

THE PRESENT STUDY

Prior research suggests that while police agencies across the nation are beginning to
adopt quality-of-life strategies, there is no consistent evidence that suggests that these strategies
are effective in controlling crime. The stronger research designs that have been used to test the
effectiveness of quality-of-life policing have failed to find support for the strategy. However, at
the same time, these same studies appear to have measured a response that failed to fully and
holistically address community disorder (Novak et al., 1999; Sherman, 1990). With the
exception of Kelling and Coles (1996) there has been little research that has examined the impact

‘ of policing both social and physical disorder on crime. These shortcomings make it difficult to
understand the extent to which policing disorder impacts crime.

Using data obtained from the Chandler, Arizona Police Department we examine the
department’s quality-of-life police initiative aimed at reducing social and physical disorder for
the purpose of reducing crime. The study will attempt to advance our understanding of the
effects of enforcing order maintenance laws and zoning ordinances on crime and disorder. While
this study is not an evaluation of the broken windows hypothesis, it does attempt to evaluate the
strategy suggested by Wilson and Kelling (1982) for combating crime.

QUALITY-OF-LIFE POLICING IN CHANDLER, ARIZONA
Project Setting

The present study reports on findings from an evaluation of a community policing

. initiative conducted in Chandler, Arizona. Chandler is located in the southeast corner of the

Phoenix metropolitan area and is bordered by cities such as Phoenix, Mesa, Tempe, Gilbert, and
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‘ the Gila Indian Reservation. Chandler is the second fastest growing city in the United States
with a population of over 170,000 residents. The current estimate is that the city’s population is
growing by 800 to 900 residents a month. The Chandler Police Department, like the community,
has experienced substantial growth, having grown by over 50 percent in the past four years. In
1996, the department employed 193 sworn officers; today, there are 295 full-time sworn officers.

The quality-of-life initiative being evaluated took place in Chandler’s Redevelopment
District. The Redevelopment District consists of a 4.75 square mile area in the center of the city.
As seen in Table One, the Redevelopment District is substantially different from the city in terms
of socio-demographic characteristics and crime. With regard to socio-demographic
characteristics the Redevelopment District contains more Hispanics and younger people
compared to the entire city. The Redevelopment District is also economically depressed

‘ compared to the city as a whole. For instance, the median household income is about $27,500 in
the Redevelopment District compared to about $46,000 for the city; and the median home price
in the Redevelopment District is 70 percent of that found in the city ($70,700 compared to
$99,000). Households in the Redevelopment District are also about twice as likely to by headed
by a female and are ahﬂost 1.5 times more likely to be rented as compared to owned. Crime in
the Redevelopment District is also substantially higher than that found in the entire city.
Comparing police Calls For Service in tﬁe Redevelopment District with the rest of the city
illustrates the relatively high level of crime and related activity in the Redevelopment District.
During the first six months of 1997, the number of Calls for Service in the Redevelopment
District was 2.76 times higher per 1000 residents in comparison to the rest of the city. During
this time period there were 540.1 Calls for Service per 1000 residents in the Redevelopment

‘ District and 104.9 per 1000 residents in the rest of the city. The volume of Calls for Service

during that period was 21,596 in the Redevelopment District and 110,773 in the rest of the city.
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. In other words, nearly one out of every five Calls for Service originated in the Redevelopment

District, which is a relatively small geographic area in the city.

Table 1: 1995 Background Characteristics of the Redevelopment District and the City of Chandler,

Arizona*
Redevelopment District City of Chandler
Population 21,596 132,369
# of Housing Units 6,871 49,099
Median Household Income $27,597 $46,096
Ethnic Characteristics
White 42.7 67.8
Hispanic 51.0 17.3
African American 2.8 2.6
Asian 1.8 24
Native American 1.7 1.2
Other 0.5 8.7
Population Age
>5 10.8 9.4
5-13 17.7 16.2
14-17 6.2 5.6
18-21 6.2 43
22-54 45.7 54.0
55-59 3.0 2.9
60-74 7.3 5.6
' +175 3.1 2.0
% Female Headed Household 23.2 11.0
Median Home Price $70,700 $99,000
% Own Home 54.8 72.5
% Rent 45.2 27.5

* Data is based on the 1995 Special Census. It was obtained from the City of Chandler Economic Development
Office.

Operation Restoration
In November 1995, the Chandler City Council established a Neighborhood Task Force
that was charged with identifying quality-of-life problems in the city. In response the Task Force
surveyed residents, held community meetings, and met with key community stakeholders. They
concluded that the most influential problem affecting the quality of-life of residents in the City of
Chandler was the increase in physical deterioration and social disorder in the city’s aging
‘ neighborhoods. Residents complained of a high level of street level drug trafficking,

prostitution, and bootleg liquor sales. Community residents and leaders also complained that the
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. older sections of the community were in a cénstant state of disrepair. They explained that many
of the homeg had broken or missing windows, doors falling off their hinges, and significant
amounts of trash and debris cluttering the property (Building Stronger Neighborhoods, 1996;
Chandler Police Department, 1997).

The city first responded by transferring its zoning enforcement responsibilities to the
police department from the Planning and Development Department in early 1997. This unit,
hereafter called the Neighborhood Service Unit, was staffed with seven civilians: four inspectors,
two graffiti painters, and one supervisor. The unit was responsible for enforcing city code
violations pertaining to weeds, debris, inoperable vehicles, and graffiti abatement. The unit also
conducted a seven point “house check” on private residences to ensure that properties met city-
zoning standards. At approximately the same time the police department received federal funds

. from the Community Oriented Policing Services (COPS) office to develop a Neighborhood
Response Team. The team consisted of six sworn officers and one sergeant. The officers
patrolled neighborhoods on bicycles conducting field interviews, traffic stops, and aggressively
enforcing all municipal codes and county laws. The officers were also responsible for attending
bi-monthly beat meetings (attended by beat detectives, beat patrol officers, and community
members) for the purpose of identifying and responding to neighborhood problems.

In April 1997, the Neighborhood Services Unit and the Neighborhood Response Team
were organizationally integrated for the purpose of focusing their resources on quality-of-life and
crime issues in the Redevelopment District of the city. The Chjef of Police, at the
recommendation of the Neighborhood Task Force, selected the city’s Redevelopment District for
the special operation because it comprised some of the oldest neighborhoods in the city. The

. Task Force determined that it was the area of the city where physical deterioration was the worst
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and had historically generated the most calls for police services (Chandler Police Department,
1997).° This special operation came to Be known as “Operation Restoration.”

To enable the two units to focus their resources on smaller areas the Redevelopment
District was geographically divided into four zones ranging in size from 1 to 1.5 square miles.
Both units focused on a single zone for 45 days and then moved to the next zone.® Once the two
units completed working in all 4 zones they waited approximately a month and a half before
repeating the process (see Figure 1). Thus, the units operated in each zone twice. At the
beginning of the operation in each zone a community meeting was held with zone residents. At
each meeting police officials educated attendees about the nature of the operation and asked
them to pass the information to others in the neighborhood. Police officials also used the
meetings as a forum for residents to express their concerns about quality-of-life issues in their
neighborhood and to give residents an opportunity to ask any questions or convey any concerns

related to the operation.

Figure 1: Data-Collection Period with Sequence of Interventions

Bhasc 1 Phase 2 Phase3 Phase 4 Phase 5
Intra-
Pre-Intervention Intervention |  Intervention Intervention 2 Post-Intervention

Zone o o —5—

Zone Il -  ral

Zone III — -

Zone IV -5 ~i5 ]
April 29, April 27, December 15,  April 1, September 30, September 26,

1996 1997 1997 1998 1998 1999
NOTE: Lines indicate the period of the interventions in each zone. The numbers below the lines represent the duration
of the intervention in the particular zone.

* Interviews with police officers indicated that the city’s problems with prostitution and street level drug trafficking
were primarily restricted to this neighborhood.
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. At the beginning of the operation in each zone, Neighborhood Service Specialists
inspected all private and business properties. Inspectors cited property owners for such
violations as weeds on developed areas, vehicles parked on unimproved surfaces, abandoned or
inoperable vehicles, litter, trash, or outdoor storage, and unsecured or dirty swimming pools. It
was also not unusual to cite property owners with failure to properly maintain their property (i.e.,
needing to paint their house) or possessing farm stock within city limits without a license (i.e.,
raising chickens and goats for personal consumption). Upon being served with a violation notice
owners had 20 days to bring their property into compliance. After 21 days Neighborhood
Service Specialists would re-inspect the property and if the property had not been brought into
compliance issue a citation.”

Neighborhood Response Team officers used both unmarked vehicles and bicycles to

‘ patrol zones. Unmarked vehicles were used for the surveillance of street level drug trafficking,
prostitution, gang activity, and suspicious persons. Bicycles were used to conduct field
interrogations, issue summonses for traffic offenses and to aggressively enforce disorder crimes.
Bike patrol was also used to increase the officers’ accessibility to neighborhood residents.
Special emphasis was placed on making contact with business owners and residents to increase
officer awareness of neighborhood problems. Neighborhood Response Team officers were not
dispatched to calls for service so that the officers were free to aggressively police crime and

disorder in the target area.

¢ The treatment protocol was deviated once during the first round of enforcement efforts when Zone Three received

91 days of treatment, instead of the proscribed 45 days and once in the second round when Zone Two received 44
‘ days instead of the proscribed 45 days.

7 Extensions were permitted for owners that needed additional time to complete lengthy projects. Additionally,

cases in which individuals could not bring their property under compliance, for physical or financial reasons, were

forwarded to a volunteer project coordinator or a city outreach program for assistance.
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. Treatment Content and Dosage

The éctivity that took place during Operation Restoration consisted of a change in the
content of police services and an increase in the amount (or dosage level) of police services in
each targeted zone. Officers who were typically assigned to the target area continued their work
as normal. Because the officers assigned to the Neighborhood Response Team were not
assigned calls for service they represented a substantial increase in the amount of patrol presence
and proactive police activity in targeted zones. The civilians assigned to the Neighborhood
Services Unit were also restricted from working in neighborhoods outside of the targeted zone,
except in cases where they were required to re-inspect property that had previously been cited
with a zoning violation. Their efforts resulted in a substantial increase in code enforcement
efforts by the police department. Because the specialists wore uniforms and drove vehicles that

‘ identified them as employees of the Chandler Police Department they appear to have increased
the amount of police departmental presence, though this cannot be stated for certain.?

Table Two shows that the activity generated by the Neighborhood Response Team during
Operation Restoration resulted in a considerable amount of contact with the public. Specifically,
it shows that the officers conducted 630 arrests, issued 1,049 citations, and made 4,914 field
contacts over the course of the operation. The Neighborhood Service Unit initiated 3,270 cases
in the four zones. Review of the re-inspection data revealed that over 97 percent of those cited
with a violation voluntarily complied with the request to make property improvements. The

remaining 82 cases (2.5%) were resolved through citations to appear in City Court. This

8 Police commanders, police officers, members of the Neighborhood Service Unit and civilians all agreed that the

’ presence of the Neighborhood Service Unit increased the department's capacity to identify criminal activity and
increased citizen awareness of the presence of the police department. This was re-affirmed through complaints
lodged against the police department, by citizens complaining that they were “confused” by the Neighborhood
Service Unit’s uniforms and that they mistook specialists for sworn police officers.
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over the course of the operation.
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Table 2: Intervention Activities that took place during Operation Restoration

9,

Neighborhood Services Unit Neighborhood Response Team:
Cases Cases Graffiti Total Arrests’ Citations  Field Activity’ Total Police
Initiated' Complied Abated Improvements’ Contacts®

Zone |

Intervention 1 281 248 67 315 89 171 358 618

Intervention 2 214 214 42 256 81 197 518 796
Zonell

Intervention 1 281 256 62 318 54 117 384 555

Intervention 2 131 131 25 156 38 115 316 469
Zone 111

Intervention 1 1,198 1,189 229 1,418 123 104 310 537

Intervention 2 309 304 72 . 376 78 51 174 303
Zone IV

Intervention 1 611 601 90 691 101 74 188 363

Intervention 2 245 245 21 266 66 220 987 1,273
Entire
Redevelopment 3,270 3,188 608 3,796 630 1,049 3,235 4914
District '
" Cases were initiated f

! Total improvements equals number of cases complied plus amount of graffiti abated.
3 Arrests included felonies, misdemeanors, juvenile referrals, and warrants.
4 Citations were made for civil, curfew, liquor, traffic, and city violations.

% Field activity consisted of GIMIC cards, field interviews, service requests, night eyes, and bicycle registrations.

¢ Total police contacts equals arrests plus citations plus field activity.
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DATA

We examine the impact of the intervention on crime and disorder using calls for service
(CFS) data collected from the Chandler Police Department’s crime analysis unit. Traditionally,
efforts to measure crime and disorder by place have been restricted to police crime reports.
However, a number of researchers have argued that official crime data are inappropriate for such
studies (Mazerolle et al., 2000; Sherman et al., 1989; Sherman and Weisburd, 1995; Skogan,
1990; Weisburd and Green, 1995). Two major reasons have been noted. First, official police
records substantially underreport, and perhaps distort, disorder problems. Police scholars
maintain this is largely because police officers are more likely to handle such incidents
informally (Sherman, 1986; Skogan, 1990). For example, Black (1980), in his observational
study of police officers in Boston, Chicago, and Washington, DC, found that only about 40
percent of minor complaints are officially recorded (See also Sherman, 1986). The second
weakness of official crime data is that the mean number of official offenses recorded in an
intervention area is typicaliy too low to generate a sufficient amount of statistical power.’
Therefore, the probability of finding a significant effect is decreased (Mazerolle et al., 2000;
Sherman and Weisburd, 1995; Weisburd and Green, 1995).

CFS data have been recognized by many police scholars as a more reliable indicator of
change in crime and disorder, particularly when examining place-based police interventions
(Mazerolle et al., 2000; Sherman et al, 1989; Sherman and Weisburd, 1995; Weisburd and -
Green, 1995). This is largely because it is not as susceptible to the discretionary behavior of

individual police officers (Sherman et al., 1989; Warner and Pierce, 1993). In this regard

. ® For example, Novak et al. (1999) in their study of the aggressive policing of disorder on serious crime concluded
that their findings may have been influenced by the fact that the official data that they used did not contain enough
variability, and, therefore, their likelihood of finding a relationship between the two was limited.
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Sherman et al. (1989: 36) argued that, “Calls to the police provide the most extensive and faithful
account of that the public tells the police about crime.”'® Accordingly, we use CFS data to
examine the impact of the quality-of-life operation. The CFS data were collected from April 29,
1996 through September 26, 1999 for a total of 1,245 days. This includes data for a period of
362 days prior to the first intervention and 361 days following the last intervention.
ANALYTIC STRATEGY

The unit of analysis in the present study is the daily number of CFS in the
Redevelopment District and within eacﬁ zone.'' The dependent variables in our analyses are the
number of calls for service for ten offense categories. In particular, calls were assigned to one of
the following ten categories: (1) person crime (2) property crime, (3) drug crime, (4) suspicious
persons, (5) assistance, (6) public morals, (7) physical disorder, (8) nuisance, (9) disorderly
conduct, and (10) traffic. All other types of calls for service were removed from the data (i.e.,
911 hang-ups). The final data set included a total of 47,270 calls for service in the
Redevelopment District over the 1,245 day period. Because each of the four zones received
interventions at different points in time we also examine each zone separately, allowing us to

12

more precisely model changes in disorder and crime. “ This resulted in 50 sets of time series

data, each spanning a total of 1,245 days.

We use two types of analyses to assess the impact of the intervention on crime and
disorder in the targeted areas. Our first set of analyses compares mean changes in the dependent
variables before and after the interventions using ¢ tests to compare means. In particular, we

compare (1) the pre-intervention period to the intra-intervention period (i.e., period following the

'% See Klinger and Bridges (1997) for a thorough discussion of the limitations of CFS data.
'! The data set includes both emergency and non-emergency calls for service.

. 12 Because the intervention focuses on different zones in the Redevelopment District at different times we might not
capture temporary or gradual intervention effects. For example, the intervention in Zone 1 took place almost 6-
months prior to the intervention in Zone 4, by which time any intervention effects in Zone 1 may have dissipated.
Accordingly, we believed that it was also necessary to model the impact of the intervention by zone.
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first intervention but before the second intervention); (2) the pre-intervention period to the post-

intervention period; and (3) the intra-intervention period to the post-intervention period. We use
these analyses to examine the impact of the intervention in both the Redevelopment District and
within each zone.

Means tests are not always the most appropriate analytical technique when examining
time series data. If a time series is autocorrelated or contains a drift or trend the standard errors
used in a ¢ test will be biased, leading to biased ¢ values and possible Type I error (Abraham,
1987; McDowall, 1980). Since many of our time series were found to be autocorrelated we
utilize the procedure outlined by Box and Jenkins (1975) and construct a series of ARIMA
models. Additionally, the interrupted time series approach for our second set of analyses permits .
us to examine several different “impact patterns” that might not otherwise be observed. In
particular, it allows us to test for (1) an abrupt and permanent change in CFS, (2) a gradual and
permanent change in CFS, or (3) an abrupt and temporary change in CFS.

We built each model using the three step model-building strategy outlined by McDowall
et al. (1980). First, we identified each series empirically by examining graphs of the raw data for
the 365-day pre-intervention period (the autocorrelation functions (ACF), and the partial
autocorrelation functions (PACF)). With the exception of the nuisance category, the analyses
revealed that our series were stationary in both variance and level and suggested that they were
not in need of differencing (McCleary and Hay, 1980; McDowall et al., 1980). The nuisance
series displayed a clear weekly pattern and was thus differenced with a lag of seven. Second, we
checked each tentative model to see if the parameter estimates fell within the bounds of
stationarity/invertibility and whether they were statistically significant. We identified

autoregressive and/or moving average components for 27 of the 50 time-series examined. Third,
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we diagnosed model residuals to ensure that they were not different from white noise as
indicated in ACFs and PACFs of the residuals and a Ljung-Box statistic.

Once the univariate ARIMA models were satisfactorily identified we tested for the impact of the
interventions. For each offense category, in each targeted area, we estimated three models to test
for three types of effect — abrupt/temporary, abrupt/permanent, and gradual/permanent.”® We
then compared intervention parameter estimates across models to ascertain the best fitting model
(i.e. out of range or insignificant intervention coefficients indicated a poor fitting model).

The greatest weakness of our analytic strategy is the possibility that something other than
the intervention could have caused the level of CFS to change — what is referred to as history
(Campbell & Stanley, 1963; Cook & Campbell, 1979). While ARIMA models can control for
trend or drift over time they do not necessarily eliminate the effects of external factors. Because
the Redevelopment District is distinctly different from other neighborhoods in Chandler, Arizona
in terms of the nature and extent of social disorder, physical decay, and crime, we were not able
to utilize a typical experimental and control group design. Nevertheless, the intervention design
corresponds with what Cook and Campbell refer to as an interrupted time series with multiple
and switching replications. The advantage of this design is its ability to control for most threats
to internal validity. As Campbell and Stanley state, "the more numerous and independent the
ways in which the experimental effect is demonstrated, the less numerous and less plausible any
singular rival invalidating hypothesis becomes. The appeal is to parsimony” (p. 36). Thus, if the
intervention had an impact in all four zones (at four different points in time) across two years

then it is likely the effect is due to the intervention rather than some other unknown event.

13 Many of the gradual/permanent models failed to converge initially and required the loosening of the convergence
criteria (from .001 to .005 or.01) in order to estimate them.,
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Accounting for Spatial Displacement and Diffusion of Benefit Effects

Asof late, a number of researchers have strongly argued for the importance of examining
possible displacement and diffusion effects resulting from police interventions.'* In the current
study, we focus specifically on spatial displacement and the related issue of diffusion of
benefits.'® Spatial displacement involves measuring the extent to which crime moves from one
location to another. Researchers have hypothesized that blocking opportunities in one place
simply results in crime being displaced to a near-by place where opportunities are not blocked
(Barr and Pease, 1990; Gabor, 1978; Green, 1995; Hakim and Rengert 1981; Reppetto, 1976;
Weisburd and Green, 1995). The theoretical underpinnings of this hypothesis are based on the
rational choice and opportunities literature (Clark, 2000).

A number of studies have empirically documented displacement effects. For example,
Press (1971) reported that a crackdown on crime in one police district in New York City resulted
in increased crime in surrounding districts. Chaiken et al. (1974) found that crime prevention
strategies aimed at reducing bus robberies in New York City led to increased robberies in the
subway. Additionally, Caulkins and Rich (»1 991) discovered that a drug market crackdown in
one neighborhood in Hartford resulted in the drug market moving to a nearby neighborhood.
However, other research has suggested that police led interventions can reduce crime without
increasing crime in a contiguous area. Matthews (1990), for example, reported that a successful
police led crackdown on prostitution in a red light district in England did not lead to increased
prostitution in other locations. Similarly, Sherman and Rogan (1995) examined the effects of

gun seizures on violent crime in Kansas City. They reported that the intervention led to gun

“Fora thorough review of the displacement and diffusion of benefits literature see Barr and Pease (1990) and

Clark (2000).

. ** The literature suggests that there are five types of displacement: temporal, spatial, tactical, target, and crime type
(Hakim and Rengert, 1981). However, we restrict our analysis in the present study to spatial displacement because
we do not have data that would allow us to test for the other four types.
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crimes decreasing by almost 50 percent in the targeted area, with no increase in gun crime in the
surrounding districts.

As of recent, some research has shown that areas contiguous to intervention areas even
experience a decrease in crime. Such findings have led some researchers to suggest that there
may be a “diffusion of benefits” in which areas that surround treatment areas, but do not actually
receive any treatment, receive residual benefits from interventions (Green, 1995; Weisburd and
Green, 1995). Clarke and Weisburd (1994) describe two forms of diffusion. First, they argue
that diffusion of benefits can be invoked through deterrence, whereby would-be offenders
noticean increased level of enforcement, which they perceive to increase their risk of
apprehension. Second, the authors maintain that diffusion of benefits can be achieved through
discouragement. Here, potential offenders weigh the amount of effort that is required to commit
the crime--the greater the effort, the less likely offenders are to commit the crime. Green (1995)
examined the diffusion of benefits hypothesis in her study of drug hot spots in Oakland. She
reported that municipal codes and drug nuisance abatement laws were effective in reducing drug
problems in the targeted areas, and resulted in a diffusion of benefits to adjoining areas. She
argued that this may have been the consequence of the program “discouraging drug buyers and
sellers, and decreasing the total number of persons involved in drug activity” (p.752)

Therefore, in addition to assessing the impact of the intervention in the targeted areas we
examine changes in crime and disorder in the areas immediately adjoining the targeted areas.
We use two analytic strategies in attempting to identify displacement and diffusion of benefit
effects. First, we look for changes in crime and disorder by examining the % mile boundary area

(approximately 4 city blocks) around the Redevelopment District.!® We then test for mean

. ' The size of the area to examine for displacement effects appears to be a relatively arbitrary decision. For example,
Green (1995) and Weisburd and Green (1995) used a two-block catchment area. This largely appears to be because
they were examining the impact of crackdowns on hotspots, which are generally fairly small areas. Novak et al.
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. changes in crime and disorder using CFS in the contiguous area — first with #- tests and then with
ARIMA models."”

Second, we created a % mile boundary around each zone and look for changes in crime
and disorder within these areas. This analysis is necessarily limited because of the proximity of
each of the intervention areas. In particular, because each zone borders the other zones we
encounter a methodological problem of overlapping catchment areas (part of each zone's
catchment area either just received the intervention and/or will receive the intervention next). To
minimize this contamination we limit our analysis of the areas adjoining the targeted zones to the
363-day pre-intervention period (the period before the project started), the 45-day period that the
zone received the treatment, the 106-day intra-intervention period (the period when none of the
zones received treatment, and the post-intervention period (the period after the intervention had
been completed in all four of the zones). Thus, with the exception of the periods in which the
zone was receiving treatment the same data points were used for examining each zone’s
contiguous area. In this manner we identified any immediate spatial displacement surrounding

each zone.
RESULTS
Difference of Means
Table 3 presents the mean number of calls for service for each offense type in the
Redevelopment District and in each of the four zones during the pre-intervention, first
intervention, intra-intervention, second intervention, and post-intervention periods. The table

indicates significant changes in the number of CFS from the pre-intervention to the post-

(1999), on the other hand, explained that they used a three to four block catchment area because their target area was
larger than that of Green (1995) and Weisburd and Green’s (1995) hotspots. While our decision to examine four city

. blocks for displacement was determined in part out of necessity (ourdata is broken done into quarter mile grids), it
appears to be of reasonable size based on the literature.
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intervention period in the Redevelopment District for public moral offenses, physical disorder,
and nuisance offenses. In particular, the number of CFS for public moral offenses declined
significantly from .46 calls per day to .30 calls per day (or, on an annualized basis, the number of
CFS for public moral offenses declined from 168 to about 110). On the other hand, the number
of CFS for physical disorder significantly increased from .86 calls per day to 1.10 calls per day
(for an annual change of 314 to 402 CFS) and the number of CFS for nuisances significantly
increased from 3.88 calls per day to 4.38 calls per day (for an annual change of 1,416 to 1,598
CFS).

When examining the change in mean daily CFS by zone, the findings are somewhat
mixed. When comparing pre-intervention to post-intervention periods, CFS for crimes against
persons and suspicious persons decreased significantly in some zones but increased significantly
in one zone. Likewise, property crime offenses decreased significantly in three zones and
increased significantly in one zone. The analysis revealed that the significant increases in CFS
for persons, property, and suspicious person’s categories were restricted to zone four. Calls for
assistance increased significantly in two zones, but did not change significantly in the two other
zones. Finally, CFS for drug-related offenses only changed significantly in zone three during the
study periods.

The most consistent findings across the four zones were found in the public morals and
physical disorder categories. CFS for public morals decreased significantly from the pre-
intervention to the intra-intervention period in three of the four zones, however only two zones
maintained that decrease in the post-intervention period. The opposite trend was observed for

the physical disorder category, where CFS increased significantly in all four zones between the

‘ 7 It is possible for displacement or diffusion effects to take a gradual/permanent form. Thus, we also ran a series of
models that included a first order transfer function for each intervention. These models did not produce any
significant sets of intervention coefficients and thus are not Vincluded here.
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. pre-intervention period and the intra-intervention period. Like the public morals category,
changes in levels of physical disorder CFS remained stable in the post-intervention period in

only two zones with one zone returning to its pre-intervention level.
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‘ Table 3: Mean Daily CFS in the Redevelopment District and in each of the Four Zones by Crime Type

Entire
Redevelopment
Type of CFS District Zone | Zone I1 Zone 111 Zone IV
Person
Pre-Intervention 6.83 1.52 147 1.99 1.85
Intervention 1 6.63 1.18 1.09 2.04 1.82
Intra-Intervention 6.27 1.54 143 1.81 1.87
Intervention 2 6.74 1.47 1.30 1.40 2.02
Post-Intervention 6.53 1.49 1.28* 1.724 2.06*®
Property
Pre-Intervention 10.65 225 2.13 3.74 2.58
Intervention 1 10.92 1.76 2.11 3.96 2.69
Intra-Intervention 10.68 2.34 2.15 373 2.78
Intervention 2 11.08 2.20 1.45 3.64 3.22
Post-Intervention 10.22 20148 1.9148 3.44% 3.14%
Drug
Pre-Intervention .80 .20 21 21 15
Intervention 1 .79 13 .18 22 24
Intra-Intervention .64 17 .19 .29 .14
Intervention 2 .59 .16 .05 .09 24
Post-Intervention 77 16 18 .188 17
Suspicious Person
Pre-Intervention 3.89 91 77 1.41 .88
Intervention 1 3.7 g1 .62 1.15 1.04
Intra-Intervention 3.88 .80 67 1.40 1.08*
Intervention 2 3.90 .76 .68 1.44 .87
Post-Intervention 3.62 69* 59* 1.28 1.07*
Assistance
Pre-Intervention 1.03 24 28 30 22
Intervention 1 99 .24 33 31 .27
Intra-Intervention 97 22 .23 24 .26
‘ Intervention 2 1.15 27 41 .18 18
Post-Intervention 1.07 3148 23 .26 30t
Public Morals
Pre-Intervention 46 12 13 12 .07
Intervention 1 .34 A3 .09 A2 .07
Intra-Intervention A74 .05* 06" .09 024
Intervention 2 37 .09 .09 13 13
Post-Intervention .30 07* .10 .08* 07°
Physical Disorder
Pre-Intervention .86 A5 .09 33 .29
Intervention 1 1.04 .18 .16 49 .09
Intra-Intervention 1.57* 26* 164 i .50*
Intervention 2 1.36 .38 .18 .56 .24
Post-Intervention 1.10*# 254 09° 42 37
Nuisance
Pre-Intervention 3.88 91 .73 99 1.26
Intervention 1 3.89 .78 .69 .11 1.60
Intra-Intervention 4.15 734 75 1214 1.48
Intervention 2 3.80 1.13 .70 .87 1.22
Post-Intervention 4.38* 87 77 1.03 1524
Disorderly Conduct
Pre-Intervention 343 91 77 .96 91
Intervention 1 37 1.11 91 111 .98
Intra-Intervention 3.17 85 63* 90 94
Intervention 2 3.37 1.00 43 .89 .87
Post-Intervention 3.28 74 .69 93 .93
Traffic
Pre-Intervention 4.14 85 .64 1.54 1.00
Intervention 1 3.85 1.11 .82 1.55 1.07
Intra-Intervention 4.02 .69* .70 1.68 .85*
) Intervention 2 3.78 .67 52 1.27 1.18
. Post-Intervention 3.89 66~ 60 1.49 116
® p<.05 (t-test comparison to Pre-Intervention period), © p <.05 (l-test comparison to Intra-Intervention period)

This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report has
not been published by the Department. Opinions or points of view expressed are those of the
author(s) and do not necessarily reflect the official position or policies of the U.S. Department of
Justice.



31

‘ Interrupted Time Series Analysis
Tabie 4 presents a summary of the impact of the quality-of-life initiative on each offense
type in the Redevelopment District and in each of the four zones (See Appendix 1, 2, and 3 for
parameter estimates). It displays the direction of the effect and the type of intervention that best
fit the data (i.e., abrupt/permanent, gradual/permanent, or abrupt/temporary).'® The table shows

that the quality-of-life program had different effects on different categories of crime and that the

impact of the program varied by zone.

Table 4 reveals that several significant changes took place after the implementation of
Operation Restoration in the Redevelopment District. The CFS data indicate an abrupt and
permanent decrease compared to the pre-intervention period in the number of public moral calls
after both the first and second intervention period. The findings also depict an abrupt and

. temporary decrease in the number of nuisance calls after the first intervention. The time series

analysis also révealed that the intervention had a significant impact on the number of CFS for
drugs and disorderly conduct. In particular, it showed an abrupt and temporary increase in CFS
for offenses in these categories. We also found that the quality-of-life intervention had an abrupt
and permanent impact on CFS for physical disorder. The analyses indicated that when compared
to the pre-intervention period the number of calls for physical disorder significantly increased in

both the intra-intervention period and the post-intervention period.

'® The appropriate intervention form was determined by examining the omega and delta coefficients. In first-order
transfer functions applied to a pulse series, the delta coefficient cannot be negative and cannot be greater than one

’ (even values close to one indicate the system may be unstable). Additionally, for the intervention to be considered
significant the omega parameter must be significantly different from zero. In first-order transfer functions applied to
a step series, both the omega and delta coefficients must be significantly different from zero to conclude that the
intervention had an effect. Once again, the delta coefficient must lic between zero and positive one.
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Table 4: Summary of Time Series for the Redevelopment District and each Zone by Crime Type — Best

Fitting ARIMA Model
Type of Crime Entire Zone | Zone 1] Zone III Zone IV
Redevelopment
District

Person

Intervention 1 -

Intervention 2 - +

Form of Effect AP AT AP
Property

Intervention 1 +

Intervention 2 - +

Form of Effect AP AT AP
Drug

Intervention 1 + +

Intervention 2 + +

Form of Effect AT : AT AP AT
Suspicious Person

Intervention 1 +

Intervention 2 - - +

Form of Effect AP AP AP
Assistance

Intervention 1

Intervention 2 + +

’ Form of Effect AP AP

Public Morals

Intervention 1 - - - -

Intervention 2 - - - +

Form of Effect AP AP AP AP AP
Physical Disorder

Intervention 1 + + + + + +

Intervention 2 + + -

Form of Effect AP AP AP AT AP AP
Nuisance

Intervention 1 - - -

Intervention 2 +

Form of Effect AT AT AT
Disorderly Conduct

Intervention 1 - +

Intervention 2 + + - + +

Form of Effect AT AT AP AP AT AT
Traffic

Intervention 1 -

Intervention 2 - +

Form of Effect AP AP

Significant effects (p<.05) are described as “A,P” “G,P” and A,T. The “+" and “— “ indicate the direction of the
effect as compared to the pre-intervention period.

AP Abrupt, Permanent

G,P Gradual, Permanent

. A,T  Abrupt, Temporary
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. The time series analysis presented in Table 4 also suggests that the impact of the
intervention varied by zone. Table 4 shows that the intervention resulted in an abrupt and
temporary decline in the number of crimes against persons calls in one of the four zones during
the intra-intervention period. In addition, crimes 'against persons decreased abruptly and
permanently in one zone and increased abruptly and permanently in another zone after the
second intervention. There was an abrupt and permanent increase in CFS for assistance during
the post-intervention period in two zones. For propérty crimes, there was an abrupt and
temporary increase after the first intervention along with an abrupt and permanent increase after
the second intervention in Zone IV. Calls for drug offenses were found to abruptly and
temporarily increase in one zone during the intra-intervention period, and found to abruptly and
temporarily increase in another zone during the post-intervention period. Calls to the police

. about suspicious persons abruptly and permanently increased during the intra-intervention period
and during the post-intervention period in zone four. Suspicious person calls also decreased
abruptly and permanently in two zones during the post-intervention period. For nuisance calls,
there was an abrupt and temporary decrease in one zone during the intra-intervention period and
in another zone there was a decrease in nuisance calls during the intra-intervention period
followed by a significant increase during the post-intervention period. Finally, traffic CFS
abruptly and permanently decreased in both periods in zone one while a similar increase was
noted in zone four only in the post-intervention period.

The most consistent findings by zone were for the public morals, physical disorder, and
disorderly conduct offense categories. The data revealed that the intervention had an abrupt and
permanent impact on public morals calls during both the intra-intervention period and the post-

‘ intervention period. In particular, we found that calls for public morals during this period

declined in three of the four zones. The intervention also had an abrupt and permanent impact
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on calls for physical disorder. During the intra-intervention period calls for physical disorder
sigm'ﬁcantly increased in all four of the zones. Although, interestingly in the post-intervention
period calls for physical disorder significantly increased only in zone one. The time series for
the disorderly conduct offense category showed that in three of the four zones the intervention
resulted in an abrupt and temporary increase in calls for service during the post-intervention
period. The analysis also showed that in one zone disorderly conduct calls increased during the
intra-intervention period and in another zone they decreased.
Displacement and Diffusion Effects

Examining changes in calls for service in the contiguous areas surrounding the treatment
areas suggests that there may have been some displacement. In particular, Table 5 suggests that
the mean number of calls for service related to traffic increased significant after both
interventions outside of two of the zones and outside of the whole Redevelopment District. This
finding is confirmed through the interrupted time series analysis, which shows that traffic calls
increased significantly in the area outside of the Redevelopment District between the pre-
intervention period and the post-intervention period (See Table 6). Tables 5 and 6 also show that
calls for drug related offenses increased significantly in the area just outside of the

Redevelopment District (See Appendix 4 for parameter estimates).
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Table 5: Mean Daily Calls for Service in the Areas Contiguous to the Redevelopment District and Each Zone
. (Displacement and Diffusion Effects)
Redevelopment
Type of CFS District Zone | Zone Il Zone I1I Zone IV
Person
Pre-Intervention 92 2.04 1.12 1.44 1.87
Intervention 1 .87 1.87 1.18 1.44 1.71
Intra-Intervention .90 1.72 1.05 1.41 1.83
Intervention 2 1.06 2.07 1.14 1.13 1.84
Post-Intervention .89 1.96 1.13 1.35 1.624
Property
Pre-Intervention 2.39 2.82 1.97 2.99 3.10
Intervention 1 2.58 2.87 1.76 3.32 3.49
Intra-Intervention 2.16 2.86 2.28 KR B 3.32
Intervention 2 2.30 2.84 2.14 3.24 3.11
Post-Intervention 2.36 291 1.648 2.99 2.73*8
Drug '
Pre-Intervention 09 .28 13 13 21
Intervention 1 .08 31 .13 .09 36
Intra-Intervention 07 .20 .16 .08 18
Intervention 2 11 164 .18 13 18
Post-Intervention .16*B 27 17 .188 24
Suspicious Person
Pre-Intervention 1.01 .94 .66 99 1.03
Intervention 1 1.18 .98 64 .99 ' 76
Intra-Intervention © .96 1.00 .60 .98 95
Intervention 2 .86 1.07 .66 1.02 .84
Post-Intervention 1.04 .92 .63 1.01 1.08
Assistance
Pre-Intervention .18 33 26 .30 27
Intervention 1 22 24 22 25 24
" Intra-Intervention 21 .38 17 184 25
. Intervention 2 26 42 .39 27 .60*B
Post-Intervention 27 33 288 398 .29
Public Morals
Pre-Intervention 07 .18 .08 11 15
Intervention 1 .07 13 .09 044 07
Intra-Intervention 034 05 .05 014 .08*
Intervention 2 07 07 024 11 .18
 Post-Intervention .05 q2M8 .06 .08® .10
Physical Disorder
Pre-Intervention .16 22 18 .19 .17
Intervention 1 304 29 31 29 .18
Intra-Intervention 57 A46* 344 A5t 584
Intervention 2 2748 31 A .38 248
Post-Intervention 30%8 288 178 .248 238
Nuisance
Pre-Intervention .74 1.14 A6 .88 .92
Intervention 1 .66 .87 42 77 1.04
Intra-Intervention .58 97 A48 .87 77
Intervention 2 63 1.518 .50 .58 T
Post-Intervention .84 1.33% 45 .94 1.00
Disorderly Conduct
Pre-Intervention 47 1.01 59 72 1.01
Intervention 1 .55 1.29 62 .79 1.11
Intra-Intervention 52 .84 47 72 1.01
Intervention 2 Sl .80 77 62 .80
Post-Intervention 49 1.02 .56 73 834
Traffic
Pre-Intervention 1.07 131 1.32 1.33 1.36
Intervention 1 1.06 1.07 1.02 1.35 1.29
Intra-Intervention 1.424 1.32 1.35 1.70* 1.61
Intervention 2 1.35% 1.24 1.14 1.187 1.27
‘ Post-Intervention 1.55* 1.52* 1.35 1.554 1.54

" p <.05 (t-test comparison to Pre-Intcrvention period), © p <.05 (i-test comparison 1o Intra-Intervention period)
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We found some evidence of diffusion of benefit effects. Table 5 shows that the mean
number of public morals calls significantly decreased between the pre-intervention period and
the intra-intervention period around the Redevelopment District and around three of the four
zones. However, the mean number of public morals calls also significantly increased between
the intra-intervention period and the post-intervention period around two of the four zones. The
time series analysis did not confirm a significant change in public morals calls (over the course
of the project). Additionally, the mean number of physical disorder calls increased significantly
between the pre-intervention period and the intra-intervention period and decreased significantly
between the intra-intervention period and the post-intervention period in the areas surrounding
the Redevelopment District and around all four of the zones. The time series analysis in Table 6
shows that physical disorder calls in the displacement zone outside of the Redevelopment

District Significantly increased over the course of the study periods.
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Table 6: Time Series for the Area Adjoining the Redevelopment District (Displacement and Diffusion Effects).

Suspicious Public Physical Disorderly
Person Property Drug Person Assistance Morals Disorder Nuisance Conduct Traffic

Cocfficient  Coefficient  Coefficient  Coeflicient  .Coeflicient  Coeflicient  Coefficient  Coefficient  Coefficient  Coefficient
(Std. Error)  (Std. Error)  (Std. Error)  (Std. Error)  (Std. Error)  (Std. Error)  (Std. Error)  (Std. Error)  (Std. Error)  (Std. Error)

0, -.046 177 -013 175 041 -.001 .149* -.020 084 -.005
(081) (.194) (.033) (.094) (.042) (.022) (.054) (.012) (.060) (.122)
@ -021 -257 -026 -.044 026 -.046 412+ 010 053 350*
(.107) (:253) (.044) (.124) (.055) (.029) (.071) (.018) (.080) (.159)
' 143 -.099 018 -142 075 -.003 . -.009 .048 301+
(.088) (:210) (.036) (.102) (.045) (.024) (.058) (.012) (.065) (.133)
s -.028 -.034 .069* 037 .090* -.025 .150* -.007 022 482+
(072) (.173) (.030) (.083) (.037) (.019) (.048) (.009) (.054) (.109)
1 25.90 2335 18.82 21.17 24.06 29.84 21.95 24.12 24.52 21.92
df=24 df=21 df=22 df=23 df=24 df=24 df=22 df=19 df=24 df=22
¥p<.05

©, = Intervention 1 (compared to Pre-Intervention)

3 = Intra-Intervention (compared to Pre-Intervention)
@4 = Intervention 2 (compared to Pre-Intervention)

s = Post-Intervention (compared to Pre-Intervention)
%2 = Ljung-Box statisticDISCUSSION
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The present study examined a quality-of-life policing project conducted by the Chandler,
Arizona Police Department. Operation Restoration consisted of a unit that: 1) aggressively
policed social disorder crimes such as prostitution, street level drug dealing, and loitering and 2)
addressed physical disorder conditions in the same neighborhoods through activities such as
graffiti abatement, property inspections, and removing trash and litter from private and public
spaces. We used calls for service data obtained from the Chandler Police Department’s crime
analysis unit and compared pre-intervention, intra-intervention and post-intervention periods to
evaluate the impact of the program. This data was also used to account for spatial displacement
and diffusion of benefit effects..

The comparison of changes in mean level of CFS for the entire Redevelopment District

. and its four zones for ten different categories of crime and disorder resulted in 250 different
statistical comparisons, of which 45 were statistically significant, a number that substantially
exceeds what one would expect by chance. However, several of the significant changes were in
the unintended direction, i.e. an increase rather than an decrease in the mean level of the CFS
crime category. One zone in particular, Zone IV, had an unusually large number of significant
pre-and post-intervention changes in mean level CFS that were in the “wrong” direction
including crimes against person, property crimes, drug crimes, as well as several of the order
categories, although the time series analysis indicates an abrupt and permanent change for only
serious crime category, i.e., property. Why are the results so different for Zone IV? One
possibility might be due to the fact that Zone IV was the last zone of the three to receive the
intervention, and perhaps the level of effort waned as project officers and staff approached that

' zone. The data in Table 2 provide mixed evidence in support of this possibility. Compared to
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the other zones, there were considerably fewer police contacts in Zone IV during the first
intervention, which could be an indication less effort and consequently a lower dosage.
However, during the second intervention the number of police contacts in Zone IV nearly
quadrupled and greatly exceeded those in the other zones, but still most of the impacts were in
the wrong direction. It should be noted that most of the increase in police contacts were in the
“field activity” or “citations,” categories, while the actual number of arrests decreased. This
would seem to suggest that field activity was an ineffective component of the overall
intervention . We queried Chandler police officials about the anomalous findings in Zone IV,
and they attributed the increases to differences in the zones, with more gangs and gang members
residing in Zone IV than in the other zones.

Overall, the findings suggest that the quality-of-life initiative had the strongest intended
impact on three categories of crime and disorder: public morals, disorderly conduct, and physical
disorder. The time-series analyses indicated that the intervention resulted in an abrupt and
permanent decline in public morals calls during the 7-month intra-intervention period. However,
when comparing pre- post-intervention periods the findings with regard to public morals calls
were somewhat mixed. In particular, while the analyses of means indicated a significant decline
in three of the five tests, the time-series analyses did not confirm a change in calls for service for
public morals calls between the pre post-intervention periods. We suggest that these findings
lend partial support for the claim that the quality-of-life operation in the Redevelopment District
was successful in reducing public morals crimes. This finding should not be surprising. The
operational strategy of the Neighborhood Response Team was such that it aggressively enforced
“public” forms of crime and disorder. When compared to the other crime categories the officers

were more inclined to come in contact with public morals crimes. Public morals crimes (e.g.,
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. prostitution and public drinking) are often times the most visible forms of disorder and crime
within a nei.ghborhood and as such are perhaps the most suppressible by the police.

We also found that the intervention resulted in abrupt and temporary increase in calls for
disorderly conduct. It is not clear as to why disorderly conduct calls would increase significantly
for a brief time after the completion of the operation. It may be that as a consequence of the
presence of the officers, residents were more aware of the police department’s efforts to address
crime and disorder in their neighborhood. Resident awareness of the operation may have peaked
near the end of the operation and increased awareness may have led to a greater number of calls
for service for disorderly conduct during the operation; and after the completion of the operation
(and the subsequent removal of police presence) the impact of the intervention may héve
decayed. In the case of Chandler’s Operation Restoration, the decay might stem from another

. form of awareness, i.e., awareness that the operation was over.and a belief that the police were
less likely to respond or be able to respond to calls related to disorderly conduct. Sherman (1990)
argues that effect decay is a fairly common pattern in longer-term interventions (as opposed to
short-term interventions). However, he goes on to explain that the processes that result in effect
decay are not completely understood. Research in the future should consider examining the
reasons for effect decay on longer-term intervention in the future.

Additionally, the quality-of-life program had a strong and consistent impact on physical
disorder. We found that physical disorder calls increased significantly in the intra-intervention
period, but then declined significantly in the post-intervention period. These findings may
suggest that after residents became familiar with the operation, and its focus on physical
disorder, they contacted the police more frequently to ensure the physical improvement of their

‘ neighborhood. However, after the physical improvement of the neighborhood there may have

This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report has
not been published by the Department. Opinions or points of view expressed are those of the
author(s) and do not necessarily reflect the official position or policies of the U.S. Department of
Justice.



4]

' been fewer physical disorders for the residents to call the police about, resulting the reduction in
the number bf calls to the police.

It should also be noted that we found similar patterns to the above in the contiguous areas
surrounding intervention sites. The analyses indicated that traffic problems were displaced to
contiguous areas. Due to the higher levels of police activity in each targeted zone, traffic
violators may have been cognizant of the increased patrol presence and drove to near-by areas
that they believed that they might not be as likely to come into contact with the police. A similar |
pattern was observed for drug calls. We found that in the area just outside of the Redevelopment
District calls for drug offenses increased significantly. The increased police presence may have
displaced drug use and sales to near-by areas. We also found strong evidence that there was a
diffusion of benefits to near-by areas for public morals crimes and physical disorder. These

‘ findings add to a growing body of literature that suggests that place-oriented interventions
impact areas spatially wider than just the targeted area. In sum there are at least two principal
conclusions that can be drawn from the present study. The first is that the program appears to
have had an impact on physical and social disorder. Placed in the context of previous research
these findings should not necessarily be surprising. Crime specific policing focusing on special
problems such as guns (Sherman and Rogan, 1995), drunken driving (Ross, 1982) and drug
markets (Sherman and Rogan, 1995; Weisburd and Green, 1995), just to name a few, has
repeatedly shown that the police are perhaps most successful when they focus their energy and
resources on a particular problem, and not a multitude of problems. While the ultimate goal of
quality-of-life policing is to reduce serious crime (through the reduction of disorder), the ﬁndi;lg
that this operational strétegy had a significant impact on disorder should not be discounted. The

' impact of the project on disorder has important implications for many communities, and there are

This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report has
not been published by the Department. Opinions or points of view expressed are those of the
author(s) and do not necessarily reflect the official position or policies of the U.S. Department of
Justice.



42

' those who argue that the reduction of physical and social disorder is “justifiable in its own right
in that it contributes to the establishment of a civil, livable environment in which citizens may,
without fear, exercise their right to pursuit their livelihood, commerce, self-expression,
entertainment and so on” (Mastrofski, 1988: 48).

The second principal conclusion of the study is that in comparison to disorder-related
crimes and violations, the program did not have as nearly as substantial impact on serious crime.
In other words, the benefits of the project were primarily restricted to those problems that the
project specifically focused on—physical and social disorder. Although the comparison of means
resulted in a significant decreas; in property crime CFS in three of the four zones, the time series
analysis identified abrupt and permanent changes in the desired direction in only one of the
zones. Additionally, an abrupt and temporary change reflecting an decrease in property crime

. CFS was found after the first intervention in one zone. The pattern for person crime éategory is
also mixed in that the time series analysis indicates and abrupt and permanent change in the

- desired direction (decrease) in one zone, an abrupt and temporary change in another, and an
abrupt and permanent increase in another. Several explanations may account for the failure of the
program to have the desired impact serious crime. First, police removal of social and physical
disorder may not immediately result in a change in the social meaning that residents assign to
their neighborhood that generates the type of social influence that produces general deterrence.
Instead, it may take a substantial amount of time for residents and neighborhoods to re-establish
the type and level of orderlinéss that leads to residents feeling safe and able to enforce local
social norms. While there has been some attention to the spiraling decay of neighborhoods and

its impact on crime, there has been little research that has examined the processes that lead to the

' revitalization of neighborhoods (Taylor and Harrell, 2000). Research in the future should further
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. examine the impact that the police response to disorder has on the social meaning that residents
assign to théir neighborhoods and the impact that it has on residents’ attitudes and behavior.

The findings from this study provide very limited support for Wilson and Kelling’s
‘broken windows” hypothesis or more generally for social norm theory (Ellickson, 1996; Kahan
1997; Kahan, 1998), which views quality of life policing as altering social meanings and
producing the social influences that result in general deterrence. This limited support might be
the consequence of the nature of the community in which the project took place. Wilson and
Kelling (1982) stipﬁ]ated that police agencies should focus their resources and energy on
responding to disorder in communities that are “deteriorating but not unreclaimable.” They
argued that some neighborhoods are simply beyond repair and are not salvageable. Perhaps the
Redevelopment District in Chandler, Arizona is one such community. However, no research to

. date has empirically examined this claim, nor has there been any research that has determined the
tipping point for which a community is beyond repair and cannot be restored.

Of course the other possibility is that the hypothesis is flawed in the first place. The
failure of the program to decrease serious crime may be the result of faulty assumptions. To date
there has been very little research that has empirically validated the broken windows hypothesis,
and the research that has been conducted has not yielded consistent results (See Eck and
Maguire, 2000). Obviously, if the theoretical foundation of quality-of-life policing is not correct
we should not assume that this strategy would be effective at reducing crime. A growing body of
research suggests that one of the most effective ways of controlling crime is to focus on specific
types of crimes and places (See Sherman, 1997; Sherman and Weisburd, 1995; Weisburd and
Green, 1995). Cordner (1998) notes that quality-of-life initiatives are often times “employed

‘ without the benefit of careful problem identification or analysis, without any effort to identify
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underlying conditions and causes, and without careful consideration of a wide range of possible
altematives’; (p. 309). Greene (2000) raises the possibility that some quality of life initiatives:
“may actually return the police and the community to a conflictual relationship. Just as
important, zero tolerance policing may be returning the community to a passive role in
crime and order maintenance in favor of a more aggressive and active role on behalf of
the police (p.33) :
In other words, it may be that some quality of life initiatives are counter productive and have an
adverse impact on the community’s ability to serve as a partner in the co-production of public
safety. Over the long run, weakened links between the community and the police could nullify
any short-term gains in serious crime reduétion resulting from a quality of life policing imitative.
We have no evidence that this is what happened in Chandler or that it is responsible for the
apparent weak link between reduction of disorder and more serious crime. For now it remains a
hypothesis that needs to be examined in the future research.
Quality-of-life policing is at the forefront of the public’s attention (Roberts, 1999).
Police departments across the country are using this police strategy to address a wide range of
community and neighborhood problems. The findings of our research, combined with other
recent research on broken windows theory (Harcourt, 1998) and quality-of-life policing (Novak
et al, 1999; Sherman, 1990) suggests that researchers should further evaluate the relationship
between crime and disorder and examine the impact that the police can have on crime by
policing social and physical disorder in order to determine if quality of life policing is good
public policy. Additionally, part of the quality of life policing research agenda should be an
examination of what Roberts (1999) refers to as the “pernicious impact of order-maintenance
policing (813).” She argues that such policing strategies have a differential and undesirable

impact on racial minorities since in her view “the categories of order and disorder have a pre-

existing meaning that associates Blacks with disorder and lawlessness (813).” If she is correct,
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those communities that oftenneed them the most, America’s minority communities.
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Appendix 1: Zero-Order Transfer Function by Zone and Type of Crime (Abrupt, Permanent Impact)

CoefT- Standard  CoefT: Standard Coeft- Standard  Coeff- S dard
: . oeff- oeff- tan: oeff- tan ocff- tandard Coeff- Stan
Type of Crime 0 Emor  icient  Emor icient Emor  icient Error icient Error
Person
a 6.814* 194 1.518* 091 1.475% .062 1.99]* .067 1.851* .064
& - - 077* .028 - - - - - -
'y -.067* .028 - - - - - - - -
6 - - .058¢* .028 - - - - - -
¢ .076* .028 - - - - - - - -
& 115+ 028 .065* .028 - - - - - -
P .108* .028 .081¢ .028 - - - - - -
o2 -.185 307 -.292 .260 -.386* 197 .053 164 -029 232
3 -487 399 017 136 -.045 096 -176 A13 022 115
©4 -.060 333 .069 .261 -179 .199 -591* 223 171 232
©s -.304 275 -022 120 -.190* .085 «.276* 097 213 .101
1 28.62 df=20 31.18 df=20 32.90 df=24 20.96 df=24 33.56 df=24
Property
o 10.658* 252 2.247* 093 2.124+ .106 3.745* 123 2.583* .083
'Y .164* .028 .084* .028 .083* .028 152+ .028 .08s* .028
& - - - - .066* .028 - - - -
& - - - - 067* .028 - - - -
b5 - - - - - - 071° .028 - -
o - - - - 071 .029 - - - -
& .083¢ 028 - - - - - - -~ -
02 .262 403 -.483 .280 .143 317 .163 .298 .087 302
@ .020 528 .089 139 .001 .164 -.000 209 .201 150
@4 417 435 -.047 .280 -.595 322 -.180 .398 .640* 302
s -437 357 -.239 123 -214 .146 -314 .180 554+ 132
x? 27.96 df=22 14.30 df=23 28.44 df=20 21.70 df=22 23.49 df=23
Dru
ga .798* .058 204+ .024 .206* 025 214* 021 .152¢ .017
é - - - - 083+ 028 - - - -
¢ .075* .028 - - - - - - -- -
& 093¢ .028 - - - - - - - -
o, -010 .092 -07 071 -.028 .079 .006 053 092 .063
s -.148 120 -.034 .035 -.020 .038 075* 036 -.009 031
©4 =217 099 -.048 071 -.160* .080 -125 072 092 .063
s -.024 .082 -017 .031 -025 .034 -.032 .031 .014 .028
¥’ 26.05 df=22 25.74 df=24 23.88 df=23 16.43 df=24 18.13 df=24
Suspicious Person
a 3.892* 116 .906* 047 .768* 042 1.410* .061 .878* .049
'Y .081® .028 - - - - - - 129+ .028
e - - - - - - 064* 028 - -
s -.169 186 -.195 .141 -.145 133 -.256 150 173 179
® -078 245 -.104 .070 -.101 065 -.010 104 .200* .089
' .004 201 -.151 141 -.086 134 034 204 -010 179
s -.269 165 =217 062 -.178* .058 -125 .089 194+ 079
X2 33.24 df=23 25.59 df=24 18.06 df=24 23.24 df=23 19.40 df=23
a = Constant

¢, = Autoregressive coefficient
©; = Moving Average coefficient
@; = Intervention coefficient — level of change (phase i)
8; = Intervention coefficient - rate of change (phase i)

* = Ljung-Box statistic
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Appendix 1 Continued: Zero-Order Transfer Function by Zone and Type of Crime (Abrupt, Permanent

Impact)
Zone ] Zone ]l Zone [II Zone IV
Type of Crime qufr- Standard  Coeff~  Standard  Coeff-  Standard Coeff-  Standard Coeff- Standard
icient Error icient Error icient Error icient Error icient Error
Assistance
a 1.028* 055 237* 027 278+ 025 297+ 023 218+ 022
¢ - - - - - - -071* .028 - -
o2 -.040 .087 .008 .081 085 .081 .010 .056 .049 .080
®; -.056 115 -.012 040 -.045 040 -.058 039 045 040
a 120 094 030 .081 131 .082 -119 076 -.040 .080
©s .039 07 .078* .035 -044 .035 -.039 .033 .081¢ .035
2 31.72 df=24 21.89 df=24 14.11 df=24 29.30 df=23 21.13 df=24
Public Morals
o 457 .034 121+ .015 .134¢ 017 122¢ .015 074+ 011
'y .061* 028 - - - - - - - -
'W - - - - 065+ .029 - - - -
7 -.118¢ 054 012 046 -.043 .054 -001 .037 -.008 040
o -287* on -.067* 023 -075* 027 -031 .026 -.050* 020
W4 -091 .058 -032 046 -.040 .054 011 .050 .059 040
©s -161* .048 -.047* .020 -036 .024 -.046* 022 -.008 017
1 28.82 df=23 27.58 df=24 25.88 df=23 23.28 df=24 25.44 df=24
Physical Disorder
a .863* .084 152+ .028 .089* .019 331 .036 .287* .033
o - - - - - " - - - -
& - - - - .065* .028 - - - -
'™ -.069* .029 - - - - - - - -
& 057+ 028 - - - - - - - -
¢l4 - - - - - - - - - -
¢ .143* .029 - - - - .081°* 029 - -
@, 177 133 026 .085 066 .060 .162 .087 -.198 122
©3 .699* 174 .110* .042 .072¢ .029 .167* .061 217 .060
@4 .476* .144 226* .085 .091 .061 .209 116 -.042 122
s .244* 119 099+ .037 .004 026 087 052 084 053
x‘ 28.24 df=21 22.29 df=24 23.1 df=23 29.01 df=23 25.98 df=24
a = Constant

¢, = Autoregressive coefficient
0;= Moving Average coefficient
o = Intervention coefficient (phase i)

1} = Ljung-Box statistic
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Appendix 1 Continued: Zero-Order Transfer Function by Zone and Type of Crime (Abrupt, Permanent

Impact)
AllZones - Zone | Zone II Zone III Zone [V
. Coeff-  Standard  Coeff- Standard  Coeff-  Standard  Coeff-  Standard  Coeff-  Standard
Type of Crime icient Error icient Error icient Error icient Error icient Error
Nuisance
a -.026 026 -.014 .009 -.008 .006 .002 005 .001 007
o - - 082° 028 - - - - - -
s .103* 028 - - - - - - - -
éis .100* .028 - - - - - - - -
éus .102¢ .028 098¢ 028 - - - - - -
e -.859* 020 -~ - - - - - - -
0 -.157* .028 - - -078* .028 - - -.081* 028
8 - - - - -064* 028 - - - -
0 - - - - -091* 028 - - - -
0, - - .894* .013 910* 012 913* .012 .896* .013
'™ .804* 023 - - - - - - - -
o2 .046 .047 -035 046 .002 .038 022 019 .041 050
Wy 041 070 025 013 015 010 -010 010 -.023 015
W .005 .050 -.002 043 -.035 037 -.024 .034 127* 049
s 012 .038 .014 011 .007 009 -.004 .008 -.014 012
P 26.67 df=18 26.74 df=21 22.23 df=20 16.25 df=23 17.87 df=22
Disorderly Conduct
a 3.429* 112 909+ .050 772 045 .963* 045 .906* .043
" .107* 028 - - - - - - - -
* .084* 028 - - - - - - - -
o -.065* 028 - - - - - - - -
s -102* 028 - - - - - - - -
e - - - - 091+ 028 - - - -
on .093* 029 - - - - - - - -
@7 339 178 202 .150 135 142 147 110 072 .158
o3 -.247 234 -.059 .075 -.142* .070 -.066 076 037 078
o -.075 .193 091 .150 -344+ 143 -074 150 -.039 158
s -.143 158 -.142* 066 -.083 062 -032 065 .020 069
x’ 29.05 df=19 31.89 df=24 25.99 df=23 30.34 df=24 23.15 df=24
Traffic
a 4.138* .143 851+ .047 .637* .042 1.542* 072 1.000* .044
b - - - - - - - 065 028 - -
Y 074% 028 - - - - - - - -
s - - - - - - 081° 029 - -
'™ .136* .028 - - - - 123 028 - -
w3 -274 227 .260 .141 .185 133 032 A71 067 .161
o -.125 296 -.161* 070 .068 065 142 121 -.152 .080
' -.359 245 -.185 141 -114 134 -.261 227 178 .161
os =236 .203 -.188¢ 062 -032 058 -.054 .105 .155* 070
1 31.02 df=22 27.93 df=24 26.22 df=24 25.60 df=21 21.69 df=24
a = Constant

¢, = Autoregressive coefficient
6; = Moving Average coefficient
; = Intervention coefficient (phase i)

¥? = Ljung-Box statistic
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Appendix 2: First-Order Transfer Function Applied to a Step Series by Zone and Type of Crime (Gradual,
‘ Permanent Impact)

ff- CoefT- dard Y
. Coefl- Standard Coeff- Standard oefl- Stan Coeff- Standard Coefl- Standard
Type of Crime icient Error icient Error icient Error icient Error icient Error
Person
[+ 6.818* 194 1.508* .087 1.477* 062 1.994* .067 1.811* .062
¢ - - .077* .028 - - - - - -
A -.067* .028 - - - - - - - -
'™ - - .057* .028 - - - - - -
éi 076* .029 - - - - - - - -
& .115% .028 .065* 029 - - - - - -
'™ .109* .029 .082* 029 - - - - - -
® -.186 .307 -.281 259 -.389* 197 .050 .164 .012 232
W3 -111 387 .108 235 -078 463 -.265 649 .002 .003
5 792 725 -.981* .110 -.556 8.923 -.464 3.520 .993* 021
O -.051 339 -.058 260 -.182 .200 -.596* 223 .013 315
s -.563 .556 -.035 261 =211 1.237 -.257 1.412 .301 .820
8 -844 1.006 -.830 9.165 -.095 6414 .076 5.059 -.570 3.798
1 28.67 df=20 30.93 df=20 32.94 di=24 . 21.18 df=24 32,94 df=24
Property
a 10.633* 232 2.266* .093 2.151* .090 3.708* .120 2.580* 075
é .164# .028 .085* .028 .085* 028 152+ .028 .088* .028
'y - - - - .067* .028 - - - -
' - - - - .066* .028 - - - -
b1 - - - - - - .071* .028 - -
s - - - - .074* .029 - - - -
& 083+ 029 - - - - - - - -
®1 .288 391 -.501 281 118 313 201 .296 091 301
o3 272 .580 .063 1.153 -.128 .180 .185 373 385+ 183
5 -.998* 037 118 16.158 -.998* .006 -.962* .208 -1.000* .002
©4 443 424 -.066 .283 -.623* 318 -.137 397 .644* 301
‘ s -.370 3.692 -.518¢ 235 -.148 1.196 -221 1.997 1.093* .243
B 118 8.804 -917* 269 396 4.883 207 7.166 -.923¢ 131
1 27.52 df=22 14.28 df=23 29.13 df=20 22.66 df=22 22.29 df=23
Dru
ga .761* .052 .210* 024 221* .023 212#* .021 153+ .017
& - - - - .085* .028 - - - -
& .078* 028 - - - - - - - -
ds .093 .028 - - - - - - - -
o .027 .089 -077 .071 -.043 .078 .008 .052 .091 .063
o3 -.029 172 -015 124 -.000* .000 .157* .067 -019 .109
53 .746 1.490 .650 2.931 .999* .001 -.974+ .037 -.665 8.567
©4 -178 .098 -.053 075 -.058 .085 -122 072 .091 .063
©s 105 128 -.002 .012 110 .080 -.048 237 .023 176
8 -1.000 .008 943* 433 -.999* .004 -.559 7.561 -613 12.032
$ 27.40 df=22 25.66 df=24 21.69 df=23 16.20 df=24 18.19 df=24
Suspicious Person .
a 3.919* .114 914* .047 770* .042 1.409 .061 .870* .049
& .081® .028 - - - - - - 128+ .028
é: - - - - - - .064* 028 - -
s -195 .185 -.203 141 -.148 133 -.256 150 .182 179
o -.243 434 -.030 .163 -.190 155 -.005 .484 an .202
83 -.942¢ 335 716 1370 -779 1.096 .546 45.796 -.747 714
W -.022 200 -.151 152 -.089 134 .035 211 -.000 179
s -.008 .019 -.340 513 -274 .482 -150 1.136 .010 .022
85 975* 056 -.509 2.260 -.513 2.636 -.206 9.137 957+ .098
¥ 3298 df=23 25.58 df=24 18.15 df=24 23.06 df=23 19.43 df=23
a = Constant

¢; = Autoregressive coefTicient

6; = Moving Average coefficient

w; = Intervention coefficient - level of change (phase i)

&; = Intervention coefficient - rate of change (phase i)
. % = Ljung-Box statistic
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Appendix 2 Continued: First-Order Transfer Function Applied to a Step Series by Zone and Type of Crime

(Gradual, Permanent Impact)

All Zones Zone | Zone III Zone IV
Type of Crime (;qeff- Standard  Coeff-  Standard  Coeff-  Standard Coeff-  Standard Coeff-  Standard
icient Error icient " Error icient Error icient Error icient Error
Assistance
« 994+ .049 .238* .027 .280* .025 .305* .023 211+ .021
é - - - - - - -.070* .028 - -
W7 -.007 .084 .006 .081 .053 081 .001 .056 .055 .079
© -.086 .200 -.008 257 -021 196 -.063 367 102 073
5y -.969* 220 421 17.554 .548 4.100 .055 5514 -.955* 138
©4 .153 .091 .029 .083 130 .085 -127 077 -033 079
s .000 000 063 483 -.056 469 -116 .064 .000 .000
B35 1.007* .008 177 6.309 -221 10.184 -.987* .031 1.001* .006
¥ 32,78 df=24 22.06 df=24 14.12 df=24 27.65 df=23 22.39 df=24
Public Morals
a .456* .034 121+ 015 .134% 017 122+ 015 075¢* 011
é .061* .028 - - - - - - - -
W - - - - .065* .029 - - - -
o -117* .054 012 046 -.043 .054 -.001 .037 -.008 .040
©) -214 387 -.002 002 -.054 197 -.003 015 -.004 .008
8, 255 1.345 973* 030 295 2.581 912+ 420 936* 149
0, -.089 .058 .010 056 -.040 .055 .020 .066 075 055
s -217 447 -.064 207 -.048 275 -.067 .205 -014 .099
85 -.360 2.781 -411 4.533 -294 7.448 -463 4412 -.646 11.269
? 29.86 df=23 27.22 df=24 25.85 df=23 25.02 df=24 25.64 df=24
Physical Disorder )
a .848* .083 .149* .025 .086* 019 .328¢ .036 .281* .033
% - - - - 066* 028 - - - -
o -.074* .029 - - - - - - - -
& .059* .028 - - - - - - - -
e - - - - - - - - - -
. .142¢ .029 - - - - .081* .029 - -
02 192 132 028 .084 .069 060 165 .087 -192 122
@3 1.391* 309 .001 .001 155* .055 329+ .114 447+ 115
85 -.839* 155 .996* .006 -951* .076 -.872¢ .253 -.881* 190
' 495+ .143 049 116 095 .061 214 116 -.034 122
s 077 401 .019 453 .003 210 .043 391 .032 292
8 .709 1.509 .301 16.906 .502 31.356 522 4.306 .648 3178
¥ 28.84 df=21 22.30 df=24 22.96 df=23 29.04 df=23 25.65 df=24
a = Constant

¢, = Autoregressive cocfficient
8, = Moving Average coefficient
@; = Intervention coefficient — level of change (phase i)
8; = Intervention coefficient - rate of change (phase i)

¥ = Ljung-Box statistic
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Appendix 2 Continued: First-Order Transfer Function Applied to a Step Series by Zone and Type of Crime

(Gradual, Permanent Impact)

All Zopes Zone | Zone I1 Zone 111 Zone IV
Type of Crime Coefl- Standard Coeff- Standard Coeft- Standard (.Zoeff- Standard CoefY- Standard
icient Error icient Error icient Error icient Error icient Error
Nuisance
o -.027 .027 -014 .009 -.008 .006 .002 .005 .002 .007
o - - .082* .028 - - - - - -
& .103* 028 - - - - - - - -
o .100* 028 - - - - - - - -
ois .101* .028 099* 028 - - - - - -
& -.859* .020 - - - - - - - -
0, -.157* .028 - - -078* .028 - - -081* 028
0 - - - - -064* .028 - - - -
(: - - - - -091* .028 - - - -
0, - - .894* 013 .910* .012 913* .012 .896* 013
614 .803* .023 - - - - - - - -
©; 047 048 -034 046 002 038 022 019 032 051
) .003 .019 025 356 .030 .058 -011 331 -.001 .001
Ss .946* 425 -030 14.397 -.896 3.523 -101 32.709 .980* .047
®¢ .001 .064 -.002 .044 -034 .052 -.024 .035 .160 .084
®s .013 996 024 .161 .001 .055 -.009 .016 -023 247
8s -.089 81.287 -747 11.451 .840 7.780 -1.001* 075 -.671 17.742
x? 26.47 df=13 26.81 df=21 22.25 df=20 16.27 df=23 17.83 df=22
Disorderly Conduct
a 3.384* .099 .915* .049 787+ .043 983+ .039 .902* .043
O .106* .028 - - - - - - - -
& .084* .028 - - - - - - - -
du -.064* .028 - - - - - - - --
b1 -.102# .028 - - - - - - - -
¢ - - - - 087 028 - - - -
. o .094* .029 - - - - - - - S -
o 383+ 171 196 .150 122 .140 127 .108 075 158
) -127 950 -.004 019 -.002 002 -.029 228 032 669
83 399 4480 953+ 254 994+ 010 .688 2.407 210 16.566
W -.030 .186 115 .203 -.146 .185 -.089 .158 -.036 .160
s -111 234 -.049 329 -.001 .010 -.000 .000 .056 179
8s -1.002* .010 678 2.145 .982¢ 156 1.013+* .010 -.830 4.469
x’ 29.13 df=19 32.39 df=24 24.96 df=23 29.71 df=24 22.95 df=24
Traffic
a 4.068* 137 .864* .047 .634* 041 1.534+* 072 1.000* 044
™ - - - - - - -.065* 029 - -
& .074* .029 - - - - - - - -
dis - - - - - - .080* .029 - -
'™ .135¢ .029 - - - - 124+ 029 - -
©2 -.204 222 .247 .141 .188 133 040 AN 067 161
(oY) .004 .005 -024 .069 157 121 297 226 -.030 .131
83 .998* 012 871+ .360 -.954* .160 -871 534 .809 .825
IR -.565 .600 -.169 .169 -111 135 -.251 227 .193 .180
Os -135 1.101 -.283 .628 -.062 A1 -036 1.195 301+ .141
8s 585 3.141 -412 3115 -928 1.059 218 26.07 -901* .401
$ 30.37 df=22 27.39 df=24 26.39 df=24 24.67 df=21 21.85 df=24
a = Constant

¢, = Autoregressive coefficient

6; = Moving Average coefficient

; = Intervention coefficient — level of change (phase i)
8; = Intervention coefficient — rate of change (phase i) -
x* = Ljung-Box statistic
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Appendix 3: First-Order Transfer Function Applied to a Pulse Series by Zone and Type of Crime (Abrupt,

Temporary Impact)
All Zones Zonel Zone I1 Zone III Zone IV
Type of Crime Coeff-  Standard  Coeff-  Standard  Coeff-  Standard  Coeff-  Standard  Coeff-  Standard
icient Error icient Error icient Error icient Error icient Error
Person
o 6.655* 137 1.516* .051 1.393* 037 1.853* .043 1.952* 046
é - - 077* 028 - - - - - -
') -067* 028 - - - - - - - -
[ - - 058+ 029 - - - - _ -
' .078* 029 - - - - - - - -
¢ A17* 028 .063* 029 - - - - - -
due 107+ 029 .085* 029 - - - - - -
@2 -.037 277 -.307 .250 -304 .191 .191 .156 -130 228
@3 -.866 1.073 -1.419 1.286 -.891 1.075 -1.938 1.429 -1.315* .550
8, .969* .060 333 779 721 .470 -234 .679 .964* 022
4 117 .299 -076 250 -098 193 - 453+ 218 071 228
s 254 337 -1.085 1.159 -.738 1.227 .124 480 1.048 1.496
85 -.997* .009 -619 .550 473 1.165 -971* 163 016 1.427
L 28.49 df=20 31.10 df=20 33.27 d=24 2447 df=24 33.79 df=24
Property
a 10.446* .169 2.169* 053 2.046* .065 3.606* .084 2.793* .059
'y .165* .028 094+ .028 .090* .028 153+ .028 .099* 028
& - - - - 068+ .028 - - - -
') - - - - .070* 028 - - - -
ds - - - - - - 071+ 028 - -
én - - - - .079* .029 - - - -
& 091* .029 - - - - - - - -
@2 483 .359 -.406 273 A7 314 308 .285 -114 302
3 4.804 3.608 -1.070 1.164 -2.342 1.380 .665 .839 4.175* 1.795
8 .563 AT7 -.807+ .291 .703* .264 969+ .586 .098 426
®4 634 .394 027 273 -487 315 -.034 .387 438 .303
s 2.253 1.404 -1.888 1.154 2,307 1.492 909 1.226 2933 1.797
S5 -.944¢ 048 -812* 160 -426 475 -.867* .248 -.448 .559
x 29.18 df=22 17.93 df=23 28.66 df=20 23.32 df=22 31.91 df=23
Dry,
gu .780* 040 .187* 013 .200* 017 217 014 .160* 013
& - - - - 081° 028 - - - -
'Y .071* .028 - - - - - - - -
&s 096* 028 - - - - - - - -
; .007 .081 -.054 .068 -.022 .076 .003 050 085 062
3 -409 335 .817 450 -.234 455 1.827* 456 -.154 121
83 972+ .033 -.162 530 462 1.426 275 222 .976* 027
s -.189* .089 -.032 .068 -.154* 077 -.128 .070 085 062
s 5.186* .900 -313 448 -.161 127 -.302 400 844+ 407
s -194 164 -.320 1.224 .983* 019 .695 .562 -.109 473
X 27.38 df=22 26.63 df=24 23.06 df=23 15.32 df=24 18.62 df=24
Suspicious Person
a 3.757* .088 .786* 026 673¢ 025 1.367* .040 .980* 034
'y .080* .028 - - - - - - .135* .028
é: .092+* .029 - - - - 061° 028 - -
(0% -.031 181 -.074 .136 -.051 .129 -214 142 .078 A77
s 1.380 1.917 972 .838 -.721 .841 -.561 405 1.505 994
s .625 138 .595 478 -.382 .931 -975¢ 026 -351 528
[ 132 .199 -.030 .136 .009 131 076 .198 -117 177
s .666 1.122 -.794 .897 -.694 .850 -.596 733 -1.17 941
8s 922+ 193 -.135 1.099 -.180 1.167 904* .168 -.523 .500
x? 25.05 df=22 26.57 df=24 21.95 df=24 24.06 df=23
o = Constant

$: = Autoregressive coefficient
0; = Moving Average coefficient
®; = Intervention coefficient — level of change (phase i)
i = Intervention cocfficient - rate of change (phase i)

x= Ljung-Box statistic
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Appendix 3 Continued: First-Order Transfer Function Applied to a Pulse Series by Zone and Type of Crime

(Abrupt, Temporary Impact)
Zonel

Zone [V
Type of Crime (;qeﬂl Standard C_quff- Standard Coeff- Standard Coeff- Standard Coeff- Standard
icient Error icient Error icient Error icient Ermror icient Error
Assistance
a 1.067* .042 .267* 015 251+ .016 278* .016 .258* .016
& - - - - - - -.074* .028 - -
o -.079 .080 -023 .078 082 079 028 .083 .009 .078
©, -217 1.035 .743 515 .730 517 -.254 .161 752 515
55 -.326 4.048 =219 .644 -152 657 971+ .026 -213 .640
e .081 .088 -.001 .078 .158* 079 -.100 074 -.080 078
s -.423 274 -370 513 -.189 276 -.382 .507 -214 179
8 982+ 017 -.300 1.209 919* .167 432 972 .968* .038
¥ 31.45 df=24 23.21 df=24 13.17 df=24 29.91 df=23 20.80 df=24
Public Morals
a 457+ 034 .087* .009 .102* .010 .099* .010 077+ on
* 057* 028 - - - - - - - -
'™ - - - - .070* .029 - - - -
oy -.118* .054 .046 .045 -011 .052 .022 035 -.010 .040
©3 -.358¢ .078 =399 267 -132 .299 -394 278 -.086* 034
8 .998¢ .001 -.647* 327 .635 1.143 -710* .286 .996* .003
e .156* 060 002 045 -008 053 034 049 .083* .041
s -336 588 -.094 .094 -139 222 -.150 .176 -.083 188
Ss S5 1.166 973+ .038 .853* 339 914+ 143 .826 .568
2 29.39 df=23 29.10 df=24 27.99 df=23 24.17 df=24 2535 df=24
Physical Disorder
o 1.065* 059 223 016 .109* 011 .399* 023 .287* .033
b6 - - - - .071* .028 - - - -
e - - - - - - - - - -
o .062* .029 - - - - - - - -
én -.089* .029 - - - - - - - -
4 070" 028 - - - - - - - -
o .149¢ .029 - - - - .089* .029 - -
o3 -.026 124 -.046 .082 .045 .059 095 .083 -.198 122
s 3.825¢ 1.294 -.299 .496 -.092 .361 1.687* .709 .200* .099
53 -.552¢ .207 633 .837 .023 3930 -117 412 1.001* .003
M 251 137 154 082 071 059 132 113 -280 172
s -1.275 1.300 -.228 542 -.107 358 -.344 .709 =171 163
Ss 518 .667 .039 2.375 .340 2.796 212 1.922 1.001* .006
e 26.46 df=20 25.36 df=24 22.83 df=23 26.51 df=23 26.12 df=24
a = Constant

& = Autoregressive coefficient
6, = Moving Average coefficient
o; = Intervention coefficient — level of change (phase i)
8; = Intervention coefficient — rate of change (phase i)

¥* = Ljung-Box statistic
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Appendix 3 Continued: First-Order Transfer Function Applied to a Pulse Series by Zone and Type of Crime

(Abrupt, Temporary Impact)

All Zones Zone ] Zone II Zone III Zone [V
T £ Cri Coefl- Standard Coeff- Standard Coeff- Standard Coeff- Standard Coeff- Standard
ype ol Lnime icient Error icient Error icient Error icient Error icient Error
Disorderly Conduct
o 3315+ 075 821+ .029 .705 .027 929+ .029 923+ .031
' .109* .028 - - - - - - - -
' .085 .028 - - - - - - - -
o -.059 .028 - - - - - - - -
u -.101 .028 - - - - - - - -
& - - - - .094* .028 - - - -
& .095 029 - - - - - - - -
®s .453* 159 291 143 203 138 181 .104 055 154
3 1.403 1.847 .280 .348 511 .830 3.071* 957 -497 427
83 -.276 1.172 .963* .065 -317 1.394 014 31 952+ 059
©4 .048 175 .180 .143 -278* 139 -.040 .145 -.056 154
s 3491+ 1.571 5.190* 941 -.670 .833 1.628* .826 2.834* .940
8s .707* 192 -122 177 .205 1.169 .710* .205 .611* 177
1 29.30 df=19 31.46 df=24 28.48 df=23 29.62 df=24 23.85 df=24
Traffic
a 4,013+ .096 733+ 027 .642% .025 1.550* .046 1.016* .030
bs - - - - - - -.062* .029 - -
$is - - - - - - .082* .029 - -
& .081* .028 - - - - - - - -
'] .133* .029 - - - - .123* .029 - -
0y -146 .203 378+ 135 .181 129 022 163 .051 .158
o3 .679 2.114 3.306* .824 1.398 .756 1.377 1.305 -1.551* .704
83 484 2.150 -.610* 134 -.673* .246 -.407 734 -.859* 091
®4 =227 223 -.066 138 -119 130 -270 219 .162 158
os 2.627 1917 -.572 5115 -673 .808 1.270 1316 938 1.026
8s -.694 310 .902* 125 -.552 132 -304 .902 400 852
% 29.37 df=22 27.84 df=24 27.65 df=24 26.79 df=21 26.64 df=24
Nuisance
a -.037 023 -.002 .005 -.005 .005 -.002 004 -.009 .006
¢ - - 092+ .028 - - - - - -
s 093+ .028 - - - - - - - -
én .091* .028 - - - - - - - -
d1s .095* .028 .106* 028 - - - - - -
& -.868* 019 - - - - - - - -
0, -.151* .028 - - -.078* .028 - - -.080* 028
0s - - - - -064* 028 - - - -
81 - - - - -.091* 028 - - - -
8, - - 888+ 013 910+ 012 9l1* 012 .893¢ 013
‘8 .816* 022 - - - - - - - -
@ .059 .044 -.047 .044 013 .038 .021 019 .005 065
o 078 117 011 031 -.056 167 502 354 .383 .650
83 993+ 025 -1.005* .006 -.996* 023 -792¢ 321 .831° 325
' -.058 .085 -.001 045 -.050 .046 -032 .034 .059 .066
s 1.712 1.015 449 417 .042 .048 -123 318 .635 663
S .908* .064 -.603 534 .990* 013 -.970* .198 797 257
e 23.30 df=18 26.37 df=21 21.92 df=20 16.63 df=23 17.50 df=22
a = Constant

¢ = Autoregressive coefficient
0, = Moving Average coefficient
@; = Intervention coefficient - level of change (phase i)
&; = Intervention coefficient — rate of change (phase i)

¥? = Ljung-Box statistic
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Appendix 4: Time Series for the Area Adjoining the Redevelopment District (Displacement and Diffusion Effects).

Suspicious Physical Disorderly
Person Property Drug Person Assistance  Public Morals Disorder Nuisance Conduct Traffic
Coefficient Coefficient Coefficient Coefficient Coefficient Coefficient Coefficient Coefficient CoefTicient Coefficient
(Std. Error) (Std. Error) (Std. Error) (Std. Error) (Std. Error) (Std. Error) (Std. Error) (Std. Error) (Std. Error) (Std. Error)
a 917+ 2.394+ .091* 1.005* .182* 074+ .156* .007 .466* 1.065
(.051) (-122) (.021) (.059) (.026) (.014) (.034) (.006) (.038) 077
¢ - .102# 112+ 073+ - - 058+ - - -
(-028) (-028) (.028) (.028)
&, - 058+ - - - - .062* - - --
(-028) (.029)
$ - - - - - - - - -- .080
(:029)
d10 - - - - - -- - .105* - -
(.029)
é12 -- - 077* - - -- - - - -
(.028)
'™ -- 082+ - - - - - - - -
(.029)
¢2| - - - - - - - - bt . l 06
(.029)
0, - - - - - - -- -.056* - -
(-029)
0, - - - - - - - .931e - -
(-029)
0.4 - -- - - - -- - -.089* - --
(.039)
0, - -- - - - -- - .060* - -
(.029)
@y -.046 A77 -013 175 .041 -.001 .149+* -.020 .084 -.005
(.081) (.194) (-033) (.094) (.042) (.022) (.059) (.012) (.060) (-122)
3 -.021 -.257 -.026 -.044 .026 -.046 412+ 010 .053 .350*
(.107) (-253) (-044) (.124) (.055) (.029) (.071) (.018) (.080) (.159)
©, .143 -.099 .018 -.142 075 -.003 A1 -.009 .048 J301°
(.088) (.210) (-036) (.102) (.045) (.029) (.058) (-012) (.065) (.133)
s -.028 -034 .069* 037 .090* -.025 .150* -.007 .022 482+
(.072) (.173) (.030) (.083) (.037) (.019) (.048) (.009) (.054) (.109)
1 2590 df=24  23.35 df=21  18.82 df=22  21.17 df=23  24.06 df=24  29.84 df=24  21.95 df=22 24.12 df=19 24.52 df=24  21.92 df=22
*p<.05
o = Constant ®, = Intervention 1 (compared to Pre-Intervention)

§; = Autoregressive coefficient
8, = Moving Average coefficient
¥* = Ljung-Box statistic

3 = Intra-Intervention (compared to Pre-Intervention)

@4 = Intervention 2 (compared to Pre-Intervention)

s = Post-Intervention (compared to Pre-Intervention)
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Background

This report is based on a two-year study of the Scottsdale, Arizona Police Department’s Crime
Trends process. In 1996, police executives implemented Crime Trends, which was modeled after
the New York City Police Department’s Compstat; however, Crime was redesigned a bit to meet
the information technology capabilities and organizational culture of the Scottsdale Police
Department. Frustrated by the fact that Crime Trends was not practiced in the manner they had
envisioned, Executive Assistant Chief of Police Dee Taylor commissioned the study for the
purpose of evaluating the Crime Trends process. In particular, Executive Assistant Chief of
Police Taylor was interested in understanding the various problems and shortcomings of the
Crime Trends process so that police executives could work together and with police managers
redesign the Crime Trends process.

Methodology

Primarily qualitative research methods, including observations and interviews, were used to
generate detailed empirical and attitudinal data about Crime Trends from police executives,
managers, and supervisors located in the Investigative Services and Uniformed Services Bureaus
of the Scottsdale Police Department. The data were collected from September 1998 through July
2000. I examined the three important components of the Crime Trends process. First, crime
analysts use computerized crime mapping software to analyze crime data and generate crime
maps and bulletins that can be used by police personnel to identify “hot spots” and crime trends,
as well as suppress and prevent crime. Second, patrol managers, sergeants and line officers are
expected to use the crime maps and bulletins to identify “hot spots” and crime trends, and
implement problem-solving and enforcement strategies to suppress and prevent crime. Third,
police executives are expected to monitor monthly crime trends, inform proactive approaches to
problem-solving and enforcement, and held police managers accountable for practicing Crime
Trends at monthly crime trends management meetings.

Summary of the Major Findings

e Both patrol personnel and detectives resist engaging in the Crime Trends process of using the
crime maps, spreadsheets and bulletins to identify offense-, location- and offender-specific
crime and to develop enforcement and problem-solving strategies to control and/or prevent
crime. Both detectives and patrol personnel avoid using the crime maps and spreadsheets
largely because of the numerous shortcomings with them, but also because they were not
trained on how to interpret or use the crime maps and data prior to their dissemination.

e Both patrol personnel and detectives have negative opinions of the Crime Trends process.

e Mid-level managers in the patrol bureau have pushed the responsibilities for using crime

maps and bulletins to identify crime problems and develop enforcement and problem-solving
strategies to control and prevent crime onto patrol sergeants.
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e Patrol sergeants are aware that Crime Trends responsibilities are placed on them; however, at
least half of the patrol sergeants interviewed revealed they rarely use the crime maps and
bulletins to carry out their responsibilities.

e Despite officers’ resistance to Crime Trends, officers do recognize its value. In particular, it
has generated increased interaction among police executives, mid-level managers, and
supervisors from different bureaus, units, and districts regarding issues of crime and crime
control and prevention.

e The monthly crime trends management meetings have provided police executives and mid-
level managers with the forum to interact, exchange information, and develop plans to
coordinate activities across bureaus and units.

e Police personnel face few ramifications for failing to practice Crime Trends or reduce crime,
and receive few rewards for practicing Crime Trends or reducing crime.

Recommendations

In the future, I suggest that the department redesign Crime Trends and develop new practices,
training, and policy regarding crime analysis and mapping, the dissemination and use of crime
maps and data, the flow of information regarding crime problems and policing strategies, and
issues responsibility and accountability. For instance, I suggest that the CAU develop their
capacity to disseminate “real time” or timely crime information, and move beyond simply
identifying hot spots to providing police with a better understanding of the relationship between
crime and geography (e.g., identifying contributing factors to crime) to aid the police department
to be more efficient in carrying out its mission of controlling and preventing crime. I also suggest
that police executives hire additional crime analysts and consider assigning a crime analyst to
each of the three command areas to further the dissemination and use of crime analysis
information. Another important recommendation is that police executives and training specialists
need to explore both formal training and semi-formal train-the-trainer approaches for training
police personnel in technology use and application. 1 also suggest that technology use and
applications training be integrated into both the four-week post academy training curriculum and
the field training process. Finally, I encourage community involvement in “work groups” with
the police department to help police analyze and interpret crime maps and data, as well as
develop and implement effective and long-lasting solutions to crime problems.

Conclusion

The findings presented here indicate that despite the numerous shortcoming of the Crime Trends
process, Crime Trends has helped advance the Scottsdale Police Departments efforts to use
geographic information systems and database technology to identify, reduce, and prevent crime.
Crime Trends has also helped to focus police officers’ efforts and resources, as well as increase
the flow of information and communication between police personnel in different bureaus, units,
and districts.
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’ INTRODUCTION

Innovations in crime prevention theory and community policing philosophies have
pushed the concepts of place and context of crime (i.e., the physical, organizational, and social
environments that make crime possible) to the center of research and police efforts to control and
prevent crime (Weisburd and McEwen, 1997; see also, Mazarolle, Bellucci and Gajewski, 1997).
Weisburd and McEwen (1997) maintain that this shift in focus has been an important theoretical
impetus that has impelled police administrators and scholars to seek out map-based crime
analysis tools that would allow them to examine a wide array of police data (e.g., incidents,
arrests, offender and victim data, calls for service, etc.), other criminal justice agency data (e.g.,
addresses of person released on probation or fdrm correctional facilities), street and other
landmark data (e.g., locations of liquor stores and bars, schools, city parks, public housing,
community organizations), as well as population data to obtain a better understanding of criminal
activity from a geographic perspective, to identify and understand the factors contributing to
crime, and to identify emerging patterns of criminal activity or “hot spots” of crime.

Prior to the 1980s, law enforcement agencies had few, if any, resources or capabilities,
for analyzing geographic information systems (GISs) or creating computerized crime maps. Over
the last 10 years, however, advances in computer hardware and software, geographic data
sources, and networking capabilities have made computerized crime analysis and mapping more
available and easier for law enforcement agencies. Today, mapping software applications are
being used to improve police departments efforts to effectively and efficiently allocate resources
to proactively combat crime and social problems (see also Canter, 1997; Harries, 1999; Rich,

1995; Sherman and Weisburd, 1995; Mazarolle et al., 1997).
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The National Institute of Justice (NIJ) has also been a catalyst in getting police agencies
to use GISs and computer-based crime analysis and mapping software to better understand the
nature and extent of criminal and social problems in the community, assess the efficacy of
interventions, and improve the allocation of resources (Rich, 1996, 1999). In 1989, the National
Institute of Justice (N1J) had only one active grant involving computer mapping (Rich, 1999);
however, by the mid- to late-1990s, NIJ was funding a wide array of studies that had state and
local law enforcement practitioners using GISs and computer mapping software to analyze
criminal activity, identify factors contributing to crime, and evaluate the effectiveness of
apprehension and crime prevention strategies. During the mid-1990s, NIJ also established the
Crime Mapping Research Center “to support the development of new analytical software and
training curricula, evaluation of best practices, and assessment of the practical applications of
mapping” (Rich 1999: 9; see also Block and Block, 1993; Harries, 1999; Maltz, Gorden and
Friedman, 1989; Mazerolle et al., 1997; Rich, 1995, 1996; Weisburd, 1997).

The Use of Computerized Crime Mapping by Law Enforcement

In 1997, the NIJ Crime Mapping Research Center (CMRC) conducted a nationwide
survey of 2,004 police agencies and found that only 13 percent of the police departments
surveyed used computerized crime mapping systems (Mamalian and LaVigne, 1999). Data
revealed larger departments (with more than 100 sworn officers) were more likely to use this
technology, than were smaller departments. Findings also revealed that 75 percent of the
departments that used crime mapping software reported that crime analysts were primarily
responsible for performing computerized queries. In only nine percent of the departments patrol
personnel were responsible for using crime mapping. The types of analysis crime analysts were

conducting included primarily geocoding and mapping offense data, calls for service data,
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vehicle recovery data, UCR Part I crimes (i.e., burglary, auto theft, robbery, rape, homicide,
aggravated é.ssault, and arson) and UCR Part II crimes (i.e., larceny theft and drug offenses).
While 77 percent of the departments also conducted crime cluster or “hot spot™ analyses, only 25
percent used a computer program that identified “hot spots.” Finally, departments that use crime
mapping, typically use such syétems to inform officers and investigators of crime incident
locations, as well as to make resource allocation decisions, identify repeat calls-for-service,
evaluate interventions, and inform residents about criminal activity and changes in their
community (Mamalian and LaVigne, 1999; see also Rich, 1995).

In a study conducted by the Police Foundation (2000), they surveyed 51 police
departments that had received funding from the Office of Community Oriented Policing Services
(COPS) for the development of cdmputer mapping technologies in support of community and
problem-oriented policing. They found that 27 of the departments were involved in mapping and
more than 75 percent reported that both management and line personnel were using crime maps.
In the majority of these departments, crime maps were used to analyze crime problems, map
locations of offenses, hot spot identification, resource allocation and decision-making. Less than
half of the departments use maps for data presentation of police reports, public information or
presenting maps to the community, focusing neighborhood strategieé, problem-solving, program
evaluation, or traffic or accident analysis. Approximately 26 percent were using crime maps to
practice CompStat. Many of the departments surveyed wanted to get line officers involved in
mapping, however, only 28 percent of the departments provided line officers with access to
computers with mapping software. In the majority of the departments (68 percent), line officers

had to request maps from a crime analysis unit.
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The Police Foundation concluded that the majority of police departments have been
engaged in computerized crime mapping for only a short time (with only seven percent of the
departments using crime mapping software for more than two years) and are generally engaged
in little or limited crime mapping efforts. One reason for the limited use of crime mapping is that
police departments begin the process of mapping crime, but are quickly frustrated by the
difficulties that arise when attempting to implement and integrate computer mapping into
departmental routines. Many departments also fail to develop a plan for implementing and
integrating crime mapping into departmental routines. A second reason for the limited use of
crime mapping is that many police departments underestimate the learning curve for using crime
mapping and getting rank and file officers involved the use of crime maps (Police Foundation,
2000).

A review of the literature reveals numerous other problems police departments have
encountered in their attempts to integrate crime analysis and mapping technology into police
operations and practices (Mazerolle et al., 1997; Weisburd and McEwen, 1997). Rich (1995)
maintained obstacles to the increased use of mapping software are directly related to hardware
and software costs, user expertise, data acquisition costs (e.g., the expense of moving data from
one system or organization to another system), and data quality (see Rich, 1995). Other
particular obstacles include: having to double enter data (i.e., first into the CAD system and then
into the mapping system; Rich, 1995); ability to develop systems in which there is access to “real
time” or timely crime information (Mazerolle et al., 1997, Weisburd and McEwen, 1997); failure
to identify the primary “end-users” of crime maps and generate crime maps needed by the “end-
users” (Mazerolle et al., 1997); and ability to show three dimensional spaces (e.g., mapping

crime data for multistory buildings and public housing buildings; Rich 1995). Mazerolle et al.
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(1997:133) contends that “such obstacles can result in less valuable data, as well as lead officers
to develop ﬁegative opinions of crime mapping systems and perceptions that the systems cannot
assist in problem-solving activities or operational decision-making.”

New York City Police Department’s CompStat Process

A review of the literature further reveals numerous examples of how computerized crime
mapping software have been and can be used by police departments, community organizations,
and multi-agency task forces to control and prevent crime (Canter, 1997, Greene, Rich and
Ward, 1999; Rich, 1995, 1996, 1999; LaBeau and Vincent, 1997, Mazerolle et al., 1997,
Weisburd and Green, 1995; Weisburd and McEwen, 1997). One particular model for using
computer-based crime mapping software that has been duplicated by numerous police
departments across the United States is the New York City Police Department’s (NYPD)
CompStat process. Developed in 1994, CompStat, a system of electronic computer mapping of
weekly crime statistics within precincts and larger police commands that allows police to track
crime incidents, was designed to increase the flow of information regarding criminal activity and
crime control and prevention strategies between police executives and commanders of
operational units, but also as a management tool to enforce accountability and evaluate
performance of police commanders (Harries, 1999).!

Harries (1999:79) outlines the four main crime reduction principles that embody the
CompStat process. One is the distribution of accurate and timely intelligence information that
describes how and where crimes are committed, as well as who are the criminals. A second
crime reduction principle is the need to design comprehensive, flexible, and adaptable tactics that
effectively respond directly to the shifting crime trends and information that is revealed through

the intelligence gathering process. A third principle is the need for rapid and effective
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deployment of police personnel and resources, as well as the need for patrol and specialized units
to work together in teams to effectively deploy enforcement plans. For instance, precinct
commanders are expected to show that they are cooperating with each other to address issues of
mutual concern, such as crime patterns that overlap precincts. The fourth and final crime
reduction principle is the need for follow-up and assessment to ensure that sought after outcomes
occur.

An important part of the CompStat process is the weekly CompStat reports that are
prepared by the CompStat unit. These weekly reports include precinct maps depicting crime and
arrest locations, crime hot spots, shooting incidents, and other relevant information that are then
the focal point of discussion at the weekly crime strategy meetings that are attended by
department executives and precinct and detective squad commanders (Rich 1999).? During the
three-hour weekly crime strategy meetings, precinct commanders and detective squad
commanders are held accountable for crime statistics in their jurisdictions by higher ranking
officials who question them and require them to report on the current crime trends and identify
steps they have or are taking to address crime trends. In the four-week CompStat' cycle,
monitoring the latest crime numbers assesses the effectiveness of every tactic and program;
successﬁxl tactics and program are often replicated in other precincts.® Failure to perform and
reduce crime could result in demotion. >This method of accountability, it is asserted, gives
precinct commanders a strong incentive to devise and implement effective and localized crime
fighting tactics to reduce crime (Silverman, 1999).*

Higher ranking officials also use the weekly crime strategy meetings as the forum to
propose solutions and offer assistance to local commanders, help coordinate efforts, and

encourage the sharing of information. Building on the department’s community policing
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program, a variety of interested parties including representatives from the District Attorney’s
office, probétion and parole officials, school officials, neighborhood groups, and local business
leaders are invited to the weekly crime strategy meetings to share information and help construct
comprehensive responses that will reduce crime in areas (Harries, 1999; Silverman, 1999).

Since the inception of CompStat in 1994, the CompStat style of mapping and
accountability has been credited as key components to the departments’ success in reducing
crime. As a result, over the last five years, both large- and mid-size police agencies that started
using GISs and computer-based crime mapping software to enhance their mission of crime
control and prevention have attempted to imitate the New York City Police Department’s
(NYPD) CompStat process (see Rich, 1999; Harries, 1999). This is largely because the NYPD
has aggressively promoted and marketed the use of map-based crime analysis systems to analyze
criminal activity and develop crime control and prevention strategies, but also as a management
tool to enforce accountability and evaluate performance of police commanders.’ In many police
departments, however, police executives have struggle to make the CompStat model fit with
their own managerial styles and organizational cultures (Swope, 1999). As a result, police
executives have implemented what Swope (1999) refers to as a “kinder, gender approach” and
eliminated the intensive interrogations and demotions of commanders/captains for failing to
show results. This, in part, is because in many mid-size police departments, police executives
recognized it is neither necessary, nor practical to interrogate and/or demote captains for failing
to show results.® Many departments have also struggled to make CompStat, which tends to focus
on hard numbers and placing the responsibility and authority in the hands of precinct

commanders/captains in an executive board room, fit with their community policing philosophies
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to empower street-level officers to work hand-in-hand with community groups to come up with
solutions to neighborhood crime problems (see Swope, 1999).
THE PURPOSE OF THE STUDY

In 1996, after Scottsdale police executives attended a Compstat Demonstration
Conference in New York City, they implemented their own version of Compstat in the
Scottsdale Police Department, called “Crime Trends.” Scottsdale’s Crime Trends Process,
although modeled after NYPDs Compstat, was redesigned to meet the information technology
capabilities and organizational culture of the Scottsdale Police Department. There are three
important components to the Crime Trends Process. First, crime analysts use computerized crime
mapping software to analyze crime data and generate crime maps and bulletins that can be used
by police personnel to identify “hot spots” and crime trends, as well as suppress and prevent
crime. Second, patrol managers, sergeants and line officers are expected to use the crime maps
and bulletins to identify “hot spots” and crime trends, and implement problem-solving and
enforcement strategies to suppress and prevent crime. Third, police executives are expected to
monitor monthly crime trends, inform proactive approaches to problem-solving and enforcement,
and held police managers accountable for practicing Crime Trends at monthly crime trends
management meetings.

One rationale for the creation of Crime Trends was that Scottsdale police executives
wanted to make sure the police department was up to date in their use of geographic information
systems (GIS), database technology, and crime mapping.’ Another rational for the creative of
Crime Trends was that police executives wanted line-level officers, supervisors, and mid-level
mangers to be more proactive about identifying crime trends and using problem-solving

techniques to address or respond to crime. They also wanted district captains to be held more
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accountable for reducing crime in their districts. Finally, they felt the regular distribution of
crime maps and statistics would help police officers identify crime trends and use problem-
solving techniques to address or respond to crime. Crime Trends has been envisioned as just one
more effort to advance community-oriented and problem solving activities in the department.
Despite police executives’ strong commitment to Crime Trends, within the organization,
commitment varies from one bureau to another, one beat to another, as well as between
command, supervisory, and line staff. A few beats and officers are actively involved in using the
crime maps and bulletins to identify crime trends and patterns and initiate problem solving
activities; while others insistently speak out against Crime Trends, avoid using the crime maps
and bulletins, and engage in few problem solving activities. Police executives point out that the
commitment to Crime Trends depends largely upon the district captains and patrol lieutenants.
Frustrated by the fact that Crime Trends was not practiced in the manner they had
envisioned, police executives requested that the present study be designed to evaluate the Crime
Trends Process. Thus, this study was designed to examine the three main components of the
Crime Trends Process: one, the crime maps and bulletins generated by the CAU that can be used
by police personnel; two, street-level officers and detectives use of crime maps and bulletins to
identify hot spots of criminal activity and crime trends and develop strategies to suppress and
prevent crime; and three, mid-level managers and police executives role in monitoring monthly
crime trends and informing proactive approaches to problem-solving and enforcement, as well as
being held accountable at monthly crime trends management meetings. This study extends
previous research on the use of computerized crime mapping systems by police departments and

adds to the limit research on police agencies efforts to duplicate or adopt the Compstat Process.
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METHODOLOGY

Primarily qualitative research methods, including observations and interviews, were used
to generate detailed empirical and attitudinal data about Crime Trends from police executives,
managers, and supervisors located in the Investigative Services and Uniformed Services Bureaus
of the Scotfsdale Police Department. This approach is consistent with a sociological traditional
that emphasizes the need to understand organizational life through firsthand contact with the
actors who constitute it (Ericson, 1982:33; also see Glaser and Strauss, 1967; Manning, 1977,
Rubenstein, 1972).
Study Site: Scottsdale Police Department

Size, Organization, Crime Levels and Trends. The Scottsdale Police Department serves a

city of 211,160 residents and encompasses an area of 185 square miles. There are 345 sworn
officers in the Scottsdale Police Department. The department is organized into four
organizational units: Uniformed Services Bureau (USB), Investigative Services Bureau (ISB),
Administrative Services Bureau (ASB), and the Professional Standards Division (PSD). Deputy
chiefs of police head the USB, ISB and PSD, and a civilian director heads the ASB.
Geographically, the department is organized into two patrol divisions, District I South and
District II North, each headed by a district captain. District I South covers 12 square miles and is
broken down into seven beat areas; and District II North covers 173 square miles and is broken
down into ten beat areas. District III is currently underdevelopment and will include beats 14
and 15, which are currently part of District II.

Scottsdale is considered one of the most affluent communities in the Phoenix
metropolitan area. In 1995, the median household income was $48,319, 28.6 percent higher than

the $37,583 median household income for Maricopa County. The city is also known as one of
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America’s leading resort communities, known for attracting tourists to its many golf
resorts/spas/hotels, shops, and businesses. In spite of its reputation as an affluent community,
Scottsdale is quite diverse and has the crime and disorder problems experienced by other
Phoenix metropolitan area 'communitie§. In 1999, the police department received more than
850,000 calls for service. The most frequent calls for service were burglary alarm calls (22.66%),
suspicious activity calls (9.68%), welfare check (6.96%), and burglary report (5.16%). There
were 8,588 Part I crimes in 1999. These included 2 homicides, 31 forcible rapes, 126 robberies,
and 233 aggravated assaults, 1,670 burglaries, 5,469 larcenies, and 1,057 motor vehicle thefts
(FBI UCR Report, 1999). Since the inception of Crime Trends in 1996, Part I index crimes have
decreased, with most of the decrease in the area of larceny theft and modest decreased in
burglary crimes.

Community Policing and Problem-Solving Policing. Since the early 1990s, the Scottsdale
Police Department has maintained an ongoing commitment to community policing. Similar to
other police agencies, the Scottsdale Police Department’s approach to COP is multi-faceted. For
one, every officer is expected to be committed to community policing philosophies and
initiatives. Patrol officers, in particular, are responsible for managing and addressing problems in
their beat area of responsibility. In an effort to encourage beat integrity and support community
policing, patrol officers are geographically assigned to one of the 17 beat areas for at least two
years. Patrol sergeants are also geographically assigned to one of the beat areas and are
responsible for supervising and coordinating the activities of the beat team of patrol officers.®
Beat teams are also required to work together on one or more beat projects, which generally

entail a strong emphasis on problem solving and interface with the community through meetings.
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Problem-oriented policing is embedded into the departments’ commitment to community
policing. Beat teams are expected to use the crime maps and bulletins distributed by the Crime
Analysis Unit to assist them in identifying hot spots and crime trends within their beat area of

responsibility and develop a response. Beat teams are also expected to create a beat folder in

- which patrol officers complete a form documenting each step of the S.A.R.A. Model and log

their problem-solving activities, including contacts made, action taken, information obtained,
time spent accomplishing the tasks, and assistance sought from other officers or civilians. The
beat folders were designed as a tool to help beat teams coordinate problem-solving efforts across
shifts and squads.

Another facet of the departments commitment to community policing and problem-
oriented policing is evidenced in the department’s commitment to crime prevention through
environmental design (CPTED), promotion of the crime-free muiti-housing program, and
production of newsletters and bulletins that promote crime prevention. The Community Affairs
Unit also offers se\)eral community-involved programs designed to address crime and fear of
crime issues. Included among these programs are citizen volunteers (who directly support police
services), citizen and teen police academies, self-awareness classes, and the neighborhood block
watch program.

Scottsdale Police Department’s Crime Analysis Unit. In the early 1990s, a planning
analyst for the Scottsdale Police Department created the Crime Analysis Unit (CAU). In the
beginning, the CAU was staffed by six volunteers who did not have access to a records
management system, computer aided dispatch (CAD) data, statistical software tools, or a
database manager. Without a records management system, volunteers were used to enter

burglary data from police reports into an ACCESS database from which monthly burglary
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bulletins were created and published. The monthly bulletins were nothing more than a list of all
the burglaries (e.g., date, time, location, and point of entry and method of entry) by beat
(Bentley, 2000).

In 1995, department administrators hired a full-time civilian crime analyst to head up the
CAU. This individual was responsible for working with the city’s GIS team to build an
infrastructure of technology and information necessary for geographic analysis of crime data,
provide information needed to improve the departments efforts to efficiently allocate resources to
proactively combat crime problems, and evaluate the effectiveness of crime prevention and
suppression strategies. A crime analysis users committee made up of the crime analyst and a
representative from patrol, investigations, communications, and special operations was formed.
The committee helped to formulate the CAU Action Plan and create formats for crime bulletins,
determine which crimes to map, and determine priorities for requests.

Today, the CAU is staffed by a unit supervisor, a crime analyst, and two support services
specialists, and two part time interns.
Sample and Interviews

Interviews. The two bureaus held responsible for practicing Crime Trends are the
Investigative Services Bureau (ISB) and the Uniformed Services Bureau (USB). The ISB is
divided into Crimes Against Persons, Crime Against Property, and Special Investigations. The
Crimes against Persons division includes the Violent Crimes Unit, the Gang/Youth Intervention
Unit, and the School Resource Unit. The Crimes Against Property division is decentralized
across Districts I and II. District I has a Property and Auto Theft Unit, and District II has a
Property and Fraud Unit. The Warrants Unit, which is also part of the Crimes Against Property

division, covers both Districts I and II.
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. The USB includes the Patrol Bureau, which is currently divided between Districts I and
II. Each district has three patrol shifts and seven squads of patrol officers, each of which is
overseen by a patrol sergeant. Each patrol sergeant is assigned a beat area of responsibility, as
are patrol officers across shifts and squads. The USB also embodies the Special Operations
Division (includes the Bike Unit, Park Unit, Canine Unit, and the HE.A.T. Unit), the Patrol
Support Section (includes the Special Operations Unit and the Mounted Unit), and the Traffic
Enforcement Division (includes the Traffic Unit and the Accident Investigation Unit).

Table 1: Police Demographics and Final Sample of Police Personnel

Total Sample
Bureau/Rank % (n) % (n)
Chief of Police 2.1% (1) 0.0% (0)
Assistant Chief of Police 2.1% (1) 3.2% (1)
Investigative Services
Deputy Chief 2.1% (1) 3.2% (1)
Captain 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0)
. Lieutenant 8.3% (4) 12.9% (4)
Sergeant 12.5% (6) 9.7% (3)
Uniformed Services
Deputy Chief 2.1% (1) 3.2% (1)
Captain 6.3% (3) 9.7% (3)
Lieutenant 18.8% (9) 16.2% (5)
Sergeant 45.8% (22) 41.9% (13)
Total 100.0% (48) 100.0% (31)

Interviews were conducted with 32 ranking officers from both the ISB and USB; this sample
represents 64.6 percent of the total population of 48 ranking officers (see Table 1). Data were
collected via a 23-item survey instrument developed to tap eleven different component areas (see
Appendix A), including:

o Assignment Information (e.g., rank, assignment, area of responsibility)
e Form in which crime maps and data comes to officers.
e Officers’ ability to understand and interpret crime maps and bulletins.

¢ Use of crime maps and data to identify beat/district crime problems.
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e Use of crime maps and data to develop problem-solving or enforcement strategies.

. Perceivéd value in using crime maps and data to monitor crime trends.

e Attitude toward beiﬂg held accountable for crime.

e Coworker attitudes toward Crime Trends.

e Process of communication among the ranks regarding crime problems.

e Rewards and ramifications for addressing crime problems.

¢ How Crime Trends should be practiced in the department.

Each item consisted of an open-ended question related to a particular aspect of one of the ten
component areas.

Fourteen of the interviews were conducted in a face-to-face setting with officers. The
other eighteen interviews were administered, at the request of officers and as a result of
scheduling difficulties, in the form a survey via e-mail. Generally, each interview conducted in a
face-to-face setting took 20 to 30 minutes. Interview responses were entered into Microsoft
Word and were subsequently analyzed for content and separately for each bureau and rank, to
see whether differences or similarities emerged in responses to the questions.’

Observations

To document the Crime Trends process, observations were made at the monthly crime
trends management meetings. Eight meetings were attended over the course of two years.
Observations were made of the interactions between and among police executives and mid-level
managers from each of the bureaus and units. Observations were used to document the manner in
which crime maps and data are used and presented by district captains, detectives, and executives
to discuss crime problems. Also documented was how district captains and detectives report on

the activities of supervisors and line officers under their chain of command, the various methods
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of problems-solving or policing that are used to address crime problems, and how, if so, police
responses were monitored, evaluated, and updated over time. Finally, observations were used to
document how police executives hold mid-level managers publicly accountable for crime.
Collection of Documentation

Crime maps and bulletins distributed by the CAU were collected from time-to-time
during the course of the study in an effort to document the manner in which crime data is
analyzed, mapped, and presented to police personnel.

FINDINGS

Analyzing and Mapping the Crime Data

The Geographic Information Systems (GIS) software used by the Crime Analysis Unit
(CAU) is Maplnfo.'® The CAU uses Maplnfo to prepare a variety of maps, reports and bulletins
that can help the police department more effectively and efficiently carry out its mission to
prevent and suppress crime. For the purpose of Crime Trends, on a monthly basis, the CAU
analyzes the previous months’ police reports and prepares 17 beat crime maps and bulletins that
are then distributed to all police personnel in the organization.'' Each crime map features the
geographic location of commercial and residential burglaries, burglaries from vehicles, attempted
auto thefts and auto thefts occurred. In addition to the crime maps, the CAU distributes four
different excel spreadsheets that provides more detailed information contained in the police
reports, including: beat, offense, specific/estimated date and time of occurrence, address and
location, vehicle make/year and type, vehicle plate, point of entry, method of entry, and property
taken. The assumption is that officers will sort through the information in the spreadsheets and
identify patterns or commonalties in crimes within their beat area of responsibility, as well as

across beats.
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The CAU also distributes a burglary bulletin that graphs the total number of burglaries,
attempted auto thefts, and auto thefts that occurred in each beat for the previous month and each
month of the past year. This bulletin also includes a table that reports the number of commercial
and residential burglaries, within each beat, that are forced entry and no force/unknown entry.

Finally, for each of the 17 beats, the CAU distributes a calls for service bulletin that
identifies the top five addresses for calls-for-service and the number of calls for service at each
of the addresses. If officers want more information, such as type of call for service occurring at
the address, they have to go back to the CAU and request more information.

Use of Crime Maps, Spreadsheets and Bulletins among Police Personnel

Interview data was analyzed to determine how police personnel use the crime maps and
bulletins to practice Crime Trends. ‘What emerged is variation among the ranks, as well as
between patrol and investigations, in regards to how officers use crime maps and bulletins and
their attitudes toward practicing Crime Trends. The data is presented in a manner that allows the
variations across ranks and bureaus to emerge.

Police Executives. Police executives, including the assistant chief of police and deputy

chiefs in charge of ISB and USB, typically use the crime maps, spreadsheets, and bulletins on a
monthly basis to facilitate the monthly crime trends management meetings. At the monthly
meetings, district captains are responsible for using the crime maps and spreadsheets to report on
the crime trends that have occurred in their district. They are also expected to report on the law
enforcement and problem-solving strategies that beat teams are plannihg on or have deployed to
respond to the hot spots or crime problems, and what impact, if any, such efforts have had on

reducing or eliminating the problem.
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Despite police executives’ recognition that the crime maps and bulletins are not always
useful or ea#y to interpret, they continue to use them to practice Crime Trends. This, in part, is
due to their lack of understanding of GISs, computer-based crime mapping software capabilities,
and appropriate methods of data analysis. On occasion, police executives have requested that the
CAU make changes to the crime maps, spreadsheets, and bulletins in an effort to make them
easier to interpret. These requests have typically come after police executives attended a police
conference, such as the International Association of Chiefs of Police, where they were exposed
to other police agency's methods of mapping crime. The requests made have typically been
integrated by the CAU and are part of the current method of mapping crime evaluated in this
study.

Investigators. Police detectives maintain they do not typically rely on the crime maps,

_spreadsheets and bulletins distributed by the CAU to track hot spots or trends in criminal

activity; instead, they rely on police reports and their own information on crimes, on-going
investigations, and modus operandi's to identify crime patterns within the city and solve crimes.
One detective explained, “I see the crime data as a nice tool, but not as reliable as some
detectives.” Some detectives contend that if the CAU could analyze modus operandi's, the data
would be more useful to them and they could more easily draw connections between crimes that
are occurring throughout the city.

Detectives were more likely to identify the shortcomings of the crime maps, spreadsheets
and bulletins, than they were to report using them. For instance, they maintain the crime maps,
spreadsheets and bulletins are based on “cold data,” data that is at least one n;nonth old at the time
of distribution; and as one detective explained, “We don’t place too much stock in cold data.”

Furthermore, the monthly crime trends management meetings occur one month after the data is
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distributed, which makes the data almost 60 days old by the time it is discussed. One detective
revealed, “ . . . [as a result,] the monthly crime trends meetings are a waste of time because they
are not timely.”

Another shortcoming is that the spreadsheets for burglaries, auto thefts, and attempted
auto thefts contain a lot of raw data that is difficult to sort through. Also, the charts and graphs
included in the bulletins are not useful because they cannot be used to analyze crime problems or
hot spots. Last, detectives contend that crimes against persons are neither mapped nor analyzed.
Detectives maintain it would be useful if the CAU would produce a crime map and bulletin on
crimes against persons; in particular, one that includes an analysis of the modus operandi’s, so
that detectives can begin to link these crimes.

In general, because detectives did not find the crime maps, spreadsheets and bulletins
useful in helping them link crimes, solve crimes, or predict where future crimes would occur,
they did not use them. They did assert, however, that if the CAU would provide more timely
crime data and identify and analyze the hot spots and patterns of modus operandi, the data would
be more useful to them.

Patrol. Unlike detectives, mid-level managers (i.e., district captains and lieutenants) and
sergeants assigned to Patrol Services are held accountable by police executives for reviewing the
crime maps, spreadsheets and bulletins on a monthly basis, identifying hot spots of criminal
activity, and developing appropriate police responses. Both mid-level managers and sergeants
maintain they dislike the Crime Trends process because they struggle to interpret the crime
maps, spreadsheets, and bulletins. Since mid-level managers do not want to be held responsible
for analyzing the crime maps and spreadsheets on a monthly basis, they push the responsibility

down and on to patrol sergeants. Thus, it has become the patrol sergeants’ responsibility to
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identify “hot spots” for property crimes and develop appropriate police responses. In fact, Crime
Trends has become just another means by which mid-level managers can hold sergeants
responsible for crime in their beat areas of responsibility and evaluate their job performance.

Concomitantly, according to mid-level managers, it is the patrol sergeants’ responsibility
to look at the crime maps, spreadsheets and bulletins every month and then hold a monthly beat
meeting with the beat officers to discuss the crime problems, decide which crime problems they
are going to focus on, and develop problem-solving or enforcement strategies to address the
crime problems. Sergeants are than expected to prepare a monthly report that documents what
crime problems beat officers are working on and what impact they are having. Sergeants pass
their monthly report onto the patrol lieutenant, and then the lieutenant passes the reports on to the
district captain.'? The district captains present the sergeants monthly reports to police executives
at the monthly crime trends management meetings.

The statistics are just regurgitated up the ranks. I don’t actually use the data because it is

not useful to me. It is just another detail that I am responsible for. (Mid-level manager,

USB)

In fact, several patrol managers and supervisors insisted that Crime Trends, as it’s currently
practiced, is little more than “a bureaucratic exercise of futility.”

Since, many of the Crime Trends responsibilities are placed on patrol sergeants, it was
not surprising that patrol sergeants were more likely to report using the crime maps and
spreadsheets, than were mid-level managers. Still, however, only half of the sergeants maintain
they actually use the crime maps and spreadsheets to identify crime problems and hot spots of
criminal activity in their beat areas, and to create the monthly reports that they pass on to the
lieutenants.

I look through the data on a monthly basis to see the top crimes and than 1 use this
information to prioritize the activities of my unit. I try to see what we can do to address
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the problem . . . maybe increased patrol, place unmarked cars in the area, or whatever.
(Sergeant, USB)

The other half of the patrol sergeants revealed that they rarely rely on the crime maps and
spreadsheets to identify crime problems because crime appears to be either random in frequency
and location or the number of crimes within their beat area are so small that it is hard to identify
a hot spot. Several sergeants assert that it is easier to rely on officers’ observations and citizen
complaints to identify beat crime problems, than it is to rely on crime maps and data, because
officers and citizens know what crime problems are occurring before the crime data even comes
out.

Patrol sergeants also maintain that it is frustrating to look at the crime maps and find that
hot spots of criminal activity do not appear to change from month-to-month, despite their
enforcement or problem solving activities.

For years, the department has worked to reduce the number of auto thefts and car

burglaries at the Scottsdale Fashion Square Mall; however, almost every month the auto

theft problem at the mall shows up on the crime maps and bulletins. Due to the sheer size
of the mall and the numbers of cars and people that frequent it on a daily basis, trying to
reduce the number of auto thefts and car burglaries is near impossible. We accept that the
problem will continue because officers are not able to come up with any new or

innovative ways to combat the auto thefts at the mall. (Sergeant, USB)

You can see a decrease in the pattern of residential burglaries for maybe a month after

you develop your response (e.g., placing flyers on open garages); however, it typically
goes right back up after a month. (Sergeant, USB)

Many mid-level managers and patrol sergeants have come to accept such reoccurring hot spots or
patterns of criminal activity to be out of their control, since they have not been able to develop
effective problem-solving or law enforcement strategies that reduce or eliminate the problem.
Patrol sergeants have developed strategies to satisfy police executives and ’mid-level
managers’ expectations that they will use the crime data to identify and address crime in their

beat area. One strategy has been to focus on eliminating or reducing calls-for-service at the top
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five “hot spot” addresses identified in the calls for service bulletin. For instance, sergeants have
found that if they focus on the calls-for-service bulletin, they can successfully reduce the number
of false alarm calls at specific locations in their beat area. Police executives take false alarm calls
seriously because it is estimated that 90 percent of the alarm calls the department responds to are
false alarms, and this translates into a significant drain on manpower and other resources. This
has become an easy way to practice Crime Trends and keep the mid-level managers “off their

backs.” As one sergeant explained,

I assign patrol officers to monitor certain addresses as dictated by the calls for service

bulletin. They make a monthly report to me, which I review and pass along up the chain

of command. (USB)

Despite sergeants’ success with using the calls-for-service bulletin, they expressed
frustration with the bulletin because it does not contain all of the necessary information needed
to immediately address the problem. They still have to contact the CAU and ask for more
information about the type of calls-for-service at a specific address; if it is an apartment or
commercial complex, determining which unit in the complex the calls are coming from is
difficult or near impossible. Sergeants complained, “[The] CAU should know what we need.”

Similar to detectives, patrol sergeants identified numerous shortcomings with the crime
maps, spreadsheets, and bulletins that impact their ability to use them in the manner police
executives had envisioned. One of the main problems with the data is that there is often a six-
week time delay between when the crime occurs, the crime maps and spreadsheets are
distributed, and sergeants read the maps and spreadsheets and hold a beat meeting to discuss the

crime problems. Sergeants contend the crime maps and spreadsheets would be more useful if

patrol officers received it on a more frequent basis.
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The cyclical nature of crime in an urban environment is such that the trend we might
observe changes before we can really work it. More prompt data will allow enforcement
strategies to succeed on a more frequent basis. (Sergeant, USB)

The trends occurred and could be or are typically gone by the time I see them. It would

be more useful or helpful to get the data on a daily basis or every 48 hours so that we can

see what areas are being hit. (Sergeant, USB)

Sergeants also complained that the CAU does not map and report data on crimes against
persons or identify the location of drug houses, which means that patrol is getting only one
dimension of the overall crime problem. As one police executive explained,

We know that crimes tend to occur around drug houses, and the detectives know where

those drug houses are. Patrol only knows that there are crime trends and calls for service

in these areas. The issue is that the narcotics unit keeps the location of known drug

houses a secret; because they don’t want to tell which houses they are working on. 1

never thought that was a problem before, but crimes such as burglaries and auto thefts are

related to the drug houses.
Under such circumstances, it is not surprising that some sergeants contend it is often easier to
rely on officers’ knowledge of the beat areas and citizen complaints about problems within the
beat areas, than it is to rely on the CAU data to identify hot spots of criminal activity.

Finally, both mid-level managers and sergeants complained that the spreadsheets and
bulletins contain too much raw data and not enough identification and descriptive analysis of the
hot spots. Crime analysts assert, however, it is the responsibility of patrol personnel to identify
the crime trends within their beat area and inform the CAU of what analysis they want done on
the data to help them understand the nature of the crime problem they have identified. While
patrol sergeants accept responsibility for their beat areas and the crimes that occur within the
beat, they argue it is not their responsibility to identify the hot spots, decipher the data, and tell
the crime analysts what analysis needs to be conducted on the data. In concurrence, one mid-

level manager stated, “we don’t need to look for each problem in each beat ourselves...CAU is

not doing the analysis and turning it into useful information for patrol.”
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Perceived Value in Using Crime Maps and Bulletins

Despite the numerous shortcoming of the crime maps, spreadsheets and bulletins, at least
half (n = 15) of the police personnel interviewed contend there is value in using crime maps to
monitor hot spots of criminal activity. Officers’ recognize the value of mapping criminal activity,
largely because they have seen it reveal trends in property crimes that would have otherwise
gone unnoticed. For instance, both detectives and patrol personnel maintain the crime maps and
spreadsheets provide an overview of the property crimes that are occurring in each of the beats.
As one detective explained,

Detectives do not always communicate with each other and certain crime types may go to
different detectives; therefore, a single detective may not have a complete picture of the
overall crime problem . . . In fact, there have been crime problems identified and
successfully addressed by using crime statistics. For example, commercial burglaries
involving the theft of computers have been perpetrated by a relatively small group of
thieves in Scottsdale. So when the statistics go up, we know they are active again and
usually have a good starting point in the investigation. (ISB)

Patrol sergeants also recognized value in the calls-for-service bulletins; they can easily
use them to instruct beat officers to find out why there are so many calls-for-service at one
address and to monitor, reduce, or eliminate the calls for service at that location. Over time, beat
sergeants and district captains realized it is easier to show a reduction or elimination in calls-for-
service at a specific address, than to identify hot spots or crime trends and develop effective
problem-solving strategies. As a result, patrol sergeants tended to shift their focus to the calls-
for-service bulletins versus the crime maps and spreadsheets.

The value in using crime maps and spreadsheets is limited by officers’ lack of
understanding of how to read, interpret, and use the information. Even among those officers that

have figured out how to read and interpret the crime maps and spreadsheets, they maintain it is

time consuming to identify the hot spots and figure out the commonalties between crimes within
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and across beats or at the district level. As one patrol sergeant explained, “Since the data is
limited to specific beat areas, a pattern that crosses arbitrary beat boundaries may not be
detected; therefore, there would be more value in receiving data on a district or citywide basis.”
Observations from the Monthly Crime Trends Management Meetings

The monthly crime trends management meetings would occur one month after the
distribution of the crime maps and bulletins, and at least two weeks after beat sergeants held their
beat meetings. The meetings provided police executives and mid-level managers from different
bureaus, units, and districts with ;1 forum to communicate and discuss offense-, location-, and
offender-specific crime problems, and the problem-solving and law enforcement strategies used
to address them. The information exchanged in these meetings tended to focus exclusively on
property crimes (i.e., auto thefis, thefts from vehicles, and residential and commercial
burglaries); on occasion, however, street robberies were discussed.

Observations of the monthly crime trends management meetings revealed that district
captains usually took the first one to two hours of the three hour meeting to report on the various
offense- and location-specific crime problems, the hot spots for call-for-service, and the
enforcement and problem-solving strategies that each of the 17 beat sergeants and beat officers
are utilizing to reduce or eliminate the problems. Police executives maintain that district captains
are supposed to report on only the top four crime problems in their district area, but recognize
that because the crime maps and spreadsheets are presented at the beat level only the tendency is
to look at and report on crime problems at the beat level.

Detectives rarely led the discussion on crime problems and were required to regularly
report the status of their criminal investigations; instead, they took a more passive role of sharing

intelligence-related information related to crime problems district captains reported on.
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Normally, detectives would spend ten to fifieen minutes providing intelligence-related
information (e.g., possible suspects, modus operandi, or vehicle descriptions) related mainly to
property crimes, and occasionally robberies. Covert investigative activities, such as investigation
of known drug houses, were never discussed or revealed in the crime trends management
meetings.

On occasion, community policing specialists would offer information -on community
policing efforts occurring in the area(s) experiencing crime problems. It was apparent that district
captains, detectives, and police executives were often unaware of the community policing
activities occurring across the city. From time-to-time, the sergeant in charge of the High
Enforcement Action Team (H.E.A.T.), a proactive problem-solving enforcement team, would
also provide a brief report on the activities of H.E.A.T. officers. Despite the proactive problem-
solving function of the HEE.A.T. Unit, it was not evident from the observations at the monthly
crime trends management meetings that HE A.T. officers were proactively involved in reading
and interpreting crime maps and spreadsheet data and developing enforcement and problem-
solving strategies to address the problems. More often than not, it seemed the HE.A T. Unit was
functioning in a reactive mode, waiting for patrol sergeants to identify the hot spots and crime
trends and contact the H.EE.A.T. Unit when they need help or manpower.

Near the end of the study period, blockwatch advisory council members were invited to
attend the monthly crime trends management meetings. Typically, only one or two of the ten
council members would attend the meetings, yet they would remain silent. The council members
maintain they attended the meetings in an effort to make police personnel aware of the

blockwatch program and their activities, as well as to close the gap between police and citizens.

28

This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report has
not been published by the Department. Opinions or points of view expressed are those of the
author(s) and do not necessarily reflect the official position or policies of the U.S. Department of

Justice.



Finally, although crime analysts from the CAU attended the monthly crime trends
managemeni meetings, they did not take an active role in presenting, interpreting, or discussing
the crime maps or data. More importantly, crime analysts did not identify clusters or hot spots of
criminal activity and did analyze hot spots or try to analyze links between crimes to support
police personnel in the Crime Trends process.

As stated above, the crime data discussed at the monthly crime trends management
meetings were typically two months old, yet police executives would react and respond to the
data as though it were timely. For instance, police executives would direct district captains to
focus attention on particular location- and offense-specific crime problems that appeared in the
crime maps and spreadsheets, and would provide possible problem-solving strategies that should
be used to address the crime problems. They also let district captains know that they wanted to
see a decrease in the number of crimes (e.g., auto theft, residential burglaries, etc.) from month-
to-month. District captains found this demand unrealistic, in light of the fact that the data they
are reacting to is two months old and it would be impossible to link a problem-solving or
enforcement strategy to a decrease in crime from month-to-month. Despite this limitations, the
value of the monthly crime trends meeting is the interaction among police executives and mid-
level managers from different bureaus, units and districts, regarding order maintenance and
crime problems, as well as crime control and prevention efforts.

Officers’ Perceptions of Being Held Accountable for Crime

Police executives originally envisioned that Crime Trends would allow them to hold
district captains accountable for crime in their district areas of responsibility, and the monthly
crime trends management meetings was to be the forum where they would hold district captains

publicly accountable for discussing crime problems and enforcement and problem-solving
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strategies. Police executives also envisioned Crime Trends would require patrol lieutenants and
sergeants to use the crime maps and data to identify hot spots of criminal activity and crime
trends in their beat area(s) of responsibility, and work with beat officers to develop and
implement enforcement and problem-solving strategies designed to control and prevent crime.
Mid-level managers in the Patrol Bureau, however, virtually agreed that they are not held
accountable for crime problems or problem-solving activities in their district and/or beat areas of
responsibility. They insisted their jobs are not even threatened or in jeopardy if they do not
practice Crime Trends or fail to address crime problems.
At this level, I am not held accountable for crime in the district and my job is not in
jeopardy. I hold my managers responsible. I ask my [mid-level managers], ‘what are you
doing about it?’ . . . The lieutenant passes it down to the sergeant . . . Crime trends are
suppose to foster groups working together, they are not supposed to be telling the
sergeant to solve it. (USB)
I should not be held responsible for the rise or fall in the crime rate . . . There are many
factors that affect the crime rate, many of which I have absolutely no control over. It
would not be appropriate in this organization, or legally defensible, to have managers live
in fear of a rise or fall in the crime rate. That may work in a different culture, like New
York City, but would be very ineffective here. (Mid-level manager, USB)
Mid-level managers contend it is their responsibility to make sure that patrol sergeants are
managing and addressing crime problems in the beats. For instance, one mid-level manager

explained, “I will not be reassigned or disciplined as a result of increasing crime in my district.

My responsibility is to ensure my sergeants have plans in place to address crime trends. If crime

~ trends continue regardless of our efforts I will not suffer the consequences.”

Patrol sergeants were well aware that Crime Trends responsibilities were placed on them,
however, they insisted they are not held accountable for crime in their beat areas or are they

disciplined if they fail to reduce crime. In fact, 40 percent (n=5) of the sergeants contend it is
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unreasonable to hold sergeants responsible for crime because there are many crimes that cannot

be eliminated.

I’ll accept responsibility if I make no effort to address a clear-cut crime trend, however, if

we make a legitimate effort, we should not be held responsible. The victim is often more

responsible than anyone . . . Leaving your garage door open so a suspect can steal your

golf clubs is whose fault? Leaving your laptop computer on the passenger seat of your car

in plain view with your windows down is whose fault? (Sergeant, USB)
Patrol sergeants did acknowledged that they are held accountable for holding beat meetings,
getting information on problems out to the patrol officers, and addressing crime problems that
arise in their beat area of responsibility.. As one sergeant said, “The beat officers and I are jointly
responsible for trying to come up with viable methods to reduce crime, but we are not blamed for
direct numbers as related to crime increases.” When asked, “What happens if you fail to address
a crime problem?” Patrol sergeants explained they simply have to provide the lieutenant with an
explanation as to why they failed to address a crime problem, and the lieutenant will pass that on
to the district captain.

Since the inception of Crime Trends, police executives have held mid-level managers and
supervisors within the Patrol Bureau accountable for practicing Crime Trends; little attention has
been given to defining the role of police detectives in the Crime Trends process. Thus, it was not
surprising when detectives were asked, “Too what degree are you held accountable for crime?”
that mid-level managers in ISB reported they are not held accountable for crime. They did
acknowledge, however, that when it comes to Crime Trends, they are responsible for attending
the crime trends management meetings and being prepared to answer any questions related to
criminal investigations that are under their command.

Sergeants in ISB declared they are held accountable for ensuring that criminal cases and

crime problems are investigated in a professional and proficient manner for the purpose of
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prosecuting offenders. When it comes to Crime Trends, sergeants in ISB maintain they are
simply responsible for communicating any patterns or trends they identify or are investigating to
their lieutenant, than the lieutenant will pass that information on to the Deputy Chief of ISB for
the monthly crime trends management meetings. Sergeants recognize that if they fail to do their
job they may receive a poor performance rating and may be required to go through retraining or
be removed from the ISB.
Rewards and Ramifications for Addressing/Not Addressing Crime Trends

In general, police personnel maintain there are few, if any, formal rewards for practicing
Crime Trends, because addressing crime problems is part of the job. Officers maintain they are
more likely to receive intangible rewards for practicing Crime Trends. Intangible rewards
include: personal satisfaction and pats on the back for a job well done, citizens may call in or
write in with positive comments when they receive individualized attention, and officers who do
a good job at Crime Trends and problem-oriented policing are often promoted at an accelerated
rate. The only formal award given to police personnel! for addressing crime trends in a creative or.
innovative manner is the Superior Performance Award (SPA). SPAs are typically handed out
when a patrol sergeant writes up his or her squad of officers for reducing a crime trend with any
innovative problem-solving approach. Officers can receive between $150 and $250 or up to three
percent of their annual salary during one year in awards. Patrol managers contend the monetary
rewards or time off incentives for practicing Crime Trends should be used more often.

Although few differences emerged between detectives and patrol personnel in regards to
rewards for Crime Trends, differences did emerge in an analysis of the ramifications. Interviews
revealed that when Crime Trends was first implemented in 1996, district captains were

reprimanded by police executives if they went to the crime trends management meetings
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unprepared or if the crime problems and hot spots they identified or reported on were wrong. By
the time this study was conducted, police executives had quit this practice. As one police
executive explained, “One miss I don’t kill them, two or more misses and there are ramifications
in performance evaluations. They are not allowed to not play, that is the expectation of the job.”

Patrol lieutenants revealed they are not held accountable for practicing Crime Trends, as
are district captains and sergeants; therefore, they face few ramifications for refusing or failing to
practice Crime Trends. Lieutenants disclosed the worst that may happen is that they receive a
verbal or written reprimand from the district captain for failing to practice Crime Trends.

Patrol sergeants also contend they are not held accountable for crime, yet they are held
accountable for coordinating crime control and problem-solving strategies to address crime

problems.

As a beat coordinator I'm responsible for making a plan and contacting other police

bureaus if necessary. If I don’t do my job I won’t be a sergeant much longer. The results,

however, are not as important as the effort. (Sergeant, USB)

I am accountable to my chain of command for addressing these crime problems, and I

hold the officers assigned to my beat team accountable for responding to crime problems

and reporting on their actions. (Sergeant, USB)
Patrol sergeants were more likely than mid-level managers to report that failure to practice Crime
Trends could result in poor performance ratings, supervisory counseling, or more education on
how to deal with crime problems. In contrast, one-third (n = 4) of the patrol sergeants reported
they do not face any ramifications for failing to practice Crime Trends. When asked, “What kind
of ramification do you fact if you fail to practice Crime Trends in your beat?”, one sergeant
explained,

I guess the captain would tell the lieutenant to tell you again. And if you still didn’t do it,

they would tell you again. Some of your peers would make a joke about it and everyone
would have a good laugh, then they would tell you again to do it. (USB)
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Similar to patrol personnel, detectives revealed they face few ramifications for failing to
practice Crime Trends. The only ramifications mid-level managers in ISB reported they face is
embarrassment in the monthly crime trends management meetings and possibly a poor
performance evaluation.

CONCLUSIONS AND POLICY IMPLICATIONS

The present study examined the Scottsdale Police Departments’ attempt to implement
“Crime Trends,” their own version of the New York City Police Department’s Compstat process.
Since the inception of Crime Trends in 1996, Scottsdale’s police executives have struggled to get
police personnel to practice it in the manner they had envisioned. Officers, in particular patrol
personnel and detectives, have resisted engaging in the Crime Trends process; in particular,
using the crime maps, spreadsheets and bulletins to identify offense-, location-, and offender-
specific crimes and develop enforcement and problem-solving strategies to control and prevent
crime. Both detectives and patrol personnel avoid using the crime maps and spreadsheets largely
because of the numerous shortcomings with them, but also because they were not trained on how
to interpret or use the crime maps and data prior to their dissemination. Then, by the time
officers were trained (i.e., at least a year and a half after the implementation of Crime Trends),
they had already had negative opinions of the crime maps and the Crime Trends process.

To further avoid practicing Crime Trends, mid-level managers in the patrol bureau have
pushed the responsibilities of using crime maps and crime data to identify crime problems and
developing enforcement and problem-solving strategies to control and prevent crime down and
onto patrol sergeants. Patrol sergeants are aware that Crime Trends responsibilities are placed on
them and they acknowledge that they are held accountable for holding beat meetings, getting

information on crime problems out to the patrol officers, and addressing crime problems that
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arise in their beat area of responsibility. At the same time, half of the patrol sergeants
interviewed revealed they rarely use the crime maps and spreadsheets to carrying out their
responsibilities. One reason officers have been able to informally shape how Crime Trends is
practiced in the department is because Crime Trends was implemented with no formal
guidelines, policies or procedures that outline issues of responsibility, practice or process (e.g.,
the dissemination and use of crime maps and data, the flow of information regarding crime
problems and problem-solving activitiés, and accountability). Still today, four years after the
implementation of Crime Trends, there are no formal guidelines, policies or procedures and
Crime Trends is practiced inconsistently from district-to-district, bureau-to-bureau, and across
units/squads.

Another important point is that because police executives have assigned Crime Trends
responsibilities mainly to the patrol bureau, little attention has been given to defining the role of
specialized units in the Crime Trends process. Thus, specialized units such as detective units, the
community relations unit, and the H.EE.A.T. unit have managed to avoid being held accountable
for practicing Crime Trends.

Despite officers’ resistance to Crime Trends, they do recognize that has value. In
particular, it has generated increased interaction among police executives, mid-level managers,
and supervisors from different bureaus, units, and districts regarding issues of crime and crime
control and prevention. For instance, the monthly crime trends management meetings have
provided police executives and mid-level managers with the forum to interact, exchange
information, and develop plans to coordinate activities across bureaus and units.

A final reason that police officers resist Crime Trends is because police executives

implemented it with little to no input from mid-level managers and supervisors. In fact,
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numerous mid-level managers and supervisors criticized police executives for “trying to
implement a New York City program in the Scottsdale Police Department.” Likewise, one police
executive acknowledged, “The problém is we didn’t sell it right to the line officers . . . I thought
it would be good for the organization and we talked it up as a New York City program.”
Implications of the Study

This research has specific implications for redesigning the Crime Trends and developing
new practices, training, and policy regarding crime analysis and mapping, the dissemination and
use of crime maps and data, the flow of information regarding crime problems and policing
strategies, and issues responsibility and accountability.

Crime Analysis, Mapping, Distribution. One of the most important components of the
Crime Trends process is crime analysis, mapping, and distribution. The computerized crime
maps, spreadsheets, and bulletins distributed by the CAU do provide police personnel with a
means to examine the locations of crimes; however, the mapping of crime data at the beat level
made it very difficult to identify clusters of criminal activity and the presentation of crime data in
spreadsheets made the information hard to digest, understand, and use. In addition, the crime
bulletins contain tables and graphs that are of little use to street-level officers and cannot be used
to enhance either tactical or strategic police interventions. Finally, the distribution of crime maps
and spreadsheets on a monthly basis was not timely enough for street-level officers to use a
tactical or strategic tool. These findings have important implications for future efforts to analyze
and map crime and the distribution of crime maps and bulletins.

The most important outcome of this evaluation research is that police executives and
crime analysts have used the findings to redesign how crime data is analyzed and mapped, what

information that is contained in the bulletins, and the timeline for distribution. These changes are
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being made with the primary “end-users,” patrol supervisors and beat officers, in mind. For
instance, crime analysts have started using CrimeStat (a software program that builds crime
clusters by analyzing geographic locations linked by distance) to analyze and map crime data at
the district level versus the beat level. They have also begun to identify and analyze crime
clusters or hot spots of criminal activity for patrol personnel. In addition, crime analysts have
added car jacking, criminal trespass, incident exposure, public sexual indecency, sexual abuse,
sexual assault, and robberies to the list of crimes being mapped; in the future, drug houses may
also be mapped. The end product is three crime maps, one for each district (including District III
that is scheduled to open by January 2001) with cluster of criminal activity clearly marked as
“hot spots.”’® Also distributed are “hot spot analysis” bulletins, one for each hot spot, that
includes information such as time of day and day of week that incidents are occurring, type of
crimes, location type (e.g., condo/house, apartment complex, bar, commercial building,
restaurant), and more specific information from each of the DRs in the hot spot (e.g., DR#,
address, crime, method of entry, point of entry, property taken, make of vehicle). The advantage
of the new crime maps and “hot spot analysis” bulletins are that they clearly reveal “hot spots,”
including those that cross beat boundaries, and they are easy to interpret and use to determine
where and when to deploy patrol resources and engage in problem-solving.

Another important decision has been to distribute the crime maps and bulletins on a
weekly basis, in an effort to keep data timely and make it a tactical tool that can be easily used
by street-level officers. Beginning in June 2000, the CAU began to disseminate weekly crime
maps and “hot spot analysis” bulletins. An examination of one months worth of crime maps and
bulletins revealed that on the date of distribution the data is already one to two weeks old.'* This

means that police personnel are still receiving and reacting to “cold data.” This finding suggests
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. that the CAU struggles to maintain timely transfer of data because they are not electronically
transmitting mappable data from the CAD system to the mapping system, but instead are hand
entering data from police reports into the mapping system. This is a significant drawback for the
operatibnal dimension of the Crime Trends process. To overcome this shortcoming, crime
analysts need to develop a method of electronically transmitting mappable data from police
reports or the CAD system to the mapping system and/or they need more resources to hire .
several part-time crime analysis assistants and student interns to help with data input.

In addition to the weekly dissemination of crime data, at the end of each month the CAU
now distributes three crime maps, one for each district, that reflect four weeks worth of crime
data. Clusters of crime activity marked as “problem-solving spots,” geographic locations that
have shown to be “hot spots” repeatedly over the past month, are identified and analyzed by the

. CAU. Essentially, patrol personnel are expected to use the monthly crime maps and “problem-
solving analysis” bulletins to identify locations that require more long-term proactive tactical
responses, problem-solving efforts (e.g., concentrated patrol, surveillance, added resources from
the HE.A.T. Unit), and/or community policing activities.

Crime analysts have also developed their capacity to analyze crime data for the purpose
of identifying crime-suspect . correlations. Using the Automated Tactical Analysis of Crime
(ATAC) software package, crime analysts are regularly analyzing crime data for the purpose of
identifying person-specific series of crime incidents or crime-suspect correlations. When a series
of crime incidents is linked to an individual or group of individuals, the CAU distributes a
“crime suspect” bulletin that provides information such as modus operandi, suspect description,

and vehicle description.
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Despite the advances the CAU has made to develop their capacity to analyze and map
crime, they still tend to rely on the most basic crime analysis application, referred to as forward
mapping (i.e., mapping the location of crimes and shading areas that reflect the presence of a hot
spot; see Canter, 1997). Forward crime mapping has been useful for identifying hot spots of
criminal activity and determining where and when to deploy patrol resources and engage in
problem-solving activities to address a particular crime problem. If data were mapped on a more
timely basis, forward mapping could be used to determine the effects that a particular
intervention had on the number and location of crimes observed over time (see Canter, 1997).
Nonetheless, the CAU needs to move beyond simply identifying hot spots and where police
resources should be focused to providing police with 'a better understanding of the relationship
between crime and geography. For instance, the CAU needs to develop their ability to measure
spatial proximity and examine the relationship between crime and geographic features such as
bars, liquor stores, schools, parks, transit stations, arterial roads, and drug houses (see Canter,
1997; Rich, 1999). Spatial proximity statistics can also be used in conjunction with temporal
dimensions to quantify the extent to which spatial distributions between crime and geographic
features change over time as a result of interventions, season, and time of day (Rich, 1999).
Finally, crime analysts need to develop their capacity to identify crime patterns and determine
whether these patterns are randomly distributed or if there are common attributes that exist
among a group of crimes that would enable them to show they are connected (see Canter, 1997,
Eck, 1997). In other words, the CAU needs to continue to develop their analytical and mapping
capacities to aid the police department to be more efficient in carrying out its mission of

controlling and preventing crime.
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Finally, crime analysts need to play a more active role in the monthly crime trends
management -meetings and the newly created monthly uniformed services management meetings.
For instance, crime analysts should project a visual image of the weekly and monthly crime maps
and bulletins at the meetings and be prepared to answer questions and offer additional
information regarding each of the hot spots, the problem-solving spots, and crime-suspect
correlations.

Decentralizing the Crime Analysis Unit. The Scottsdale Police Department is currently
divided into two command areas: District I South and District II North. By the year 2001,
District III North will open and there will be three command areas. Currently, the CAU and
crime analysts are centralized in the Administrative Services Bureau (ASB) in District II. One of
the two crime analysts assigned to CAU is responsible for conducting strategic and tactical
analysis of crime data and generating crime maps and bulletins, as well as attending beat
meetings from time-to-time to interact with patrol officers and sergeants.

The second issue raised by this research is that police executives should consider
assigning a crime analyst to each of the three command areas. This would require hiring
additional full- and/or part-time analysis assistants. Prior research has revealed that the physical
location of crime analysts within each of the patrol districts has important implications for the
demand, flow, and use of crime analysis information (Greene et al., 1999). For instance, locating
crime analysts next to the patrol assembly area would generate considerable interaction between
crime analysts and patrol officers and their sergeants, as well as requests for information from
patrol managers.

Crime Trends: Practice and Process. The third implication for policy stems from the

finding that Crime Trends was implemented with no formal guidelines, policies or procedures
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regarding issues of practice, process, responsibility and accountability. As a result, overtime,
practices and process were informally defined and shaped mainly by patrol managers and
supervisors, as well as detectives who resisted the use of crime maps and bulletins and being
held responsible for crime problems and practicing problem-oriented policing. For instance,
district captains and patrol lieutenants pushed Crime Trends responsibilities down and onto
patrol sergeants in an effort to avoid having to read and interpret the crime maps and
spreadsheets and get involved in the problem-solving process. As a result, patrol sergeants are
responsible and held accountable for holding monthly beat meetings, getting information on
crime problems out to patrol officers, and addressing crime problems that arise in their beat areas
of responsibility. At least half of the patrol sergeants, however, managed to perform these
functions without using the crime maps and bulletins. On the other hand, detectives, community
relations officers, and the HEAT Unit have managed to remain largely detached from the
practices related to Crime Trends. These findings were interpreted to mean that police executives
need to develop formal policies and procedures that clearly outline issues of practice, process,
responsibility and accountability.

Recent changes to the manner in which crime data is analyzed, mapped and distributed
provides police executives with the opportunity to redesign the Crime Trends process and clearly
define issues of responsibility, practice, accountability, and process. It is important that police
executives include mid-level managers and supervisors from different bureaus, units, and
districts in the planning process, in an effort to encourage their investment in Crime Trends (see
Geller and Swanger, 1995). Moreover, if efforts to redesign the Crime Trends process are to be

successful, numerous core questions need to answered and addressed. These include:
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How are district captains, patrol lieutenants, patrol sergeants, and patrol officers expected to
use the Weekly crime maps and bulletins? How are they expected to use the monthly crime
maps and bulletins?

What is the role of district captains, patrol lieutenants, and patrol sergeants in coordinating
and managing police resources and problem-solving activities to address the weekly “hot
spots?”’ And monthly “problem-solving spots?”

How will patrol sergeants and beat officers coordinate and communicate patrol and problem-
solving efforts for weekly “hot spots” and monthly “problem-solving spots” that cross beat
boundaries?”

Will beat teams continue to exist or should they be eliminated?

Will beat teams continue to hold monthly beat meetings? Or should beat meetings be held
more often or eliminated altogether? What data (i.e., the weekly data, the monthly data, or all
of it) should be discussed at the meetings?

What is the role of the beat teams in monitoring crime maps and bulletins and proactively
coordinating police resources and problem-solving activities to address crime problems?

What is the role of the HE.A.T. Unit in monitoring crime maps and bulletins and proactively
coordinating problem-solving activities to address crime problems?

What is the role of the Community Relations officers in monitoring crime maps and bulletins
and proactively coordinating community policing activities to address crime problems?

What is the role of detectives in the Crime Trends process?

What is the purpose of the monthly crime trends management meetings? Should there be an

agenda for the monthly crime trends management meetings?
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e What data (i.e., the weekly data, the monthly data, or all of it) should be discussed at the
monthly crime trends management meetings? What is the role of the crime analysts at the
beat meetings? At the management meetings?

e How will police executives and managers assure that mid-level managers and supervisors are
held accountable for practicing Crime Trends? Should performance evaluations for each
ranking position be changed to reflect their responsibilities for practicing Crime Trends?

e How is Crime Trends expected to affect the quality and output of police work? How will
these changes be measured? How will the successes and failures of interventions be
measured and assessed?

o What is the role of the community and blockwatch groups in Crime Trends?

e How will the Crime Trends process continue to be assessed and reframed as technology
changes and the police agency’s needs and capacity to use technology increase over time?

Answers to these questions and others should be made part of the formal policies and procedures

for Crime Trends.

Most important is to develop a prodess that will be accepted and practiced by the majority
of police personnel and that will help the police department be more efficient in fulfilling its
mission of suppressing and preventing crime.

Training for Technology Applications: Changing the Culture of Resistance. A fourth

issue raised by this research is the need to explore alternative methods of training police
personnel to change the organizational culture of resistance to Crime Trends. Police executives
and training specialists need to explore both formal training and semi-formal train-the-trainer
approaches for iraining police personnel in technology use and applications (Greene et al., 1999).

For instance, one approach is to recruit interested officers to volunteer to be trained in how to
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interpret crime maps and bulletins, how to ask questions and. get additional information or data
from the CAU regarding crime problems, how to use the crime maps and bulletins to shape
tactical and problem-oriented policing efforts, and how to and monitor, measure, and document
the impact of policing efforts on the crime problem.

Another approach is to integrate technology use and applications training into both the
four-week post academy training curriculum and the field training process (see Greene et al.,
1999; Haarr, 2000). The field training phase, in particular, represents the first real opportunity for
new recruits to do real police work, and it represents an important training opportunity for
reinforcing and further developing officers’ skills at interpreting and using crime maps and
bulletins and engaging in both tactical and problem-oriented policing efforts to address offense-,
location- and offender-specific series of crime incidents. At this time, the department has no
formal or systematic approach to incorporate technology use and applications training or
problem-oriented training into the post academy training curriculum or the field training process.
Certainly, both the post academy training and the field training phases are extremely busy skills
building periods; however, it makes sense to expand or restructure both of these so that there is
ample time to train recruits in traditional policing skills, as well as technology use and
applications, problem-solving techniques, and the Crime Trends process (see Haarr, 2000).

The added dimension of including such training to the field training process is that Field
Training Officers (FTOs) would need to receive formal train-the-trainer training in how to
interpret crime maps and bulletins, how to ask questions and get additional information or data
from crime analysts regarding crime problems, how to use the crime maps and bulletins to shape
tactical and problem-oriented policing efforts, and how to monitor, measure, and document the

impact of the policing efforts on the crime problem.
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. Involvement of Community Organizations. The final issue raised by this research is the
need to emphasize community involve.mem in “work groups” with the police department. These
work groups should be able to help police analyze and interpret crime maps and data, as well as
develop and implement eﬁ'e’c?tive and long-lasting solutions to crime problems (see Taxman and
McEwen, 1997). This policy implication is based upon the finding (Rich, 1995, 1999; Taxman
and McEwen, 1997, Weisburd and McEwen, 1997) that people who live and work in a
community have unique insight and knowledge through their own experiences in the
neighborhood. and should be able to help police understand clustering of ppints on a map. In
addition, citizen groups, such as blockwatch groups, should be able to augment police crime data
with data on street-specific problems. Therefore, bringing crime maps to those who are closest to
the crime problems and problem-solving efforts should enhance police efforts to identify,

. understand and respond to crime problems (see Weisburd and McEwen, 1997).

QEUIRRTY L SR T
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Endnotes

! The CompStat system is an intelligence-based approach to target police efforts.
2 The maps are displayed during crime strategy meetings on the large overhead computer screens
of the command and control center.
3 Crime statistics have become the NYPDs bottom line and the best indicator of how the police
are doing, precinct-by-precinct and citywide.
4 Commanders are provided the discretion and resources necessary to properly manage their
commands.
S NYPD CompStat consuitants have promoted and marketed the CompStat process through the
NYPD annual conference on CompStat, the annual meetings of the International Association of
Chiefs of Police, and by consulting one-on-one with police departments across the United States
(Swope, 1999).
® In large police departments it is harder for police executives to keep tabs on middle
management, than it is in mid-size and smaller departments.
7 Police executives hired a crime analyst with the expectation that the crime analysts know what
they are doing and without fully knowing the capabilities of a CAU. It became the responsibility
of the analyst to guide the department, rather than for the department to guide the analyst.
® Beat officers vary by shift and squad/days off.
® Field notes were first coded by theme, rank, and bureau and then analyzed to see whether
general patterns or unique differences emerged.

® GIS applications are limited to the use of crime and calls-for-service (CFS) data.

1 Crime maps were developed using MaplInfo.

12 patrol lieutenants have become littie more than the middle person or the paper pusher in the
Crime Trends process.

'3 In keeping with the departments philosophy of that crime patterns or series can be three or
more crimes in a geographic location or committed by the same person, crime clusters or “hot
spots” on the weekly maps are created when three or more crimes occur in a geographic location,
linked by distance.

14 Crime maps and bulletins distributed on June 21, 2000 were for crime data from June 7
through June 13, 2000.
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Appendix A: Officer Interviews

Assignment Information
Rank:

Assignment:

In Charge of:

Use of crime trend data to do one’s job
1. Do you use crime trend data to do your job? In what way?

2. Do you feel that you have enough information on crime trends for your area of assignment?

Form in which crime maps and data comes to officers
3. What are the current sources of crime trend data for your beat?

4. What kind of information do you get (e.g., location of crime incidents, time of day, day of
week, month, etc)?

5 What form does this information take (e.g., memos/bulletins, data tables, graphs/charts,
pinmaps, etc)

6. Who is responsible for providing you with this information? How often do you get this
information?

Frequency by which officers request crime data from CAU
7. In the past month, how often have you requested crime trend data from CAU?

8. Is your request for data processed in a timely manner? How long does it take you to get the
data from your request?

Ability to understand and interpret crime maps, spreadsheets and bulletins
9. Do you find the crime data that you receive easy to understand or interpret? Is the data

useful?
10. In what form would you like to see the crime data come to you?

Use of crime maps and data to identify beat/district crime problems

11. Too what degree do you use the crime trend data to identify beat/district crime problems?
Can you explain?

Use of crime maps and data to develop problem-solving or enforcement strategies
12. Too what degree do you use crime trend data to develop problem-solving or enforcement

strategies in your beat or district?
13. To what degree does the crime trend data impact the policing that occurs in your beat or
district? '

Perceived value in using crime maps and data to monitor crime problems
14. Do you see value in using crime data to monitor crime trends in your beat or district?

15. Have you seen positive or negative effects from using crime data to monitor crime trends in
your beat or district? Can you explain?
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Attitude toward being held accountable for crime

16. Too what degree are you, as an officer/supervisor/executive, held accountable for the crime
in your beat or district? Can you explain?

17. How do you feel about being held responsible for crime in your beat or district?

18. How do your coworkers feel about using crime trend data?

19. How do your coworkers feel about being held responsible for crime in their beat or district?

Process of communication among the ranks regarding crime problems and enforcement efforts
20. What is the process of communication among the ranks regarding crime trends and

enforcement efforts?
21. Does the information flow smoothly among the ranks?
22. Do you face any obstacles in your efforts to communicate information related to crime

patterns among the ranks?

Rewards and ramifications for addressing or failing to address to crime

23. What kind of rewards do you receive for addressing crime trends in your beat or district?
24. (If they do not receive any rewards)... What kind of rewards do you think should be handed

out?
25. What kind of ramification do you face if you fail to address crime trends in your beat or

district?

How Crime Trends should be practiced in the police department

How do you think crime trends should be practiced in the Scottsdale Police Department?
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