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Major 1'. Iv1.?ran, Project Director 
E>..rpand Mounted Patrol 
St. Louis Metropolitan Police Department 
1200 Clark Avenue 
St. Louis, M063103 

Re: E~and Mounted Patrol 
S-MP31-72-dl 
S -MPll-73-ill 

Final Evaluation Report 

D~r Major Moran: 

FLOYD D. mCIL-I.nns 
ltXl:ctrtl\"1! DlIti!C'l"On 

Enclosed please.find the final evaluation report for the above referenced 
project for the current award period. Your response to the1;'eport, in 
letter form, is requested within the next two weeks. If the report con
tains recommendations relating to modifications of the project, your 
reply should give specific consideration to them, indicating for each how 
it ... vill be implemented or why it should be changed or dropped. During 
the week following the receipt of your rept:,R decision \yill 'be made by the 
Impact Program regarnmg compliance witli-the recommendations. 

Specific questions relating to the report may be directed to the Evaluation 
Analyst listed below. Your cooperation and assistance are appreciated. 

Ev~luation A~lyst 

FDR!mg C
, 

Stan Schimerman 
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THE JUSTICE SYSTEM: POLICE'. COURTS 0 CORHECTIONS 

B12 OLIVE. SUITE 1032 

SAINI' LOUIS, MISSOURI 03101 

314 421·2323 
". ,~ 

PROJECT' EVALUATION REPORT 

Project: 

.Subgrantee: 

Mounted Patrol 
S-MP31-72-dl 
S-MPll-.73-d1 

St.Louis Metropol:itan 
Police Department 

pate of Re port: April 29, 1974 

Pr~pared By: Stan Schimerman, 
~valuation An alyst 

SCOPE OF EVALUATION' 

Grant Award: Phase I - $65,000 
Phase II - $lO7,85~ 

Project Director: Major Moran, St. Louis 
Metropolitan Police Dept. 

Subgrant Period: Phase I - Oct. I, 1972 to 
; July 31, 1973 
Phase II - July I,. 1973 to 

Sept. 30, 1974 

Authorized Official: Co~. Theod,ore E. McNeal 
. President, Board of Police 

Commissioners 

This evaluation of the Mounted Patrol Unit .focuses on the effectiveness of the project 
. in (1) patrolling parks and shopping areas not previously patrolled in this manner 

(2) qontributing to the reduction of crime in the patrolled areas, and. {3} encoura~ing 
more people to use the patrolled parks and shopping areas • The results of the evaluation 
are h,ased up?n, (1) analysis of deployment records kept by project personnel, (2) analysis 
of cnme statrstrcs for the patrolled areas, (3) available park usage data, and (4) the 
~indings d.fapublic awareness survey conducted for the project'. ' 

SUMMARYOP BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

Phase 1 of the Mounted Patrol project was funded for $65',QOO (Federal share) for the period 
frpm Octoberl, 1972 to July 31, 1973. Phase II, funded~or $107 ,855, (Fecl~ral share) is " 
scheduled to terminate September 3D, 1974. The St. Louis Metropolitan Police Department's 
~ounted Patrol Unit was formed in April; 1971 with patrols instituted'mainly inTore.stPark. 
R:ceipt o~ the Phase 1 funds permitted expansion of the patrols to a number of additibi1al ". " 
parks and 'shopping areas, and .extension of thelO .a.m.to 6. p.m. patrolhoursto'the 
12-houfl2edod from lOa'.m.tolO ~om. Tpe areas to which theacl'ciitionaI-patrols were 

" deployed were: ' ' ' ' 
, ' ".<It Carp,ndGlet. Park (2) .,o'F,J::ilon Park (3) Fairgrounds Pa~k (4) Riverfn,:>nt Area (Arch and 

. (5)' Tower GrOVc.Parli (6) Chain of Rocks Park , Old Courthouse)' 
'(7) Cherokee Shopping iCenter(8) Baden Shopping Center (9). DciwntoWhArea 

" . 
~ .. 

./ 

'I' "t .. ' . .. . 
',. SUMMARYOF.EVALUATIVE FINDINGS 

" 

1.Fpr the period from November 30 I 1972 to March 31, 1974, the Mou~ted Patrol has 
provided the parks and shopping centex:s with 11,836 man-hours, of patrol during the 

evening hours from 6 to 10 p.m • 
• 

2. Shortages,in volunteer manpower for the overtime evening patrols have been the " 
main cause o'f:deviations from planned deployment , but the overall deviation has not 
been substantial. Approximately 65 percent of the deployment deficie!lcy has been due 

to lack of availa,ble manpower.; 

3. During the e~ening hours, the mounted patrols have increased the police pre
sence, in the areas they patrol, from two to ten times when Ciompared to the levels 

. of car' patrols also operating in those areas. 
, 

4. Mounted Patrol personnel performed the following services during evening hours 
for the period November 20, 1972 through March, 1974: 

• Building checks: 1546 
o Unoccupied car checks: 2129 
C) ,Occupied car checks: 2147 
o Pedestrian checks: 7993 
• Business interviews: 747 

',0 Assisting motorists: 366 
." Field Interrogation Reports: 5949 
• Other incidents: 460· 

:.Calls for service: 504 
'. 

, . . . 

5. Fewer than 40 arrests were made by mounted patrolmen during the hours and months 
under study, although they probably assisted car patrol officers in many additional 
arrests (a mounted officer cannot conveniently cony-ey an arrested individual to 
Headquarters so a patrol vehicle is often called in to hand1earrests) • 

6. Crime statistics for Forest Park 'show that serious crime was cut almost in half when 
the pre-Impact project mounted patrols were implemented by the Police Department. No 
such results were apparent for the additional parks and shopping areas covered under the 

Impact project. 

7:, Results of a survey of the public in the patrolled parks and shopping areas indicate 
that most people are aware of the presence of the patrols and feel more secure from crime 
because of them. Almost eveIY survey respondent indicated a desire ~o see. the patrols 

continued.. ", 

S'. No comprehensiv.e figures on park' attendance are maintained by park officials, but 
Umited data for certain 'activities in the patrolled parks, (e.g., golf course usage at, 
ForestPark) do.,not Suggest that the' patrols have help'e.d increase attendance, except 

,~_, __ ,.I>?S,slbly ai;the Rlverfront area. " . . " 
. ~ . . . 

'~ 

" 
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REOOMMENDATIONS 

1. The problem of shortages in overtime manpower should be corrected. 

2. A plan indicating alternative ways in which the Expanded Mounted Patrol 
might be continued after the termination of Impact funding should be develOped. 

. '. 
'-

, 
~ . . . 

~, '! , 

. ., 
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EVALUATION: . EXPAND MOUNrED PATROL 

I.. ,Introduction 

The St. Louis Metropolitan .Police Department established the Mounted PCl.t.rol 
• 

Unit 1n April, 1971 by implementing mounted patrols in Forest Park. Mounted Patrol 

offers several desirable advantages over other forms of patrol in certain areas • 

O~e important advantage is the officer's increased mobility and ability to reach area s 

not easily accessible on foot or by car.; The mounted patrolman is also more visible' 

to the public I which may result in a greater feeling of security for citizens, and a 

reduction in crime. Finally, mounted patrols have the ability to handle large groups 

of· people, and function well in improving police-community relations. 

On November 20 I 1972 the Mounted Patrol Unit was expanded through Impact 

funds. This funding permitted patrols in the following parks and shopping areas, 

in addition to t~ose already in Forest Park: .. .. . ~ 
(1) Downtown Area (shops) 
(2) Cherokee Shopping Center 
(3) Baden Shopping Center 
(4) Tower Grove Park 
(5) Riverfront Area (park) 
(6) Chain of Rocks Park 
{7} Fairgrounds Park 
(8) O'Fallon Park 
(9) Carondelet Park 

Without Impact funds, expansion to the above areas would not have been possible, 

except at the' expense of decreased patrols in other areas. The .Impact funds were 

used to permit existing mounted personnel to work on an overtime basis. 

The regular patrol hours for the Mounted Patrol Unit ·were 10 a • m. to 6 p. m. , 
" 

'with patrols deployed every day except Sunday in the' shopping areas I and daily 

in the Pl rks. The overtime patrols wer,e deploye,d on the same days from 6 to 

10 p. m. in the evening. These hours were designated by the project staff as 

II'impact hours" ..... The data discussed below are primarHy based on this time period. 

, 
~ ...... '" .!,' ,'~ , 
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This evaluation addresses itself to the three specific objectives outlined 

O"<i\by the project in the Phase II grant application. Those objectives, and corresponding,,"" 

evaluation measures employed, were: 

Objective 1: Provide mou.nted patrol of parks and certain shopping areas not 

previously patrolled in this manner. 

Measures for Objective 1: Deployment information, presence of other patrols 

in Mounted Patrol areas, incidents processed by mounted patrolmen, and deviations 

from planned deployment. 

Objective 2: Reduce index crimes and other crimes in the patrolled areCt.s. 

Measures for Objective 2:_ Crime statistics. 

Objective 3: Increase the level of security of the parks and Riverfront and 

encourage more people to use them. 

Measures for Objective 3: Mounted Patrol Survey resl:llts, and available park 
1 

! • 
usage data. .,' 

II. Mounted Patrol Activities ...... ~ 

A. Deplcyment 

Table· I summarizes the manpower deployment for the' Mounted Patrol during 

Impact hours (6 to 10 p.m.) for the period from November 20, 1972 through March, 

1974. As may be seen from the table, shopping area patrols ran mainly from 

December to May, and park patrols, mainly from.¥ay to November. The dates 

" selected each year for the operation of patrols in the parks and in the shopping 

districts de pend on the weather. Note that the Riverfront area I although considered 

a park, is patrolled all year round. 

With the exception df Forest Park, the Downtown Area , and the Riverfront 

. Area, where two officers ar~ assigned, a singleM9unted Patrpl officer is usually 

asSigned to each area during the Impact hours. The areas patrolled by two officers 

,. 
. ? 
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TABLE r 

IMPACT MOUNTED PATROL MANPOWER BY AREA AND MONTH 

i . , (Manhours) 

I 

.' *--1.912---* ,,,---------------.--.. ------ 1973-----------------------------------------------* *----- 1974------* TOIALS 
Nov. Dec. J,;~n. Feb. 

4 
Mar. Apr. May rune Tuly Aug. Sept. Oct. Nov. De<:. Tan. Feb. Mar. 

Downto."m Area 0 176 17'6 200 200 192 40 0 0 0 a a 48 148 216 180 192 1768 
" 

Cherokee Shopplnq 
Center 0 48 88 104 104 96 20 0 O· 0 0 0 0 48 104 76 52 740 

Baden S~opplnq 
Center 0 96 86 104 104 96 20 0 0 0 0 0 0 48 100 ' 64 32 752 

Forest Park 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 152 132 204 192 212 892 

Tower Grove Park 44 20 0 0 0 0 104 116 120 124 120 120 88 0 0 0 0 856 

R1verfront Area 88 224 176 208 200 188 248 228' 248 248 240 240 228 14.4 208 192 308 3616 

. ) Chain of Rocks Park 44 0 0 0 0 0 76 108 120 124 116 112 56 0 0 0 0 756 

Falrgrounds Park 44 12 0 0 ,0 0 104 108 128 124 120 112 40 o· 0 0 0 792 

O'Fallon Park 44 108 0 0 0 0 100 116 124 120 116 116 64 0 0 0 0 '908 

Carondelet Park . 0 d 0 0 0 0 104 116 128 116 116 116 60 0 0 0 0 756 

'l'O'!1.LS 264 684 528 616\ 608 572 816 792 868 856 828 816 736 520 832 704 796 11836 

-
.. 
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account for 53 percent of the overUme man-hours accumulated through March, 1974. 

The data for the parks patrols, excluding November, 1972, since patrols did 

.. ~ not begin until late that month, indicate that an average of 723 man-hours of 'patrol 

were fielded each month. In the warmer months of May to November, the monthly 

totals run higher than the average, while in other months they often fall sub-

stantially below the average. Of course, there is much more of a need for park 

patrols during the warm weather since the se are the months most people visit the 

parks. 

Table II presents deviations from planned manpower deployment levels by 

ca'use and month for both parks and shopping centers. Clearly, the totals by month 

indicate fewer hours have been lCE t during the su~mer months ~ The hours bst to 

IIbad weather", "officer injured on dutyll, lIequipment repairs ll , and lIofficer illll 

did not seriously affect the manpower deployments. The 276 m~m-hours lost in 

- . 
the~e ways represent about 35 percent of the deployment deficiency. 504 man-hours 

'. ' 

were lost to a II shortage of available manpower" , the category containing the bulk 

of the deployment deficiency. Although the manpower shortage has been increasing 

recently, the deficiency total represents only about four percent of the planned 

total manpower for the period from the implementation of the project through March, 

1974. 

B. Pre sence of Other Police Patrols 

The manpower figures presented in the previous' section give no indication 

of the extent to which the police presence in patrolled area.s 'was increased as a 

result of the Mounted Patrol project. This is a difficult problem to address since 

the deployment, patterns of other tYPes of police 'patrols have varied with time. 

4 
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OE'v'L'TIONS FROM PLANNED DEPLOYMENT BY CAUSE AND MONTH FOR ALL AREAS.l 
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An .esU,mate of the non-mounted patrol strength in the areas cov:ered by mounted 

patrols was obtained from an analysis of the city's car patrol beats ~ The St. Louis 

Police Department maintains "beat maps" which indicate how the city is broken 

up into areas of police patrol. Assuming that a patrol unit spends an equal amount 

of time in all parts of its beat, one can estimate car patrol hours in the parks and 

shopping centers by determining what fraction of the beat' s area is covered by the se 

areas. 

Figure I presents a map of the car beats which include areas patrolled by the 

Mounted Patrol. All parks and shopping areas are shown except for the Downtown 
J 

Area. The areas marked by diagonal lines are the car beats which cover the parks 

and shopping centers of interest. One of these areas I downtown I is also covered 

by foot patrols. This 9-rea will be discussed later~ 

Table III presents the estimated car patrol hours, and average mounted patrol 

hours, in/the Mounted Patrol areas during Impact hours .As suggested above I 
'. , 

th,ese esf:lmates were obtained by determining the fraction of each beat area covered 

by a Mounted Patrol area, summing across all beats which include parts of the 

area, and .multiplying the total by four hours I the length of the daily overtime 

patrol operation. The right hand column of the table indicates the relative increase 

In police presence due to the addition of the mounted patrols •. The increases range 

from 1.8 for Forest Park, to 10.0 for the Baden Shopping area andO'Fallon Park. 

Although Forest Park and the Riverfront area are patr911edby two mounted officers 

each !:luring Impact hours, the relative increases in, poJice presence in these areas 

were'among the smallest of the group" As indicated'earlier, the Downtown shoppin~ 

area has been,covered by foot patrolmen as well as patrol cars. Because data on 

the foot patrol deployments were not at hand, it was not possible to estimate the 

, 
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TABI,E III . relative increase in police presence due to mounted patrois for the Downtown area • 
". 

DAILY PRESENCE OF CAR PATROLS IN MOUNTED PATROL AREAS* The magnitude. of the increase, hOVlever, was almost certainly smaller than that for 
. . 

CAR AVERAGE MOUNTED RELA TIVE INCREASE lN 
the other areas covered by the Mounted Patrol Unit. 

PATROLLED AREA PATROL I-lOURS PATROL HOURS POLICE PRESENCE C. Services Rendered By The Mounted Patrol Unit 

Cherokee .shopping 
Center 2.0 4.0 2.0 

Table IV summarizes the basic police services performed by project 

Baden Shopping 
personnel during Impact hours, from the inception of patrols through March; 1974, 

Center 0.4 . 4.0 10.0 based on project records. While few arrests have been made duringthese evening 

Forest Park 4.4 8.0 1.8 patrols O:ewer than 40), the 21, 841 incidents handled indicates a high level of project 

Tower Grove Park 2.0 4.0 2.0 activity. The small number of arrests is probably due to the reduced numbers of . . 

RJ.verfront Area 3.2 8.0 2.5 people visiting the areas in the evening hours. 

ChaIn of Rocks Park 0.2 4.0 2.0 
B~i1ding, car and pedestrian checks are routine investigations performed by the 

Fairgrounds Park 1.6 4.0 2.5 .officers to insure the security of buildings and automobiles, as we~l as that of the 

O'Fallon Park 0.4 4.0 10.0 visiting public. Business interviews represent contacts with busine~smen in and . , 
Carondelet Park 1.2 '4.0 ! • 3.3 around the patroll~d areas to insure that the businessmen are satisfied with the police 

, , . 

* All area s but downtown. 
patrols, and to suggest ways to upgrade their eXisting security. As would be expected, 

the majority of the business interviews are performed in the shopping areas. 

FIRs,. or Field Interrogation Reports, are reports on persons who the officer feels 

may have, or possibly will, commit an offense in the area. 1l1ese reports are 

forwarded to the Police Department where they are used in investigations of crimes 

'in tile patrolled areas. The Pother" incidents shown in Table IV include assisting 
, . 

other officers, handling disturbances, investigating complaints and miscellaneous 

... , 
other police service s. "Calls for service" are basically incid~nts to which the 

mounted officers are radio dispatched by the police communications center. These , . 

incidents are similar in nature to those listed above, but are often more serious. 

8 , 9 
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TABLE IV 

TOTAL INCIDENTS HAN,DLED BY MOUNTED PATROLMEN DURING IMPACT HOURS 

, (Based on'Data from Nov. 20, 1972 through March, 1974) 

" - "Z'" = = 
Bullding UnoccupIed Occupied PedestrIan Business Assist Calls 
Checks Car Checks Car Checks Checks Interviews MotorIsts FIR Other For Servtce TOTALS 

Downtown Area 377 291 272 1128 239 80 823 117 51 3378 

Cherokee 'ShoP~lng Center 147 125 120 484 125 7 336 52 35 1431 

Baden ShoppIng Canter 191 124 65 535 128 74 435 37 25 1614 

Forest Park 138 165 131 31~ 20 8 233 8 15 1031 

Tower Grove Park 43 163 201 763' 2 10 602 39 54 18n 

JUverfrc:>nt Area 373 639 ' 730 • 2512 187 142 1787 92 133 6595 

--::> Cha in of Rocks Park 26 146 165 546 18 16 481 20 . 35 1453 

Fa lrgrounds Park ' 54 160 63 534 23 9 372 32 64 '1311 

O'Fallon' Park 1~6 138 15B 602 4 17 413 22 31 1551 

Carondelet Pa~k 31 178 242 576 1 3 467 41 61 1600 

TOTALS 1546 '2129 2147 "7993 747 366 5949 460 504 21841 

•• 
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III. CRIME IN THE PATROLLED AREA~ 

"Tables V. VI, and VII present the annual crime totals hy crime type for the 

years 197t'through 1974 during the months of Impact patrol for the patrolled parks and 

shopping areas. Forest Pa~k has been shown separately from the other parks because 

the Impact patrols operate during different months the re.The shopping area crime 

statistics are shown in Table VII. For all the tables, the categories of "Part I,t and 

"Index"probably present the most useful crime information, since they include the 

'! most serious types of incidents. Surrogates for Impact crimes are "Person Crimes 

and Burglarytt or "Robbery and Burglary",. depending on the information; required. 

It is not really possible to determine reliably whether or not the Mounted Patrol Unit 

has had an impact on the number of crimes occuring in the target areas. Several 

factors beyond the control of evaluators complicate the problem. First, the 

statistics available represent only reported crime. No procedure or data were 
1 

available to det~rmine the fraction of total crime being reported ot how this might have 
'. 

changed with time. This is a particularly import~t consideration for this project 

since the presence of the Mounted Patrol Unit may have contribut<?d to an increase in the 

reporting rate. Second, the crime figures presented in the tables are for a full 

24 hour period. So few crimes occur in the patrolled areas during the Impact hours that it 

would not be. fair to judge t;he project interms of these hours. alone; also, the patrols operate 

,for t::ight non-Impact hours, in additiol?- to the Impact hours each day. However, even 

when the 24~hour crime totals are used for patrolled areas, the numbers of crimes 

are .so small as to preclude reliable measurement oisignificantchanges in the crime. 

rates. For example, the total Part I crime reported for the pat~ol1ed parks, 

exc·ludmg.Forest Park. represent~ only about thre,e tenths of one percent of the 

cIty-wIde Part 1 totals for the peri,od·imc1er"st~dy. This should be kept In mind in 

. .,reading the following. ..' ~.: . .. 

" 

.. 
TABLE V 

,cRIME IN PATROLLED PARKS EXCLUDING FOREST PARK 

(TIme Period: 
.. ; 

Ma y-N ovember , inclusIve) 

CRIME TYPE 1971 1972* 1973* 

PART I 148 117 119 

Index 90 74 -65 

Person Crimes and 
Burglary 30 28 28 

Homicide 0 1 2 

Rape 9 6 2 

Aggravated Assault 1 5 2 

Robbery and 
Burglary 20 16 22 

Robbery 14 12 12 
~ 

Burglary " 6 4 ' 10 

Auto Theft 40 ". .'. 22 23 

: . Larceny (over $50) 20 24 14 

Other· 58 43 54 

* Years In which patrols operated. 

.. , 
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*Period in which patrols operated. * Periods in which patrols operated. 
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A drop of 31 Part I crimes was expericnceq in 1972 in the patrQU:;:_~i, parks 

(excluding Forest Park) during the months of interest, as compared with 1971, 

representing a 20.9 percent decrease. 'Ibe following year, 1973, n~e number of 

reported Part I crimes increased by two. for a '1.7 percent increase .. When these 

percentages are computed relative to city-Wide trends, the figures become 20.4 

percent (decrease) and 2.5 percent (increase) respectively. Relating these changes 

i.n the 'inCidence of Part I crimes mainly to the presence of the Impact patrols is 

que stionable. 

For Forest Park, the Part I crime reported also represents less than one percent 

of the city-wide totals for the months of interest (November through March of the 

years 1971 to 1974). A dramatic 54 percent drop in Part I crimes occurred from the 

1971 - 1972 period to the 1972 - 1973 period. As may 'be seen in Table VI, this 

change occurred before Impact patrols began but did correspond With the implementation, 
1 ,"! 

of the non-Impact mounted patrols. After ,the Impact patrols begari, the numrer of 

r~ported Part I crimes in the 1973 - 1974 period was 134, which was 28 percent less than 

the 1971 - 1972 figure, but 58 percent greater than the 1972 - 1973 figure. 

For the patrolled shopping areas the reported Part I crime represented about 

4 'percent of the city-wide totals for the periods of interest ,<December through March 

for ~he years 1971 to 1974). Again, it is important to note thB:t thi~ was a small 

fraction of total Part I crime. During the year following the implementation of 

Im~actpatro1s in the shopping areas, reported Part I ~,rime rose in those areas'by 

an inSignificant 2.4 percent as compared to the same, pelio~ one year refore. The 

'fol~~wing year, '1973 - 1974, the change was greater - ~ ,18. 4 percent decrease when 

c~mpared to the 1972 - 1973 period. When recomputed to take ,into account the 

city-wide downward trend of 7.1 percent for the same period, the decrease is 13.1 

- percent. 

" .. 
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IV. PARK USAGE DATA AND SURVEY RESULTS 

The final project objective addressed in the evaluatbn <?f the Mounted Patrol Unit 

relates to its ability to reduce the fear of crime (lnd to encourage more people to 

use the parks. The measures employed were blsed 011 available park usage data and 
" 

the results of a survey of the public made in August, 1973. 

Park usage data of any sort is available for only two of the seven patrolled parks. 

No information regarding total attendance is kept, but Forest Park has a number of 

activities for which attendance figures are collected; also, available attendance data 

for the Arch gives some indication of use of the Riverfront Area. The cOIll1ection 

between the ava.ilable attendance figures and the presence of the Mounted Patrol Unit 

is a tenuous one at best, although, as indicated below, people generally feel safer 

'because of the patrols. The num~r of persons attending the activites for which data 

were available depends on a wide range of factors including how int~~est in the activity 

fluctuated; weath~r, the number of special programs held,~nd a host of other variables 

which probably contribute to changes as much or even more heavily than the presence 

of the Mounted Patm 1 Unit., 

The St. Louis Department of-Parks maintains monthly attendance figures for the 

Jewel Box and the Golf Course, which are both located within Forest Park. Since Impact 

patrols in Forest Park have operated there since November, 1973, a comparison 
, " 

of attendance figures in these months with those of the corresponding months for

previous years was performed. For the period from November, 1973 through March, 
, , . 

1974. the attendance at the Jewel Box was 28,456 persons •. For the same period one 

year earlier, the attenda;nce was 36, 426persons, ~nd for the same period two years 

earlier. 44,099persolls. Clearly, Jewel Box attendance h~s dropped significantly 

over this period. Table VIII shows attendQnce figures 'at tile Golf Course for the mOA1ths 
. 

of Novemrer tl~rough February of 1970 - 1974. 



, . 
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TABLE VIII 

A'TTENDANCE AT FOREST PARK GOLF COURSE, 

(NOvember-February I inclusive) , 

1970-:-1971 '. 1971-1972 1972-1973 1973-1974 

7,198 7,694 5,580 5,882 

Yearlytota1s for 1971 through 1973 ~re 73,575; 77,975; and 65,086 persons 

respectively. 
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MOUNTED PATROL -FISCAL FINDINGS AND ANALYSIS 

The fiscal Segment of the audit was conducted by Reese Joiner ,on April 3, 

1974.' Mr. Ed Lanwerth, and Mr. Jack Wi.lburn were his points of contact. 

The following procedures were employed in completing the fiscal aspect of 

this review: 

I 

1) The accounting records were examined in detail. Test enti-ie s were 

traced to original documents. 

2) All vouchers were examined. 

3) Documents pertaining to expenditures for salaries; FICA, Pensions, 

and Hospital-Medical were revie~ed. ThiS included those documents cc.n-

stituting obligations at March 31, 1974. Three (3) full-time per:::;ons were 

being paid from grant funds at the time of the audit. One wa s being paid 

$500.50, whereas the grant authorized $498.00. The other tvJo (2) were 

being paid as authorized, as were the policemen (on overtime) • 

4) Expenditures for Equipment (totaling $1,692.25 at March 31, 1974) 

were researched. Entries for obligations (totaling $9,206.36) were 91so 

verified, particularly the one where a vehicle was ordered. 

5) A copy of the consultant's Letter of Agreement was secured and reviewed. 

Payments totaling $3,750.00 were made in accordance with terms of this letter , 

all to Mr. R. C. Loos. In the future, formal contracts should be executed in 

accordance with LEAA regulations I and billing s should indicate date s service s 

wer~ performed. 

The accounting system and .internal controls of the subgrantce arc considered 

adequate to safeguard the assets ·of the subgr'antee,. check the accuracy and 

reliability of accounting data; promote operational efficienc;:y, and encollragc 

adherence to pr~scribed management policieS;. 
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REPORT ON 'rIlE HOUNTED PA'l'ROL 
SURVEY OF AUGUS't. 1973 

ST. LOUIS HIGH HIPACTEVALUA'1'ION UNIT 
S-MPll-73 

SUMMARY 

The survey was conducted as part of an evaluation of the Hounted Patrol 
project of the St. Louis High Impaq:t Anti-Crime Program. Four questionnaires 
were designed by the High Impact Evaluation Unit, with the advice of a market 
research company which assisted in the surv.ey. Approximately 36% of the re
spondents were interviewed by telephone, with the remainder contacted "in
person". The general target areas vlere shopping districts artd parks, and the 
types of people 'contacted ,'lere businessmen in the shopping districts, the ' 
general public in the parks and shopping districts, and residents in neigh
boring areas of the parks and shopping districts. 

This report pl:ovides information on the objectives, design, and results 
of the survey, as well as the insights gained from studying the completed 
questionnaires (284 in total). 

In general, comparing those sampled in the parks to those in the shopping 
areas, the results show that:· 

'(1) the people in the parks and shopping areas appear e'qual1y aware 
of the existence of the Haunted Patrol Unit (about 90% awareness 
for both areas). : ~ 

(2) persons ,in the parks have more confidence in the potential effec
tiveness of the Mounted Patrol project. 

(~) compared to the shopping districts, a much higher percentage of 
those surveyed in the parks initially learned of the Patrol Unit 
from sources other than television, radio , or newspaper (mostly 
from actual observation of the patrols). 

(4) three-fourths of those surveyed felt that the parks and shopping 
districts were safe at certain times, ~qith no significant difference 
between the pa~ks and shopping districts. 

With respect to questions for which only indirect comparisons between 
the parks and shopping areas could be made, the results show that: 

(1) of those surveyed in the shopping areas, 35 of the 61 respondents (57%), 
"always" or "occasionally" observed the Haunted Patrols; in the ' 
park~, 154 of the 187 respondents G2 %) have observed the Hounted 
Patrol at least onc~ •. 

(2) there appears to be no significant trend ~oward increased usage of 
of parks or shopping districts • 

(3). those surveyed in the parks. and shopping dis'tricts felt that robbery, 
rape, and burglc;try were the biggest crime problems in those areas. 

" , 
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(4) lOO out of 101 residents in neighboring areas of the parks and 
shopping districts felt that Mounted Patrol should be continued 
for the following reasons: 

o It allows for a greater feeling of security. 

• It could reach areas inaccessible by car. 

.' It served as a deterrent to crime. 

... . . 

f' •• 

. . 
REPORT ON THE MOUNTED PATROL SURVEY OF AUGUST, 1973 

I. INTROD~CTION 

The objective of the Hounted Patrol Project is two fold: 1) to act 

as a deterrent to crime (particularly, robbery and burglary) within cer-

taintarget areas, and 2) to improve the mobility and accessiblity of 

patrol units in the case that crime does occur in those areas. This 

special unit has been concentrated within those parts of the City of St. 

Louis with a high public attraction - namely, parks and shopping districts. 

Such sites tend to be only populated during daytime hours, with little or 

no occupation at nighttime hours. 

To evaluate \>lhether such proposed goals were being met, the Evaluation 

. Unit decided that a survey would be the appropriate device for measuring 

the public t s view with respect to the effectiveness of 'the Hounted Patrol 

Project. The content of the survey centered around such key points as the 

public's awareness of the existence of the Proj ect,o their personal assess-

ment of the Mounted Patrol Unit, the degree of their own fear of crime as 

it relates to the target areas before and after the implementation of the 

Project, and their opinions about what constitutes the biggest problem within 
, . 

the target areas. 

The design of the survey, a~ well as an analysis of the results, will 

be outlined in more detail in subsequent par.agraphs • 

. 11. DESIGN OF THE SURVEY 

.', A professional market research company was employed to aid in the 

, 
I 

2 

development of the questionnaire, and to actually c,onduct the survey within 

specified areas of the city. The breakdotm of 'each type of survey will 

now be discussed and a chart at the end of this section will sununarize the 

information. 

L 
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A •• Colors of Survey Forms 

There are four separate questionnaires as. distinguished by color: 

white, blue, green, and yellow. Each sur~ey color represents the 

specific target area, specific type of people surveyed, and the type 

of interview. 

B. Target Areas 

The two major target areas are" the parks and shopping districts. 

In particular, attention was given to Baden, Cherokee and Downtown 

Shopping Centers; to Forest Park, Carondolet, Fairgrounds, Tower 

Grove,. O'Fallon, Riverfront and Chain of Rocks Park. 

C. Types of People Surveyed 

Those classes of people that were selected as the sample group 

for each type of survey were defined in relation to their respective 

target areas: 

1.) general public - visiting the parks; 

2.) businesses·- within the shopping areas; 

3.) shoppers within the shopping districts; and 

. . .. . 

residents in neighboring areas of both the parks and the 

shopping districts. 

D. Personal vs. Telephone Interview 

Both the personal and the telephone surveys were designed to cover 

the two main target areas mentioned pieviou~ly. Telephone surveys 

accounted for approximately 36% of the sample group,' consisting solely 

of the residents neighboring the parks and' the shopping areas. The 

telephone respondent 'sample was sielected 'onthe 'basis of the City of 

St. Louis Telephone Directory. Passers"';by~ithin each target area were 

chos~n. for the personal interviews. 

2. , 
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E. Sample Size 

Color of 
Survey 

Hhite 

Green 

Blue 

Yellow 

The number of surveys designated to each target area was approxi

mately equal in number. Ho~V'ever, disproportionate samples were con-

I d 42% for the general public structed for the types of peop e surveye : 

in parks, 12% each for shoppers and businesses, and 34% for residents 

in neighboring target areas. 

The follovling chart sununarizes the. above information. 

.,' 
.. :-. ~J '. • ~ 

SUHHARY OF SURVEY INFOR}1'.ATION 
General Target Type of People Kind of Sped_fic Target I Sample 

Area Surveyed Survey Areas Size 

ShoppiJ?,g Bu~inesses Personal Baden, Cherokee, 31 
District Downtmvn 

Shopping -General Public Personal Baden, Chero~ee, 30 
District Down t o"m 

Fairgrounds, River -
front,Chain of Roc ks 120 

Parks General Public Personal Forest Park, Car-
ondolet , Tm.,er 
Grove" O'Fallon 

Parks/Shopping Residents in All of the fore-
Districts neighbol"ing Telephone going parks & 103 

areas shopping districtE 

TABLE I 

3 
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III. RESUI,TS 

,The results of the Hounted Patrol survey will be presented;' in 

separate sections, depending on the extent to which each question could 

be analyzed. The first section will analyze those responses for which 

tests of significance can be made. The statistical method employed for 

this purpose was the Chi-Square Contingency Table Test. For each test, 

s1~lificance or non-significance is indicated at the 95% confidence level 

and appropriate degrees of freedom. The second category of questions 

'does not permit testing for significance or even direct comparisons 

among each type of survey. This is due to the fact that either a com-

parison,of the answers was not meaningful, or the wording of a question 

did not allow for a direct comparison among surveys. However, such 

questions can be loosely grouped togethe~ £~r the same type of genecal 

information, and comparisons may be made according to the general con-

text of t~e question. The third section will aeal with !those questions 

for which ab~olutely no comparisons, could be made;,' primari;I.y, those 

questions which were asked in only one of the surveys. Thus, any quanti-

tative analysis for these questions is limited to tabulations of totals. 

The general format for each section will be a statement of the 

analysis used, two sets of figures (raw scores and percentages)', and 

interpretation of the analysis. 

A •. Significance Testing - Comparisons Between Parks and Shopping Districts 

(1) AWareness of the Hounted Patrol 

(a) Analysis 

. . . .... ..- . The participants in each survey were asked if they were 

aware of the Houn ted 1>a trol Unit. The analysis lvhich was 

ntade determines ifuW'areness ()f this Unit relates to the 

target areas, of the Project - namel.y, parks and shopping 

centers. Vertically are totals f.or all the' possible responses; 

I. 

. . , .. 
r • 
i 
~ 
I 

,0-

(2) 

horizontally, the totals for each target area. 

AWARENESS OF THE MOUNTED PATROl, 

Parks Shoppi,ng Centers T ota 1 p ercentar,e . 
Yes 180 86 266 92% 

No 11 11 22 8% 

Total 191 97 288 100% 
" 

Percentage 66% 34% I 100% 

TABLE II 
qhi-Square value: 2.84 - Not significant 

(b) InterPretation 

The results show that more than 9 out of 10 persons 

questioned in the parks and shopp'ing centers were aware of 

mounted patrols. Further more, there is no significant 

difference in citizen awareness of the mounted patrol in 

the parks and shopping centers (94% and,BB% respectively). 
" 

Contribution to Safety 

(a) Analysis 

This question pertains to the public's veiw of the 

degree of safety' '\vhich the Mounted Patrol can provide to 

the target area. The analysis lvill consist of determining 

whether the Unit's contribution to safety is related to 

the. particular target area where the question was asked. 

, MOUNTED PATROL - CONTRIBUTION TO SAFETY 

Parks ShQPpioi Centers .-T.o.t:l 1 Ppreenf-!H"'" 

very much 141 57 198 70% 

SODlc/nothing 47 38 ,85 3()'Y. 

Total 188 95 2.B.3.....,. .-l.QQ% 

Per,centage 67i:: 33% 100% 
, 

TABLE III .. 
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(b) Interpretation 

The res~lts indicate that the target area isa significant 

factor in the public's view of the potential effectiveness of , 

the HountedPatrol Pr03ect.The raw scores show a much higher 

confidence for the success of the Patrol Unit assigned to the 

City parks. 

(a) Analysis 

This particular question deals with the source of infor

mation which acquainted the public with the Haunted Patrol 

Unit • The following analysis will compare the parks and 

shopping centers ~vith respect to the types of media which 

initially informed those who were surveyed. 

PERSONS INITIALLY I}"TFORMED, BY TYPE OF NEDIA 
Parks Shopping Centers Total Percentage . 

~ewspaper 57 33 90 ! '! 25% 
" 

Radio 25 23 48 13% 

TV 51 31 82 '23% 

Other 101 42 143 39% . 

Total 234 129 363 100% 

Percentage 64% 36% 100% 

TABLE IV 

Chi-Square value~ 7.00 Significant" 

(b) Interpretation 

" 

The analysis supports the hypothesis that 'the respondents .. 
in the two areas initially,became aware, of the patrols in 

diffet:ent ,~ays. A much higher perce'ntage (almost 50%), of those 

tourveyed "in the parks knew of' the Patrol Unit from sources 

other than' the. nC\~spaper, tel~visi'Qn, or radio. The maj ortty 
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of these people reported that their awareness of the Hounted 

. Patrol was a result of actually observing them within the 

parks. However, no definite conclu~ion can be made from the 

above in comparing the actual visibility.of the Patrol Unit 

. in the parks to that in ~he shopp:tng centers. By their very 

nature, people are prone to be outdoors for a longer period 

of time in the parks than in the shopping centers, thus, 

having a greater chance of observing the Patrol Unit. The 

matter of actual observation will be pursued in further 

questions of the survey. 

(4) Overall Safety in the Area 

(a) Analysis 

Those surveyed were asked abqut overall safety in ei~her 

the parks or the shopping centers, depending on the particular 

survey. 

DEGREE OF SAFETY WITHIN THE TARGET AREA 

Parks Shopping Centers Total Percentage 

Very Safe 39 8 47 19% 

'Safe at certain times 135 49 184 74% 

Not safe at all 13 6 19 7% 

Total 187 63 250 

Percentage 75% 25% 100% 

TABLE V 

Chi-Square value: 2.36 -non-significant 

(b) Interpretation 

The figure~s support the conclusion that there is no 
, " 

significant difference in the public's view of the degree 

of safety in the pa:rks and 1.11' the shopping cen ters. However, 

~the rcl~abi1ity of this analysis is weakened due to .small 
,. 
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numbers in two of the cells. Another important point is that 

three~fourths of those surveyed felt that the parks and 

shopping areas were safe at certain times, as 9Pposed to very 

safe or not safe at all. 

.. JJ.. Indir.ect, Comparisons 

(1) Observation of Various Patrol Units 

. Three separate questions were asked in the sbl;)pping district 

surveys with reference to observation of types of patrol units: 

mounted patrol, car patrol, and foot patrol. The results have 

been compiled, and comparisons made in terms of the frequency 

that each unit was observed. The park surveys, however, asked" 

only about the observation of the mounted patrol; therefore, the 

results have been tabulated separately" 

(a) Analysis - Shopping Centers 

Both shoppers and busine'ssmen were quest:i,.oned about how 

frequently they observed various patrol units. The results 

were as follows: 

HOUNTED PATROL - FREOUENCY OF OBSERVATION 
Mounted Foot Car 
Patrol Patr.o1 Patrol TOTAL 

Aiways. 12 (19.7%) 21 (35%) 29 (48.3%) 62 (34.2%) 

Occasionally 23 (37.7%) 25 (41.6%) 23 (38.2%) 71 (39.2%) 

Rarely 

Never 

TOTAL 

.. 

8 (13.1%) 7 (11. 7%) 7 (11.7%) 22 (12.1%) 

18 (29.5%) 7 (li.7%) 1 (1.8%) 26! (14.5%) 

61 (100%) 60 (100%) 60 (100%) 181 (100%) 

TABLE VI 

(b) Interpretation 

In interpretine this table, it is estimate that, on the 

average, about 27% of those surveye~ seldom observed any type 

of patt;'ol unit within the shopping areas,. Of the 63% that 

. , 
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,. 
"often" saw some kind of police patrol, a comparison (computed 

by totaling the first two choices for ea,ch type of patrol) 

shows that people most often observed the car patrol (52 of 

those surveyed), then the foot patrol (46 of those surveyed), 

and finally, the mounted patrol (35 of those surveyed) • 

(c) Ana~sis -Parks 

Those surveyed in the p~rks were only asked whether 

they had ever seen a mounted patrolman in the park \o7here 

they were questioned. The results were as fo110\-1s: 

(d) Summary 

Yes - 154 (82.3%) 

No - 33 (17.7%) 

When comparing the visibility of the Mounted Patrol in 

the parks to that in the shopping districts, one would expect 

that the park patrol would be more visible to:~he public than 

th'e f:hopping area patrol. Host activities in the parks involve 

the outdoors ,.,hereas many persons in the shopping areas are 

indoors for extended periods of time. This factor, along with 

manpower deployme:nt and physical diffe:::-ences between the two 

areas may explain the differences in public awareness of the 

Unit in the two areas (82% awareness in the parks and 57% 

awareness in the shopping areas) ~ . The 57% figure is obtained 

by dividing the 35 who "often" saw the Unit by the 61 respon

dents for the Hounted Patrol category (See Table vI). 

(2) Fear of Crime 

Certain questions within each survey' could .be blocked into 

one group with tbe conunon a:im of obtaining some sort of measure 

of the fear of crime after the Hounted ·ratr.ol Project was :f.mplcmcntcd. 

'0 9 
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., However, the wording of these questions 1s unique to the particular 

. survey and, therefore, does not allow for direct comparisons. 

',. 

After the results for each survey have been presented, a general 

analysis will be given to show relative effectiveness. . '. . 

(a) Results - :tellal" Survey (Neighboring areas of parks! 
shopping districts) 

• Frequency of going to .the parksandlor shopping centers 

in their own neighboring areas: 

Never - 22 (22%) 

Once a month - 24 (24%) 

More than monthly - 54 (54%) 

, , 

o Frequency of going to parks and/or shopping centers in 

e 

comparisOn to other members in their household: 

Fear of being victimized in neighboring parks and/or 

shopping centers: 

Yes - 20 (19%) 

No- 85 (81%) 

(b) Results - Blue Survey (Parks) 

'. Frequency ofgo,irig to this, park (the one where the. person 

was interviewed) 

This Summer: . " 
1-3 times -' 55 (46%) . 

More than 3 tirnes, less than 10 - 21'(17%) 

" 

·0 .. 
• 

. - In comparison to lastsumJrter: 

More, often than last year - 40 (33%) 

Less often than last year - 36 (30%) 

About the S8f!le - 43 (31'%) 

e Frequency of going to other parks in the City 

This summer: 
" 

1-3 times - 42 (35%) 
'0 

lolore than 3, less than 10 - 26 (22%) 

10 times or more - 24 (20%) 

Never - 28 (37%) 

In comparison with last summer: 

More than last year - 32 (28%) 

Less than last year - 36 (3li;) 

" About the same- 48 (41%) 

,(c) Results - (Shoppers) 

e' 

• 

o . , 
Frequency of going to the shopping districts this year: 

as compared to last year: 

More this year 12 (40%) 

Less' this year..., 11 (37%) 

About the s,ame 7 (23%) 

Going to shopping areas, alone or with others: 

Alone - 18 (60%) 

With Ochers - 12 (4()%) 

(d)' Results - lThite Surveys' (Businessmen) 

e 'Opinion of businesses about the amount of shopping 

activity this year as compared to last year: 

Increasing 12 (39%), 
10 times or mar, - 44 (37%) 0 

" 10 .. 

Decreasing 5 (16%) 

About the same - 14 (45%) 

11 
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(e) Interpretation 

The figures on usage of and attendance at the parks show 

'noclear trends in either direction. Th1;s interpretation :fJs 

enforced by the fact that the number of responses is too 

small to make any significant conclusions with respect to 

~increases or decreases. For those who were going to the 

parks and/or shopping centers less this year, they did so for 

such reasons as. less leisure time,. changes in financial status , 
"' __ -.. ··,t 

accessibility due to a change in residency, etc. Only a small 

number specifically mentioned safety and/or crime as a major 

concern. 

With reference to the public's choice of the park or 

shopping district, the deciding factors most often mentioned 

were ones of ~ersonal preferences, as to the type of faci-

lities available, and accessib~litYt which' depended on trans-

portation and residency, Again, a very small numberavQided 

a particular park or shopping center for 'security reasons. 

(3) Biggest Problem in Target Area 

Each survey participant was asked to name the crime 

which he feels is the .1?iggest problem in the parks, shopping 

centers and the surrounding areas. 

(a) Analysis 

An important consideration which arises when analyzing 

this question is the extent to which the seriousness of the 

crime should contribute to 'the analysis, as, opposed to simple 

frequency of crime. This pfoblemwas addressed by Heller 

and McEwet;l in The Use Of An Incident Seriousness Index In 

The Deplovment Of Police Patrol Hanl'0wer 'of January, 1972. 

Their appraoch was to assi!;n a' "sco.te" to crimes on the 
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of the fo110\o11ng components: 

• Extent of injury 

• Extent of inti~dation, and 

~ Property information 

. lIenee, a number may be assigned to a crime which reflects it's 

seriousness. The study by Heller and McEwen is based on 

work done by Sellin and Wolfgang. Thus, using the Sellin

Wolfgang crime seriousness index will allow for inclusion 

of crime seriousness as well as crime frequency in interpre-

tation of the survey results. The Sellin-Wolfgang ranking 

of survey results and actual 1972 Index crime statistics 

in the City of St.Louis follows: 

RANK OF INDEX CRIHES 

Rank S urvey swers Actual Statistics 

1 Robbery Burglary 

2 Rape Assault 

3 Burglary Robbery 

4 Assault Auto Theft 

5 Homicide Rape . 
6 Auto Theft Homicide 

TABLE VII 

One possible reason for the discrepancy in the tanking 

may be'a result of the public's very general interpretation 

of what each of these crimes entails as opposed to the very 
>.'c"' 

technical def,initions used. for ':the .. ,Cictual computation of 
\, 

crime statistics. This may account' fo;.: the reversed rankings 

for robbery and burglary in the. two lists. Nevertheless, the 

prob~em of rape is probably much n!ore .prevaJ:ent in such areas 

d 1 i t ".llowino for such a high rank .. as parks an s lOPP ng cen ers, ... b 
.~ 
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in the survey <1nswers. One can 'discount the factor of sex 

. in these ~nsw~'rs;' 'r'oughly 50% of the survey participants 
, 

were femal~s ~ ~o~.eover." peoP.1.e do not seem to be very concerned 

about auto theft in relation to other crimes, even though 

statistics show tha't this problem is actually rising. 

C. Non-Comparison Questions 

(1) Victim ,Case's ' 

(a) Businesses 

Businesses within the specified shopping districts were 

asked about the number of times they had b'een robbed or bur

glarized since the b.eginning of 1973. The results were as 

follows: 

(b) Public 

None 22 (71%) . 

Once - 5 (16%) 

, Twice - ,1 (3%) 

4 
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More than three times -3 (10%) 

Those people surveyed in both the parks and the shopping 

centers were questioned about crime victim cases of which 

This they had "first-hand" knowledge since January, 1972. 

included not only themselves as victims, but all personal 

acquaintances, relating to these cases, information about 

the type of crime, the month and year, and lI.~hether it was 

reported to the police, was also collected •. 

The first q~esti~n, pertaining ,to this matter; involved 

the frequency of times that th~y were aware of a victim of 

" 
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a crime in the parks and/or shopping centers. The results 

" 

were: 

, . 

, ~ i ' •• 

None - 202 ,(80%) 

1-2 times - 47 (18%) 

2-4 times - 2 (1%) 

More than 4 times - 1 (1%) 

-
The victims were categorized as follows: 

Yourself - 14 (28%) 

Relative 21 (42%) 

Acquaintance - 12 (24%) 

Other - 3 (6%) 

The crimes most often mentioned for a particular victim case 

were burglary, purse-snatching and assault. With respect to 

time of occurance, most of the. crimes occurred in 1973, with 
, 
, " 

summer as the predominant season. Reports were 'made to the 

police for about 60-65% of the cases • 

(2) Continuation of the ,Project 

The telephone survey asked those residents neighboring 

the parks and/or shopping centers, their view as to whether 

the Hounted Patrol project should be continued, and "why" 

for their given response. The results were: 

Yes 

No 

101 (99%) 

1 (1%) 
. , 

The one person answering "no" felt that the mounted patrol 

~nd the car patrol were equally effective. The remainder 

of the people generally agreed on the advantages of the 

. mounted patrol in thefo11owing ways: 

• It allowed for a gr.eater feeling of s~curity~ 
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• It was more mobile than cars (reaching areas wnich 

cars could' not.) 

• It definitely served as a deterr.~nt to crime. 

IV.SUHMARY 

'. 

The Mounted Patrol Survey has been used as an additional tool for 

measuring the effectiveness of the Ho\'n.ted, ,Patrol Project, providing 

information' vlhich could not have been obtained from crime statistics 

and project activity data. The survey can be viewed as both <ill objec-

tive and subjective measuring tool. It determines the public's aware-

ness of the project; , yet subjective data such as opinions are also 

collected. 

The reliability of the survey may be affected by the particular 

sample drawn, construction of the questions, the approach of the 

interviewer ,and the changing attitudes of the public. N~yertheless, 

surveys such as this one are an invaluable source of planning and 

evaluative information. 

, 
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The Mounted Patrol Unit has patrolled at the Riverfront Ar ea during Impact hours' 
. . . 

since November, 1972. Figure II shows the attendance figures for the Arch and the Old 

Courthouse which wers:Pprovided by the historian of the Jefferson Nati~nal Expansion 
I. 

-::::::;:'~." ~ .~(. 

Memorial. Attendance obviously peaks during the summer months a pattern 

of increased usage is apparent begilU1ing with 1970; Table IX presents totals 

by year. 

The attached report, REPORT ON THE MOUNTED PATROL SURVEY OF AUGUST, 

1973, def.cribes the results of a public awareness survey performed in cOImection with 

the evaluation of this project. In-person and telephone interviews were conducted in 

and around the patrolled parks to sample public reaction to· the Mounted Patrol Unit. 

A summary of the major findings of the survey may be found at the front of the report. 
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