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PREFACE 

This report was prepared under the auspices of the Alameda Regional Crlmin(.l 
Justice Planning Board's OCTP Research Center grant which enables Planning 
Board staff to evaluate the performance of projects funded by the Board. 

T;H~ evaluation is intended to provide written documentation and analysis cf 
project status and progress I to identify problem areas I and to offer suggestions 
to improve project performance. It is hoped that :his evaluation will assist 
the Alameda Regional Criminal Justice Planning Board I project representatives I 
the local unit of government, and OCJP ill futum project planning. 

The opinions and -recommendatlons stated in this document are those of staff. 
They do not necessarily represent the official position of the Alameda Regional 
Criminal Justice Planning Board or of its individual members. 
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JOHN F. LENSER 
Executive Director 
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FINAL EVALUATION REPORT 

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

COURT REFERRAL PROGRAM 

OCJP No. 0864 

SlJbgrantee: Human Resources Agency - Probation Department 

Im:plementing. Agcmcy: Volunteer Bureau of Alameda County 

Project Direc~or: Ms. Barbara Morse 

C':Jntact Person: Ms. Jane Thomson 

Grant Amount: $ 47,686 Grant Period: 7/1/73 - 6/30/74 

Year of Fundh"'g: __ 1st ~2nd __ 3rd 

Project Description: 
" 

Period Covered by Report: 7/1/73-
6/30/74 

The Court Referral Program provides the Alameda County courts with 
dispositional alternatives to incarceration or fines. Through the use of 
this program, judges may offer convicted misdemeanants the option of 
performing 8 stipulated number 'of hours of community service in lieu 
of paying a fine or serving jail time. The court notifies the Volunteer . 
Bureau when such a referral is made. The individual is then interviewed 
at the Bureau and placed in a private or public community servicA agency. 
The program impacts directly on the criminal justice system by providing 
the courts with alternatives to incarceration and formal probation. 
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· . A. Summary 

The Court Referral Program operates on the philosophical premise 
that it is not a part of the criminal justice system. Its working 
assumption is based on the belief that voluntary community service 
is an invaluable resource. As such I its performance should be 
encouraged among citizens in general. The extent to which con
victed misdemeanants are required to perform community service 
activities merely underscore the program's belief that such ac
tivities are necessary and worthwhile / regardless of the partici
pant's b:l.CkgrouQ.d or criminal justice involvement. 

The unorthodox philosophical approach notwithstanding, the 
program has been received quite favorably by the criminal justice 
system. In its first two years of operation the program has placed 
over 4 ,000 convicted misdemeanants in community service agencies. 
These offenders have contributed over one-quarter million hours of 
community service. At a rate of $2. 00 per hour / the value of the 
work performed is over one-half million dollars. This in itself 
represents a substantial benefit/given the program's two year 
operating budget of less than $140 ,000. 

Dudng its second year / the program has experienced a 35 percent 
increase in referral rates over the previous year. This is a further 
indication of the degree of acceptance and utilization the program 
is receiving from the courts. The majority of the program's parti
cipants are from North Alameda County. This is reflective of the 
greater usage among the courts in this area / as well as the larger 
number of dispositions filed in North County. Nevertheless I the 
participation rate of South and East County convicted misdemean .... 
ants can and should be increased. 

Court referral participants are for the most part individuals 
convicted of traffic violations, although one-third are convicted 
for penal code violations. A typical profile of a court referral 
participant is a white male or black female / both under the age 
of 30 I with limited educational background, and in a non-employed 
occupational status. The majority of court referral participants 
perform maintenanoe or clerical work. 

The program has successfully achieved most of its objectives. 
The work assignment completion rate of court referral participants 
hafl exceeded 80 percent for the second consecutive year. 
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The program I s efforts at expanding its service!:! among juveniles and 
felons have not been as successful as was anticipated. There is 
still great reluctance among judges to sentence convicted felons to 
community service work. Efforts at increasing the program I s usage 
among the juvenile courts have encountered legal as well as prac
tical difficulties, which have had the effect of limiting its usage 
among juveniles. In addition, a local consultant firm has completed 
a "court referral model" report. The report outlines the major compo
nents of the program and presents sample forms and job descriptions. 
The report will enable jurisdictions throughout the state and nation 
to familiarize themselves with the program and to repIicate such a 
program in their own area. 

B. ReQ9mm.e ndations 

It is recommended that: 

It The Court Referral Program expand into South Alameda 
County on a full time basis. A South County office 
should be centrally located to facilitate the interviewing 
and placement of court referral participants. The office 
should be staffed with adequate personnel to insure that 
100 referrals per month can be processed. It is suggested 
that the Probation Department allocate the necessary 
resources to expand the project into South County. 

«» The County Probation Department supports the project 
by providing funding for the 1974-1975 fiscal year. 
In addition, a mechanism should be established whereby 
appropriate Court Referral administrative structures can 
be discussed and resolved, with a view toward allowing 
for the continued autonomy of the project. 

• The project limits its activities to adult misdemeanor 
cases. The inappropriateness of utilizing court referral 
as a dispositional alternative for juveniles and felons 
has been well documented during the first two years of 
project operations. It is suggested that the project 
continue to expand its services in misdemeanor cases, 
particularly for penal code violations. 
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Project Staff assume additional responsibility for 
following-up on cases which do not report for (1) the 
initial court referral interview and/or (2) agency work 
assignments. It is suggested that additional staff 
be hired to perform this function and that a systematic 
procedure be established with the courts to provide 
immediate feedback on those cnses which do not report 
for their interview or work assignment. 

• A cost-benefit analysis be undertaken to assess the 
efficiency and relative effectiveness of the Court Referral 
Program. Such a study should be undertaken by the Office 
of Criminal Justice Planning or the Probation Department. 
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A. Organizational Structure 

The administrative structure of the project may be divided along two 
lines; program and fiscal. Programatically the Court Referral Program 
operates under the aegis of the Volunteer Bureau of Alameda County. 
The Volunteer Bureau serves as the coordinating unit of voluntary 
services in the County. The County, which is the "official 
applicant" of the CCCT grant, has designated the Department of Pro
bation to act as the fiscal agent. The two organizational structures 
are depicted in Figures 1 and 2. As can be noted by the figures, the 
Probation Department, County Auditor-Controller, and Regional OCJP 
are all assuming, administrative responsibllities. The Probation De
partment acts as the fiscal agent for the project. Its major responsi
bility lies in maintaining the pr9ject's accounts to insure effective 
financial ccatrol and fiscal integrity. The Department is responsible 
for classifying , recording, summarizing and reporting all financial 
transactions. The County Auditor-Controller acts as the "reviewer" 
of the Probation Department's fiscal activities. The Regional OCJP 
performs the function of coordinating and providing technical assist
a nce to insure compliance with State OCJP fiscal regulatIons. 

As can be seen by the lines of authority in Figures 1 and 2, account
ability for fiscal aspects are somewhat different from those of program
matic areas. These differences in administrative structures have 
caused confusion at times, particularly in fiscal matters. Since neither 
program personnel nor the Volunteer Bureau are "directly" responsible 
for fiscal accountability, the operational question of who does what to 
insure fiscal integrity becomes problematic. The Probation Department, 
County Auditor-Controller, and Regional OCJP are all assuming partial 
responsibility for various fiscal functions. Unfortunately, the question 
of where one agency's ta sk begins and another's ends has not been 
set to pollcy. Consequently, the project's director and coordinator 
have found themselves" caught in the middle" when agency assumed 
tasks were not followed through on. As a result, the project coordi
nator has insisted that a number of specific fiscal procedures be 
placed in writing so as to ~revent future ambiguity and confusion. 
Regional OCJP staff have worked closely with project personnel and 
all agencies involved, to clarify fiscal roles and responsibilities. . 

The programmatic admin~stration is rather straightforward. The primary 
units assuming responsibility for and having an effect on the programmatic 
aspect are confined to the Courts, Volunteer Bureau, Regional OCrp and 
the project itself (see Figure 2). The Probation Department acting as 
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Figure 1. Court Referral - Fiscal Structure 
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the administrative unit on behalf of the County is only marginally 
involved with the day-to-day operations of the program. 

The Regional OCJP involvement is due to the contractual obligation 
it has in assuming conjunct responsibility for evaluating the effec
tiveness of the project as well as its grants management function. 
The Courts as principle users of the project's services exercise 
considerable influence over program referrals. The Volunteer 
Bureau assumes the formidable task of providing linkages with 
community service agencies, thereby establishing the parameters 
of agency referrals and services provided. 

The programmatic structure is heavily dependent on the responsive
ness of the Courts and more specifically on the personal idiosyncra
sies of the particular judges. For example, the degree to which the 
program is successful in placing felons in community service agencies 
is for the most part beyond the control of the project. If judges feel 
that felony cases are not appropriate for referral then there is little 
the program can do administratively to impact on felony sentencing. 

B. Personnel 

The project consists of three full time and four part-time staff 
members (see Figure 3). The Project Coordinator is responsible for 
the overall administration and development of the program, liaison with 
the Alameda County Probation Department, as well as for required 
reporting to the Office of Criminal Justice Planning. The Coor-
dinator oversees daily operations in the Oakland office, works with 
the courts, probation officers and agency personnel to maintain and 
improve effectiveness of program procedures. In p.ddltion the Coordinator 
gathers data for the quarterly progress reports according to OCJP stan
dards and provides source documentation for all fiscal reports. 

The Interviewer screens, makes placements, does follow-up and 
reports to the courts. The Branch Office Coordinator supervises all 
South County operations: interviews, does follow-up, maintains rec
ords, and provides liaison with Court and probation personnel. All 
fJrofessional staff members keep community service agency requests up
dated; the Branch & Project Coordinators develop new placements and 
r;onsult with agency personnel to enhance existing volunteer programs. 

The clerk-typist books appointments, types correspondence and 
reports, keeps files and daily statistical records. The efforts of 
paid staff are supplemented by interviewing I follow-up and clerical 

10 

I 

\ 



-

----- -

&7 

work done by several capable volunteers I some of whom have been 
referred by the courts. 

In addition a bookkeeper/accountant is employed for 10 hours per 
week to keep accounts and prepare budget reports. An incre~se in 
referrals from Southern Alameda County necessitated the employ
ment ::If a half-time placement secretary. There has been no staff 
turno\'er since the beginning of the current contract year. All 
personnel currently employed by the project meet job specification 
requirements outlined in the CeeT grant c·:.mtract. The actual 
duties of staff adhere to those described in the grant contract and 
salaries are commen.surate with the duties and responsibility of staff. 

Figure 3. Court Referral Staff 

\~ ~vr0 Co0~ 0° ~o <;)0 ,\1>~ ~e? ~'O ~4 -.J.1>-i ,\v<> 
1974 

Project Coordinator I-O-L ___________________ ~> 
Interoiewer ~r=z~ ______________________________ ~» 
Secretary L...O-L..-_________ .... _______ ----">~ 

Branch Office Coord.* f-c:-'-!----________________ ~> 
Placement Secretary* '-O-.J-____________________ >~ 

Project Director* '-0--'-----_______________ ----7> 

Bookkeeper/Acctnt. * '-O-L-__________________ ~ 

* Part-time employee o On Payroll 

C. Project Philosophy 

The Court Referral Program does not assume a strong advocacy position 
for the P'u\po'se of improving the court system or to bring about judicial 
reform. Tilere is no attempt to single out judges who are not utilizing 
court referral. There are no effo(ts underway to publicize the program 
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nor to solicit defendants. In contrast the program has taken a rather 
low-keyed approach, choosing to serve at the behest of the courts. 

The philosophy behind this low-keyed approach is historical as well 
as pragmatic. The program was started in 1966 by a local judge as 
an alternatl ve to incarcerating select misdemeanants. With the co
operation of the Volunteer Bureau I the program had been operational 
for five years prior to CCJP funding. During these years, the program 
served as a discretionary alternative that could be utilized by the 
courts. This approach has continued to be the focus of the program. 

The involvement of the Volunteer Bureau further deemphasizes "reha
bilitating defendants" or "improving the criminal justice system. II 
The program continually emphasizes the fact that it is not an arm of 
the criminal justice system. Defendants referred frcm the Courts are 
treated and viewed as persons wanting to volunteer for community 
service, not as criminals. In its instructions to defendants I the fol
lowing information is conveyed:. 

"The Volunteer Bureau of Alameda County is not a part of the 
Court I the Probation Department, or any other law enforcement 
agency. It is a private, non -profit agency which deals with 
people who':wish to help their community on a voluntary basis I 
and places them where their help is needed in schools I clinics I 

Boys 'Clubs, ecology centers, etc. People like you who are 
referred by the Courts, make up only a portion of those volun
teers performing community service in Alameda County." 

The issue of rehabilitation or alternative disposition is a secondary 
consideration. The program's primary concern is in exposing indivi
duals to community service and to assLst community based agencies 
in obtaining temporary personnel. Perhaps it is this philosophy which 
explains the success of the prqgram and accounts for the high esteem 
in which it is held by certain judges. 

D. Project Activities 

Programmatically the project involves three principle phases: 

• Defendant referral from the court. 
• Project interview and agency placement. 
• Follow-up on hours assigned to defendant. 

12 
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1 • Court Referral 

The first phase i.e. defendant referral, is at the discretion of the 
judge. The project does not have interviewers in the jails nor in 
the courts soliciting and informing defendants that they may 
qualify for diversion into the program. Instead, judges are aware 
of the program and use their discretion in determining whether a 
defendant should be given the option of community services. On 
occasions, judges may ask for the recommendation of probation 
officers. Judges are asked to use the followingguioelines in determiningj 
the teasibility of referring individuals to the Court Referral program: 

• Males and females must be 16 years of age; in the case of 
minors consent of parent or guardian must be obtained. 

• Individuals must have a stable pattern of behavior, free of 
any known assaultive I aggressive I or hosti]~ conduct. 

• Individuals who have a physical or emotional problem could 
be considered eligible. However I anyone recovering from 
a serious accident or illness I or who is taking medication 
which could produce side effects impairing his/her working 
ability or concentrc.1tion, would not be acceptable. 

• Individuals thought to be most suitable for referral are those 
who have evidenced a clear understanding of the role of the 
Volunteer Bureau as a helping agency and a real willingness 
to participate in community service. 

,. Above all, there must be reasonable evidence that the indi
vidual has sufficient education and ability to enable him to 
perform an assigned task - however simple - adequately 
and willingly. 

If the defendant accepts the option of community service I he/she is 
given a speCific number of work hours and placed on either court 
or formal probation. The program is then notified of the court!s 
dispositional alternative and the offender is required to make an . 
appointment with the Court Referral project. 

The majority of referrals are from Municipal Courts in Northern 
Alameda County (see Ti9.ble 1.) As can be noted by Table I, the 
courts utilization of the program increased substantially- up 35.3 
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percent from fiscal year 1972 , the largest increase coming from 
Northern County Courts. The three municipal courts in North 
Alameda County referred 47.5 percent more persons during fiscal 
year 1973 than 1972. The only decreases in referral rates were 
among juvenile and superior courts. Reasons for this drop will 
be discussed in section IV of this report. 

Table 1. Source of Participant Referrals 

I 

I 
Courts and Jurisdiction 

Municipal Courts -

FY 1972 

Referrals 

J N· 1973 
% changed 
172 - 173 

North County 1244 (67.3%) 1835 (73.4%)1 +47.5 
• Oakland - Piedmont 887 1397 +57.4 
., Berkeley - Albany 269 284 i + 5.6 
• Alameda 88 154 +75.0 

Municipal Courts -
South County 520 (28.1 %) I 582(23.3%) +11.9 
• San Leandro - Hayward 340 . 364 + 7.1 
• Fre mont - Newark - I 

Union City 
I 

+17.0 159 i 186 
• Pleasanton 16 

I 
21 +31.2 

• Li \TermOre 5 11 +120.0 
I 

Others 84 (4.5%) 79 (3.2%) - 6.0 
• Superior Court 41 29 -29.3 

I 
• Juvenile Court 24 9 I -62.5 
., Courtesy Placements 19 41 

~ --.---.--.. ---~ . 
TOTAL 1848 2501 +35.3 

I 
! 

Source: Court Referral Quarterly Progress Reports 

The ratio of North to South County referrals was 67 to 28 in 
FY 1972 , and 73 to 23 in FY 1973 (see Table 1). An analysis 
of 1972 Alameda County Municipal Court dispositions reveals 
that for all non-parking misdemeanors, the ratio was 66 
to 34 along the North - South County split (see Figure 4.) 
that is , 34 percent of all non-parking misdemeanor 
dispositions were handled in South County Municipal 
Courts. Court r~ferral statistics indicate that only 28 (FY 1972) 
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and 23 (FY 1973) percent of all participants were referrals from 
South County. It appears that there is a potential for a fifty 
percent increase in the South County referral rate. Reasons 
cited for the under-representation of South County participants 
are numerous. They include the following; 

• limited program staff 
• reluctance of South County judges to utilize program 
• geographical problems pertaining to transportation 
• limited local placement agencies 
• part-time court referral branch office 
• greater ability of defendants to pay fines 

, 
The branch office in South County is staffed by a coordinator and 
placement seere tary, both employed part-time. They are respon
sible for the screening and placement of a 11 court referrals within 
~he four judicial distticts of South County. Their jobs entail con
siderabl8 travel and communication with the Oakland office. The 
physical loca tion of the Hayward branch offlce is a rented room in 
a local church. In Fremont, staff utilize whateVEr space can be 
made available by the City I S Reerea tion Department. The South 
County faciiities and staff allocatic·n are not udecru:1t€' to meet the 
potential need for the program in this area. 

Figure 4. Alameda County Municipal Court 
Dispositiom' for FY 1972 
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Types of Cases 

a- some of the more serious traffic offenses I i.e., violations of 
Sections 14601, 20002, 23102, 23103, 23104 and 23106 of the 
Vehicle Code h:lVe been reported separately. 

b- Excludes violations of sections specified in (a) above. 
c- Excludes intoxication cases. 

Source: 1974 Judicial Council Report 
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Of all the offenders referred to the program only a small portion 
are placed on formal probation {see Table 2). Since the majority 
of infractions are traffic violations, judges feel that the formal 
probation status is not warranted. In fact, the program fulfills 
a quasi-probationary role by maintaining contact with the indi
vidual unti.l the completion of his/her assign8d hours, This con
tact often insures the courts that they will be advised of any 
change in a participant's status, thus alleviating the necess ity 
f or forma 1 pro ba t ion. 

Table 2. Court Referral Participants Under 
Formal Probation Supervision 

Status 

On Probation 
for Offense 

Not on Proba tion 

Number and Percentage 
of Cases - FY ] 973 

498 (J9.9%) 

'---_fo_r_O._f_f_-,e_n_se ________ L ____ 2_0_0_3_{_8_0_,_1_%_) ____ ~ 
Source: Court Referral Quarterly Progress Report 

Two-thirds of the court referral participants have been convicted 
of vehicle code violations (see Table 3). Of the vehicle code 
violato:s 23 percent were convicted of drunk driving. The major
ity of vehicle infractions were misdemeanor moving violations. 
:Nearly 30Yc of participants were convicted of penal code offenses. 
Penal Code offenses represent a wide range of infractions from 
drug possession to grand theft. Over 40% of penal code convic
tions were for petty theft or malicious mischief. The more seri
ous crimes such as burglary, robbery, battery or assault repre
sented only 4 percent of the total number of infractions. This 
clearly points out that while the courts are readily disposed to 
utilize the program as o. dispositional alternative for minor 
crimes I they are very reluctant to exercise this option for the more 
serious misdemeanor violations. The implications for expanding 
the program to felony cases thus become self-evident. 
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Vehicle Code 

Penal Code 

~her Offenses 

Total 

Table 3. Nature of Offense of Court 
Referral Participants 

I 

Number and Percentage 
of Infractions 

FY ] 972 % FY ]973 

1172 6],4 1732 

697 36.5 753 

I 

I 
39 2.0 no 

]908* 99.9+ 2595* 
p ___ -.1.-

_. 

% 

66.7 

29.0 

4.2 

99.9+ 

* Totals exceed number of referrals due to multiple charges in 
some instances. 

+ Does not equal] 00. 0% due to round ing . 
... _--

Source: Court Referral Quarterly Progress Reports 

The number of hours assigned to an individual is determined by 
the judge, taking into consid~ration such items as the nature 
of the offense, availability to perform work, access to trans
portation, family responsibilities, age and health of defendant, 
skills, etc. The majority of participants are assigned less than 
one week of work (see Table 4). This again is a reflection of 
the fact that most offenders are conv icted of minor traffic offenses. 
Court referral participants contributed over 100, 000 hours of 
community service work in FY 1972 and over 140, 000 hours in 
FY 1973. This represents a substantial effort at providing 
increased resources to the community. 
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The majority of court referral participants are male, although 
the proportion of females in the program has been rising. Females 
now comprise over 47 percent of all participants (see Table 5) • 
Ethnic minorities have also increased their participation. During 
FY 1972, minorities represented 42.5 percent of all participants. 
IN IT 1973, this percentage had risen to 50.7 percent, an in
crease of 19 percent. Black defendants represented the largest 
increase in minority participants, increasing in numbers from 
540 in IT 1972, to 965 in IT 1973, an increase of almost 80 
percent. Nearly two-thirds of the participants are between 
18 and 30 year-s of age. During FY 1972, this age group repre
sented over 72 percent of all participants. With respect to educa
tional background nearly 3 out of every 10 participants have not 
completed high school. Whi Ie 16.6 percent of the participants 
listed their occupation as students, only a small portion of these 
are high school students. Less than ~ of 1 percent of all parti
cipants were under the age of 18i the normal age of high school 
graduates. The relatively low educational level - 59 percent had 
no education beyond high school - is also reflected in the occu
pational status of participants. Nearly one out of every four 
participants is unemployed. This is significantly 'ligher than 
the local unemployment rate. These last two statistics - edu
cation and employment - are indicative of the need for a Court 
Referral Program. It may be inferred that for many individuals 
the payment of a fine or incarceration would impose hard'ships 
that serve neither the interest of justice nor the community at 
large. 

The type of work court referral participants perform varies consider
ably. The majority - over 60 percent - perform maintenance or clerical 
related work (see Table 6). Maintenance includes both skilled and un
skilled functions such as: animal care, school watchman, recycling I 
janitorial, repairs, etc. Clerical work includes typing, filing, 
collating, addressing, etc. The type of work performed is often 
limited by participants' educational level and occupational status 
as well as the availability of supervision among the participating 
agencies. It must be noted that the Court Referral Program is not 
an employment and/or educational assistance project. Though 
certain defendants, particularly those that are unemployed I may 
be better served by employment oriented diversion programs, the 
majority of participants are simply performing less than 40 hours 
of work in lieu of a court imposed fine andlor incarceration. 
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Table 4. Hours A.ssigned to Court Referral Participants 

Hours Assigned Number and Percentage of Refer!:.e€!s 
FY 1972 % IT 1973 % 

4 - 16 538 29.1 749 29.9 
17 - 40 575 31.1 702 2S.1 
4] - SO 326 17.6 460 1B.4 
BO - 160 274 14.8 366 14.6 
Over] 60 132 7.2 215 8.6 
Not Available 3 0.2 9 0.4 

Total 1848 ]00.0 2501 100.0 

Source: Court Referral Quarterly Progress Reports 

2. Interview and Placement 

After being notified by the court of the hours assigned, the 
offender contacts the Volunte€'f Bureau and schedules a personal 
interview. At the time of the interview the individual is oriented 
to the Volunteer Bureau and the Court Referral Program. Emphasis 
is placed on the fact that the Bureau is not part of the Court, 
Probation Department or any other criminal justice agency. The 
offender is considered as a person who wishes to help the com
munity on a voluntary basis. 

Court Referral interviewers screen the individual as to background, 
~mployment experience, education, interests, availability, and 
other factors affecting community service placement. The program 
staff then match these factors with community organizational needs 
in order to find ',' appropriate placement. The project has over 
400 community agencies on file from which it can select and place 
people. 

Once a mutually agreed-upon placement has been worked out, the 
community agency ls contacted and the individual begins his work. 
The agency assigns a supervisor to the court referral participant . 
and maintains a record of the hours worked. Aside from the super
visor, no one in the agency is informed that the individual is a 
convict~d offender or a court referral placement. 
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Table 5. Socioeconomic Characteristics of 
Court Referral Participants 

Characteristic Number and Percentage of Referrees 

FY ]972 % FY ]973 % 

Sex 
Male ]022 55.3 1320 52.S 
Female S26 44.7 lISl 47.2 

Ethnicity 
Caucasian 1061 57.4 I ]217 4S.7 i 

Black I 540 29.2 965 3S.6 
Chicano I 186 10.1 24] 9.6 
Oriental 20 1.1 

I 
17 D.7 I 

American Indian I 19 1.0 24 0.9 I 
Other 

, 
20 1.1 15 0.6 I I 

Not Available 
I 

2 0.1 
, 

15 0.6 I I 

Age I 
I 

Under J S I 22 1.2 , 11 0.4 
IS - 21 , 593 32. ] 65] 26.0 
22 - 30 I 718 38.9 

, 
999 39.9 

31 - 40 I 259 14.0 I 4]2 16.5 
Over 40 I 249 13.4 409 16.4 
Not Available I 9 0 • .5 19 0.8 i 

Education 
Some High School 500 27.1 740 29.6 
Completed High School 546 29.5 736 29.4 
Some College 603 32.6 757 30.3 
Comple ted College 177 9.5 242 9.7 
Not Available 21 1.1 I 25 1.0 

Occu[2atlonal Status I 
Student 357 19.3 4]6 16.6 
Emplc>yed 545 29.5 866 34.6 
Unemployed 426 23. ] 6J7 24.7 
Not in Labor Force 513 27.8 574 23.0 
Not Available 7 0.4 28 1.1 

- , 
Source: Court Referral Quarterly Progress Reports 
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Table 6. Types of Work Performed by 
Court Referral Particip,:mts 

Category Volunteers .Referred 
FY 1972 % FY 1973 

Maintenance 406 22.0 767 
Clerical 486 26.3 751 
ProfeGsional 226 12.1 228 
Recreation 181 9.8 221 
Child Care 68 3.7 147 
Para-Medical 101 5.5 135 
Artistic \,york 67 3.6 75 
Tutors 40 202 91 
Aide to Handicapped 42 2.3 55 
Other 231 12.5 31 

Total 1848 100.1 * :2501 - - -
* Does not equal 100% due to rounding. 

Source: Court Referral Quarterly Progress Reports 

3. Follow-Up 

% 

30.7 
30.0 

9.1 

I 8.8 
5.9 
5.4 
3.0 
3.6 
2.2 
1.2 

99.9* 

The final phase of the program concerns itself with the completion 
of the hours assigned by the courts. Both the community service 
agency and the court referral participant keep records of the hours 
worked. Upon completion of the appropriate hours the Court 
Referral Program is notified by the participant. The program in 
turn verifies the participant's hours through agency records and 
then contacts the courts. In the event the individual does not 
complete the hours assigned I within the designated time frame I 

the matter is referred back to the court for further disposition. 
For those participants that complete their assignment no further 
action is taken. 

E. Project Future 

The Court Referral Program is completing its second full year under 
cceJ funding. The project is currently receiving an additional 
seven month grant beginning in July 1974, for completion of its 36 
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month grant duration. Future program plans are contingent on funding 
from the County Probation Department. The Department has currently 
included the program in its 1974-75 budget subject to review and 
approval by the County Administrator and Board of Super v isars. 
Though it may be premature at this time, it would be to the advantage 
of the program coordinator, the project director and th'3 program I s 
board of directors to develop those working relations and lines of 
authority best suited for the program in the event that the Probation 
pepartment assumes full financial responsibility. 

One of the aspects which has enabled the program to be a success is 
its ability to maintain an autonomy and identity apart from that of 
the cril')1inal justice system. To maintain this autonomy and identity, 
it is suggested that the program continue to operate on a contractual 
basis with the County rather than being integrated into the operation 
of the Probation Department. If the Probation De:partment sponsors 
the project in the future I the same degree of flexibility and autonomy 
which presently exists should be maintained. 

F. Recommenda tions 

It is recommended that: 

• The Court Referral Program expand into South Alameda County 
on a full time basis. A South County office should be cen
trally located to facilitate the interviewing and placement of 
court referral participants. The office should be staffed with 
adequate personnel to insure that 100 rcferrees per month can 
be processed. It is suggested that the Probation Department 
allocate the necessary resources to expand the project into 
South County. 

• Project Staff assume additional responsibility for following
up on cases which do not report for (1) the initial court refer
ral interview and/or (2) agency work assignments. It is 
suggested that additional staff be hired to perform this func
tion and that a systematic procedure be established with the 
courts to provide immediate feedback on those cases which 
do 'not report for their interview or work assignment. 

• The County Probation Department supports the project by 
funding for the 1974-1975 fiscal year. In addition, a mech
anism should be established whereby appropriate Court 
Referral administrative structure can be discussed and resolved 
with a view toward allowing for the continued autonomy of the 
project. 
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A. Project Effectivenes§ 
I i 

Effectiveness may be defined as the project's ability to achieve its 
overall program objectives. The project's objectives as stated in 
its second year CCCJ contract are as follows~ 

• Provide alternative dispositions, county-wide, for 
selected misdemeanants I felons I and juveniles. 

• Interview and place at least 125 offenders each month 
in community service activities. 

• Increase Superior Court placements by 25 percent. 

8 Achieve an 80 percent success rate among interviewees 
for completion of community service assignments. 

• Develop a written model of the Court Referral Program 
for use in other jurisdictions. 

Project personnel are operating on a full-timE.' basis in North County 
and part-time in 80uth Alameda County. WhilE the project is quite 
successful in plaCing convicted misdemeanants in community service 
agencies I judges are very reluctant to refer felons and juveniles. 

Statistics for the two-year period covering FY 197?'-1973 reveal that 
only 70 referrals have come from Superior Court and 33 from Tuvenile 
Court (See Table 1). These referrals represent only 2.4 percent of 
all participants. Juvenile refeG'als have dropped from 24 to 9 dt:ring 
the second year. The difficulties associated in establishing a juven
ile component are many. According to project staff and probation de
partment administrators I it is felt that community service placement 
is less appropriate for juveniles. While most juveniles mtarviewed 
completed their assignment, placement was difficult. Tuvaniles are 
available at hqurs inconvenient to most agencies I frequently have 
transportation problems, and need close supervision. In addition 
judges are reluctant to require parents to sign liability waivers, a 
requirement of all participants. 

The objective of increaSing Superior Court placements by 25 percent 
has not been met. The referral of felons decreased during the second 
year from 41 to 29 I a drop of 29.3 percent. Placement of felons is 
limited in large part I by the nature of the offense. Very few judges 
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hear cases that they feel are appropriate for referral. This is due 
to judges I propensity against utilizing court referral as a dispositional 
alternative in Qases where the crime is punishable by death or im
prisonment in a state penitentiary. Project staff have made concerted 
~fforts at expanding the program to include felons. However I it does 
not appear that the courts are willing to utilize court referral as a 
dispositional altematjve in these cases. It is concluded that unless 
there is a considerable shift in public as well as judicial attitude 
toward the "punishment" of convicted felons the project will continue 
to be limited to participants convicted of minor crimes. 

The objectivE of interviewing and placement of 125 offenders each 
month has been exceeded by a wide margin during the first two years 
(see Figure 5). During 1972, a monthly average of 154 participants 
were interviewed. Of this total only 28 or 1 .5 percent were' not placed 
because they were "unsuitable". In FY 1973, the average monthly 
interview rate rose to 208, an increase of 35 percent. Of this total 
only 50 or 2.4 percent were not placed. Those cases which are deemed 
"unsuitable" are returned to the court for other dispositions. Reasons 
for non-placement vary but include the following: 

• Lack of useable skill. 
• Inappropriate attitude 
• Lack of mobility 
• Severe mental or phYSical health problems. 

As stated in its objectives, the completion rate for court referral parti
cipants is e::x:p-:;cted to be 80 percent. Completion rates were calculated 
for all participants except those which were still working on assignments 
or were returned to the court because they were "unsuitable" for place
ment. Figures indicate that the 80 percent completion rate has been a
chieved (see Table 7). Although the completion rate dropped slightly 
from 83.6 percent in FY 1912, to 81.4 percent in FY 1973, it continues 
to exceed the stated objective. 

A number of no hours are reflected in the statistics. This category 
consists of persons who are directed to report to the program by the 
court but who do not contact the program or report for their scheduled, 
interview. When known, these cases are referred back to the court 
which I"~ turn issues a bench warrant or aSSigns another interview 
date. Project staff assume only partial responsibility for following 
up on no-show cases. If the no-show clients are eliminated from the 
calculation, the completion rate is even higher: 88.7 and 89.3 percent 
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Figure 5. Number of Court Referral Participants Interviewed 
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T9ble 7. Completion Rate of Court Referral Participants 
(Inactive Cases) 

" 
Status Participants 

FY 1972 % t FY 1973 % 

• Completed Assigned Hours 1285 83.6 1627 81.4 

• Partial Completion 125 8.1 195 9.8 

• No Hours 128 8.3 177 8.9 

Total Inactive Cases 1538 100.0 1999 100.1* 
t-- -

* Exceeds 100% due to rounding 

Source: Court Referral Quarterly Progress Reports 
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respectively for fiscal years 1972 and 1973. Upon completion of 
their as signed hours, a number of participants continue to provide 
additional hours or volunteer on a regular basis. Over the two 
year period covering FY 72-73, 345 individuals or ll. 8 percent 
of those completing their assignment, continued to volunteer. 

The final objective stated in the contract I pertains to the develop
ment of a court referral model. Under contract to the Bay Area 
Social Planning Council a "Model Court-Ordered Work Program" 
report has recently been completed. The model addresse.s itself 
to four components of the Court Referral Program: 

• Administrative organization 
• "Program Operation 
• Staffing 
• Finances 

In addition to a description of the various components several 
sample forms and job descriptions are presented in the appendices 
of the report. The program received SOD copies of the report for 
general distribution. Many other jurisdictions from within 
the state, as well as other parts of the country, have inquired regarding 
the function and establishment of such a program. The success of 
the program would seem to warrant its replication in other communi
ties. 

B. CHent Evaluation 

Upon completion of their work as signment, select court referral participants 
are requested to evaluate their experience with the program. A review 
of these responses reveals a near unanimity of opinion regarding the 
program I s usefulness. The responses to the question: II Do you think 
this program of referring persons for volunteer services is of value 
as an alternative to jail or paying a fine?" indicate that there is . 
overwhelming participant agreement as to the need and value of the 
progrclm. Some partiCipants felt that the program provided an alterna-
tive ~or persons without the financial resources to pay fines. Others 
thought that it provided them with the opportunity to serve the com
munity and to gain valuable experience in the process. 
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Some typioal responses to the above question were: 

• Definitely, serving ti.me wastes time, serving people is 
constructive both for the people served and the person 
serving. 

• Yes, personally I didn't have fine money yet I felt I 
wa s doing something useful to help others. 

• I am poor and oould not have paid the money ~ Volunteer 
servioe is a very good alternative to jail. 

In response to the question: "Do you feel that this was a good plaoe
ment?", most people indioated that it was worthwhile plaoement and 
that they learned something from their work. Participants felt that the 
work experienoe oriented them to agenoies within the oommunity, tho 
problems these organizations are faoing and attempting to ameliorate, 
and how community groups are dealing with the sooial problems. While 
most replies were positive, the question: "Has this work been of any 
value to you personally", elicited a number of negative responses. 
In some instances, negative responses were the result of false expeo
tations, suoh as an unemployed person hoping to find permanent em
ployment as a result of the volunteer experienoe. In other cases I 
persons oomplained about the mundane and boring nature of the work 
to which they were assigned. 

On the whole, the evaluations were very positive, implying that the 
experienoe was more than an alternative to fine or inoaroeration, and that 
it served to raise social oonsoiousness and orient people to a part of 
their community whioh may heretofore have been beyond their interest. 

C. Court Responsiveness 

Since the courts and specifically Judges are the primary users of the 
program, their utilization of the program's servioes is paramount 
to project effeotiveness. As suoh, the various ways in whioh judges 
peroeive the program will direotly affeot the day-to-day referral rate 
to the program. It is this very is sue whioh has preoluded the project. 
from impacting on juvenile and felony defendants. 

While not attempting to delve into the personal idiosyncrasies of 
particular judges the following interpretations have been given for 
utilizing the program: 
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• Judge A feels that the program serves primarily as a 
dispositional alternative for indigents. 

• Judge B utilizes the program for ihdigents, as well as 
those for whom a fine or incarceration does not mean 
anything. 

• Judge C uses the program in instances when the crime 
does not warrant a jail sentence and/or a fine. 

• Judge D sees the program primari:y as showing defen
dants that community service is a healthy and positive 
thing to be involved in. 

• Judge E utilizes the program only as a last alternative., 
after exhausting other pre-trial diversion possibilities. 

Although not mutually exclusive, the circumstances under which 
clients are referred to the program vary considerably. For the most 
part they fall completely within the discretion of the judges. How
ever, regardless of the circumstances under which judges refer par
ticipants, they unanimously agree to the need for such a program. In 
a recent study completed by the Bay Area Social Planning Council, it 
was found that 96 percent of the judges in Alameda and San Mateo 
County felt that court work projects such as the Court Referral Program 
were "very important II to continue. 

D. Project Efficiency 

Program efficiency focuses on the relationship between effectiveness 
and cost. The relative cost associated with the achievement of pre
stated objectives is often of great importance in assessing the "worth" 
of publicly financed programs. The Court Referral Program is in its 
third and final year as an II experimental and demonstration" project 
funded by the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration. With the 
termination of federal funds f local units of government must make the 
difficult choice of whether to continue funding the project. The pro
gram has demonstrated its effectiveness viz. meeting prestated criminal 
justice impact objectives, yet the question of efficiency remains. 

To provide policy makers with additional information in making crucial 
funding decisions, Regional OCJP staff are planning to undertake a 
cost-effectiveness evaluation of the Court Referral Program. The 
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methodology fDr such a study is attached to this report (see Appendix) . 
It is anticipated that such a study will commence in January 1975. 

E. Recommendations 

, ...... It is recommended that: 

" . ~ ~, 
'. , ...... -., 

"., .... '. 
.... ". 

-" ' ..... , ~ ... 

" .. ~ , , . '"''' ..... , . '" , ... 

", 

III The project limit its activities to adult misdemeanor 
' .. ca-ses. The inappropriateness of utilizing court referral 

uS a dispOSitional alternative for juveniles and felons 
has been well documented during the first two years of 
project operations. It is suggested that the project 
continue to expand its service s in misdemeanor cases I 

'particularly for penal code violatIons. 

f) A cost-benefit analysis be undertaken to assess the 
efficiency and relative effectiveness of the Court 
Referral Program. Such a study should be undertaken 
by the Office of Criminal Justice Planning or the • 
Probation Department . 
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A. Approach 

Several traditional research approaches were used to generate informa~ 
tion for the second year evaluation report. First, all extant data and 
information were analyzed to provide an overview of project activities 
and a context for the evaluation effort. Extant data included I but was 
not limited to I project generated reports I criminal justice statistical 
summaries I previous evaluation reports I legal contracts I and other 
relevant literature. Second I new data bases were developed through 
on-site visits, unstructured interviews, and non-participant observation. 
These sources were used to provide qualitative and subjective data 
on project operations. 

Three extensive site visits were made between the months of February 
and August 1974. The purpose of these site visits was to solicit 
information regarding various aspects of project operations. An 
unstructured survey instrument was administered to the administra tive 
staff of the program. Data pertaining to the following areas was 
collected and analysed: 

.. project administration and personnel 
o project implementation 
• technical and fiscal components 

The site visits also served to facilitate extant data retrieval and 
provided for limited non-participant observation. Project records 
pertaining to the subjective assessmer.t of the Court Referral Program 
by partiCipants I judges, and agencies were also collected and analysed. 

During on-site visits, a limited observation of the progr:cJm I s interview 
process was conducted. This provided additional insight into the in
teraction of the program staff with court referral participants. Finally, 
an extensive literature research was undertaken to provide a full 
understanding of the Court Referral concept as well as to provide a 
complete context for the evaluatlOn activities. The literature survey 
included the review of pertinent journal articles I .previous evaluation 
reports, various reference publications I project authored reports and 
other relevant literature. 

B. Project Effectiveness 

Project effectiveness refers to the extent to which prertat<:!d objectives 
have been achieved. The program I s second year CCCJ contract lists 
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five specific objectives which must be met for purposes of contract 
compliance. These objectives were developed jointly by project 
administrators and Regional OCJP staff at the beginning of the contract 
,year. The objectives are all quantifiable and readily lend themselves 
to measurement. 

All data used in the outcome analysis was collected and summarized 
by Court Referral staff. Quarterly progress reports submitted to the , 
Regional OCJP office served to provide information regarding parti-
dpant's placement rates and completion of work assignments. 
Data was of sufficient detail to provide additional information re
garding the interviewing / placement I and follow-up of court referral 
participants. 

Due to time and monetary constraints the information submitted by 
the program was not verified for its relji:lbility or validity. However, 
based on the working rela.tionship of this office with the project over 
the past two years and the experiences of previous evaluators, it 
is concluded that the data submitted is as accurate and complete as 
is possible. The data should be viewed as the best information 
available from the program, but not as conclusive. 

Analysis of data was limited to frequency counts and percentiles. 
Whenever possible/efforts were made to identify data trends that 
were significant. However, the limitation of these trends must be 
noted since no test of "statistical significance" was utilized. 
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VI. A P PEN D I X 

COURT REFERRAL PROGRAM 

COST·· EFFECTIVENESS METHODOLOGY 



i I : 

A. Introduction 

This methodology is designed to determine the cost-effectiveness of the 
Alameda County Court Referral Program. The Court Referral Program 
provides the Alameda County Courts with a dispositional alternative 
to incarcera tion, fine, or formal probation. Through this program, 
jlJdges may offer convicted misdemeanants the option of performing 
volunteer work in a community service agency for an assigned num-
ber of hours within a specific time period. The successful comple-
tion of such an assignment is in lieu of paying a fine or s'erving jail 
time. 

The Court Referral Program is operated under the auspices of the Vol
unteer Bureau of Alameda County, a private non-profit organization, 
which has been in existence since 1947. When the court deems 
that community service work is a viable alternative to 
incarcerating or fining a convicted defendant, the individual is as
signed a specific number of hours and referred to the Volunteer Bur
eau. After being notified by' the court of the hours assigned, the 
offender contaots the Volunteer Bureau and schedules a personal in
terview. At the time of the interview, the individual is oriented to 
the Volunteer Bureau and the Court Referral Program. Emphasis is 
placed on the fact that the Bureau is not part of the Court, Probation 
Department or any other criminal justice agency. The offender is 
considered as a person who w!shes to help the community on a 
voluntary basis. 

Court Referral interviewers screen the individual as to background, 
employment experience, education interests, availability, and 
other factors affecting community service placement. The program 
staff then match these factors with volunteer organization needs in 
order to find an appropriate placement. The project has over 400 
community agencies on flle in which it can place people. 

Once a mutually agreed-upon placement has been worked out, the 
community agency is contacted and the individual begins his work. 
The agency assigns a supervisor to the offender and maintains a 
record of the hours worked. Aside from the supervisor, no one in 
the agency is informed that the individual is a court referree. The 
nature of placements and the types of work Court Referral clients 
participa te in varies considerably. 
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The final phase of the program concerns itself with the completion 
of the hours assigned to individuals by the courts. Both the agency 
and the individual keep records of the hours worked. Upon comple
tion of the appropriate hours the project is notified by the client. 
The project in turn verifies the client claims with agency records 
and then contacts the courts. In the event the individual does not 
complete the hours assigned, the project refers the matter to the 
court for further disposition. 

This analysis, then, is focused on the marginal misdemeanant 
offender I arrested for vehicle code violation or IIpetty offenses II. 
These offenses comprise the majority of lower court filings and 
present one of the greatest challenges to the administration of 
justice. -Due to the prohibitively large caseloads I the lack of op
portunity to screen and prepare cases carefully I and the impossi
bility to inquire into a defendant's background, sentences in lower 
courts are often based on the charge, defendant's appearance, and 
response to whatever questions the judge may ask. As a result, 
short jail sentences and moderate fines are commonly imposed on 
an assembly-line basis. However, for many defendants, imprison
ment and fines are vieweu as arbitrary and unjust. The imposition 
of jail sentences and/or fines often places financial hardships on 
individuals and increases the burden on already overcrowded correc
tional institutions. What is needed are realistic alternatives that 
are lIacceptable" to the courts as well as the offenders. The Court 
Referral Program is one such alternative and the question of its cost
effectiveness will, in part, determine the extent to which alternatives 
to traditional sentencing practices are feasible. 

B. Measurement of Benefits 

The two principle benefits derived from the Court Referral Program 
are: the diversion benefit, and the community service benefit. In 
addition, one other marginal benefit is realized by the program: the 
employment benefit. 

1. Diversion Benefit 

The first benefit is an immediate return to the community from 
the referral of defendants to the program. Savings are realized 
to the extent that offenders are not involved in the criminal 
justice system beyond the courts. The value to the community 
of diverting cases from the correctional system is dependent on 

36 



---.,.~-,-. 

"~-.~.:-,~;.:.:-.;:.;~:.~-~-~-, ........ ~ .. -~--.-~ 

'--~ ~'--

'~ ~-~~~.~:.:.:~.'.:':~--"-: ~-' ---- -~--'--"'----~------=-----------" .'--~-" -

the number of offenders that would otherwise have been incarcer
ated, placed on formal or court probation. 

2. Community Service Benefit 

This benefit is a measurement of the participants I contribution 
to the community's social welfare. It is as sumed that the con
tribution of personal services is a valid measure of a communi
ty's productivity and that the rise in that productivity contributes 
to ~he overall "well-being" of the community. Individuals that 
are placed in non-profit, community organizations provide man
power services beyond those which are rendered by paid staff. 
Since many of these agencies have limited budgets, an actual 
increase in service delivery is realized. The value of these 
servic"es is a function of the number of hours that a particular 
type of work is performed. 

3. Employment Benefit 

-------

A serendipitous benefit of the program is earnings resulting 
from the employment of individuals at agencies to which they 
were assigned. It is difficult to measure the effect of this 
aspect of the program because of the paucity of data. However, 
gross assessments can be made on the basis of a follow-up on a 
random number of service agencies. 

For purposes of this analysis the recidivi.sm reduction benefit 
is considered to be an inappropriate benefit for several reasons. 
First, the Cou,rt Referral Program was not devised, and in theory 
is not intended for I the rehabilitation of criminal offeHders; 
second, the problem of subsequent offenses is a traditional one I 
not limited to the Court Referral Program. The majority of the 
program I s clients are convicted of minor misdemeamrs. This 
class of criminal offenders is not predisposed to a career of 
crime. They are for the most part law-abiding citizens that are 
cited for such offenses as speeding, hit and run, driving while 
under the influence, etc. The benefit in determining the recidivism 
rate of this cohort population is outweighed by the limited value 
of the results of such information. 

The total benefit from the Court Referral Program is the sum of 
the present values of each benefit measured. The benefits can 
be expected to accrue over several years I yet for the purpo ses 
of thi s analysis I a two-year period will serve as the time frame. 
The cost effectiveness is a factor of the sum of the benefits. 
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minus the cost incurred. The latter include all funds and in-kind 
. services expended for total program operations. If the benefits 
exceed the costs, the project has resulted in a net gain and 
improvement to the criminal justice system and society. More 
precisely, if the benefit-cost ratio exceeds unity, the project 
has been a worthwhile Invcs!.:ment. , 

Sever("ll Simplifying assumptions are made throughout this meth
odology in order to make the estimation of a cost-benefit possible. 
As in all cost analyses, the accuracy of the resulting estimates 
depends upon the quality of the existing data and the magnitude 
of the biases which result from simplifying assumptions. In this 
paper, most assumptions are of a: conservative nature; that is, 
the bias results in reducing the estimated benefits of the Court 
Referral Program. 

C. Data 

A participant sample will be used for purposes of this analyses. 
This sample will be drawn from the total enrollee population of 
the first two years. A stratified simple random sample will be 
selected from the over 4, 000 individuals participating in the 
project between July I, 1972 and June 30 I 1974. A sample pop
ulation of 15 percent will be drawn. This sample will be matched 
along the following strata: 

• sex 
• age 
• ethnicity 
• educational background 
• employment status 
• nature of offense 
• number of hours assigned 
• type of work assigned 

D. Control Group 

The benefits from the project will be estimated by comparison of 
a sample of Court Referral participants with a control group. 
Ideally, controls are selected simultaneously with or from the 
same period as the subject or experimental group. However 
since the project did not utilize an "experimental research de
sign", controls will have to be artificially constructed. Since 
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limited cc:nparative data is available for misdemeanor convictions 
prior to July I 1972, it was decided to choose the control group 
from the 12'-month period of July 1972 - June 1~73. Individuals 
in the control group will be selected randomly from the court 
records of those Judicial districts which did not utilize the court 
referral service to an appreciable extent. This control group 
population will be similar to the participant group on four main 
criteria: 

• age 
• sex 
• nature of offense 
• ethnicity 

The control group will be used primarily in determining the diversion 
benefit. It is assumed that community service and employment 
benefits are independent of control:3, that is, no controls are deemed 
necessary to calculate the cost of manpower s"lrviccs resulting from 
the work of participants. Similarly employment gained as a result 
of volunteer work is independent of the constructed control group. 

Cost of Project 

Measurement of the cost cf the Court Referral Program is based on the 
total operating cost during the two year period previously mentioned. 
Direct costs are identi.fied in formal contracts with the Office of 
Criminal Justice Planning. These include Doth federal and local allot
ments, Local costs represent both hard and' ft monies. Summary 
reports of actual expenditures will be used . 1termine all exact 
costs. Indirect selvices c.nd donated equipm\:!!lt and supplies not 
reflected in the. contract budget will be ca~culated and incorporated 
into the cost-benefit formula. The equation used for determining costs 
of operating the program is as follows: 

.------------, 
2 ' 

Cx =:~ Cc + Ca i 

i=l 
,----__ J 

i -= year; July, 1972 - June, 1974 
Cc = actual yearly contract expenditure 
Ca = additional cost incurred I both direct and indirect, which 

are not reflected in the OCJP contract. 

On the basis of this formula, it is also possible to determine the cost 
per participant. 
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F. Cost of Crime 

This section will discuss the estimated costs of crime to the correc
tional system. The costs of court, correctional and prol?ation services 
are provided. These estimates will be used in measuring the value of 
diversion. 

The cost of "housing" a convicted offender 8t Santa Rita County Jail 
as well a.s Oakland City Jail has been estimated at $15.00 per day. 
This cost prov ides basic food, medical, clothing, laundry I security, 
and recreational services. This $15.00 per day cost is based on 
the formal agreement between the County of Alameda and the City of 
Oakland covering the procedures for handling prisoners. 

The cost of probation services can be determined on the basis of pro
bation officers' salaries plus supportive services. This cost can be 
calculated by dividing the total departmental budget by the number of 
budgeted positions. While it is recognized that the Probation Depart
ment is organized along Adult and Juvenile Divisions, the average 
cost per probation officer does not differ significantly. 

Next it is assumed that there is some maximum adult caseload which 
the community deems desirable. When caseloads grow to exceed 
this, expenditures will be made to expand the number of probation 
officers. For the purpose of making this estimate the County Admin
istrator's Office has utilized" yardstick cases II in determining per
sonnel requests. These yardsticks adopted by the County Board of 
Supervisors are: 

Adult Division 
• 150 male supervisory cases per month 
• 132 female supervisory cases per month 

Thus, for the purpose of this analysis, it is assumed that if 150 addi
tional cases were given to a probation officer, itwouldresultinthehiring 

,-

of additional probation officer. The cost per day, multiplied byone of these addi
II tional probationer~ would be the annual cost of the probation officer 
{(divided by 150, divided by 365. Table I, below, presents the costs 
'of indiViduals placed on probation in Alameda County. 
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Table 1. Probation Costs 

1972 - 1973 
Probation Department Budget 
Budgeted Positions 
Avg. Cost Per Probation Officer 
Cost per Probation Case (Annual) 
Cost per Probation Case (Daily) 

$ 12,496,347.00 
732.67 

17,056.00 
1 1 ~ 71 
_~v., .... 

.31 

Source: Alameda County Budget Message, 1972 - 1973. 

G. The Diversion Benefit 

~-" ( 
. "---.J 

The first benefit to be measured is that occuring from diversion of 
participants I cases from the correctional' system .. The value to 
the community from diverting cases from the criminal justice system 
depends on the number of cases that would otherwise not ha.ve been 
diverted and the expected cost of the sentences. The expected coats 
of a sentence depends on thE:: costs of different types of dispositions 
including acquittal, prison sentence, normal probation, etc., 
weighted by the probability that each disposition would have occurred. 
The value of diverting cases from the criminal justice system would 
be offset by those participants who fail to complete their assignments 
and must therefore return to the court for further ajudi.cation. The 
cost of additional court services will be calculated for participants 
that have incomplete assignments. Table 2 below will help to 
illustrate the diversion benefit. 

The estimated value of the prison and probatlon resource savings 
is offset by the loss of revenues obtained thf' .... gh fines had "con-
ventionaIllsentences been handed down. Thus the formula for the 
diversion benefit could be as follows: 

';."J. 

Cp = probation cost 
Cpr = parole cost 
Bf = fine s not lev ied in lie u of referral 
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Table 2. Estimated Differences of DisP9sitions 
of Court Referral and Control Samples 

Disposition Control N=lOO Court Referral 

Fine 
$ o - 100 

100 - 200 
200 - 300 
300 •. 500 
over 500 

Probation 
3 mos. 
6 mos. 

12 mos. 

Prison 
o - 15 days 
6- 10 days . 

11 - 20 days 
21 - 30 days 

I 

30 days " " 

H. Community Service Benefit 

The second major benefit derived from the project is the value asso
ciated with the work performed by project participants. Court Refer
rees are assigned to complete from 8 to 1,200 hours of volunteer 
work in a community service agency. The type of work performed 
falls into a variety of categories ranging from maintenance to child 
care. The. calculation of community service benefits is a function 
of the following variables: 

!l I 

• 
• 
• 
a 

• 

type of work performed (Wt) 
hourly value of each type of work (V n) 
percentage of clients performing a given type of work (Cp) 
total number of hours assigned to clients (Ht) 
rate of aSSignment completion (Rc) 
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The type of work performed' (Wr) is based on standard job classifi
cations. Records of work assignments are maintained by the project 
and are easily coded to reflect specific work assignments. The 
hourly rate (V n) used in the valuation of volunteer services is based 
on State OCJP fiscal standards. State regulations specify 11 accept
able rates ll for the valuation of over 35 employment classifications. 
The project maintains data on the percentage of clients performing 
a given type of work (Cp)' During the course of a placement, the 
offender may perform tasks not originally part of his/her assignment. 
Also I in some cases placements in more than one community agency 
or organization are necessary to enable the offender to complete the 
hours as signed b? the Court. For purposes of this analysis the 
difference in the value of the actual work performed compared with 
the assigned has not been taken into account. It is assumed that 
negative costs resulting from the performance of Ie ss valuable work 
will be offset by the performance of more valuable work in other 
assignments. In addition, the percentage of individuals performing 
work other than what was assigned is only 17 per cent. No data 
is availabl~ correlating the type of work performed with the number 
of clients or hours assigned. As a result, calculations will be made 
on the basis of the total number of hours assigned and percentage of 
clients performing a specific type of work. The total number of hours 
assigned (Ht) is based on the following formula: 

5 
Ht = 2=:Hx . Pn 

i=1 

i = classes of hours assigned 
Hx = mean number of"hours assigned 
Pn = number of participants assigned 

The rate of aSSignment completion (Rd is based on the total number of 
participants assigned to community service placements. Records of 
aSSignment completion are maintained by the project and are verified 
by community service agencies. 

The value of the community service benefit can thus be determined by 
means of the following formula. 

i = type of work performed (Wt) 
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I • Employment Benefit 

An unanticipated benefit of the project is the employment which may 
result from a participant's volunteer work in a community service 
agency. A primary consideration in the referral of offenders to the 
project is their indigent status. Quarterly proj ect statistics show that 
only 32 percent of those interviewed were employed. The remainder 
were unemployed (26.3%) or not 1n the labor force (41.7%). The 
employment of individuals in agencies for which they performed vol
unteer wQrk is a true social benefit. It is assumed that an indivi
dual's employment is associated with his/her placement by the 
Court Referral pr~ject. Thus r any subsequent earnings can be attri
buted to the project. 

Determination of the employment benefit is based on self-reporting 
of a subsample of unemployed Court Referral partiCipants. Telephone 
follow-up survey will be utilized to obtain employment and earning s 
data. The cost of the benefits will be as follows: 

n 

. Be:::: L Ea 
i:1 

i :::: individual obtaining employment at referral agency 
Ea :::: annual earnings from agency employment 

1. Total Court Referral Benefit 

The total Court Referral Program benefit is the sum of the benefits 
previously identified minus the costs incurred (see below) . 

CRb :::: Total Court Referral Benefit 

If the total benefits (Bd + Bcs + Be) exceed the total costs (Cx) the 
project can bo said to be cost effective. The value of the effectiveness 
is in absolute dollars and provides an indication of the magnitude of 
the benefit. 

To determine the cost-benefit ratio I that is the rate of return for a 
given investment I the following formula is applicable: 
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Table 11a. Chicago: Percent distribution of personal crimes of violence, by type of incident and number of offenders, 19721 

Type of crime One Two Three 

Crimes of ,~olence 49 20 15 
Rape 74 (B) (B) 
Robbery 33 29 22 

Robbery and attempted robbery with injury 26 28 23 
From serious assault 25 26 24 
From minor assault 27 30 22 

Robbery without injury 29 31 25 
Attempted robbery without injury 47 25 17 

Assault 63 11 9 
Aggravated assault 59 14 7 

lVith injury 52 16 (B~ Attempted assault with weapon 63 12 (B 
Simple assault 66 9 11 

vlith injury 62 (B) 13 
-.J Attempted assault without weapon 68 9 10 
~ 

1Excludes incidents for which the number of offenders was unknown or not available. 
B Estimate, based on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable. 

Four or more 

16 

(B) 
16 
23 
25 
21 
15 
11 
17 
20 
24 
18 
14 
15 
13 
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Table 11b. Detroit: Percent distribution of personal crimes of violence, by type of incident and number of offenders, 19721 

Type of crime One Two Three Four or more 

Crimes of violence 51 23 11 15 

Rape 81 (B) 0 (B) 
Robbery 36 33 15 16 

Robbery and attempted robbery with injury 35 31 15 19 
From serious assault 30 35 15 20 
From minor assault 42 26 (B) 17 

Robbery without injury 36 33 17 14 
Attempted robbery without injury 39 34 11 16 

Assault 62 16 8 14 Ii; 
Aggravated assault 63 16 9 12 

With injury 58 15 13 14 
Attempted assault with weapon 65 17 6 12 

Simple assault 61 15 8 16 
With injury 55 17 (B) 20 

ro 
0 

Attempted assault without weapon 63 14 8 15 

1Excludes incidents for which the number of offenders was UIlknown or not available. 
B Estimate, based on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable. 

~-

.II 

Table 11c. Los Angeles: 
Percent distribution of personal crimes of violence, by type of incident and number of offenders, 19721 

Type of crime 
One Two Three Four or more Crimes of violence 

60 16 9 15 Rape 
82 (B) (B) (B) 

Robbery 
43 27 15 15 '" 

Robbery and attempted robbery with injury 
34 24 21 21 

From serious assault 
22 23 30 25 

From minor assault 
47 26 (B) (B) 

Robbery without injury 
36 34 16 14 

Attempted robbery without injury 
59 22 (B) (B) 

Assault 
66 12 7 15 

Aggravated assault 
64 10 9 17 

With injury 
59 11 (B) 20 

Attempted assault with weapon 
66 10 9 15 

S:imple assault 
68 12 6 14 

With injury 
64 13 (B) 16 

ro Attempted assault without weapon 
69 12 6 13 

.... 
1Ex:cludes inCidents for which the number of J:f::'enders was unknown or not aVailable. B 

Estimate, based on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliablp. 
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Table 11d. Ne\v York: 
Percent distribution of personal crimes of violence, by type of incident and number of offenders, 19721 

Type of crime 

Crimes of violence 

Rape 
Robbery 

Robbery and attempted robbery with injury 
From serious assault 
From minor assault 

Robbery without. injury 
Attempted robbery without injury 

Assault 
Aggravated assault. 

With injury 
Attempted assault with weapon 

Simple assault 
vlith injury 

One 

48 

67 
40 
36 
26 
47 
37 
51 
64 
63 
45 
77 
65 
54 
1',8 

Two 

27 

(B) 
34 
29 
33 
26 
39 
28 
12 
15 

(B) 
(B) 
10 

(B) 
11 

ro Attempted assault without weapon 
N ------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

J.Ex.cludes incidents for which the number of offenders was unknOlID or not available. 
B Estimate, based on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable. 

Three 

12 

(B) 
13 
20 
21 

(B) 
13 

(B) 
8 

(B) 
(B) 
(B) 

9 
(B) 
(B) 

Four or more 

13 

(B) 
13 
15 
20 

(B) 
11 
14 
16 
15 
~B) B)· 
16 

(B) 
15 

Table lIe. Philadelphia: Percent distribution of personal crimE'S of violence, by type of incident and number of offenders, 1972J. 

Type of crime One Two 

Crimes of violence 45 18 

Rape 75 (B) 
Robbery 32 27 

Robbery and attempted robbery with injury 27 25 
From serious assault 25 30 
From minor assault 29 21 

Robbery without injury 28 33 
Attempted robbery without injury 42 20 

Assault 55 12 
Aggravated assault 49 14 

With injury 45 13 
Attempted assault with weapon 53 14 

Simple assault 61 10 
With injury 63 (B) 

ro Attempted assault without weapon 60 11 
V> 

J.Ex.cludes incidents for which the number of offenders was unknown or not available. 
B Estimate, based on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable. 

Three 

13 

(B) 
18 
21 
19 
23 
17 
19 
8 

10 
13 
7 
7 

(B) 
6 

Four or more 

24 
(B) 
23 
27 
26 
27 
22 
19 
25 
27 
29 
26 
22 
22 
;::3 
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.3 



ro 
'" 

Table 12. Percent of personal cr:iJnes of violence involving strangers f by type of incident and city, 1972 

Table 13. Percent of personal cr:iJn~q of violence in which the offenders used weapons, by type of incident and city, 1972 

'l'ype of crime Chicago Detroit Los Angeles New York 

Crimes of violence 46 52 43 54 
Rape 38 36 28 51 
Robbery 50 56 52 62 

Robbery and attempted robbery with injury 45 52 44 50 
Robbery without injury 59 58 64 73 
Attemptec. ~'obbery without injury 40 55 46 49 

Assault 42 50 40 37 

B Estima:c.e, based on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable. 

~. 

Philadelphia 

82 

76 
93 
91 
89 
93 
93 
95 
73 
76 
67 
83 
71 
59 
75 

Philadelphia 

46 

eB) 
48 
42 
58 
42 
46 

~ 
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Table 14a. Chicago: Percent distribution of t?pes 
offenders in committing personal cr~es 
incident, 19721. 

of weapons used by armed 
of violence, by type of 

Type of crime Firearm Knife Other 

Crimes of violence 44 28 28 

Rape 52 48 0 
50 30 20 Robbery 'th ' , 
33 27 40 Robbery and attempted robbery ~ 1nJury 

Robbery without injury 59 31 10 
Attempted robbery without injury 44 33 23 

Aggravated assault 37 23 40 
With injury 16 22 62 
Attempted assault with weapon 48 23 29 

1. . 'hl' ch the type of weapon was unknown. ' Excludes cases J.n W 
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Table 14b. 
Detroit: Percent distribution of types of weapons used by armed 
offenders in committing personal crimes of violence, by type of incident, 19721. 

Type of crime 
Firearm Knife Other 

Crimes of violence 
44 33 23 Rape 

(B) (B) (B) Robbery 
47 .36 17 Robbery and attempted robbery wjxh injury 
27 .38 .35 Robbery without injury 
57 .32 11 Attempted robbery 1tJithout injury 
42 45 13 Aggravated assault 
40 29 .31 With injury 
24 24 52 Attempted assault with weapon 
49 .31 20 

lExcludep cases in which the type of weapon was unknown. 
B Estimate, based on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unrelia~e. 
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Table 14c. 
Los Angeles: Percent distribution of types of weapons used by 
armed offenders in committing personal crimes of violence, by 
type of incident, 1972'1 

Firearm Knife Other 

Type of crime 

Crimes of violence 
36 33 31 

Rape 
(B) (B) (B) 

Robbery 
35 43 22 

Robbery and attempted robbery with injury 
(B) l~ 47 

Robbery without injury 
50 38 ~~~ 

Attempted robbery without injury 
34 53 

Aggravated assault 
36 26 38 

With injury 
17 30 5.3 

Attempted assault with weapon 
4~, 24 32 

1Ex,cludes cases in which the type of weapon was unkno\\'Il. 
B Estimate, based on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable. 

Table 14d. New York: Percent distribution of t offenders in committ' ypes of ~eapons used by armed 
incident, 19721 lll.g personal crimes of VJ.olence, by type of 

I • 
Type of crime Firearm Knife Other 

Crimes of violence 

Rape 
Robbery 

Robbery and attempted robbery with . . 
Robbery without injury ~Jury 
Attempted robbery without in'~ 

Aggravated assault J :-y 
iuth injury 
Attempted assault with weapon 

lEx,cludes cases in which the t 

19 
(B) 
18 

(B) 
23 

(B) 
24 

(B) 
29 

60 21 
(B) (B) 
65 17 
62 27 
66 11 
65 24 
38 38 

(B) 53 
44 27 

B Estimate, based on about 10YPe ~f weapon was unknown. or ewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable. 
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Table 14e. Philadelphia: Percent distribution of t~es of we~p~ns use~.bY 
armed offenders in committing personal cr~es of ~o ence, J 
type of incident, 197? 

Firearm Knife Other 
Type of crime 

30 34 36 
Crimes of violence 

(B) (B) 0 
Rape 34 37 29 
Robbery "th " . 16 34 50 

Robbery and attempted robbery w~ ~Jury 
49 35 16 

Robbery without injury 
injury 21 45 34 

Attempted robbery without 27 30 43 
Aggravated assault 15 29 56 

With injury 36 31 33 
Attempted assault with weapon 

1 Elccludes cases in which the type of weapon was unlm0wr:' statistically unreliable. 
B Estimate, based on about 10 or fewer sample cases, :LS 
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Table 1$a. 

Characteristic1 
, 

Sex 
Male (46) 
Female (54) 

Race 
White (66) 
Black (32) 
other (2) 

Age 

12-15 (10) 
16-19 (9) 
20-24 (11) 
25-34 !17~ 
35-49 20 f 
50-64 20; 

Chicago: Percent distribution of personal victimizations, by 
selected characteristics of victims and type of crimE'~ 1972 

All crimes 

53 
47 

62 
37 

1 

Crimes of violence 

57 
42 

1 

Crimes of theft 

50 
50 

65 
34 

1 

65 and over (13) 

10 
14 
17 
22 
19 
13 
5 

14 
17 
18 
20 
15 
10 

6 

8 
12 
16 
24 
21 
15 
4 

lNumber in parentheses refers to proportion of population in the group. 

91 

_________________________ .... __________ ~7--------~------



Table 15b. 

Characteristiol. 

Sex 
Male (45) 
Female (55) 

Race 
White tl Black 46) 
Other 1) 

Age 
12-15 (10) 
16-19 (10) 
20-2Lr (11) 
25-34 (15) 

Detroi~: Percent distribution of personal victim~ations1 by 
selected characteristics of victimS and type-of cr~e, 1972 

All crimes Crimes of violence Cr:L"1les of theft 

54 61 50 

46 39 50 

50 46 54 

49 54 45 
(B) _1 

1 

14 18 10 
20 12 

15 
16 16 16 

19 17 21 

17 13 20 
16 

14 11 35-49 (19~ 
50-64 (21 
65 and over (14) 5 5 5 

~umber inparentheses refers to proportion of population in the group. 
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Table 15c. Los Ange~es: Percent distribution of personal victimizations 
by selec~ed characteristics of victims and type of crime, 1972 

Characteristicl. All crimes Crimes of violence Crimes of theft 

Sex 

Male (47) 5; 63 51 
Female (53) 45 37 49 

Race 

\~hite (79 ~ 79 73 83 Black (17 18 25 14 
Other (4) 3 2 3 

Age 

12-15 (9~ 13 18 
16-19 (9 15 

11 
17 14 

20-24 FO) 16 , 
.Lv 15 

25-34 19~ 21 19 22 
35-49 (22 19 15 
50-64 (19/ 21 

12 10 13 65 and over (12) 4 5 4 
lNumber in parentheses refers to proportion of population in the group. 
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Table 15d. 
New York: Percent distribution of personal victi~zations~ by 
selected characteristics of victims and type of crJ.me, 197,:, 

94 

Table 15e. Philadelphia: Percent distribution of personal victimizations 
by selected characteristics of victims and type of crime, 1972' 

95 
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Table 16a. Chicago: 
Victimization rates for persons age 12 and over, by characteristics of victims and type of crime, 1972 

(Rate per 1,000 resid~t population age 12 and over) 

Robbe~ Assault Personal larcenl 

Characteristic1 Rare With injury Without injury Aggravated Simple With contact Without contact 

Total (2,426,000) 3 7 20 12 14 14 73 

Sex 
Male (1, lC)9,OOO) (B) 8 28 17 17 8 'I 87 

Female (1,317,000) 5 5 12 8 12 19 61 

Age (B) 
12-15 t57,000) 

6 26 20 20 6 58 

11>-19 219. 0001 8 8 19 29 38 13 101 

20-24 256,000 6 5 33 26 26 16 118 

25-34 (412,000 4 7 24 13 16 13 110 

35-49 (487,000 (B) 7 17 8 10 16 74 

50 and over (794,000) (B) 6 13 3 4 17 35 

Race 
White (1,606,000) 2 6 14 11 15 12 73 

Black and other (820,000) 4 8 30 14 14 18 72 

Marital status 
M~ied (1,198,000) 1 5 15 8 9 11 70 

Never married (SOO, 000) 4 7 26 21 24 12 86 

Widowed, divorced, separated, and 
status not ava:t;table (428,000) 4 11 .20 8 11 26 56 

Annual family income 
Less than $3,000 (231,000) 5 10 28 16 19 25 52 

$3,000-$7,499 ~549,000~ 4 8 21 12 13 19 54 

$7,500-$9,999 276,000 (B) (B) 18 14 14 16 76 

$10,000-$14,999 ~592'000~ 2 5 19 14 16 11 87 

$15,000 or more 505,000 (B~ 5 16 9 13 9 91 

Not available (271,000) (B 9 20 10 14 11 61 

lNumber in parentheses refers to population in the group. Detail may not add to total shown because of rounding. 
B Estimate, based on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable. 

Table 16b. Detroit: Victimization rates for persons age 12 and over, by characteristics of victims and type of crime, 1972 . 

(Rate per 1,000 resident population age 12 and over) 

Robbe~ Assault Personal larc~ 
Characteristic1 Rape With injury Without injury Aggravated Simple With contact Without contact 

Total (1,035,000) 3 8 24 18 15 9 85 
Sex 

Male (466,000) (B) 9 35 27 19 7 98 
Female (569,000) 5 6 16 10 12 12 75 

Age 

12-15 ("n.oool 7 9 45 26 34 6 86 
16-19 (100,000 6 10 44- 44- 32 10 107 
20-24 ~ 114,000 (B) 6 31 34 26 10 128 
25-34 159,000 4 7 27 22 15 7 120 
35-49 192,000) ~~~ 6 17 12 9 9 96 
50 and over (363,000) 8 14 4 5 11 45 

Race 
White (552,000) 3 7 18 14 16 8 86 
Black and other (48],000) 2 8 32 22 14 10 S4 

Marital status 
Married (509,000) . (J?) 5 16 11 8 7 84 
Never married (325,000) 5 10 40 31 28 8 101 
Widowed, divorced, separated, and 

status not available (201,000) 3 11 22 13 12 18 64 
Annual_ family income 

Less than $3,000 (121,000) 5 15 32 22 11 22 43 
$3,000-$7,499 ~231'000~ 5 10 29 21 19 14 65 
$7,500-$9,999 116,000 (B) 5 27 15 14 7 78 
$10,000-$14,999 ~249,ooo~ 2 5 19 15 14 5 104 
$15,000 or more 221,000 ~~~ 5 18 19 16 5 121 
Not available (97,000) 9 30 12 14 8 66 

lNumber in parentheses refers to population in the group. 
B Estimate, based on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is sti.tt.istically unreliable. 
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Table 16c. L::ls Angeles: Victimization rates for persons age 12 and over, by characteristics of victims and type of crime, 1972 

(Rate per 1,000 resident population age 12 and over) 

Robber~ Assault Personal larcen~ 
Characteristic1 Rape With injury Without injury Aggravated Simple With contact Withoqt contact 

Total (2,101,000) 2 5 11 15 19 7 99 
Sex 

fl 

Male (977,000) (B) 7 17 23 25 5 110 
Female (1,124,000) 4 3 6 9 14 8 89 

Age 
12-15 (187,000) (B) 8 29 27 36 8 107 
16--19 (180,000) (B) 9 12 39 41 8 160 
20-24 (211'OOO~ (B) (B) 17 28 33 11 151 
25-34 P97, 000 '(B~ 3 10 19 19 5 117 
35-49 463,000 (B 5 8 9 12 4 100 
50 and over (662,000) (B) 5 6 4 9 8 51 

Race 
-D White (1,654,000) 2 4 9 13 20 7 104 
OJ. Black and other (447,000) 4 8 17 24 14 6 80 

Marital status 
Married (1,092,000) 1 3 6 10 14 4 84 
Never married (639,000) 4 6 19 26 29 9 135 
Widowed, divorced, separated, and 

(B) status not available (370,000) 9 10 13 17 10 81 

Annual family income 
Less than $3,000 (228,000) (B) 12 19 21 18 14 69 
$3,000-$7,499 (534,000) 3 8 13 22 21 6 85 
$7,500-$9,999 (226,000) (B~ 5 8 11 17 7 108 
$10,000-$14,999 (445,000~ (B 3 10 11 18 5 98 
$15,000 or more (535,000 (B) (B~ 7 12 20 5 124 
Not available (132,000) (B) (B 10 21 16 8 89 

1Number in parentheses refers to population in the group. Detail may not add to total shown because of rounding. 
B Estimate, based on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable. 

J 

Table 1M. New York: Victimization rates for persons age 12 and over, by characteristics of victims and type of crime, 1972 

(Rate per 1,000 resident population age 12 and over) 

Robbe~ Assault Personal larcen~ Characteristic1 Rape With injury Without injury Aggravated Simple With contact Without contact 
Total (5,666,000) 1 5 19 4 6 15 37 

Sex 
Male (2 589,000) (B) 7 2~ 6 7 . 6 41 Female b,077,OOO) 

:;1 
2 4 14 3 6 :1:2 33 

Age 

12-15 f37'=j Ii) 7 26 (B) 13 (B) 21 16--19 438,000 6 21 7 14 12 27 20-24 585,000 

~il 5 23 7 7 12 44-25-34 1,074,000 5 22 5 8 11 54 35-49 1,225,000~ 5 17 5 4 16 39 50 and over (l,906,000) 5 15 2 4 20 29 
Race 

-D White (4,438,000) 1 6 17 4 6 16 39 -D BlaCk and other (1?227,000) (B) 5 25 4 6 12 27 
Marital status 

Married (3,077,000) (B) 4 15 4 5 13 42 Never married (1,683,000) 2 7 24 6 11 11 31 Widowed, divorced, separated, and 
status not available (906,000) (B) 9 23 3 5 28 27 

Annual f amlly income 
Less than $3,000 (421,000) ° (B) 20 (B) 8 18 19 $3,000-$7,499 ~1'437'000) 2 6 22 3 5 16 21 $7,500-$9,999 725,000) 0 8 19 5 4 14 33 $10,000-$14,999 (1,242,000) (B~ 5 17 4 6 16 46 $15,000 or more (1,074)000) ~~ 4 16 4 10 13 67 Not available (766,000 5 19 5 6 13 22 
1Number in parentheses refers to population in the group. Detail may not add to total shown because of rounding. B Estimate, based on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable. 
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Table 16e. Philadelphia: Victimization rates for persons age 12 and over, by characteristics of victims and type of crime, 1972 

(Rate per 1,000 resident population age 12 and over) 

Robbery Assault Per§on_~_ l_ar(!eny_ 
Gharacteristic1 Rape With injury Without injury Aggravated Simple With contact Without contact 

Total (1,386,000) 

Sex 
Male (627,000) 
Female (759,000) 

Age 
12-15 (133,000) 
16-19 (122,000) 
20-24 (1411000) 
25-34 (220,000) 
35-49 (271,000) 
50 and over (499,000) 

Race 
'0 vlhite (936,000) 
o Black and other (450,000) 

Marital status 
Married (692,000) 
Never married (447,000) 
vlidowed, divorced, separated, and 

status not available (248,000) 

.Annual family income 
Less than $3,000 (147,000) 
$3,000-$7,499 (342,000) 
$7,500-$9,999 (177,000) 
$10,000-$14,999 (336,000) 
$15,000 or more (230,000) 
Not available (154,00;) 

1 

o 
;:> 

(B) 
(B) 
(B) 
(B) 
(B) 
(B) 

1 
2 

(B) 
3 

(B) 

~B) 
(~~ 
(B) 

~~~ 

8 

12 
5 

9 
9 
7 
7 
8 
8 

6 
12 

5 
10 

12 

11 
12 
10 
5 
3 
8 

20 

33 
9 

38 
32 
20 
22 
14 
15 

14 
32 

14 
30 

20 

27 
24 
21 
18 
14 
18 

17 

28 
8 

28 
59 
31 
17 
9 
4 

12 
26 

9 
34 

8 

14 
25 
12 
15 
12 
18 

17 

21 
14 

31 
27 
33 
23 
10 

7 

17 
16 

11 
27 

13 

17 
18 
20 
15 
17 
14 

1Number in parentheses refers to population in the group. Detail may not add to total shown because of rounding. 
B Estimate, based on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable. 
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9 
17 

6 
6 
8 

12 
15 
19 

12 
18 

10 
11 

27 

25 
18 
14 
8 
7 
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Table 17. Percent of personal victimizations in which victims of crimes of vIolence took self-protective measures, by type of crime 
and City, 1972 

Type of crime 

81 

92 
73 

50 
85 

129 
128 
92 
49 

85 
73 

89 
78 

66 

64 
65 
86 
94 
99 
74 

Chicago Detroit Los Angeles New York Philadelphia 
Crimes of violence 51 51 62 45 57 Rape 67 77 79 70 90 Robbery 38 36 51 39 48 Robbery and attempted robbery with injury 48 44 54 52 57 From serious assault 45 47 52 50 49 From minor assault 50 41 57 55 65 Robbery without injury 17 19 31 19 23 Attempted robbery without injury 71 64 73 69 74 Assault 62 64 67 56 64 Aggravated assault 59 64 70 53 63 With injury 60 67 69 44- 57 Attempted assault with weapon 58 62 71 59 67 Simple asSault 64 65 64 58 65 With injury 63 66 66 71 69 Attempted assault without weapon 64 65 63 55 64 



Table 18a. Chicago: Percent of victimizations in which the victims 
of crimes of violence sustained physical injury, received 
hospital care, and incurred medical expenses, by type 
of crime, 1972 

Item Crimes of violence 1 Robbery Assault 

Sustained physical ~Jury 31 25 30 
Received hospital. care 9 6 10 

Emergency room only 7 5 8 
Overnight or longer 2 (B) 2 

Incurred medical expenses 2 6 5 7 

lIncludes data on rape, not shown separately. 
2Includes only those victimizations in which the victims knew with certainty 

that medical expenses were incurred and also knew, or were able to estimate, 
the amount of such expenses. 

B Estimate, based on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically 
unreliable. 
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Table 18b. Detroit: Percent of victimizations in which the victims 
of crimes of violence sustained physical injury, received 
hospi~al care, and incurred medical expenses, by type 
of crJJl1e, 1972 

Item Crim3s of violence1 Robbery Assault 

Sustained physical injury 29 24- 27 
Received hospital care 9 7 10 

Emergency room only 7 6 7 
Overnight or longer 2 

Incurred medical expenses2 6 
2 2 
5 7 

--
lIncludes data on rape, not shown separately. 
2Includes only those victimizations ~~ which the victims knew with certLinty 

that medical expenses were incurred and also knew, or were able to estimat.e, 
the amount of such expenses. 
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Table 18c. Los Angeles: Percent of w..ctimizations in which the victims 
of crimes of violence sustained physical injury, received 
hospital care, and incurred medical expenses, by type 
of crime, 1972 

------------------.---------------------
Item Crimes of violencel Robbery Assault 

Sustained physical injury 
Received hospital care 

Emergency room only 
Ov'ernight or longer 

Incurred medical expenses2 

32 
9 
7 
2 
8 

32 
10 
8 

(B) 
8 

28 
7 
6 
1 
7 

lIncludes data on rape, not sho~~ separately. 
2Includes only those victimizations in which the victims knew with certainty 

that medical expenses were incurred and also knew, or were able to estimate, 
the amount. of such expenses. 

B Estimate, based on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically 
unreliable. 
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Table l8d. New York: Percent of victimizations in which the victims 
of crimes of violence sustRined physical injury, received 
hospita~ care, and incurred medical expenses, by type 
of crime, 1972 

Item Crimes of violencel Robbery Assault 
----------------------- ----------.------------------------------------
Sustained physical ~Jury 
Received hospital care 

Emergency room only 
Overnight or longer 

Incurred medir-al expenses2 

27 
7 
5 
2 
6 

22 
5 
4 

(B) 
6 

31 
10 
6 

(B) 
9 

-------------------------------,~,--------

lIncludes data on rape, not shown separately. 
2Includes only those victimizations in which the victims knew with certainty 

that medical expenses were incurred ani also knew, Or were able to estimate, 
the amount of such expenses. 

B Estimate, based on about 10 or fewer cases, is statistically 
unreliabl.e. 1\ 
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Table 20a. Chicago: Household victimization rates, by characteristics of 
victimized households and type of crime, 1972 

(Rate per 1,000 households) 

Characteristic1 

Total (1,075,000) 

Race of head of household 
White (735,000) 
Black and other (340,000) 

Age of head of household 
12-19 (9,000) 
20-34 (293,000) 
35-49 (277,000) 
50-64 (292,000) 
65 and over (204,000) 

Number of persons in household 
1 (2657000) 
2-3 (490,000) 
4-5 (221,000) 
6 or more (99,000) 

./.I.nnual family income 
Less thEn $3,000 (149,000) 
.t3, 000-$7,499 (262,000) 
~7,500-$9,999 (12h,000) 
$107 000--$14,999 (231,OUO) 
$15,000-$2h,999 (142,000) 
$25 vOOO or more '34,000) 
Not available (.;.:;,2 7 °00) 

Tenure 
Owned (40~;000) 
Pe.nted (::":'u, 000) 

.j;.:iJt.r of units in structure 
occupied by household 

1 (272,000) 
2 (234,000) 
3-4 (199,000) 
5-9 (129,000) 
10 or more (217,000) 
Not available (24,060) 

Burglary Household larceny Motor vehicle theft 

118 77 36 

100 77 25 
156 79 59 

154 (B) (B) 
169 104 48 
140 97 44 
92 66 32 
49 28 15 

95 35 17 
107 65 38 
140 114 46 
184 174 52 

119 61 12 
108 63 30 
139 75 33 
115 88 47 
120 106 49 
1~ 1~ ~ 
107 71 42 

107 94 35 
124 67 36 

108 106 39 
94 75 28 
1~ ~ ~ 
D8 ~ ~ 
131 62 25 
159 51 57 

lNumber in parentheses refers to households in the group. Detail may not add to 
total shown because of rounding. 

B Estimate, based on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable. 
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Table 20b. Detroit: Household vidimization rates, by characteristics 
of victimized households and type of crime? 1972 

(Rate per 1,000 households) 

Characteristic1 

Total (460,000) 

Race of head of household 
White (254,000) 
Black and other (206,000) 

Age of head of household 
12-19 (5, 000 ) 
20-34 (121,000) 
35-49 (107,000) 
50-64 (129,000) 
65 and over (98,000) 

Number of persons in household 
1 (115, 000) 
2-3 (208,000) 
4-5 (92,000) 
6 or more (45,000) 

Annual family income 
Less than $3,000 (80,000) 
$3,000-$7,499 (112,000) 
$7,500-$9,999 (517000) 
$10,000-$14,999 (99,000) 
$15,000-$24,999 (62,000) 
$25,000 or more (13,000) 
Not available (43,000) 

Tenure 
Owned (287,000) 
Rented (174, 000 ) 

Number of units in structure 
occupied by household 
1 (290,000) 
2 (75,000) 
3-4 (17,000) 
5-9 (11,000) 
10 or more (56,000) 
Not available (10,000) 

Burglary Household larceny Motor vehicle theft 

174 10~ 49 

147 iOO 38 
208 115 63 

249 (B) (B) 
~24 128 ~ 
193 14:~ 64-
160 100 45 
106 50 17 

145 51 27 
156 93 46 
220 145 77 
236 228 57 

152 67 18 
185 97 35 
182 115 66 
173 132 62 
192 122 67 
189 1~6 90 
147 85 5~; 

180 116 Lt') 
163 90 lt8 

185 120 50 
179 107 51 
142 77 37 
167 85 (B) 
125 ~:; 45 
151 72 (8) 

---------------------------------------
lNumber in parentheses refers to households in the group. DeGail may nat.aliel tu 

total shown because of rounding. 
B Estimate, based on about 10 or fewer sample cases v is statistically l1',l',c;ll.able. 
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Table 20c. Los Angeles: Household victimizatiori rates, by characteristics 
of victimized households and type of crime, 1972 

(Rate per 1,000 households) 

Characteristic1 Burglary Household larceny Motor vehicle theft 

Total (1,008,000) 148 131 42 

Race of head of household 
White (798,000) 136 131 36 
Black and other (210,000) 192 129 66 

Age of head of household 
12-19 ~12,000) 302 135 (B) 
20-34 291,000) 177 168 64 
35-49 ~275,000~ 159 156 47 
50-64 252,000 136 112 34 
65 and over (178,000) 88 59 11 

Number of persons in household 
1 (302,000) 146 71 28 
2-3 (458,000) 140 134 45 
4-5 (184,000) 157 174 46 
6 or more (64,000) 183 267 85 

Annual family income 
Less than $3,000 (159,000) 154 87 38 
$3,000-$7,499 ~279,000~ 143 124 40 
$7,500-$9,999 107,000 177 136 52 
$10,000-$14,999 (192,000) 137 145 45 
$15,000-$24,999 ?139,000) 149 177 44 
$25,000 or more 67,000) 177 159 41 
Not available (65,000) 103 90 38 

Tenure 
Owned (429,000) 136 141 34 
Rented (579,000) 156 123 49 

Number of units in structure 
occupied by household 
1 ~579, 000) 151 144 42 
2 39,000) 165 154 42 
3-4 (58, 000 ~ 165 115 50 
5-9 (78,000 116 111 39 
10 or more (239,000) 141 103 42 
Not available (15,000) 200 162 45 

lNumber in parentheses refers to households in the group. 
B Estimate, based on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable. 
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Table 2Od. New York: Household victimization rates, by characteristics 
of victimized households and type of crime, 1972 

(Rate per 1,000 households) 
-
Characteristic1 Burglary Household larceny Motor vehicle theft 

Total (2,702,000) 68 33 26 

Race of he ad of household 
White (2,109,000) 63 32 28 
Black and other (593,000) 87 37 18 

Age of head of household 
12-19 (14,000) (B) (B) (B) 

20-34 ~755' OOOl 77 33 34 
35-49 707,000 83 43 32 
50-64 677,000 68 37 25 
65 and over (548,000) 37 19 9 

Number of persons in household 
1 (745,000) 56 15 10 
2-3 (1,291,000) 67 32 29 
4-5 (533,000) 75 53 41 
6 or more (134,000) 112 70 29 

Annual family income 
Less than $3,000 (286,000) 52 20 (B) 
$3,000-$7,499 f755,000~ 69 18 13 
$7,500-$9,999 346,000 80 36 30 
$10,000-$14,999 (537,000) 64 47 38 
$15,000-$24,999 ~313,000) 81 56 51 
$25,000 or more 110,000) 84 53 39 
Not available (355,000) 58 29 23 

Tenure 
Owned (627,000) 81 62 33 
Rented (2,076,000) 64 25 24 

Number of units in structure 
occupied by household 
1 (360,000) 71 61 32 
2 (412,000) 61 50 37 
3-4 (207,000) 81 35 26 
5-9 (195,000) 69 23 27 
10 or more (1'454.,000~ 67 23 21 
Not available (74,000 75 44 (B) .. 
lNumber in parentheses refers to households 

total shown because of rounding. 
in the group. D~tail may not add to 

B Estimate, based on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable. 
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Table 22. Commercial victimization rates, by type of crime and city, 1972 

(Rate per 1,000 establishments) 

Type of crime Chicago Detroit Los Angeles New York Philadelphia 

Burglary 315 615 311 32$ 390 
Completed burglary 231 412 223 241 266 
Attempted burglary 86 203 $$ $7 124 

Robbery 77 179 47 103 116 
Completed robbery 53 137 36 7$ $7 
Attempted robbery 24 42 11 25 29 
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Table 23a. Chicago: Commercial victimization rates, by characteristics 
of victimized establishments and type of crime, 1972 

(Rate per 1,000 establishments) 
-

t "t" l. : Charac er1.S l.C 

Total (117,500) 

Kind of establishment 
Retail (43,500) 
Wholesale (4,400) 
Service (52,900) 
Other (16,600) 

Gross anm;tal receipts 
Less than $10,000 (17,700) 
$10,000-$24,999 (14,400) 
$25,000-$49,999 (12,000) 
$50,000-$99,999 (10,700) 
$100,000-$499,999 (17,300) 
$500,000 or more (14,100) 
No sales or amount not 

available (31,300) 

Average number of paid employees 
1-3 ( 43 , 100 ) 
4-7 (18,800) 
8-19 (13,400) 
20 or mor,e (13,900) 
None and not available (28,300) 

Burglary 

315 

372 
203 
270 
339 

384 
273 
224 
258 
273 
478 

300 

278 
290 
311 
511 
295 

Robbery 

77 

135 
107 

43 
2$ 

61 
100 
90 
92 
83 
61 

70 

85 
78 
45 

134 
52 

lNumber in parentheses refers to business establishments in the group. 
futail may not add to total shown because of rounding. 
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Table 23b. Detroit: Commerciel victimization rates, by characteristics 
of victimized establishments and type of crime, 1972 

(Rate per 1,000 establishments) 

Characteristic1 

Total (h8, 300) 

Kind of establishment 
Retail (16,700) 
Wholesale (2,000) 
Service (21,300) 
Other (87 hOO) 

Gross annual receipts 
Less than $10,000 (9,hOO ) 
$10,000-$24,999 (5,700 ) 
$25,000-$h9 7 999 (5,600) 
$50,000-$99 999 (5,900) 
$1001 00O-$h99,999 (8,900) 
$500~000 or more (5,300) 
No sales or amount nUG 

available (7,400) 

Average nwriber of paid employees 
>.;. (1'7,300 ) 
4-7 (8,3 00) 
8-19 (6,400 ) 
20 or more (5 9 400) 
None and not avaih.ble (10,900) 

Burglary 

615 

720 
628 
551 
567 

619 
612 
516 
537 
771 
'166 

456 

549 
556 
747 
827 
583 

Robbery 

179 

370 
(B) 
93 
37 

209 
221 
126 
1M 
259 
232 

39 

159 
202 
232 
163 
168 

1 Number in par6ntheses refers to business establishments in the group. 
Detail may not nid to total fihol·m :':ecause of rounding. 

B Estimate, bas8d on abouJ
.:, 10 or fewer sample cases is statistically 

unreliable 0 ' 
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Table 23c. Los Angeles: Commercial victimization rates, by characteristics 
of vict~n;ized establishments and type of crime, 1972 

(Rate per 1,000 establishments) 

Characteristic1 

Total (15h,100) 

Kind of establishment 
Ret ail (42, 000 ) 
Wholesale (8,300 ) 
Service (67, hOO) 
other (36,hOO ) 

Gross annual receipts 
Less than $10,000 (24,100) 
$10,000-$24,999 (23,300) 
$25,000-$49,999 (21,400) 
$50,000-$99,999 (20,900 ) 
$100,000-$499,999 (27,100) 
$500,000 or more (16,900) 
No sales or amount not 

available (20,300) 

Average number of paid employees 
1-3 (59,700) 
4-7 (25,200) 
S-19 (15,700 ) 
20 or,more (15,400) 
None and not available (38,100) 

Burglary 

311 

509 
236 
250 
213 

363 
34h 
261 
366 
360 
266 

181 

288 
328 
292 
347 
328 

Robbery 

h7 

95 
(B) 
36 
19 

49 
53 
34 
71 
67 
32 

(B) 

40 
70 
58 
53 
34 

lNumber in parentheses refers to business establishments in the group. 
Detail may not add t.o total shown because of rounding. 

B Estimate, based on about 10 or fe\ver sample cases, is statistically 
unreliable. 
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'liable 23d. New York: Commercial victimization rates, by characteristics 
of victimized establishments and type of crL~e, 1972 

(Rate per 1,000 establishments) 

Characteristic1 

'l'otal (661,000) 

Kind of establishment 
Retail (200,700) 
Wholesale (85,200) 
Service (251,500) 
Other (123, 700 ) 

Gross annual receipts 
Less than ~10,000 (64,000) 
$10,000-$24,999 (78,200) 
$25,000-$49,999 (77,700) 
$50,000-$99,999 (103,100) 
$100,000-$h99,999 (122,400) 
~500,OOO or more (137,100) 
No sales or amount not 

available (78,500) 

Average numr-Gr of paid employees 
1-3 (249,300l 
4-7 (113,800 
&-19 (88,800 
20 or more (80,200) 
None and not available (128~800) 

Burglary 

328 

429 
291 
292 
26~2 

348 
327 
371 
309 
381 
274 

305 

266 
371 
412 
410 
300 

Robbery 

103 

212 
40 
56 
68 

113 
1L~7 
92 

121 
103 
99 

49 

92 
109 
129 
117 
95 

lNumber in parentheses refers to business establishments in the group. 
Detail may not add to total shown because of rounding. 
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Table 23e. Philadelphia: Commercial victimization rates, by 
characterlstics of victimized establishments and type of 
crime, 1972 

(Rate per 1,000 establishments) 
-
Characteristic:!. 

Total (88,700) 

· Kind of establishment 
· Retail (32,300) 

Wholesale (6, COO) 
Service (36,200) 
Other (14,200) 

· Gross annual receipts 
Less than $10,000 (19,000) 
$10,000-$24,999 (13,600) 
$25,000-$49,999 (11,300 ) 
$50,000-$99,999 (10,600) 
$100,000-$499,999 (11,800) 
$500,000 or more (8,700) 
No sales or amount not 

available (13,600) 

Average number of paid employees 
1-3 (28, 6001 
4-7 (12,700 
8-19 (9,000 
20 or more (7,300) 
None and. not available (31,100) 

Burglary 

390 

493 
500 
307 
323 

284 
393 
473 
447 
461 
429 

335 

411 
469 
489 
452 
296 

lNumber in parentheses refers to business establishments jn the 
Detail may not add to total shown because of rounding. 

B Estimate, based on 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically 
unreliable. 
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Robbery 

116 

234 
(B) 
42 
69 

79 
104 
152 
163 
183 
90 

T' e::. 

123 
154 
209 

93 
7~ 

group. 

'ft 



Table 24. Percent distribution of commercial robberies, by city, place 
of occurrence, and kind of establishment, 1972 

All Retail and Service 
City and place of occurrence establishments wholesale and other 

Chicago 
On premises 84 89 73 
On delivery or elsewhere 16 11 27 

.{ 

Detroit 
On premises 83 89 66 
On delivery or elsewhere 17 11 34 

Los Angeles 
84 On premises 88 91 

On deli very or elsewhere 12 (B) 16 

New York 
On premises 87 91 81 
On delivery or elsewhere 13 9 19 

Philadelphia 
On premises 87 93 68 
On delivery or elsewhere 13 7 32 

B Estimate, based on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable, 
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Table 25a. 

Type of we apon -Firearm 
Knife 

Chicago: ~Percent distribution of armed robberies of commercial 
establishments, by type of weapon used by offenders, 1972 

Robbery Completed robbery Attempted robbery 

69 76 49 
6 (B) 

other and unknown type 25 19 
(B) 
40 

B Estimate, based on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically 
unreliable. 
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Table 25b. Detroit: Percent distribution of armed robberies of 
commercial establishments, by type of weapon used by 
offenders, 1972 

Type of weapon Robbery Completed robbery Attempted robbery 

Firearm 
Knife ' 
Other and unknown type 

73 
10 
17 

122 

82 
8 

10 

40 
16 
44 

Table 25c. Los Angeles: Percent distribution of armed robberies of 
commercial establishments, by type of weapon used by 
offenders, 1972 

Type of weapon 

Firearm 
Knife 
Other and unknown type 

Robbery 

66 
11 
23 

Completed robbery 

71 
(B) 
23 

Attempted robbery 

B Estimate, based on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically 
unreliable. 
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Table 25d. New York: Percent distribution of armed robberies of 
commercial establishments, by type of weapon used by 
offenders, 1972 

Type of weapon 

Firearm 
Knife 
Other and unknown type 

Robbery 

62 
17 
21 

Completed robbery 

124 

70 
16 
14 

Attempted robbery 

35 
20 
45 

Table 25e. Philadelphia: Percent distribution of armed robberies 
of commercial establishments, by type of weapon used 
by offenders, 1972 

Type of we apon 

Firearm 
Knife 
Other and unknown type 

Robbery 

75 
8 

17 

Completed robbery 

82 
7 

11 

Attempted robbery 

51 
(B) 
38 

B Estimate, based on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically 
unreliable. 
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Table 26. Percent distribution of commercial victimizations, by selected characteristics of establishments and city, 1972 

Chicaco Ilfltl:Qi:!; I,QS Allceles 
Percent of Percent Percent of Percent Percent of Percent 

Characteristic establishments of crimes establishments of crimes establishments of crimes 

Kind of establishment 

Retail 37 48 35 47 27 46 
Wholesale 4 3 4 4 5 4 
Service 45 36 44 36 44 35 
Other 14 13 17 13 24 15 

Gross annual receipts 

Less "han $10,000 15 17 20 20 16 18 
$10,000-$24,999 12 12 12 12 15 17 
$25,000-$49,999 10 8 12 9 14 11 
$50,000-$99,999 9 8 12 11 13 17 
$100,000-$499,999 15 13 18 24 18 21 
$500,000 or more 12 17 11 14 11 9 
No sales or amount 

not available 27 25 15 10 13 7 

Average number of 
paid employees 

1-3 37 34 36 32 39 36 
4-7 16 15 17 17 16 18 
8-19 11 11 13 16 10 10 
20 or more 12 19 11 14 10 11 
None or not available 24 21 23 21 25 25 

Neb: IQ);;k fb:ilad elllbj a 
Percent of 
establishments 

30 
13 
38 
19 

10 
12 
12 
15 
18 
21 

12 

38 
17 
13 
12 
20 

Percent Percent of 
of crimes establishments 

45 
10 
31 
14 

10 
13 
13 
15 
21 
18 

10 

31 
19 
17 
15 
18 
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Table 28a. Chicago: Percent of commercial establishments, by type of security measure and kind of establishment, 1972 

Type of security measure All establishments Retail Wholesale Service 

Building alarm 12 17 15 7 
Central alarm-police or security service 14 16 32 7 
Reinforcing device 32 39 32 26 
Guard or watchman 10 10 13 8 
Watchdog 5 9 (B~ 3 
F:irearm 4 7 (B 2 
Camera 1 1 (B) 1 
other 17 14 21 18 

B Estimate, based on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable. 

Table 28b. Detroit: Percent of commercial establishments, by type of security measure and kind of establishment, 1972 

Type of security measure All establishments Retail Wholesale Service 

BuiJ_ding alarm 11 16 (B) 8 
Central alarm-police or security service 17 19 32 12 
Reinforcing device 31 37 36 27 
Guard or watchman 9 9 (B~ 9 
Watchdog 6 8 (B 5 
F:irearm 10 18 (B) 5 
Camera 2 2 0 1 
Other 20 16 24 22 

B Estimate, based on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable. 

Other 

9 
21 
32 
14 

3 
(B~ 
(B 
20 

Ot,per 

11 
21 
29 

9 
5 
5 
3 

22 
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Table 28c. Los Angeles: Percent of commercial establishments, by type of security measure and kind of establishment, 1972 

Type of security measure All establishments Retail Wholesale Service 

Building alarm 10 19 12 7 
Central alarm--police or security service 13 23 22 6 
Reinforcing device 15 27 18 11 
Guard or watchman 18 13 8 22 
Watchdog 3 3 (B) 2 
Firearm 2 3 (B) 1 
Camera 1 1 0 (B) 
Other 26 18 20 30 

B Estimate, based on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable. 

"'~'~;""'h';;"",, .""'''''';:...,q.!\<, .... --" 

Table 2M. Nevi York: Percent of commercial establishments, by type of security measure and kind of establishment, 1972 

Type of security measure All establishments Retail Wholesale Service 

Building alarm 16 29 9 12 
Central alarm--police or security servi('~ 15 19 16 9 
Reinforcing device 36 55 25 29 
Guard or watchman 10 7 27 8 

Watchdog 2 5 (B~ 2 

Firearm 1 3 (B 1 

Camera 1 1 (B) 1 

Other 17 9 19 21 

B Estimate, based on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically ~'1I'eliable. 

Other 

7 
14 
10 
17 
~ 

1 
2 

31 

Other 

12 
22 
27 
9 
1 
1 
3 

21 
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Table 28e. Philadelphia: Percent of commercial establishments, by type of security measure and k:i.nd of establishment, 1972 

Type of security measure All establishments Retail Wholesale Service Other 

Building alarm 11 16 14 8 8 
Central alarm-police or security service 15 15 32 9 20 
Reinforcing device 31 37 43 26 27 
Guard or watchman 7 4 5 7 15 
Watchdog 6 8 (B) 6 3 
Firearm 6 9 6 4 2 
Camera 1 1 (B) (B) 3 
Otrer 16 13 17 19 17 

B Estimate, based on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable. 

Table 29a. Chicago: Percent distribution of commercial establishments, victimized and not victimized, by presence of security 
measures and kind of establishment, 1972 

Item All establishments Retail Wholesale Service Other 

Victimized 
With security measures 74 79 76 66 76 

After victimization 18 12 (B~ 22 23 
Before victimization 34 38 (B 28 37 
Before and after victimization 22 29 (B~ 16 16 

Without security measures 24 19 (B 31 20 
Not available 2 (B) 0 (B) (B) 

Not victimized 
With security measures 61 70 83 51 65 
Without security measures 35 27 16 44 30 
Not available 4 3 (B) 5 t:; 

-' 

B Estimate, based on about 10 or fe\ver sample cases, is statistically unreliable. 
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Tcble 29b. Detroit: Percent distribution of corrunercial establishments, victimized and not victimized, by presence of security 
measures a~ kind of establishment, 1972 

Item All establishments Retail Wholesale Service other 

Victimized 
With security measures 74 80 % 64 79 After victimization 15 13 (B) 15 20 Before victimization 37 43 45 31 31 Before and after victimization 22 24 (B) 18 28 Without security measures 25 20 (B) 34 19 Not available (B) 0 0 (B) (B) 

Not victimized 
With security measures 64 70 71 59 66 Without security measures 34 27 28 39 33 Not available 2 (B) (B) (B) (B) 

B Estimate~ based on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable. 

"......,,.,:..4'."" .... ,JL. 

Table 29c. Los Angeles: Percent distribution of corrunercial establishments, victimized and not victimized, by presence ~f security 
measures and kind of establishment, 1972 

Item A11 establishments Retail Wholesale Service Other 

Victimized 
With security measures 75 79 73 69 76 

After victimization 23 21 (B) 22 26 
Before victimization 33 38 (B) 30 29 
Before and after victimization 19 20 (B) 17 21 

Without security measures 24 21 (B) 30 20 
Not available (B) 0 0 (B) (B) 

Not victimized 
With security measures 62 ~0 59 60 58 
Without security measures 35 27 39 37 37 
Not available 3 3 (B) 3 5 

B Estimate, based on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable. 
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Table 29d. New York: Percent distribution of commercial establishments, victimized and not victimized, by presence of security 
measures and kind of establishment, 1972 

Item _~ establishments Retail' Wholesale Service Other 

Victimized 
With security measures 77 86 81 64 75 

After victimization 22 21 28 21 24 
Before victimization 34 44 33 25 26 
Before and after victimization 21 21 2') 18 25 

Without security measures 20 12 16 30 22 
Not available 3 2 (B) 6 (B) 

Not victimized 
With fiiecurity measures 68 79 75 60 63 
Without security measures 29 18 22 37 33 
Not available 3 3 3 3 4 

B Estimate, based on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable. 
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Table 2ge. Philadelphia: Percent distribution of commercial establishments, victimized and not victimized, by presence of 
security measures and kind of establishment, 1972 

Item All establishments Retail WhoJesale Service 

Victimized 
With security measures 75 78 94 70 

After victimization 23 22 33 23 

Before victimization 30 31 41 29 

Before and after victimization 22 25 20 18 

Without security measures 23 21 (B) 29 

Not available (B) (B) (B) (B) 

Not victimized 
With security measures 61 64 81 56 

Without security measures 38 36 18 43 

Not available 1 (B) (B) 1 

B Estimate, based on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable. 

Other 

71 
21 
24 
26 
27 

(B) 

60 
38 

(B) 
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APPENDIX II 
Survey Instru me nts 

Q 

For the housetold surveys, a basic screen questionnaire (Form NCS-3) 

and a crime incident report (Form NCS-4) wer.e used to elicit information 

on the relevant crimes corr~itted against the household as a whole or 

against any of its members age 12 and over. Form NCS-3 was d~signed to 

screen for all instances of victimization before details of any specific 

incident were collected. It also enabled the gathering of pertinent 

information on the characteristics of each household and of interviewed 

household Inembers. Household screen questions were asked once of an 

adult member of the household, whereas individual screen questions were 

put to all household members age 12 and over. 
Once the screening process was completed, the interviewer obtained 

details of each incident, if any, revealed by the screer.ing. Form NCS-4 

included questions concerning the circumstances under which each reported 

crime occurred, the extent of economic loss or injury, whether or not the 

police were notified, and other related details. 
In the commercial surveys, basically comparable techniques were used 

to screen for the occurrence of burglary and robbery incidents and to 

obtain details concerning those crimes. Form CVS-IOl contained separate 

sections for screening and gathering information on the characteristics 

of business places, on the one hand, and for eliciting data on the 

relevant crimes, on the other. 
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U,S. DEr-AF"lTMENT OF r'.JMME:n':E. 
SOCIAL AN['l E::CNOI.4IC STATISTICr. ArJMINI$TRATION 

1\'.J~r:AU f)1··TI.£" Cf:, .. ScJ5 PSU Serial i Panel Household Segnlent 

NATIONAL CRIME SURVEY 
CENTRAL CITIES SAMPLE 

BASIC SCREEN QUESTIONNAIRE 

r-------------~·------~--__ ~ ____ ~ 

1. IntN"iawer identification 

Code :Name 
I 
I 

2. Record of interview 

Line number of household 
respondent 

3. Reason for noninterview (cc 26dl 
TYPE A 

Rcason 

:. ~ No one home 

; Date completed 

2:=' Tcrllpor;mly atspnt - Return dore _._ 

3 :- , Refused 

4 :--::_I Other Oce. - Specdy 

Race of head 

6. Tenure ICC 71 

Owned or being bClught 

Rented for cash 

No ca':.h rent 

7. Type of living quarters 'CC III 

Housing Unit 

Houst:', .1p.1rtrr;ent. flat 

H'.! It. nantrJnSlent hotel, '''Crtel, etc. 

HU -- ;)ermanent ,n tr,Jnslent hOlt,l, motel, etc. 

HU In 'o0mln~ hOlJse 

Mobile t'ome or tr,l~ ler 

HIJ ~peC:lfled above - DfC'scrlbe -,. 

_. ~ White OTHER Unl 

:2 ~~~ Negro J~ :3 ~~~ Other 

~-Y-P-E-8-·~-~--·~-~·----- - -.--~ ... -- --- <:) J 

t at pprmanent In tranSient hate!, motel, etc. 

(.lnt tent site or trader Sift 

Vac.1nt - Regular Not specified above - Descrlbe-,. 

I 
10 

Vacant - Stor;"Jge of HH furniture ~ 
.. , Temporarily oCI_Upltd by Der~Of1-';' "'lth URE \\,1'\ .- - .. ~-.- -- .--~-.--. 
. . ~ Unfit or to be demolished ~ V @:v B. N"mb~' of ho"s;ng "n;~s_~n st,"ct",. ICC lJ) 

Under con~truC[IOn, not ready \'. 10 or more 

, COhverted to temporary bUSiness or ~ 
Unoc.;:urled tent site r N'iite I Mobile home or trailer 

Only OTHER units 
B '-~ Permit granted, constr tlon no t.vted 

g'~ OthN - Spe[;f, 7 ~ ASK IN EACH HOUSEHOLD 

9. (Other than the .•• business) does anyone in this household 
operate a bUsiness from'this address? 

TYPE C 

t ~: Unused line of lIsting sheet 
2 ," DemolIshed 

3' : House or trailer moved 

4 I -, Outside segment 

5 -1 Converted to permanent bUSiness or storage 
•. - J Merged 

- ~ Condemned 

6! "1 Built after April I, 1970 

9". ! Othe, - SpeCify 7 

TYPE Z 

InterVIew not obtained for _ 

line nUfT' ber 

No 

Yes - What kind of business is that?, 

10. Family income ICC 24) 

@ Unde, S I ,000 

S I ,000 to 1,999 

2,000 to 2,999 

3,000 to 3,999 

4,000 to 4,999 

5,000 to 5,999 

S 7,500 to 9,999 

10,000 to 1/,999 

10 12;000 to 14,999 

I I'" 15,000 to 19,999 

" 20,000 to 24,999 

" 25,000 and over 

.-----r-_________ 6_'0_Q_0_to_7_'_49_9 ________________ ~~~--------~ 
Total number 

11. Household members 12 years 
of og. ond OVER _________ -+[ 

(ill) 
@l 

f-:::~_:=======_ ______________ ~l_~12~,~H~0:usehold members UNDER 12 years of age~ 0 =~ None 

4. Household status 

@ , CJ Same household as last enumeration 

2 C; Replacement household sincl' last enumeration 

3 U PrevIous nonintervlew or not In sample before 

5. Special placo type code (cc 6c) 

140 

13, C,ime IncIdent Repo,1s fJlled _____ -+ 
a _~1 None 

______ -r~" _ _"C=_EN"-"S,US USE ONLY 

@) @) 
---~-"---

@ 

I-_____ --,,--_-.-_--. ___ --'-TPERSONAL CHARAC TERISTICS 
14, 15, 

TYPE 
OF 
IHTER. 
VIEW 

16, 17, lB, 19. 20". 20". 21. 22. 
l\RMED 
FORCES 
MEMBER 

23. W},J!'~ 111.:- highest 
:.r:·:io io- ¥r:(lr'l of 
rrp!ar s,;,ool you 
h(hU I',£'t allcndC'(i' 

24.D.d 
NAME (of housohold 

respondent) 
LINe RELATIONSHIP AGE MAR!T AL RACE ORlC,' N iE X '0" 
HUMBER TO HOUSEHOLD LAST !:iTATUS 
(rc HI HEAD BIRTH. I <1, 

I~," '1t J DAV 

KEYER-BEGIH HEW RECORD @ 
Last 

@) ji~9-

F 'rs! 

rJer 

Tel 

NI-

F,II 
16-~1 

'1(';)~ 

..... ,ICl)f'.,., 

ONf. t,l.! 

Qtta.'· rt 

CHECK ,.') 

ITEM A I( 
Look ilt ItefTI 4 on cr:.er DC'lF('. I'; tnl'. Irr: 
household :1$ 11~t ('nt.!"ner,·Jtll)r.} '!' I :'l(~'k( L 

~ I'., 

250. Did you live in this house on April I, 1970' 
y, 

b. Where did you live on April 1, 1970' (State, forclgn cOIJI,tr~. 
U.S. possessij)n, ctc.) 

St,He, etc. 

County ~ _____ ~. __ .. ".~_._". 

260. What were you dOing most of LAST WEEK - (WOrk~kCCPln 
house, gOing to schooD or something else' 

, NarKI";' - SK r ') tfj f Jrllf) (<:!'~ ~~;c 
:2 '<hlth<1JobbuTfot:v",r"K' K{" "' ..... ::-. •• 

~ , 
3 lOOKl"g foc wo·, ,. ~'''.' "~:~v 
4 Keeplrlj! housE' , \,"", ',,/ 

~~o ChOO~ ~__ ~-<>-
b. Old you do any work at ST WEEK. 0 countIng work 

around the hause' IN If I (j r h,-,~' ;' I 

(J';;': ano,Jr ,mpol j Wpf;':.1 -;:;::» 
(1 No Yes ~ How mony~" _ 

-j 
c. Old you have 0 lob or bUSiness from which you were temporarily 1 \2"'~ 

\',f.. I,.)f , ..... ,'.!" 

'-; : l ~" .. 1 :HI<,;cntlc 
I ~. I 9) 

26d. HIJ 't.' y~U bC'cn bak'ng for work dunng th, .. po.,t ..j. weC'ks? 

Whcn did you 10<:.t work' 

1:\" cmployl't, of a I-~RjVATE r..ompany. bustness or 
lo,i, Vidual .or woscs, sala~y or comml' .. si,'n~? 

A GOVEI~NMENT cmploYl'l IF,-:;dcrol, State, county or lot.oll? 

SE=LF EMPLOYED in OWN bu .It""",., profc··;·,:onot 
PT:lt::tl '.(' or form;1 

Woollng WITHOUT PAY In family bU'Hn(.'·~·, 01 farm' 

d, Whotk,ndofwotk wen'you ,1oi:;'Jr ,1,1' .,.,j;',- ,. 

.. ' ~ •• 'f: 

absent or on layoff LAST WEEK' J 
C' VlIHIf "'cr,· your most lmportr~nt 0(;tl"'ltIC5 {'t 1.IJtICS" 'tor {lIarn;:.ir.·, 

, No 2 Yt::::o h.~Llt )~I'" ~'"' '''I;~' V"rLHltt)k..,II, ,.f ','L011"ro'!I.f~l., 

:3 Yt.: I. t f 

f-:------------------ ~ --~-- ----- ---------
Notes 

:11 
.l. .... ~ 



HOUSEHOLD SCREEN QUESTIONS 
29. How I'd like to ask some queltioR$ about crime. 32. Did anyone toke something belonging t.:. you or 

, , 
They r.fftl only to the last 12 months _ between to any member of this houuhold, from a place 

, 
where you or they were temporarily staying, 

, 
, 

_____ I, 197 . .nd _. ______ ,197 
d During such 05 a friend's or relative's home, Q hotel , 

, 
tho lost 12 months, did anyone breok into or or motol, or a vacation homo? , 
somehow ill_golly get into your (opaltmont {home}, 

No 
, 

garage, or onoJher building on your property? I 

How many times? 
, 

. Ye!> "- I 
No , 

L Yf'S ~ How many times? _~~_~_-+- ----- 33. What was the total number of motor vehicles :@ '-IN (cars, trucks, etc.) owned by you or any I a (. onc -
other member of fhi s houSI!'hold during the ' .- SKIPlo36 

30. (Other than the inc:ident(s) lust mentioned) Did '" I 
1 "-: I 

you find a door jimmied, '0 lock fO,reed, or any last 12 months? , 
other signs of an ATTEMPTED break in? , Z L~ 12 

, 3f- ]3 
J No 4 :-:14 or more 

: Yes - How many times? --~ -- -- ---~---~- 34. Did anyone steal, TRY to steal, or use 
(it 'any of them) without permiSSion? , 

31. Was anything at all stolen that is kept outside No , 
your home, or happened to be left out, such as Yes - How many times? --
a bi cycle, a garden hose, at lawn furniture? 

---. , -----
35. Did anyone steal or TRY to steal port of (orher than any incidents already mentioned) 

(it 'any 01 them), such as a battery, hubcaps, 
; No tape-deck, etc.? , 
, Yes - How many times? ----_ .. ... 

~~------

. No 

Yes How many times? -- --
INDIVIDUAL SCREEN QUESTIONS 

36. The follOWing qUlntions refer only to things that Yes - How many 
" 0,. "!~~'" .. " ....... '--1 Yes - How many happened to you during the last 12 months- between I,mes' A TT EM TOto steal something that ., times? 

No belonged au {other than any Incidents 
, No .. 1, 197_ .• nd ____ ~ _,197_. Did y.u \~~.dY m.n 0 d 

I --- - , 
have your (pocket picked 'purse snatched,? -- ---

37. Old anyone toke samethmg (else) directly from you 

,.'~~ 47. ~~,1 tho p.l,c. durtng tho I." 12 
by using force, such as by a stickup, mugging I, It's'\:) D mont s report something that happened to 
or threat? 

~~-~ 
you which you thought was a cnme' (00 I) not counl .ny c.l1. m.d. t. tho p.lice 
concerning the inCidents you have IU st 
told me about.) 

3B. D,d .ny.n. TRY to ,.b y.u by uSing force .r ~'"' .. No ~ SKIP 10 48 
threatening to harm you' (other than any I enh , 

.lr •• dy m.nhonod) ~~> Yes - What happened? 

- ~. 

(§)IT] 
r--... \ /',- ---

39, Did .nyone b •• t y.u up, ."Q:~jou ~ Y" How meny ------ ----~ .-.--~---.-~~-

IT] 
something, such as a rock or bo ' at er than Iomes' 

IT] any Incidents alrrady mentioned) Nc 

Look at 47. 'has HH member 12t 
--~-. .1ttac-ked or threatened, or was some-

40. Were you knifed, shot at. or attacked with some Yf'$ -How meny t 
thing stolen or an attempt made to 

other weapon by anyone at all? (other than tomes' CHECK steal somf'thlng that belonged to him' 

any incidents already mentioned) ITEM C 
Nc' No I 

~--- Yes - How many times? ~ ---, 
41. Did .ny.ne THREATEN t. b •• , y.u up or ,,, -- How mony 48. Did anything happen to you during the lost 12 

THREATEN you with a knife, gun, or some other limes' 
1 months which you thought was a crim", but 

weapon, NOT Including telephone threats? (other I 
No did NOT roport to the police? I 

than any incidents already mentioned) I 
I 

No ~ SKIP 10 Check Ilem E I , ~--

42. Did anyone TRY to attock you in some other way? 1 Yes - What happened? 
I Yes - How mony 

(ather thon any incidents already mentioned) , hmes? , '@l[TI 
I 

No 
----.--~---- -

I , [TI , 
'-. I ----
43. During the lost 12 months, did anyone steal things I Yes - How meny [TI , 

that belonged to you from inside any cor or truck, limes? , 
such as packages or c:lothing? I 

No , 
Look at 48. Was HH member 12+ I , 

1 attacked or threatened, or was some~ 
, 

I , 
I --- thing stolen or an attempt made to I 

t I 
44. Was anything stolen from you whil& you were away ; 

Yes -How meny CHECK 5teal something that belonged \.0 him? , , 
from home, ror instance ot work, in a theater or I,me~' 

ITEM 0 I 
No 1 ,utaufant, or while travfI'ling? , 

No , 
Yes - How many times? -- , ---

i 
, 

45. (OtluH than any incidents you've already 
Do any of the screen questions contaIn any entrEes 

Yes -How mony for "How many times'" 
mentioned) Was anything (else) at all stol",n limes? 

t CHECK 
from you during the last 12 months? No ITEM E 

:~ No - Interview next household member. 
Fnd InterView If fast respondent. 

--- Yes - Fill Cnme InCIdent Rt'!ports. 
, ~M ""C . '''I. g •• " 
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PERSONAL C~ARACTERISTICS 
14. 15, 
NAME TYPE 

OF 
INTER· 
VIEW 

KEYER-BEGIH NEW RECORD @ 
Last 

, [ 1 Per 

z[JT~1 

~F-,-,,-\------~l L 1 N'
FIll 
16-21 

16. 
LINE 
NUMBER 
((1; 81 

@ 

--. 

17. 
RELATtONSHIP 
TO HOUSEHOLD 
HEAD 
(n9bl 

@) 
1 :-. Ht'~ld 

2: W,ff' of ht'ad 

l[ ro,.",t.hrl'J 
,f' 1 Other rel!)!rlle 

5' Non.,.C"latr1ie 

lB. 19, 
AGE MARITAL 
LAST STATUS 
BIRTH· I, _ 14: 

DAY 
rei 1 ~ 

@) @) 
': " . 
2' "d, 

-~ , D. , . 5~p. 

5 NM 

20 •• 
RACE 

20b. 21. 22. 23. ~dlel(o:hye~~tof5t 24. Old 
ORIGIN SEX ARMED yo, 

I., 

" 
_Ill FORCES regular sc.hool you ,o~ 

haye eyer atlended' plete 
MEMBER 

(ASK fer persons thaI 
I r-. ~ I k 1 12-24 )Ofr.. TrMswbe year? 

'or 25' )'r~,.) 1'_: 191 .' , ~'lJ 

(ill) 
, @ @ @) @l I' , , t,. I 

" 
M Y., 00 N,. ... et ,)tt('ndt'd , 

'" Nf'i.. 
, , F , No 

or lond(,rgOlrten , No 
" I , () ~ . 1---- - Elern. (01-08) 

:. --- H.S. \09-12' 
I 

__ College Ol-lb .. ) , 
26d. Have you boen looking for work during the past 4 weeks? 

CHECK ... 

ITEMA ., 

Look at Item 4 on tover pag('. Is thl'; the ~ame 
housel:old as last enumeratIon' (Box I marked) 

Yes - SKIP tl:' Oled< Item B No 

@ I Yes No _ When did you lost work? 

2 Up to 5 years ago - SKFP to 280 

250. Old you live in this house on April 1, 1970? 
@B) , Yes - SKIP tr) Check Item B 2 NQ 

b. Where did you live on April 1, 1970? (State, foreign country, 
U.S. possession, etc.) 

State, etc. 
-------~----.~.---~~~ 

Counly ___ . ______________ .~ __ . __ ._._ ... 

-~------

c. Old you live inside the limits of a city, town, Village, etc.? 

1 i No z [ Yes - Name of cIty. lOwn, Village, eu, 7 

I I I I_Il===:===_ = ___ _ 
d. Were you in the Armed Forces on April 1, 1970? 

1 i 'Yes 2 I No 

CHECK • 
ITEM B 

Is this person 16 yean old or older? 

No - SKIP 10 36 Yes 

3 5 or m"re years ago} 
4 Never worked 

':,KIP t', 16 

27. Is there any reason why you could not take a job LAST WEEK? 

® t No Ye~-""2 Already has a Job 

Temporary Illness 

4' GOIng to schoo! 

Other - Spec r fy 7 

DeSCriPtion of lob or bUSiness (Current or mOSt rec.ent) 
280. For whom did you (last) work? (N(jrn(' of ·-(.l7lt',]nl', Du·.r"'~'>·_. 

orgu;;tb!'lun 'lr othN employer) 

« ---~.~--
x ~t~ed - SK/~"'.~_~~~ ___ ~_~~ __ _ 

• What kin incss or industry is this? (For example. TV 

260. What were you dOing most of LAST WEEK - (working, keePI::~g ~S4 
.:lnd r~lo " retal! shoe store, State Labor Department, farm) 

_ il ___ =-~~~-========.~.c.~ house, gOing to school) or something else' (' 

@ 1 I Working _ SKIP to 280 6 Unable to work - SK.IP to <."b?J c. 

2 With a Job but nOt at work 7 RetIred. ~; ass 1 

3 I Lookmg ror work 8 Other - 5 I 

2 

4 ' Keepmg house " "" 3 

e you -

An emploree of a PRIVATE company, business or 
individua for wages, salary or commissions? 

A GOVERNMENT employee(Federal, State, county or local)? 

SELF EMPLOYED in OWN businus, professional practice 
or farm? 5 f -, GOing to schoo! _ ~~ 

b. Old you do any work at all LAST WE~.~ t countln w r 
around the house? (Note If (arm or s,(,:.!,operotlJ r HH, 
ask about unpaId work , ~ \> -........, 

@ 0 r I No Yes - How~y hours?\-=A-)o- SKIP to 28a 

A Working WITHOUT PAY in family business or farm? 
~~-.-~--~ .. -~--~-~--~-

d. What kind 01 work were you doing? <For examp!e: eiecttltai 
engineer. stock clerk, tYPiSt, farmer) 

~~~----~--~~+---~~~~~-----~-
c. Old you have a lob or bu~n from w'hlch\iP were temporotlly@ 

absent or on layoH LAST E 

@ ,I No z Yes ~ Ab n SKIP to 280 

, Yes ~ La SKIP <0 27 

~=====~,~=====~=c~ ===-
e. What were your mas t important activities or duties? (rOr elCample 

ryplng, keepmg account books, sl.lllng cars, finishing concrete, etc..) 

INDIVIDUAL SCREEN QUESTIONS 

36. The following questions refer only to things that : 
happened to you during the last 12 months - between : 

____ I, 197_ .nd ~ ___ , 197._. Did you' 
have your (pocket picked/purse snatched)? ' 

37. Old anyone take something (else) directly from you 
by using force, such as by a stickup, mugging I 

or threat? I 

38. Did anyone TRY to rob you by using force Of Ii 

Yes - How many 
times? 

No 

YE'S - How mony 
hmcs' 

No 

Y<"s - How many 
limes' threatening to harm yau? (other than any incidents 

1---.....!.!!I!!r.~.~dyL!!m!!.~nt~i.~n~.~dL) __________ -:-~'-..:N..:o'-~---.--

47. Did you call the police during the last 12 m?nths 
to report something that happened to you which 
you thought was a crime? (00 not count any 
calls mode to the police concerning the incidents 
you rave just told me about.) 

No ~ SKIP 1048 
YI'S - What happened? _~ ______ _ 

---- .. --~---~----------

something, such as a rock or bottle? (other than : No CHECK 
~~.~nLy~in~c~id~.~n~'s~.~lr~ •• ~d~y~m~.~n~'i~.~no~d~)~~~ ______ ~ _______ ~==~ ITEMC 

Look at 47 - Was HH member 12~ 
attacked or threatened, Dr was 
something stolen or an attempt 
made to ste<il something that 
belonged to him' I , Ye, 

I 
1 
I 
I 
I 
I , 
I , 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

1 

39. ~id anyone beat you up, attack you or hit you with : Yes - ~~:s?cny t 
40. Were you knifed, shot at, or attacked with some 

other weapon by anyone at all? (other than any 
incidents already mentioned) 

- How many 
times? 

I,' . No 
No Yes - How many times?+-: 

41. Old .ny.no THREATEN t. bo.t y.u up.r 
THREATEN you with a knife, gun, or some other 
weapon, NOT including telephone threats? (other 
than any incidents already mentioned) 

42. Did anyone TRY to attack you in some other way? 
(other than any incidents already mentioned) 

43. During the last 12 months, did anyone steal things 
that belonged to you from inside any car at truck, 
such as packages Of clothing? 

I 

, Yes - How many 
I limes? 
'. , No , 
, Yes - Haw mony 
I Ilm(!s? , . No 
1 

I ~ I Yes - How mony 
I 1lmcs? 
I .--, No 
I' 

44. Was anything stolen hom you while you were away j r_J Yes - How many 
from home, for instance at work, in a theater or: times? 
restaurant, or while traveling? I [1 No 

45. (Other than any incidents you've already ment.ioned) : [J Yes - ~~:s'1°ny 
Was anything {else} at all stolen from you dUring the: r--: No 

48. Did anything happen to you during the lost 12 
months which you thought was a crime, but did 
NOT report to the police? 

No ~ SKIP 10 Check lIem E 
Yes ~ What hoppened?_~ ______ _ 

Look at 48 - Was HH member 12. 
attack~d or threatened, or was 
something stolen or an attempt 

CHECK made to steal something that 
ITEM 0 belonged to him' 

I 
I 
1 , , 
I 

I t 
i No ,- - Yes - How many times 1-: 
Do ary of the screen qlJe~tlOns contal n 
any entries for "How man, tlmes"~ 

@ITl 
IT] 
[1] 

@lIT] 
CIJ 
[]] 

---

last 12 months? : 

46. ~id you find any evidence that someone : [] Yes - ~ow '10ny 
, CHECK No - InterVIew next housellold member. 

ITEM E End Interview If last respondent, 
ATTEMPTED to steal something that belonged : N mes 
to you? (other than any incidents already mentioned), [.1 a I -. Yes _ Ftli Ctlme InCIdent Reports, 
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I-______ ..:K::..:.EY.:..:.E:.:R_--=.B.;:E.;:G;I,N~N.:.:E:;W::....:R.:.:E:;C:;O:;R.:.:D=_ ______ _l ~.~:.~,~CS.4 
Line number u.s. OEPARTMENT OF COMML::RCE 

Screen question number 

InCident number 

___ Month (01-12) 

Is thIS Incident report for a series of Crlmes 1 

CHECK" 1 1 No - SKIP to 2 

S.1CIAt.. AND ECONOMIC STATISTICS ADMINISTRATION 
BuREAU OF TME CENSUS 

CRIME IHCIDENT REPORT 
NATIONAL CRIME SURVEY 

CENTRAL CITIES SAMPLE 

NOTICE - Your report to the Census Bureau IS confld~f1tlal by law (Title 13, U.S. 
code). It may be seen only by sworn Census employees and may be used only for 
statlstlc .. 1 purposeS. 

4 : Other - Specify _______________ _ 

b. Did the person(s) steal or TRY to steal anything from the 
store, restaurant, office, factory, etc.? ITEM A" 2 ; Yes 

--------~--------------------~@9 
b. In what month(s) did these incidents toke place? 

lMark 01/ ,ho, apply) • :-, No SKIP '0 Check Item B R 
'L J Yes } 

1 "~; Spnng (March. Apnl, May) 

2 _~ ~ Summer (June, July. August) ~----.---i-D-o-n-·t-k-n-o-w--------------------_l E: 
3 _J Fall {September, October. November) 

4 __ Winter (December, January, February) 

c. How many incidents were involved in thi s series? 

I --~.! Three or four 

60. Did the offender{s) live there or have a right to be there, 
such as 0 guest or a workman? 

@ :&.:::'.""'''~' 
3 _ ~ Eleven or more the bui 'ng1 

~
b Old :~n 0 e er{s} actually get in or just try to get In 

4 1 --_: Don't know @ I Actually got In 

INTERVIEWER - If senes, the follOWing QuestIons refer (""'D JUSt tried to get In 
only to the most recent Inc,dent. . "-) - 1 Don't know 

2. About what time did it happen' ~ \~ ,._ 
c:. Was there any evidence, such as a broken lock or broken 

1 Don't know ~ \ window, that the offender(s} (forced his way in/TRIED to force 

~
'\.\ his way in) the building? 

2 • __ J DUring the day (6 a.m. to 6 p.m.) \\) @ , __ No 

At n'ght 16 p,m. to 6 a.m.l ~\, ~~ 
\) Yes - What was the evidence? Anything else? 

3 6 p.m. to lTudnlght (Marl< all that apply) 

4 _ Midnight to 6~ 

5 _ Don't know .. .t_~ 

30. Did this incident toke plac~eVhe limits of this city 
or somewhere else? .) 

Inside lImits of thiS CIty ~ SKIP [0 4 

2 Somewhere else In the United States 

3 OutSIde the Unite" Swtes - END INCIDENT REPORT 

b. In what State and county did this incident occur? 

State _________ , ________ . __ . __ _ 

County ~ __________ ~_~ __ ._~~ ______ . _____ ~ 

c. Did it happen inside the limits of a city, town, Village, etc.? 

, No 
2. Yes - Enter nar1C of City, town, etc,? 

I I I I I I 
4. Where did this Incident take place? 

, At or In own dwellmg, 10 garage or other 
budding or1 property (Includes break-In 
or attempted break·/n) 

2 l ., At or In vacation home, hotel,'motel 

.[ Inside commerCial budding such as store, 
restaurant, bank, gas Station, public 
conveyance or station 

4 i -1 Inside offrce, factory, or warehouse 

5"t ,Near own home; yard. Sidewalk, driveway, 
carport, apartmen: hail (Does not Include 
break·,n or auempted break·'n) 

6 [-~ On the street, In a park, field, plt'lyground, 
school grounds or parking lot 

7 [=" InSide school 

8[-, Other - SpeCIfy '7 

} SKIP '0 60 

} 

ASK 
So 

SKIP 
to Check 
"em B 

: Broken lock or Window 

3 i 'Forced door or window 

SI ashed screen 

Other - SpeCIfy 7 

-------------------
}~:~eCk 

Item B 

d, How did tho offendor(s) (got in/try to got in)? 

1 ._.; Through unlocked door or Window 

.2 Had key 

3._ Don't know 

4 • Other - SpeCIfy 

CHECK ... 

ITEM B" 
Was any member of thiS household, including 
respQ.ndent. present when this incident 
occurred? (If not sure, ASK) 

1 ~:::J No - SKIP '0 130 

2 'u Yes 

70. Did thl person(s) have a weapon such as a gun or kniflt, or 
something he was using as Q weapon, such as 0 bottle, 
or wrench? 

, '.J No 

2 ~=.~ Don't know 

Yes - What was tho weapo_? (Mark 01/ 'ho' apply) 

30 G"n 

40 Knife 
s =:::J Other - Specify' ____________ _ 

b. Old the person(s) hit you, knock you down, or actually 
attock you In some other way? 

@ 'DY.s-SKIP'07f 

'DNo 

c. Did tho person(s) throaten you with harm in any way? 

@ 'DNo-SKIPt07. 

'DYes 
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CRIME INCIDENT QUESTIONS - Continued 
7d. How were you threatened? Any other way? 

(Mark all that apply) 

1 r-~ Verbal threat of rape 

2 r~~ Verbal threat of attack (other than rape) 

3 (~ .. Weapon present or threatened wIth 
weapon 

4 Attempted attack WI th weapon (for 
example, shot at) 

5:~ Object thrown at person 

6:.~ Followed, surrounded 

, ~-' Other - SpeCIfy 

e. What actually happened? Anything elso? 
(Mark 0/1 ,hoc apply) 

1 Something taken without permiSSion 

2 1- ~ Attempted or threatened to take 
something 

3[-" Harassed. argument, abUSive language 

4 ~-. ForCible entry or atter·'pte'~ 
. forCible entry of house 

5:- ForCible entry or attempted entry of car 

6 1 __ Damaged or destroyed property 

7 r~' Attempted or threatened to damage 
or destroy property 

8 : ' , Other - SpeC! fy 

SKIP 

'0 
100 

* 
@) 

9b. Did you file a claim with any of these insurance companies or 
programs in order to get port or all of your modical expenses paid? 

No - SKIP '0 100 

.2. Yes 

c. Did insurance or any·health benefits program pay for all or port of 
the total medical expenses? 

, Not yet settled} 

2 None •.•••• ~. SKIP to 100 

, All" •• ",., 

4 Part 

d. How much did insurance or a health b'.:nefits program pay? 
IO!JtQln an estimate. If necessarYI 

$ ______ [;J 
100. Old you do anything to protect yourself or your prop~rty during 

the incident? 

1 No - SKIP '0 II 

2 Yes 

b, What did you do? Anything eiso? IMork all ,ho, apply) 

Used or brandl shed a weapon 

Hit, kicked, or scratched offender 

Reasoned With offender 

4 Scream~elJed for help 

5 Left scene, ran away 

6 -, Held on to property 

,'- Other - SpeCl fy 7 

11. Was the cri':; ;~~tted by only one or more than one person? --=============.!..---l@ './\. Only one 2: Don't know - 3. More than one "7 
f. How did the person(s) attock you? Any \ "'\. SKIP to 120 

othor woy? (Mark 01/ ,ho, apply) 

~ ~ ~;I:~dto rape ~("'~a. :raf~~n male 

• [' Hit w,th ob,e" held ,n hand. shot. kn,fed.A I ,·MY 

4 r- . HIt by thtown object . (" • \ z Female 

5 [". Hit, slapped, knocked down ~ \, ~ Don't know 

6 .~- Grabbed, held, trIpped, Jumped, PUSh~ ~ '\ 
7 ~-, Other - SpeCIfy ../"\.. '\ '" \ '. b. How old would you say 

___ ~ ~,,) the person was? 

';~~ @ 'Under 12 80. What were the injuries you suH"!:r I,\i"f...c~ , 
Anything else? IMor ,ho' cpp ~,V" 2 12-14 

,:-'None-SKIP ~ , 15-17 
2 ,_. Raped 4 18-20 

3 [-- Attempted rape s 21 or over 
4 r·-' Kntfe or gunshot wo 

5, Broken bones or teeth knocked out 

6 l~ Internal mjurles, knock~d unconSCIouS 
7:~ BrUises, black eye, cutS, scratches, swelling 

8·-: Other - SpeCIfy 

b. Were you injured to the extant thot you needed 
medical attention after the attack? 

, i- No - SKIP '0 100 
2 i--} Yes 

c. Old yOU receive any treatment at a hospital? 

1 C'=-: No 
2 l_' Emergency room treatment only 

3 l-~ Stayed overnight or longer -
How many days? 7 

d. What was tho total amount of y'0ur medical expenses 
r.sultlng from this incldont. INCLUDING anything 
paid by Insurance? Include hospital and doctor 
bills, medicine, thelapf' braces, and any other 
inlury - related medico expenses. 
INTERVIEWER -If respondent does not know 
exact amount, encourage him to give an estimate. 

00 No cost - SKIP to 100 

$, ___ G9l 

Don't know 

c. Was the person ~om~one you 
knew or was he a stranger? 

1 Stranger } 
2 Don't know 

3 Know by ;oK~P 
Sight only 

4 Casual 
acquaIntance 

'hel I known 

d. Was the person a relative 
of yours? 

1 No 

Yes - What relationship? 

Spouse or ex·spouse 

Parent 

Own'tichdd 

Brother or s,ster 

6·-- Other relative -

SpeCIfy, 

e. Was he/she -

f. How many persons? 

g. Were they male or female? 
@ I : - ~ All male 

z· - All remale 
3 l Male and female 

Don't know 

h. How old would you soy the 
youngest we s1 
" Under 12 5 _.-.. 21 or over-
2 12-14 ' SKIP 'oJ 

• 15-17 
6 -~ Don't know 

4 18-20 

i. How old would you soy the 
oldest was? 
, . Under 12 4:- 18-20 
z· 12-14 5;·::1 or over 
3 15-17 6.-' Don't know 

j. Wero any of the persons known or 
relcted to you or were they 
all.strangers ? } 
1 , . All strangers SKIP 
2 -. Don't know to m 

3' -. All relatives } SKIP 
4 ~ -, Some relatives to I 
5 (~ All known 
6 : . - Some known 

k. How well were thoy known? 
(Mark 0'1 ,hot apply) 
1 ~-. - By Sight only } 
• l·· Casual SKIP 

-. acqualOtance(s) to m 
3 r--· WeJl known 

I. How were they related to you? 
(Mark 011 ,hot apply) 

1 [.- Spouse or 
ex·spouse 

2 r~ ~ Parents 

3 r-' Own children 

m. Were all of them -

@ ,,::,Whlto? 

4 r-::..J Brother~/ 
sisters 

5 r --. Other -
, .. SpeCIfy" 

x D Don't know 
~---9-0-. ':"A":t=th'-.::-tl-m':". -.-f -th-e-i-n-c-I d-.-n t-, -w-.-re-yo-u-c-o-,-o-r.-:d-:b-y-o-n-iy (ill) 

medical Insurance, or were you eligible for benefits 
from any other type of health benefits program, such 

: ~~, ~::~~; - SP.c"y~} ~:IP 
2 L"- Hegro? 

• f·-' Othor? - SpeCIfY, 

120 

4 ~ Don't know 

4 C-.~ Combination - SpeCIfy 7 

5 ;~; Don't know 

as tkdlcaid, Veteran's Administration, or Public Welfare? 

, 0 No ••••• } SKIP to 100 
2 C Don't know 

'DYes 
Page 10, 14 
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CRIME INCIDENT QUESTIONS - Continued 
120. Were you the only person there besides the offender{s)? 

1; Yes - SKIP to 130 

2' No 

b. How many of these persons were robbed, harmed, or 
thre'?tened? (Include only those p~rsons 12 years of 
age and over) 

o [ Nor.e - SKIP to t3a 

____ Number of persons 

c. Were any of these persons members of)our household? 

No 

Yes - How many? 7' 

iAisu mark "Yes" ,n Check Item Ion page 12) 

130. Was something stolen or taken without permission that 
belonged to you or others in the household? 

INTERVIEWER - Include anything stolen from U'l

recognizable busmess in respondent's home. Dn not Include 
anything s(olen from a recognizable buSiness ir respondent's 
home or another bUSIness. such as merchafldlse or casrl from 
cJ register. 

" Yes - SKIP to 13, 

2' No 

b. Did the person(s) ATTEMPT to take something? 

No - SKIP to 13e 

Yes 

c. What did they try to take? Anything else? 
(N\ark all that upply) 

1, Purse 

Wallet or money 

Car 

Other n ')tor ... ~hlcle 

Don't know 

CHECK Ii. 
ITEM C " Ye, 

d. Was the (purse 'wallet 'money) on your person, for instance 
in a pocket or being held? 

Yes} SKIP '0 180 
No 

-:----::---:-c--:-~_,_ ~--~-~--~- -- -~------~-

e, What did happen? (Nlark a/I that apply) 

1 I AttaCked 

2 : Thteatened WI th I',arm 

Attempted to break mto house or garage 

Attempted to break Into car 

5 [ Harassed, argument. <lbt;slve language 

6 ! Damaged or destroyed property 

1: Attempted or threatened to damage or 
destroy property 

8, Other - SpecI'Y _____ ~ __ 

f. What was taken? Who~?-----------~ 

Cosh: $ ______ r;QQ] 
and DC 

Property: (,.v.ork ail tilot apply) 

or 'Only cash taken - SKIP to Check Item E 

1 l Purse 

2 r-' Wallet 
3[ Car 

4\ ,Other motor vehIclE> 

SKIP 
to 
180 

. 
@ 

CHECK .. 
ITEM D , 

Was a car or other motor vehiclE taken? 
(80x 3 or 4 mar"d In I 3() 

No - SKIP '0 Check "emof. 

Yes 

140. Had permission to use the (car/motor vehicle) ever b!!'en 
given to the person who took it? 

No ..... } S~IP '0 Check Item E 
Don't know 

Yes 

b. Did the person return the (car/motor vehicle)? 

Yes 

No 

Is Box 0, I, or 2 marked In 13f? 

CHECK ... 
ITEM E ., 

No - SKIP to 150 

Yes 

c. Was the {purse/wallet 'money} on your person, for instance, 
in a pocket or being held by you when'it was token? 

Yes 

Was only cash taken? (Bo)( 0 marked In 130 

Yes - SKIP to 160 

No 

150. A gether, what was the value of the PROPERTY 
at was token? 

INTERVIEWER - Exclude stolen cash. and enter $0 for 
stolen checks and credit cards. even If they were used. 

$ ___ G'??J 
-----------l 

b. How did you decide the value of the property that was 
stolen? /Mark 011 that apply, 

Original cost 

Replacement cost 

Personal estImate of current value 

Insurance report estimate 

PolIce estImate 

Don't know 

Other - SpecI'Y ________ ~ ______ _ 

160. Wo:. all or part of the stolen money or property recovered, 
except for anything received from insurance? 

None} SKIP to 170 
All 

Part 

b. What was rp.:overed? 

Cash: $ ___ __ 

and or 
Property- (IOOr, all thot applYI 

Cash oily recovered - SKIP to 170 

Purse 

Wallet 

Car 

Other motor vehicle 

Part of car (hubcap, tape-deck. etc.) 

6, Other - SpeCIfy 

c. What was the value of the property recovered (e~cluding 
recovered cash)? 

s l "Part of car (hubcap, tape~deckl elc.) r=l 

7~6;[~-~:~O:th:e~r:-~s:p=e:c~I'~y========================~~~~~1:69~-----=========~~~.O:O~----------------------------J 
~-OR-M-N-C;:\ ".".m P,se 11. l~ 
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CRIME INCIDENT QUESTIONS Continued 
170. Was there any insurance against theft? 

'~:JNO""'} SKIPtol80 
2 :-_-] Don't know 

··l Yes 

b. Was this loss reported to on insurance company? 

_: ~:n"t' ~n'o~ } SKIP to 180 

3 ~-; Yes 

----------------
c. Was any of this loss recovered through insurance? 

1 ~-=~ Not yet settled } 

No.. • .•••• SKIP to 180 

d. How much was recovered? , 
INTERVIEWER - If prOPerty replaced by Insurance (()'riti'J',~ 
Instead of cash settlemen'. ask for estimate of ... olue 
of the protJerty replacea, 

200. Were the police informed of this incident In any way? 
_ No 

Don't know _. SKIP '0 Ch"'Sk /'l'm G 

Yes ~ Who told them? 

Household memOer } 

Someone else ~KIP !r' (rif:l k 1~€'Ir. G 

S Poltce on scene 
--------------------

b. What w~s the reason this incident wos not reported to 
the police? (Mark aff thut applyt 

Nothing could be done - lack of proof 

Old flot think It Important eno;ugtl 

Police wouldn't Y.ant to be bothpred 

Old not want to take time - too Inconvenient 

PrIvate or personal matter, did not want to report It 

Old not want to get Involved 

AfraId of reprl sal 

, Reported to someone else 

OIller - StJecl fy 

CHECK ... 

ITEM G '" 

Is thiS person 16 years or older) 

No - SKi P to ChHk Item H 

Yes - ASK 2'0 

I <ill> 
r-----------------------------------------__ ~ 

210. Did you have a lob at the time this inCident happened? 

No - SKIP to Check Item H 
Ye!'> 

180. Did any household member lose any time from work 
becouse of this incident? 

: No - SKIP to 190 

-----~------- ------
b~WOS tho lob? 

(§ r1e a!it described In NCS-3 IttrTIs 283-(' _ 
'<IP to Che(/( Itf'11 H 

\. -- ~~--- - ~ ---- ----------~ 
)1 fe nr th?in des'rlbtc n NCS-3 Itew .. 28.1-e 

~
~ \. \c or whom did you work? rNI111e r.>f compOi1h buSlnl'ss. <0 ) d IZU' d )rl .- ,> ..... p u~f>fI 

~~ \~~ ~j) d. Who' kInd ~fbu:;:,~;,ndu,tr~~? -,~.~ e<Ol"P',. Tv 

Yes - How many members? 

b. How much time was lost altogether? 

,-- Less than I day 

,\~J I @ [I'i]~~:~~~sh~~:t:~~~~ot~:~:=e"~f:: 1-5 days 

,_-, 6-10 days 

~~. :8 e. Were you--

Over 10 days 
\. \> " ~ An enlployee of a PRIVATE company, business at 

individual for woge~, salary at commissions? 

5' . Don't know 

190. Was anything damaged bu~.~n in this incident? 
For example, was a lock or window broken, clothing 
damaged, or damage done to a car, etc.? 

1 ~ -. No - SKI P t[l 20a 

_:Yes @ 
---- --- ----~- - -

b. (Was/were) the damaged item{s) repaired at replaced? 

, -: eYes - SKIP to 19d 

2 :..~! No 

--------~ ----------- -----
c. How much would it cast to repair or replace the 

damaged item(s)? 

A GOVERNMENT employee (Federal, State, county or locol)? 

SELF EMPLOYED in OWN business, profossional 
ptaclice or farm? 

Working WITHOUT PAY in family business ~t farm? 
- -----~---- -~-------~------

f. What kind of wotk were you doing? (For examr!e. electnral 
e'·'~lllI··" ... tock clerk, tYPI<"t, farmer) 

[:- -TL:=.:..:c=.:ccc,-c::c--- -----: __ -=
g, What were your most important octivit;es or duties? (For exampl~; 

rypln?,. ke£'plnr. ."lCC.),1I1~ j,(I:.Jh, ~e1!ln~ C<1rs. flrlshlng concrete, etc.) 

'~HECK .. 
ITEM H " 

BRIEFL Y summarlle thIS I!",cldent or series 
of Irlf"ldents. 

~--- CQQ]} SKIP to 200 
f-----------------------

Don't know 

d. How much was the repair or replacement cost? 

XL. : No COSt or Don't know - SKIP to 200 

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

e. Who paid or will pay lor the re-pairs or replacement? 
(Mark all that appltl 

, CJ Household member 

20 Landlord 

3D Insurance 

4 [J Other - SpeCIfy __________________ _ 
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CHECK ... 
ITEM I ., 

CHECK 
ITEM J 

Lo('·k at 12e on lnc1(! ~nt fZepNt. IS there an 
entry for "Hov. many~" 

No 

_ . Yes - Be sure. you IJOYi' an /"(I.-1e"r 
Ret:oJr( ('Jr eoch household member 
12 years of age or over wi1(, ..... as 
rpnt-ed. /;Qr7Ih~. pr tfircOIenf'd 1f1 

thiS Inc:dent. 

Is thIS the Ia.st InCIdent Report to be 
(dIed for thIS per<;on) 

No - GCI to 11e)(( lnr.ldent Repor(. 

Yes - Is thIS thE' last household member 
to be !ntt! VIewed' 

Nt. .- Ir,:f. -~ lew 'It'X! i,OI!Sf'II()Ic) 

member_ 

Ye, [ND INTERVIEW. ("ter 
total number of Crime 
I r1cJdf'nt Reports /dIed for 
thiS hC'l:;f'!ho/.jln Hem n 
on :he <.:'nN 0' .'~( - 3. 

~,ddllC.-"""~~~_ .\~~;tI ........................................................................ ~ .......... W."""""~"",,"II" ...................................... ____ ... ______________________________________________________________________ __ 
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HOTICE _ )"U: C"f"rt [" !h' (:"IJ 01,'"' B,ltt'al.l 1'-\ (·ottWi.'nll.11 L\ 
J.n·, I 1 HI, j 1, l .~;, ( , .. i.,\. 11 Il,.n J,,' ·,l·f'rl <Jnh l,\" C,\~n ,,(",·n"'lh 

d.\t.B. ~o .. 1l-H2f16~; ·\pprn .... ll Lxpirr· ... \l..ul'h .'!I. 1974 

rfjt:/'" CVS·10l U.S. DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 
;;ucIAl. AND ECONOMIC STATI~TICS ADMIN. 

BIJ~F.AU OF THe ("ENSU~ 

COMMERCIAL CRIME VICTIMIZATION SURVEY 

cln S}MPLE 

IHTRODUCTION 

Gu~d n,orntng (afternoon). I'm Md);o.1 ~~~_~!J~I2::!:.L __ ~ hcm the U.S. Bureau of the Census. 
'I'Ve arc conducting a survey in thlS orca to meosure the extent t::> w'1!ch businesses ore 

VlctllTt~ of burglaries and OT robberies. The Government need5 to know how much crime there 
1<, '1r:-1,'there' it i!> to plan and rJJ'l1inister programs wH1ch will have an impact on the crime 

pfoblcrl. You can heir by I.105v!erlng <;ome questions for me. 

~~= ,--~--------------------~ __ ...:P:..,:o:.:.:,t I - BUSINESS CHARACTERISTICS 
2. P.rson furnishing information? DO NOT ASK ITEM 9 UNTIL PArtT /I AND PART III 

(hnPr or 4 __ \,.,.-""" •• ,,, HAVE BEEN COMPLETED 
l,drl l l"1 !> ,- ~ Other ." "pt·( :f't 7 

\t,n It!:!'l 

3 ~ 'Ck.~rk~ ______ -.:-=:=.:-:-=-=====-~ 

9. What were your approximate sOles of merchandise 
and "or receipts from ~"r'{ices f,)r the year cnding 
December 31, 19L at this e<toblishment. 

\"":;'~ 3. Is this businc5s owned as an individ'JOI proprietorship, 
a pOl~ners!'ip, a corporation, or some other way? 

!!!dl\r i ill,d (,~ \~~rrllilt'nl "- C<Hlt.'I'i!l' 

tlnlf'riHnr'~hil' Ill/, n·If-' I.' (1, .... , :' ;f 
IHI!l<lf ~"t(: (J" .'r,t" ttT(' 

"I ~~(H, I" t.' ·'1 , , 
(Jrht'l 

C'"f''''' --------_.--_._---= 

a. _______ .~_ 

P.E'TAlt 

1",,1 
Lifilw ITld 
dr:nk llt~ 

I (;,'n, ".~! 
dUll!' 

, \tJp.I!!'1 
, 1 ' ~ If fU f I!:-,. .! !II! 
, dJ1pli 111' 1 

t> I ,',Ilrnllt'f, h,lr.jv.arl'. 
l<lr:1 ('llllj","'.i 

\'It,;r.lnti\'1' 

fl, ,',':-")) 11\{' h"tl.'ll t· 

... ~ .t t i <) Il' 

REAL ESTATE 
.t;I,II·tml'nt .... 

t', Oth"f I"f'.d I' -.t,lt.> 

I WHOLt!jALE 

: SERVICE 

MANUFACTlIP',NG 

ALL OTHERS 'T"." y, 

-----------
~\!_>1;. (y'\'LY IF.-\ W~T/l.n IJr/SLNFS:., IS MARKED IN "/IJ ABOVE. 

8. Did anyone else Opt'ratr, ouy departments or 
concessions If. this place of bU'ii"C'~~ during th~ 
12 month ,."od cnding _.____ ~ ____ ? 

l: t·.., Dl.:r"in inlotr.uflun "n dl'lJdrll:l( rrri:,'or<"vrlll'.'," 
d ·n., ,1.' W{·jf .:u, til" ~",~;n I' ,t.II1'; ,liP,. nt. 

\ ".1'; 1( t,· Vf,:,,jt{, 'lUt·. 'Ior:ndf' Il.Jr 
,kj.,HII,I' u' . .., ("f ,"()n:'t. ',lull;· If If.t .,wn,', "t 
Ol! m,,1(1 L'~t,,/J:J 1m:'. nt' "nn ,r i,r"t·il/t· Ow 
11' ,-l·:.:LJrr Hli<Jr"ldtHJ1Jo 

I-"""',\,~' 
~l(),r)lH!~ :j~)I')q 
~.~-),dUI) tl) '1,( 9 

INTERVIEWER USE ONLY -. 

lva. Ho~, an incident ,,' "'ot been completed for every 
incident rcportci iuestions '11 - 16? ~ 

2 I 1 \0 - Why not? 7 

r.. R(>04I)n for non-interview 

-I YP[ A 

Pr.," f·nt I',', Il"\ in bu ... ilH''''~ .it t~nrl of 
~ur~.'\ pf Iluli but 11!ldhl!, til cnnta{ t. 

Hd(J'.;.d 

J I (hilt'1' r\fH> 

TYP( B 

41_ Plt·.,l.nt lIt rup,mt (lot in bu",jw·s.., dt ('lui 

of !-tun" '. f,"rinfl. 

\,lL.lIIt 

: Other 'J\pe B I~f .l!-l'mal, ('t(.) 

TYPE C 

: Cnfl\f I'h'.} til fl'SjdclltJ.d W::\!' ',1'1), Lupw,l 
b\" w'!llisf,!hlt~ l·!-·tablj~:,I'li {-ilL 

D .. rn,dished 
(J,h·, .. Tvp" C ____________________ _ 

,. Record of Interview 

1. 1l,1I,· 2. I.engt!
Till," hl·gan 

p.m. 

\lWUIf'S 

4. Tplepl1llflt 
numllt~r~ ~ _________ . __ ---1 ...... -.,.;= ___ ;."'"'=_ ........ __ .....;.._--' 

. , , 
-J- ' .. ~, 

SCREEHIHG QUESTIOHS 

How I'd like to ask some questions about particular kinds of thoft or attempted theft. 

These questions refer only to this establishment for the 12 month period ending 

11. During the 12 months beginning 180. Old !c0u eYer have insurance against burglary 
and ending did anyone break into and or robbery? 
or somehow illegally get Into this place of business? 

1.00 I L' Yos - Wllat was the ccst of 

... 1 ~Ilmb(>f the annual premium? + S 
, [l Yes - How many times?---+- , U ~o - SKIP 10 19 

(Fill a Hurglar~ Sheel for ea~" Incident) 3 ,.J Don't know - SKIP to 20a 

2 CJ No b. Did the insuranco also cover other types of 

12. (Oth.r than tho incident(s) just mentioned,) during 
crime lassos, such as vandalism or shop-
lifting and employee theft? 

the 12 months beginning and er"lding 1 Li Yf'h 
_____ did anyone find a door Jimmied, a 2 !-~J ~o 
lock forced, or any other signs of on ATTEMPTED -.--
break.in? c. Did you drop the insurance or did the company 

... 1 ~umb('r cancel your policy? 
10 Yes - How many times?--.-

I [J Businpssmun dropppd it ...••.•. } SKIP la 
(Fill a Bllr~lary Shed fur f'arh incidfmtj 2 [-J Insurance t:(}mpany t:ancdled polit I, 20a 

2 CJ No I---
19. Why hoven't you ever had insurance against 

13. During tlo. 12 months beginn_-ng burglary andlor robbery? 

and ending , were you or any I c_ I Couldn't "lford it 

employee held up by anyone using a weapon, force 2 I:~ -' Couldn't get unlont to insure yuu 

or threat of force on these premi sos? 3 ; ~J Didn't need it 

DY H ., ~)l'r 1 CS - ow many tlmes.--... 
4 l __ : Othp· - SpoCJ/Yjl 

(Fill a Robber~ Sh,'d for earh wcident) " •. Wh ..... ~ 2 C1No 
b. When were these 

If ant, are p s at security measures 

14. (Other than the incident{s) already mentioned,) 
this ocation w to first installed or 

o ect it again t otherwise undertaken? 
did anyone ATTEMPT to hold up you or any b 9 ry andlor r b • 
employee by using force or threatening to 

/ ~, l?~;;~' co'"~ harm you while on these premises? 

·r"lUmbPr "\ 

.) from tht' list 

10 Yes - How many times?---+- A 
Rwen hel au'. J 

(Fill a Rubbery Shed for each ~~\~ \ a.Mark (\) all thai apph h. Cod.-,. 

, [] No ~: 1 LJ t\larm S\ "H'm - (JUlsldr- nngJn~ 

15. (Other than the 'ncident(s~ mentiO~~ 2 1 Centr..J.I ai.lrm •••..•••••• 

the 12 months beginning n ing 3 C~_I Hcinforring d{'vi('c~1 such us 

' .... ' •• !,~.h .. burs on winJo ..... ~ •••.••••• 
while delivering mcrchandis 0Varr'''.ng business 

4 ~~ 1 Guard. wdlchm.ln ••••••••• money outside e siness? 

Q. I ~umher . - s D \\atch dog ............. 
I 0 Yes - How Ii es?_ -- 6 [j Firearms .............. 

(Fill a Robbe e for eaclt incident) 

,DNa 7 L_ CumC'rlls .............. 
16. (Other than the incident(s) just mentioned,) did 

• [~; Other -- SI'CCI/Y 7 
anyone A TT EMPT to hold up you or an employee 
while delivering merchandise or carrying business --
money outside the busines~? 9 L-=:.l Nunt· 

Numht>r Codes for usc in item 20b 
I 0 Yes - How many times? 

l.ESS THAN 1 YEAR AGO MORE THAN 1 YEAR 
(Fill a RobbeT) Sheet ror ea"k incident) 1 - ltmuary 7 - Jul ... D - 1-2 years ago 

zONa 2 - Fd,runrv B - Augu~.it 

170. Do you have Insuranc. against burglary andlor 
3 - \1.uch g ~ Sl~ptt'mbN E - 2-5 yelln. n~o 

robbery? 
4 - April A October 

10 Yes - What Is the cost of .L. 1,00 
5 - M.,y E3 - Nov('mher F - More than 5 

the annual premium?- S _ 6 - June C _ December years ago 

2 o !'I 0 - SKIP 10 180 ~21 l'fmHVlf:\\I<;:t CIII<;CK ITE\l 

b. Docs the insurance also cover other types of Is the entry a ' 0" in h(1) (Total number of 

crime 105ses, such as vandalism or shop. 
incidents) under item 1 on page i 

lilting and employe. theft? 1 0 Ye~ - Detach incident sAeds 

10Ycs } SKIP 10 200 2 i_l:'1o - DO NOT detach incidenl .. heel .. 
, =:J No ---

HOTES 

.. FORM CVS 101 (6772) 
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01\ B No 41-R2662' Approval Expires March 31 1974 

FORM CVS .. 101 U.S. CEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 

Transcribe the identi{ication codes (rom item I of 10-7-72) SOCIAL AND ECONOMIC STATISTICS ADMIN. 

the cot'er sheet and complete a separate incident 
BUREAU OF THE CEN!SUS 

page for E.4GII burglary or attempted burglary. BURGLARV SHEET 
COMMERCIAL CRIME VICTIMIZATION SURVEY 

IDENTIFICATION CODES CITY SAMPLE 

a. PSP I b. Segment I e. Line NO.\ d. Panel 10. DCC I. BURGLARV INCIDENT NUMBER 
: Recorcl which Inciclenl (7 st, 2ncl, elc.) I Is covered bY'lhis page 

Part II - BURGLARY 
Vou said that during the 12 months beginning 80. Did the person(s) tako any monoy? 

and ending I 0 Yes - How muoh money I 
(reler to screen que.tions 11 and 12 lor - was ta:{en?~ S 

description of crime) 20 No 

1. In what month (did this/did the lirst) b. Did the porson'(s) !ok., any merchandise, 
incident happen? equipment or supplie." r -rn 
I l: January 70 July 

, 0 Yes - What was S 

2 CJ Febluary .0 August 
thovalue?-

2 0 No - SKIP to 90 if 80 is yes; 
30 \1arch • 0 September otherwise SKIP to 100 
40 April A 0 October 

s C "ay 8 r~ :"olo\>ember c. How was the value determined? 

.0 June eOOclcmber , 0 Original cost 3 0 Olher - Specify "7 

2. About what tim. did It happen? 
2 0 Replacement cost 

I [J During day (6 a.m.-6 p.m.) 90. How much, if any, of the stolen money or 

2 0 6 p.m. - midni~ht property wos reco .... ered by insurance? 

3 0 \lidnight - 6 a.m. S ;m; 
4 0 Don't know what time at night x 0 Don't know 
sO Don't know v 0 None - Why nat?, 

3. Did the po .. on(s) aOlually get in or just try to ' 0 DidnJ.~ort it 

get In? 2 0 DO~~~ have insurance 

I 0 Actullily ~ot in 
30 Not s tt otI)'ct 

2 r:J Just tried to get in b. H~~~,f any,~len monoy or property 

4. Was there evidenco, such as a broken window, 
was cered by me ns or than insurance? 

broken lock, or alarm that the person(s) forced < ~S ~~ 
hl./their way in? \)l=l~o~~ 
'1:::1 Yes ,\~ 

l'\ x Don't ow 

2 0 No - SKIP to 6 ./"-. \ I~OU or any employees her. 10.0 any timo 
fr work because of this incident? 

5. "' ...... h ... ,.."., (M,,' ,II .~~ , Yes _ How many pooPle?_1 Number 

I 0 Broken lock or WindO~ ) 2 0 No - SKIP to J J 

20 Forced door ..•.•. l~ to 7a b. How many work days War. lost altogether? 
30 Alarm ........... 

4 0 Other - SP~ 
, 0 Less than I day 4 0 Over 10 days-
2 0 I - 5 days SpeCIfy number __ 

6. H_ did .h. ~~ • .;.~, ,Yo ,," 3 0 6 - 10 days s 0 Don't know 

, C Through u ed or or w dow 11. Were any security measures taken afterthis incident 
20 Had a key to protect the location from future Incidents? 

3 0 Don't know , DNa 

4 0 Other - Specify 2 0 Yes - What measures were taken? 

70. Was anything damaged but nat taken in thl. 
(Mark all tltat apply)" 

I 0 Alarm - outside ringing 
Incident? For example, ,. loek or wi ndow 20 Central alarm 
broken, damaged merchandise, etc. 3 D ReinforcinR devicef"-
, 0 Yes 4 0 Guard, watchman 
2 0 No - SKIP to 80 50 Watch dog 

b. (Was/were) the damaged Item(.) .. paired or • 0 Firearms 

replaced? 10 Cameras 

, 0 Yes - SKIP to 7d 
.0 Other S,pecify 

2 C1 No 120. Was this incide.t reported to the police? 

' 0 Yes - SKIP to J3 2 DNa 
c. How much would it cost to repair or replaco 

the damages? (Estimate) b. What ¥tas the reason this incident was not 

S ~l!G'. } SKIP to 7e 
reported to the police? (Mark 0/1 that apply) 
, 0 Police already knew of the incident 

x 0 Don't know 20 Nothing could be done - lack of proof 

d. How much did it co.t to ropalr or replac. 
3 0 Did not think it important enough 

the damage.? 
• 0 Di~ not want to bother police 

S _____ ~99' 
sO Did not want to take the time 
60 Did not want to get involved 

v 0 No cost - SKIP to 80 70 Afraid of reprisal 
X 0 Don't how 80 Reported to someone else 

e. Who paid or will pay lor the repairs or 
• 0 Other - Specify 

replacement? (Mark ,,/I that apply) ~13. INTERVIEWEH CHECK ITE\I 

, 0 This business Is this Ih. last incident report to b. compl.ted? 

2 0 Insurance I 0 Yes - Return to ba~e 1. comflele items 9 & 
3 0 Don't know 10 and EN NTERVJ ~. 

40 Other Specify 20 No Fill the next incident report 

FORM CVS·IOI (0-7 721 Page 3, 4 
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Transcribe the identification codes from item 1 
of the cover sheet and complete a separate 

FORM CVS·l01 
le,..".1<!1 

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 
SOCIAL AND ECONOMIC STATISTICS ADMIN, 

BUREAU OF THE CENSUS 

incident page for EA Gil robbery or attempted robbery. 

IDENTIFICATION CODE 
a. PSU r' Segment r Lin. N°·ld. Ponel I"'DCC 

ROBBERV SHEET 
COMMERCIAL CRIME VICTIMIZATION SURVEY 

CITY SAMPLE 

: ... ROBBERV INCIDENT NUMBER 
I ,. ~ecorr1 which incident (l sf, 2ncl, etc.) 
I IS coverecl by Ihis ooae. 

Part III - ROBBERY 
Vou said that during the 12 months beginning 
---_and ending --__ (refer to 
screen questions 13-16 for description!>f 'Crime) 

60. Was anything damagod but not taken in this 
incident? For example, a lock or window 
broken, damaged merchandi sc, etc. 

, eYes 2 LJ \ill - SKIP to 70 

1. In what month (did this/did tholi"t) b. (Was/were) the damaged itom(s) repaired orreplaced? 
I [J Yes - SKJP to 6d 2 [.', \io incident happen? 

, 0 January 
2 [] Februarv 
30 \larch 

'OApril 

7 Cl July 
a 0 August 
9 [J September 
A C10ctober 

c. How much would it cost to rep-a",ir-o-r-re-p':'lo-c-e----J 
the damages? (Estimate) 

s Cl ~Iay 8 CJ :>Invember 
c 0 December 

$ 'ooi} x [i Don't knol~ SKIP to 6,. 

6 :--=; June 
d. How much wos the repair or replacement cost? 

20. About what time did it happen? 
, 0 During day (6 a.m. _ 6 p.m.) S ,00 v ~ :>10 cost - (;0 to 70 

2 06 p.m. _ midnight .e. Who paid or will pay for the ropa"s ur replacement? 
3 [J \lidnight _ 6 a.m. (.Ilark all that apply) 
4 0 Don't kno" wl;at time of night ' C This busines~ 4 CJ Other - Specify 
5 0 Don't know 2 i=-- fnsUranc~? 7 

b 
3 l:- J Don't ~/o\ 

• Was an employee or some'other person pre.'ent -_"\." 
during this incident? 70. Did the persor~ttdjng you up have a 
1 ~:=J Yes _ Continue this questIonnaire w~on or some i that was used as a 

1\1 wan, such as B ~ or wr h? 2 n .'0 -Discontinue use of Rabbery Sheel__ \ 1:;" ene • 
go to Question 3 of pDrt 11 (Burelary) ! ~.~.'~ .. ./ 
Dnd complete part 11 /" 2 r-, } 

3D Don't know - Contlnue this questionnaire \. (\ \3 [] D
O 

,; k·w SKIP to 80 

30. Did this incident happ.n at this p~IAace~'\ ~h t th ? of business? '\ a was e weapon 

, 0 Yes - SKIP to 40 2 D No \ ' , 0 Gun 30 Other - SperifY7 
., "" 0 Knife 

b. Where did the incident take place? ~~ 
, 0 On del,'verv G So. How many persons were involved in committing 

the crime? 
20 Other - Specify" , 0 Don't know - SKIP to 9a 

40. Did the p.i~son hOlding~~U~,e any 
money bel on In t the busi e. elude 
money take f customers ore personnel.) 

I 0 Yes - uc I I 
20 No \ Is .00 

b. Did the porson(s) h~ng you up toke any merchan
dise, equipment or suppHes? (Exclude personal 
property taken from cr,stomers tH store personnel) 

, 0 Yes - What was the ., T 
total valu.?_ 

S .Oil 
2 0 No - SKIP to Sa if 4a is yes 

otherwise SKIP to 6a 

2 C--=J One - COr:tintH' tL'ith 8b helm, 
3 c]Two ....... } 
4 L,-] Three . . . . . . SKJ P to 8 c 
s [J Four or more 

b. Howald would you say the person was? 
I 0 Under 12 years 4 0 18 - 20 
20 12 - 14 5 [] 21 or over 
3015 - 17 • [J Don't know 

c. Was the person male or female? 
, 0 .\Iale 3 0 Don't know 
20 Female 

d. Was he/she -

c. How was the value determined? ' 0 Irhite? 4 0 Other - Speci{y 7 
, 0 Original cost 20 Negro? 
20 Replacement cost 3 0 Don't know 

~5:-a-. 7:;~=w::.:::.:~:::~::---:iI:-::.:::.::-~~i:~;..:t=h=e=s=to=l=e=n=m=a=n=e=y=o=r====::.I' , /W;~-Id;:~ -~-~: th:~!;~~!:r~on~:s-:~ -:~~~---'~ 
property was recovered by Insurance? ' 0 Untler 12? • 0 18 - 20? 

S' __ -i~ 

X 0 Don't know 
v 0 None - Why not?7 

, 0 Didn't report it 

2 0 Does not have insurance 

3 0 Not settled yet 

b. How much, If any, of the stolen money or 
property was recovered by means other than 
insurance? 

s (;91 
x 0 Don't know 
v 0 None 

FORM CVS-Iot 10·7-72) 

2 CJ 12 - 14? 5 0 21 or over-SKIP to 8g 
3D IS - 17? .0 Don't know 

f. Would you say tho oldest person was _ 

, 0 Under 12? 4 0 18 - 20 
2 0 12 - B? 5 0 21 or over 
, 0 15 - 17? .0 Oon't kn~w 

g. W~r; they male or lemal.? 

, 0 All male , 0 Male and female 
20 All female 4 0 Don't know 

h. Were they -
, 0 Only white? 
2 0 Only negro? 
3 0 Only other? 

40 Some combination? 
Sp ecifr7 

j 

Specify., 

s 0 Don't know J 
Page 5, 7 
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Port III - ROBBERY - Continued 

90. Were you or any of the employee. inlured, in 
this in~ident, seriously enough to require 
medical attention? 

, 0 Yes - How many? -

20 No - SKIP to 110 

Number 

b. How many of them stayed in a hospital over
night or longer? 

Number ____ _ 

10. Of those receiving treatment in or out of a 
hospital did this business pay for any of the 
medical expenses not (''''''ored by a regular 
health benefits pro~. ' 

, 0 Yes - How much 
wal paid? ---L-__ -L..~ 

20No 

3 0 Don't know 

110. Did you or any employees here lose any time 
from work becou.e of thil incident? 

...---,----1 
, 0 Yes - How many people? _ Number 

20 No -SKIP to 12 

b. How many work days wIre lost ollogother? 

, 0 Less than 1 day 

201 - 5 days 

306 -10 days 

NOTES 

12. Were any security moalurostakon aftorthisincidont 
to protect tho ostablishment from fuluro incidonts? 

, DNa 

20 Yes - What mealurel wlrl takln? 
(Mark..!'s many as apply) 7 

, 0 Alarm - outside ringing 

2 0 Central alarm 

3 0 Reinforcing devices 

• 0 Guard, watchman 

• 0 Watch dog 

.0 Firearms 

70 Cameras 

8 0 Other - Specify 

130. Was thi I incident reported to the policl? 

'OYes-SKIPto14 2 0No 

b. What was tho roalon this incident wal nat 
reported to the palicft? (.l!ark all that apply) 
, 0 Police already knew of the incident 

2 0 Nothing could be done - lack of proof 

3 0 Did not think it important enough 

4 0 Did not want to bother police 

• 0 Did t want to take the time 

o 0 .{ want to get involved 

7 0 Air . eprisal 

o meone else 

I 10 It incident report to be completed? 

, 0 Yes - Return to!"iie 1 and tomplete items 
9 & 10 an END INTERVIEW 

2 0 No - Fill the next incident report 

I"'ORM eva-IOI le.7.7al p,;g. 6, 8 
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APPEN 0 IX III 
--- -

Household Surveys: 
Technical Information and Standard Error Tables 

Sample design and size 
The basic frames from whicr. the samples were drawr. for the National 

Crime Panel household surveys in Chicago, Detroit, Los Angeles, New 

York, and Philadelphia were the complete housing inventories for each 

city, as determined by the 1970 Census of Population and Housing. For 

the purposes of sample selection, each city's housing units were 

distributed among 105 strata on the basis of various characteristics. 

Occupied units, which comprised the Woajority, were grouped into 100 

strata defined by a combination of the following: type of tenure (owned 

or rented); number of household member5 (five categories); household 

income (five categories); and race of head of household (white and 

nonwhite). Housing units that were vacant at the time of the Census 

were assigned to an additional four strata, where they were distributed 

on the basis of rental or property value. Furthermore, a single stratum 

incorporated certain types of group quarters, such as rooming and boarding 

houses, religious group dwellings, and college dormitories. 

To account for residential housing urJits built aft~r the 1970 Census, 

a sample was drawn of permits issued for the construction of new build

ings within each of the cities. This enabled the proper representation 

in the surveys of persons occupying housing built SirlCC 1970. 

On the average, approximately 12,100 household units in each city 

were designated for the sample. Of these, about 1,500 w'ere visited by 

interviewers during the survey period but were found to be vacant, 

de~olished, temporarily occupied by nonresidents, or otherwise unqualified 

for interview. Additionally, at some 600 other units visited by inter-:

viewers it was impossible to conduct interviews because the occupants 

could not be contacted after repeated calls, did not wish to participate 

in the survey, or were unavailable for other reasons. Thus, the number 

of household units where interviews were taken averaged roughly 10,000 

per city, and the overall rate of participation, or response, among house

holds qualified for interview was 94.7%. Each intervievled unit was found 
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to be occupied by an average of 2.2 persons age 12 and over, or a total 

of 22,000 resider:ts of the relevant ages per cit:". 

The tabulation below gives for each city sp~cific figures concerning 

sample size~ rate of respor:se among qualified households, and persons age 

12 and over residing in the interviewed units. 

Chicago Detroit Los Angeles New York Philadelphia 

Designated 
households 12,126 12,100 11,931 11,913 12,173 

Qualified 
households 10,425 10,279 10,589 10,757 10,722 

Interviewed 
households 9,441 9,866 10,412 10,229 10,035 

Household respor:se 
rate 90.6% 96.0% 98.3% 95.1% 93.6cfo 

Residents age 12 
22,266 21,489 22,671 and over 21,378 21,702 

Estimation 
Data records generated by the survey interviews were assigned two sets 

of final tabulation vreights-one for crimes against persons and another 

for crimes against households. For interviews conducted at housing units 

selected from the Census housing inventories, the following elements deter

mined the final weights: (1) A basic weight, reflecting the selected unit's 

probability of being included in the sample. (2) A factor to compensate for 

the subsampling of units, a situation which arose in instances where the in

terviewer discovered many more units at the address designated for sampling 

than had been listed in the decennial Census. (3) A within household 

noninterview adjustment, applied solely in tabulating crimes against persons, 

to account for situations where at least one but not all eligible persons in 

a household were interviewed. (4) A household noninterview adjustment to 

account for some occupied housing units qualified to participate in the 

survey but where an interview was not obtained. A'nd, (5) a ratio estimate 

factor for bringing estimates developed from the sample of 1970 housing 

units into adjustment with the complete Cen.sus count of such units; there 

was, however, no adjustment for bringing the survey-derived estimates into 

accord with whatever independent, post-Censu.s estimates of the population 

may have existed at the time of the processing of survey results. The fifth 
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step did not apply to interview records gathered from residents of group 

quarters or of units constructed after the Census. For tabulating crimes 

against persons, a further weighting adjustment was required in those 

cases where the basic unit of tabulation was an incident involving more 

than one person, thereby allowing for the probability that such jncidents 

migrt have had more than one. chance of coming into the sample. 

The final weight used in generating tabulatior:s of estimates of 

criminal incidents against persons \V'as the product of the five steps 

described above, plus the adjustment for incidents involving more than one 

person, as appropriate. In producing estimates of personal victimizations 

(as opposed to those of criminal incidents against persons), the weighting 

factor also was the product of the five steps, but the adjustment for in

cidents involving more than one persori was omitted. Such an adjustment 

would have been inappropriate since each individual victim was counted as 

having incurred a victimization irrespective of the number, if any, of 

other victims involved in the same incident. 

For household crimes, the final weight, consisting of all stepb 

described above except the third, was that of each household's principal 

persor:. In the case of husband-wife households, the wife was designated 

to be that person; for all other households, the head of the household (as 

determined during the course of the interview), was considered the principal 

person. In the household sector, victimizations and incidents are synonymous, 

since each distinctly separate criminal act was defined as involving only one 

household. Thus, the concept of multihousehold incidents was inapplicable, 

and an adjustment comparable to that made in the personal sector to account 
for multiperson incidents was unnecessary. 

The ratio estimate procedure was a key step, for it achieved a reduc

tion in the extent of sampling variability, thereby reducing the margin of 

error ill the tabulated survey results. It also compensated for the exclu

sion from each stratum of any households that were already included in 

, samples for certain other Census Bureau programs. 

Chiefly reflecting intercity variations in the relationship between 

the number of persons age 12 and over who resided in the interviewed house

hOlds and the total resident population of the relevant ages, the average 

final weight applied to data records used in tabulating survey results on 

155 

,----------........ ----------------------~------------------------------------------



crimes against persons varied from city to city. For comparable reasons, 

the average final weight used in generating information on crimes againGt 

households also varied among cities. The tabulation below displays for 

each city the average final weights employed in each of those sectors. 

Chicago 

Detroit 

Los Angeles 

New York 

Philadelphia 

Reliability of estimates 

Personal sector 

113.48 

46.48 

96.80 

263.66 

61.14 

Household sector 

113.85 

46.65 

96.83 

264.18 

61.39 

Household survey results contained in this report and used in 

preparation of the analytical findings are estimates. Despite the pre

cautions taken to minimize sampling variability, the estimates are 

subject to errors arising from the fact that the information for each 

city was obtained from a sample survey rather than a complete~ensus. 

Moreover, the sample for each city was only one of a large 'number of 

samples of equal size that could have been selected •. Estimates derived 

from different samples may differ sorr.e:'lhat; they may also differ from 

figures that would have been obtained if a complete census had been taken 

using the same schedules, instructions, a::J.d interviewers. In addition to 

sampling variability, survey results presented in this report are subject 

to nonsampling errors. In household surveys such as the ones conducted 

in the five largest cities, the incorrect reporting by respondents of 

data or experiences relevant to the reference period is a major source 

of nonsampling error. Other nonsarnpling errors associated with household 

surveys result from incomplete responses during interview, mistakes intro

duced by interviewers, and improper coding and processing of data. All 

such nonsampling errors, however, also are inherent in complete censuses. 

The standard error of a survey estimate is primarily a measure of 

sampling variability, i.e., of the variations that occur by chance 

because a sample rather than the whole of the population is surveyed. The 

chances are about 68 out of 100 that a sample estimate will differ from a 

complete census figure by less than one standard error. Similarly, the 
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chances are about 95 out of 100 that the difference will be less than 

twice the standard error and about 99 out of laC that it will be less 

than ~ times the standard error. The 68 percer.t COnfidence interval is 

defined as the range of values given by the estimate minus the standard 

error and the estimate plus the standard error; the chances are 68 in 

100 that a f:igure from a complete census vIill fall within that range. The 

95 percent confidence interval is defined as the estimate plus or minus 
tl'JO standard errors. 

The standard errors contained in this Appendix cover crimes against 

persons and households. They are rough approximations and suggest an 

order of magnitude of the standard errors rather than the precise error 

associated with any given value. Table I contains the standard error 

approximations applicable to the estimated number of personal incidents. 

Table II shows the standard errors for the number of personal victimizations. 

Standard errors pertaining to personal victimization rates are given in 

Tables IlIa through IIIe. Table IV displays the standard error approxi

mations relevant to household incidents, whereas Tables Va through Ve 

show those for household victimization rates. The appropriate tables 

display standard errors for selected levels (be they incidents or vic

timizations) and for selected rates, as listed in the leftmost column of each 

table. For estimated levels and rates not specifically listed in a table, 

linear interpolation must be used to calculate the standard error. 

The standard error of a difference between two sample estimates is 

approximately equal to the square root of the sum of the squares of the 

standard errors of each estimate considered separately. This formula 

represents the actual standard error quite accurately for the difference 

between two estimates for the same characteristic in two different cities, 

or for the difference between separate and uncorrelated characteristics in 

the same city. However, if two characteristics having a high positive 

correlation are being compared, the formula will overstate the true 

standard error. 

To illustrate how to use the standard error tables, assume that one 

of the detailed data tables in this report shows there were 7,000 assault 

victimizations in the city of Philadelphia. Estimates of this type are 

considered personal victimizations, and their standard errors are given 
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in Table II. Linear interpolation in this table shows the standard error 

on an estimate of this size is about 750. The chanc~s are 68 out of 100 

that the estimate would have been a figure differing from a complete 

census figure by less than 750; i.e., the 68 percent confidence interval 

associated with that level of vIctimizations would be from 6,250 to 7,750. 

The chances are 95 out of 100 that the estimate would have differed from 

a complete census figure by less than twice this standard error (1,500); 

i.e., the 95 percent confidence interval then would be from 5,500 to 8,500. 

Assume further that, for a Philadelphia population subgroup numbering 

125,000, the recorded personal victimization rate was 56 per 1,000 

persons age 12 and over. Two-way linear interpolation of data listed 

in Table IIIe would yield a standard error of about 6. Consequently, 

chances are 68 out of 10C that the estimated rate of 56 would be within 

6 of a complete census figure; i.e., the 68 percent confidence interval 

associated with the estimate would be from 50 to 62e And, the chances are 

95 out of 100 that the estimated rate would be within roughly 12 of a 

complete enumeration; i.e., the 95 percent confidence interval would be 

about 44 to 68. 
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Table I. Standard error approximations for estimated number of personal 
incidents, by city 

(68 chances out of 100) 

Size of 
estimate Chicago n"1troit Los Angeles New York Philadelphia 

100 no . 70 100 170 80 
250 170 100 160 260 130 
500 250 150 230 370 180 

1,000 350 210 330 530 250 
2,500 550 330 520 830 400 
5,000 780 480 730 1,180 570 

10,000 1,110 710 1,040 1,670 820 
25,000 1,780 1,230 1,660 2,670 1,360 
50,000 2,570 1,990 2,400 3,830 2,070 

100,000 3,790 3,390 3,530 5,580 3,290 
250,000 6,630 7,480 6,180 9,530 6,650 
500,000 10,720 14,220 9,980 14,990 12,060 
750,000 . 14,600 20,950 13,580 20,050 17,420 

1,000,000 18,400 27,680 17,100 24,950 22,770 

Table II. Standard error approximations for estimated number of personal 
victimizations, by city 

(68 chances out of 100) 

Size of 
estimate Chicago Detroit Los Angeles New York Philadelphia 

100 120 70 110 170 90 
250 190 110 180 270 140 
500 260 160 250 390 200 

1,000 370 230 360 550 280 
2,500 590 370 570 870 450 
~5,000 840 530 800 1,230 640 

10,000 1,190 770 1,140 1,750 920 
25,000 1,880 1,310 1,810 2,780 1,540 
50,000 2,670 2,090 2,610 3,980 2,280 

100,000 3,860 3,600 4,070 5,770 3,610 
250,000 6,640 7,990 7,970 9,720 7,350 
500,000 10,530 15,240 14,170 15,070 13,390 
750,000 14,150 22,480 20,290 19,950 19,390 

1,000,000 17,680 29,710 26,390 24,640 25,370 
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Table IIIa. Chicago: Standard error approximations for estimated personal victimization rates 

(68 chances out of 100) 

Estimated rate 
Base of rate 

per 1,000 persons 1,000 2,500 5,000 10,000 25,000 50,000 100,000 250,000 500,000 1,000,000 2,500,000 

.5 or 999.5 8.0 5.0 4.0 3.0 2.0 1.0 0.8 0.5 0.4 0.3 0.2 

.75 or 999.25 10.0 6.0 5.0 3.0 2.0 1.0 1.0 0.6 0.5 0.3 0.2 

1 or 999 12.0 7.0 5.0 4.0 2.0 2.0 1.0 0.7 0.5 0.4 0.2 

2.5 or 997.5 19.0 12.0 8.0 6.0 4·0 3.0 2.0 1.0 0.8 0.6 0.4 

5 or 995 26.0 17.0 12.0 8.0 5.0 4.0 3.0 2.0 1.0 0.8 0.5 

7.5 or 992.5 32.0 20.0 14.0 10.0 6.0 5.0 3.0 2.0 1.0 1.0 0.6 

10 or 990 37.0 24.0 17.0 12.0 7.0 5.0 4.0 2.0 2.0 1.0 0.7 

25 or 975 58.0 37.0 26.0 18.0 12.0 8.0 6.0 4.0 3.0 2.0 1.0 

50 or 950 82.0 52.0 36.0 26.0 16.0 12.0 8.0 5.0 4·0 3.0 2.0 

100 or 900 112.0 71.0 50. 0 36.0 22.0 16.0 11.0 7.0 5.0 4. 0 2.0 

250 or 750 162.0 10.3.0 72.0 51.0 32.0 23.0 16.0 10.0 7.0 5.0 3.0 

.... 500 187.0 118.0 84.0 59.0 37.0 26.0 19.0 12.0 8.0 6.0 4. 0 
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Table IIIb. Det,rcit: St.andard. error approximations for estimated personal victimization rates 

(68 chances out of 100) 
__ ~. __ ~....., ... """''''-'''''C 

Estimated rate Base of rate 
per 1,000 persons 500 1,000 2,500 5,000 10,000 25,000 50,000 100,000 250,000 500,000 1t OOO,OOO 

.5 or 999.5 7.0 5.0 3.0 2.0 2.0 1.0 0.7 0.5 0.3 0.2 0.2 

.75 or 999.25 9.0 6.0 4.0 3.0 2.0 1.0 0.9 0.6 0.4 0.3 0.2 
1 or 999 10.0 7.0 5.0 3.0 2.0 1.0 1.0 0.7 0.5 0.3 0.2 
2.5 or 997.5 16.0 11.0 7.0 5.0 4.0 2.0 2.0 1.0 0.7 0.5 0.4 
5 or 995 23.0 16.0 10.0 7.0 5.0 3.0 2.0 2.0 1.0 0.7 0.5 
7.5 or 992.5 28.0 20.0 12.0 9.0 6.0 4.0 3.0 2.0 1.0 0.9 0.6 
10 or 990 32.0 23.0 14.0 10.0 7.0 5.0 3.0 2.0 1.0 1.0 0.7 
25 or 975 50.0 36.0 22.0 16.0 11.0 7.0 5.0 4.0 2.0 2.0 1.0 
50 or 950 70.0 50.0 31.0 22.0 16.0 10.0 7.0 5.0 3.0 2.0 2.0 
100 or 900 97.0 68.0 43.0 31.0 22.0 14.0 10.0 7.0 4,0 3.0 2.0 
250 or 750 139.0 99.0 62.0 44.·0 31.0 20.0 i4.0 10.0 6.0 4.0 3.0 

.... 500 161.0 114.0 72.0 51.0 36.0 23.0 16.0 11.0 7.0 5.0 4. 0 
0-.... 
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Table IIIc. Los Angeles: Standard error approximations for estimated personal victimization rates 

(68 chances out of 100) 

Estimated rate Base ::>f rate 
per 1,000 per&ons 1,000 2,500 5,000 10,000 25,000 50,000 100,000 250,000 500.000 1,000,000 2,500,000 

.5 or 999.5 8.0 5.0 4.0 3.0 2.0 1.0 0.8 0.5 0.4 0.3 0.2 

.75 or 999.25 10.0 6.1) 4.0 3.0 2.0 1.0 1.0 0.6 0.4 0.3 0.2 
1 or 999 11.0 7.0 5.0 4.0 2.0 2.0 1.0 0.7 0.5 0.4 0.2 
2.5 or 997.5 "S.O 11.0 8.0 6.0 4.0 3.0 2.0 1.0 0.8 0.6 0.4 
5 or 995 25.0 16.0 11.0 8.0 5.0 4.0 3.0 2.0 1.0 0.8 0.5 
7.5 or 992.5 31.0 20.0 14..0 10.0 6.0 4.0 3.0 2.0 1.0 1.0 0.6 
10 or 990 36.0 23.0 16.0 11.0 7.0 5.0 4.0 2.0 2.0 1.0 0.7 
25 or 975 56.0 35.0 25.0 18.0 11.0 8.0 6.0 4.0 2.0 2.0 1.0 
50 or 950 78.0 49.0 35.0 25.0 16.0 11.0 8.0 5.0 3.0 2.0 2.0 
100 or 900 107.0 68.0 48.0 34.0 21.0 15.0 11.0 7.0 5.0 3.0 2.0 
250 or 750 155.0 98.0 69.0 49.0 31.0 22.0 15.0 10.0 7.0 5.0 3.0 
500 179.0 113.0 80. 57.0 36.0 25.0 18.0 11.0 8.0 6.0' 4.0 
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Table IIId. New York: 0Landard error approximations £or estimated p~rsona1 victimizatior. rates 

(68 chances out of 100) 

Estimated rat.e Base of rate 
per 1,000 persons 1,000 2,50(, 5,000 10,000 25,000 50,000 100,000 250,000 500,000 1,000,000 2,500,000 5,000,000 

.5 or 999.5 12.0 8.0 5.0 4.0 2.0 2.0 1.0 0.8 0.5 0,4 0.2 0.2 

.75 or 999.25 15.0 10.0 7.0 5.0 3.0 2.0 2.0 1.0 0.7 0.5 0.3 0.2 
1 or 999 17.0 11.0 8.0 5.0 3.0 2.0 2.0 1.0 0.8 0.5 0.3 0.2 
2.5 or 997.5 27.0 17.0 12.0 9.0 5.0 4.0 3.0 2.0 1.0 0.9 0.5 0.4 
5 or 995 39.0 25.0 17.0 12.0 8.0 5.0 4.0 2.0 2.0 1.0 0.8 0.5 
7.5 or 992.5 47.0 30.0 21.0 15.0 9.0 7.0 5.0 3.0 2.0 1.0 0.9 0.7 
10 or 990 55.0 35.0 24,0 17.0 11.0 8.0 5.0 3.0 2.0 2.0 1.0 0.8 
25 or 975 86.0 54.0 31:).0 27.0 17.0 12.0 9.0 5.0 4.0 3.0 2.0 1.0 
50 or 950 120.0 76.0 54.0 38.0 24.0 17.0 12.0 8.0 ,.0 4.0 2.0 2.0 
100 or 900 165.0 104.0 74.0 52.0 33.0 23.0 16.0 10.0 7.0 . 5.0 3.0 2.0 
250 or 750 238.0 151.0 106.0 75.0 48.0 34.0 24.0 15.0 11.0 8.0 5.0 3.0 <;00 275.0 174.0 123.0 87.0 55.0 39.0 27.0 17.0 12.0 9.0 5.0 4.0 
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Table IV. 

Size of 
e.,timate 

100 
250 
500 

1,000 
2,500 
5,000 

10,000 
25,800 
50,000 

100,000 
250,000 
500,000 
750,000 

1,000,000 

• ~ \l'II ,,-
Standard error approximations for estimated number of 
household incidents, by city 

(6B chances out of 100) 

Chicago Detroit Los Angeles New York Philadelphia 

120 80 no 180 90 
200 120 180 2BO 140 
280 170 250 400 190 
390 250 350 560 270 
620 390 560 S90 430 
880 550 790 1,260 610 

1,250 780 1,120 1,790 870 
1,980 1,240 1,790 2,840 1,410 
2,S30 1,770 2,580 4,030 2,070 
4,070 2,550 3,780 5,740 3,1l0 
6,740 4,330 6,720 13,580 5,740 

10,210 6,890 11,040 20,460 9,730 
13,290 9,290 15,180 17,180 13,620 
16,210 11,630 19,240 20,460 17,470 

1 
j 

~----------~------------------~~-------------------------------
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Ta-jle Vb. Detroit: Standard error approximations for estimated household victimization rat.es 

(68 chances out of 100) 

Estimated rate Base of rate 
per 1,000 households ""i"6() 250 500 1,000 2,500 5,000 10,000 25,000 50,000 100,000 250,000 500,000 

.5 or 999.5 17.0 ll.O 8.0 6.0 3.0 ;2.0 2.0 1.0 0.8 0.6 0.3 0.2 

.75 or 999.25 21.0 14.0 10.0 'i.O 4.0 3.0 2.0 1.0 1.0 0·7 0.4 0.3 
1 or 999 25.0 16.0 li,O 8.0 5.0 3.0 2.0 2.0 1.0 0.8 0.5 0.3 
2.5 or 997.5 39.0 25.0 17.0 12.0 8.0 6.0 4.0 2.0 2.0 1.0 0.8 0.6 
5 or 995 55.0 35.0 25.0 17.0 11.0 8.0 6.0 3.0 2.0 2.0 1.0 0.8 
7.5 or 992.5 67.0 43.0 30.0 21.0 13.0 10.0 7.0 4.0 3.0 2.0 1.0 1.0 
10 or 990 78.0 49.0 35.0 25.0 16.0 11.0 8.0 5.0 3.0 2.0 2.0 1.0 
25 or 975 122.0 77.0 55.0 39.0 24.0 17.0 12.0 8.0 5.0 4.0 ..:.0 2.0 
50 or 950 170.0 10fi.0 76.0 54.0 34.0 24.0 17.0 11.0 8.0 5.0, 3.0 2.0 
100 or 900 234.0 148.0 105.0 74.0 47.0 33.0 23.0 15.0 10.0 7.0 5.0 3.0 
250 or 750 338.0 214.0 151.0 107.0 68.0 48.0 34.0 21.0 15.0 ll.O 7.0 5.0 
500 390.0 247.0 175.0 123.0 78.0 55.0 39.0 25.0 .17.0 12.0 8.0 6.0 

>-> 
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Table Vc. Los Angeles: Standard error approximations fOr estimated household victimization rates 

(68 char.ces out of 100) 

Estimated rate Base of rate 
per 1,000 households 250 500 1,000 2,500 5.000 10,000 25,000 50,000 

-

100,000 -- --250,000 --- 500 , OCO- 1,000,000 

.5 or 999.5 15.0 11.0 8.0 5.0 3.0 2.0 2.0 1.0 0.8 0.5 0.3 0.2 

.75 or 999.25 19.0 13.0 9.0 6.0 4.0 3.0 2.0 1.0 0.9 0.6 0.4 0.3 
1 or 999 22.0 15.0 11.0 7.0 5.0 3.0 2.0 2.0 1.0 0.7 0.5 0.3 
2.5 or 997.5 34.0 24. 0 17.0 11.0 8.0 5.0 3.0 2.0 2.0 1.0 0.8 0.5 
5 or 995 48.0 34.0 24.0 15.0 11.0 8.0 5.0 3.0 2.0 2.0 1.0 0.8 
7.5 or 992.5, 59.0 42.0 30.0 19.0 13.0 9.0 6.0 4.0 3.0 2.0 1.0 0.9 
10 or 990 68.0 48.0 34.0 22.0 15.0 11.0 7.0 5.0 3.0 2.0 2.0 1.0 
25 or 975 107.0 76.0 54.0 34.0 24.0 17.0 11.0 8.0 5.0 3.0 2.0 2.0 
50 or 950 150.0 106.0 75.0 47.0 33.0 24·0 15.0 11.0 7.0 5.0 3.0 :?O 
100 or 900 206.0 146.0 103.0 65.0 46.0 33·0 21.0 15.0 10.0 7.0 5.0 3.0 
250 or 750 297.0 210.0 149.0 94.0 66.0 47.0 30.0 21.0 15.0 9.0 7.0 5.0 
500 343.0 243.0 172.0 108.0 77.0 54.0 34.0 24.0 17.0 11.0 8.0 5.0 

~ 
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Table Vd. New York: Standard error approximations for estimated household victimization rates 

(68 chances out of 100) 

Estimated rate per Base of rat.e 
1,000 households 2,500 5,000 10,000 25,000 50,000 100,000 250,000 500,000 1,000,000 2,500,000 

.5 or 999.5 8.0 6.0 4.0 3.0 2.0 1.0 0.8 0.6 0.4 0.3 .75 or 999.25 10.0 7.0 5.0 3.0 2.0 2.0 1.0 0.7 0.5 0.3 1 or 999 21.0 8.0 6.0 4.0 3. 0 2.0 1.0 0.8 0.6 0.4 2.5 or 997.5 18.0 23.0 9.0 6.0 4.0 3.0 2.0 1.0 0.9 0.6 
5 or 995 25.0 18.0 13.0 8.0 6.0 4.0 3.0 2.0 2.0 0.8 7.5 or 992.5 31.0 22.0 15.0 10.0 7.0 5.0 3.0 2.0 2.0 1.0 10 or 990 36.0 25.0 18.0 11.0 $,0 6.0 4.0 3.0 2.0 1.0 25 Or 975 56.0 39.0 ~2,0 18.0 12.0 9.0 6.0 4.0 3.0 2.0 50 Or 950 78.0 55.0 39.CJ 25.0 17.0 12.0 8.0 6.0 4.0 2.0 10C or 900 107.0 76.0 54.0 34.0 24.0 17.0 11.0 8.0 - 5.0 3.0 250 or 750 155.0 109.0 77.0 49.0 35.0 ?J;..o 15.0 11.0 8.0 5.0 500 179.0 126.0 89.0 ,6.0 40.0 28.0 18.0 13.0 9.0 6.0 1-' 
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APPENDIX IV 
Conlmercial Surveys: 

Technical Information and Relative Error Tables 
Sample design and size 

For the purposes of sample selection, the five largest cities were 

segmented into geographica] units; each known to have contained at least 

four but no mere than six commercial establishments, whether retail, 

service, or a combination of the two kinds. Establishments of other types 

were not taken into cor.sideration in'designing the sample; nevertheless, 

visually recognizable establishments of all types located within eact 

segment during the field surveys were eligible for inclusion in the sample. 

As a result, the number of estatlishments interviewed varied among segments 

and from city to city. Similarly, the number of segments surveyed varied 

according to city, averagine: 217. Segments already being saIn1=led in con

nection with the nationwide commercial victimization survey 'VJere excluded 
from each of the central city samplps. 

On the average, approximately 4,560 commercia} estat.: jshnlfmts ,Fer 

city were considered eligible for inclusion i.n the samp1~ ~ Of theGe, a1:. 

average of about 990 were found to be out of 'business Clt-GIl" f~ime of tb.:; 

field surveys, no longer operating at the 'designated ar:, if'ess I 0Y.' otherwise 

unqualified to participate. Also, at an average of scm.:> '10 estab7L:hIJ;'':':,~::; 

it was impossible to conduct interviews because the operator coull, ~it, r,,'; 

contacted or declined to participate. Thus, the effective sample size 

averaged roughly 3,480 establishments of all kinds per city. 

The tabulation below lists for each city specific figures concerr/ing 
sample size and the rate of response among eligible establishments. 

Chicago Detroit Los Angeles New York Philadelphia 
Segments sampled 251 235 173 187 240 
Designated 
establishments 3,577 3f 023 4,676 7,256 4,270 

Eligible 
establishments 2,864 2,249 3,446 5,943 3,339 

Interviewed 
establishments 2,797 2,202 3,415 5,709 .3,282 

Response rate 97.7% 97.9% 99.1% 96.1% 98.3% 
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Estimation 
Data records produced by the survey interviews were assigned final 

weights, applied to each usable data record, enabling the tabulation of 

city-wide estimates. The final weight was the product of the following 

elements: '(1) a basic weight, reflecting each selected establishment's 

probability of being in the sample; (2) an adjustment for noninterviews; 

and (3) a factor to account for establishments which were in operation 

during only part of the survey reference period. 
The noninterview adjustment was equal ,to the total nwnber of data 

records required for each particular kind of business divided by the nwnber 

of usable records actually collected. The factor to account for estab

lishments that were not in operation during the entire l2-month tline 

frame was applied only to the number of incidents i.nvolving such 

businesses and not to the complete inventory of those establishments. 

This factor was obtained by multiplying the basic weight of each part-year 

operator by 12 and di\Qding the resulting product by the number of months 

the establishment was active during the :"eference period. Then, the' 

result was rnultir1:l.ed by the ratio of required records divided by the 

number of usa ule ~.'ecords? the result being applied to the record of each 

part-year operator. 
Refle,~til1g var~o.tions in the relationship between sample size and the 

number of establishments per city, the average final weight applied to data 

r(;~cord<:l g,;:nerated by the surveys varied from city to city. For Chicago, 

V:~t weight was 42.00. The corresponding figures for Detroit, Los Angeles, 

New York? and Philadelphia were 21.94, 45.13, 115.78 and 27.02, respectively. 

Reliability of estimates 
Survey results presented in this report concerning the criminal 

victimization of commercial establishments are estimates that were derived 

through representative probability sampling rather than from complete 

enwnerations. The sample used in each city was o~y one of many of the 

same size that could have been selected utilizing the same sample design. 

Although the results obtained from any two samples within the same city 

might differ markedly, the average of a number of different samples would 

be expected to be in near agreement with the results of a complete . 

enumeration using the same data collection procedures and processing 
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methods. Simjlarly, the results obtained by averaging data from a number 

of subsamples of the whole sarr.ple would be expected to give an order of 

magnitude of the varian.ce between any single subsample and the grou:p:ing 

of subsamples. Such a technique, known aE the random group method, was 

used in calculating the coefficients of variation, or relative errors, for 

estimates generated by the surveys. Because the relative errors are the 

products of calculations inVOlving estimates derived through sampling, 

each error in turn is subject to sarr.pling variability. 

In order to gauge the extent of sampling variability inherent in the 

commercial survey results, nwnerous reiative errors were calculated for a 

number of business characteristics. Generalized standard errors, such as 

those developed in connection with the household surveys, were not calcu

lated. Instead, tables :in this Apper.dix dispj.ay actual. calculations of 

relative errors from the sample observations for estimated values pertaining 

to selected characteristics of business establishments. Tables VIa through 

VIe apply to the estimated level of incidents of commercial burglary and 

robbery, whereas Tables VIla through VIle relate to victimization rates for 

each of those crimes. While the relative errors listed on those tables 

partially gauge the effect of nonsampling error, they do not take into 

account any biases that. may be inherent in the survey results .. 

When used in conjunction with the survey results, the relative error 

tables permit the construction of interva1s containing the average result 

of all possible samples with a prescribed level of COnfidence. Chances 

are about 68 out of 100 that any given survey result, be it a number of 

incidents or a victimization rate, would differ from results that would be 

obtained from a complete enumeration using the same procedures by less than 

the relative error displayed in the tables. Doubling the interval increases 

the confidence level to 95 chances out of 100 that the estimated value would 

differ from the results of a complete count by less than twice the relative 

error. 
To illustrate the computation and significance of these ranges, asswne 

that the total estimated number of robbery incidents for any given city was 

10,000 a.nd that the relative error associated with that figure was 16 .. 7 

percent. Multiplying 10,000 by .167 yields 1,670. Therefore, the 68 
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percent confidence level for the estimated number of robberies would be 

8,330 to 11,670.1 If similar confidence intervals were constructed for 

all possible samples of the same size, about two-thirds of these 'W'ould 

contain the results of a complete enumeration using the seme methodology. 

Alternatively, for a single sample, the confidence level would be about 

68 out of lOG that the calculated interval would contain the results that 

would have been generated by a complete enumeration. If the interval 

were to be doubled, then the chances would be increased to 95 out of 100 

that the resulting interval, in this case 6,660 to 13,340, would contain 

the total that would have been obtained from a complete tally. 

lTbe calculated figure (1,670) is the standard error.if the estimated 
10,000 robberies. 
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Table VIa. Chicago: Relative errors for estimated number of commercial 
incidents, by characteristics of establishments 

(6~ chances out of 100) 

Burg;);ar;z Robber;z 
Estimated number Relative Estimated number 

: Characteristic of incidents error of incidents 

,Kind of establishment 
All establishments 37,029 12.6% 9,062 
Retail 16,19~ 14.4% 5,~67 
Wholesale 902 30.7% 474 
Service 14,299 2~.0% 2,253 

Gross annual receipts 
I,ess than $10,000 6,801 14.6% 1,0~1 
$10,000-$24,999 3,939 1~.6% 1,436 
$25,000-$49,999 2,679 2~.5% 1,082 
$50,000-$99,999 2,754 15.9% 9~9 
$100,000-$499,999 4,725 16.3% 1,429 

Table VIb. Detroit: Relative errors for estimated number of commercial 
incidents, by characteristics of establishments 

(68 chances out of 100) 
----J 

Burgla~ Robber;z 

Relative 
error 

13.1% 
1605% 
34.7% 
20.6% 

31.7% 
34.1% 
30.1% 
26.5% 
13.6% 

Estimated number Relative Estimated nurrber Relative 
Characteristic of incidents error of incidents error 

Kind of establishment 
All establishments 29,740 9.5% 8,629 11.6% 
Retail 12,021 11.2% 6,180 13.0% 
Wholesale 1,226 20.5% 154 43.1% 
Service 11,740 11.1% 1,986 24.6% 

Gross annual receipts 
21.8% 18.2% Less than $10,000 5,~37 1,970 

$10,000-$24,999 3,504 15.4% 1,263 31.2% 
$25,000-$49,999 2,~83 17.8% 706 19.1% 
$50,000-$99,999 3,187' 19.5% 863 32.3% 
$100,000-$499,999 6,854 16.1% 2,301 16.6% 
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Table VIc. Los Angeles: Relative errors for estimated number of commercial 
incidents, by characteristics of establishments . 

(68 chances out of 100) 

Burglar;r Robber;r 
Estimated number Relative Estimated number Relative 

Characteristic of incidents error of incidents error 

Kind of establishment 
All establishments 47,927 14.7% 7,191 14.3% 
Retail 21,370 18.1% 3,967 16.5% 
Wholesale 1,954 31.7% (B) 50.9% 
Service 16,862 18.4% 2,409 26.1% 

Gross annual receipts 
26.4% Less than $10,000 S,753 21.9% 1,179 

$10,000-$24,999 8,010 18.9% 1,222 34.5% 
$25,000-$49,999 5,582 18.4% 724 38.7% 
$50,000-$99,999 7,645 32.4% 1,489 25.9% 
$100,000-$499,999 9,778 18.7% 1,009 17.5% 

B Estimate, based on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable. 

Table VIde New York: Relative errors for estimated number of commercial 
inCidents, by characteristics of establishments 

(68 chances out of 100) 

Burglar;r Robber;r 
Estimated number Relative Estimated. number Relative 

Characteristic of incidents error of incidents error 

Kind of establishment 
11.4% All establishments 216,681 12.1% 68,315 

Retail 86,156 11.'4 42,520 12.6% 
Wholesale 24,820 28.8% 3,416 31.5% 
Service 73,319 16.6% 14,010 22.9% 

Gross annual receipts 
17.6% 20.7% Less than $10,000 22,252 7,254 

$10,000-$24,999 25,500 17.7% 11,509 19.8% 
$25,000-$49,'199 28,811 16.3% 7,115 25.5% 
$50,000-$99,999 31,823 12.5% 12,502 27.1% 
$100,000-$499,999 46,667 20.2% 12,583 13.8% 
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Table Vlcl. Philadelphia: Relative errors for estimated number of commercial 
incidents, by characteristics of establishments 

(68 chances out of 100) 

Burglar;y: ~ry 
Estimated number Relative Estimated number Relative 

Characteristic of incidents error of incidents error 

Kind of establishment 
All establishments 34,601 8.2% 10,312 9.5% Retail 15,899 11.5% 7,557 12.3% Wholesale 2,989 22.7% 271 33.5% Service 11,112 12.0% 1,505 21.6% 

Gross annual receipts 
Less than $10,000 5,381 12.9% 1,501 13.7% 
$10,000-$24,999 6 5,362 15.9% 1,424 24.'4 
$25,000-$49,999 5,360 13.7% 1,724 18.1% 
$50,000-$99,999 .' 4,750 l3.'i'~ 1,734 19.'4 
$100,000-$499,999 5,430 17.'4 2,154 46.0% 

Table VIla. Chicago: Relative errors for estimated commercial victimization 
rates, by characteristics of establishments 

(68 chances out of 100) 
----------------------------------,------------------------------------------

., Burglar;r Robbery 
Estimated rate Relative 
per 1,000 error 

Characteristic establishments 
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------
Kind of establishment 

All establishments 
Retall 
Wholesale 
Service 

Gross annual receipts 
Less than $10,000 
$10,000-$24,999 
$25,000-$49,999 
$50,000-$99,999 
$100,000-$499,999 

320 
370 
200 
':270 

::'FJ 
220 
260 
270 
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00 
130 
110 
40 

60 
100 
90 
90 
00 

14.5% 
15.3% 
33.9% 
19,5% 



Table VITh. Detroit: Relative errors for estimated commercial victimization 
rates, by characteristics of establishments 

(68 chances out of 100) 

Burglar;}!: Robberl 
Estimated rate Relative Estimated rate Relative 
per 1,000 error per 1,000 error 

Characteristic establishments establishments 

Kind of establishment 
All establishments 620 7.etjo 180 8.3% 
Retail 720 6.8% 370 1.5.3% 
Wholesale 630 ll.etjo 80 41.7% 
Service 550 9.4% 90 19.7% 

Gross annual receipts 
Less than $10,000 620 17.4% 210 20.2% 
$10,000-$24,999 610 14.8% 220 25.6% 
$25,000-$49,999 520 12.0% 130 15.0% 
$50,000-$99,999 540 14.9% 150 28.3% 
$100,000-$499,999 770 13.7% 260 15.3% 

Table VIle. Los Angeles: Relative errors for estimated commercial victimization 
rates, by characteristics of establishments 

(68 chances out of 100) 

Burglary Robber;}: 
Estimated rate RelatiVe Estimated rate Relative 
per 1,000 error per 1,000 error 

Characteristic establishments establishments 
---
Kind of establishment 

All establishments 310 10.0% 50 15.9% 
Retail 510 12.7% 90 15.3% 
Wholesale 240 36.5% 20 68.Z{o 
Service 250 15.9% 40 29.3% 

Gross annual receipts 
Less than $10,000 360 20.6% 50 26.0% 
$10,000-$24,999 340 10.2% 50 36.6% 
$25,000-$49,999 260 20.1% 30 47.0% 
$50,000-$99,999 370 26.7% 70 30.0% 
$100,000-$499,999 360 14.7% 70 19.1% 
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Table VlId. New York: Relative errors for estimated commercial victimization 
rates, by characteristics of establishments 

(68 chances out of 100) 

Burglar;}!: Rob~. 3r;z 
Estimated rate Relati~ Estimated rate Relative 
per 1,000 error per 1,000 error 

Characteristic establishments establishments 

Kind of establishment 
All establishments 330 8.5% 100 12.6% 
Retail 430 6.6% 210 11.9% 
Wholesale 290 27.6% 40 19.7% 
Service 290 11.7% 60 27.4% 

,Gross annut'l.l receipts 
15.7% 110 23.9% Less than $10,000 350 

$10,000-$24,999 330 12.1% 150 11.5.$% 
$25,000-$49,999 370 14.etjo 90 19.8% 
$50,000-$99,999 310 10.1% 120 3°.1% 
$100,000-$499,999 380 11.2% 100 18.3% 

Table VIle. Philadelphia: Relative errors for estimated commercial victirfu.zation 
rates, by characteristics of establishments 

(68 cha~cos out of 100) 

,..]U£glary Robber;y 
Estimated rate Relative Estimated rate RelaTI.Ve 
per 1,000 error per 1,000 error 

Characteristic establishments establishments 

Kind of establishment 
All establishments 390 9.4% 120 13.7% 
Retail 490 9.9% 230 17.2"/0 
Wholesale 500 31.8% 50 39.5% 
Service 310 13.0% 40 18.0% 

Gress annual receipts 
13.6% 80 17.3% Less ~.:.han $10,000 280 

$10,000-$24,999 390 12.5% 100 29.1% 
$25,000-$49,999 470 14.9% 150 14.7% 
$50,('00-$99,999 450 12.8% 160 19.7% 
$100,000-$499,999 460 17.1% 180 52.2% 
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Table VIII. NQmber of series victimizations, by sector, type of crime, and city 

Sector and type of crime Chicago Detroit Los Angeles New York Philadelphia 

Personal sector 25,600 11,000 28,800 37,600 16,600 

Crimes of violence : 6,400 6,900 14,300 21,800 10,200 
Rape (B) (B) (B) (B) (B) 
Robbery 5,400 2,300 3,7GO 11,000 3,800 
Robbe~y and attempted 

robbery with injury 1,900 800 (B) 3,500 1,000 
Robbery without injury 27 200 900 1,100 5,600 1,800 
Attempted robbery without 
injury 1,200 600 1,400 (B) 1,100 

Assault 10,900 4,509 10,200 10,200 6,100 
Aggravated assault 4,200 2,100 2,800 3,500 2,1CJ0 

With injury 1,400 (B) (B) (B) (B) 
Attempted assault with 

!-> a weapon 2,800 i,700 1,800 3,200 1,600 
~ Simple assault 6,800 2,400 7,500 6,700 4,000 !-> 

W~th injury :r,200 (B) (B) (B) (B) 
Attempted assault without 

a weapon 5,600 2,100 6,500 5,600 3,400 
Crimes of theft 9,200 4,100 1~,>00 15,800 6,400 

Personal larceny with contact (B) (B) (B) (B) (B) 
Personal larceny without 
contacti 8,700 3,800 :i4,100 13,400 6,000 

Household sector 17,900 9,600 27,100 27,200 9,800 

Burglary 10,300 5,300 11,800 1l~,000 3,700 
Forcible entry 4,600 2,700 5,100 6,900 1,600 
Unlawful entry without force 2,200 1,100 3,600 2,600 (B) 
Attempted forcible entry 3,600 1,500 3,100 4,500 1,500 

Household larceny 6,400 3,500 14,700 10,600 5,300 
Motor vehicle theft 1,300 800 (B) 2,600 800 

NOTE: Detail may not add to total shm-m because of rounding. 
IFor personal larceny without contact, the number of series was computed on the basis of a house-

hold weight rather than the person weight used f')r all other crimes in the personal sector. H'1d 
the person weight been applied, the number of series victimizations for that type of crime would have 
been greater, but not substantially so. 

B Estimate, based on ~bout 10 or fewer sample cas?s. is statistically unreliable. 



! .. 

GLOSSARY OF TERMS 

Aggravated Assault - Attack with a weapon resulting in any 1nJury and 

attack without a weapon resulting either in serious injury (e. g., 

broken bones, loss of teeth, internal injuries, loss of conscious

ness) or in undetermined injury requiring 2 or more days of 

hospitalization. Also includes attempted assault with a weapon. 

Assault - An unlawful physical attack by one person upon another, 

including both aggravated and simple assault. Excludes rape and 

attempted rape, as well as attacks :involving t.heft or attempted 

theft, which are classified as robbery. 

Attempted Forcible Er~ry - A form of burglary in which force is used in 

an attempt to gain entry. 

Burglary - Unlawful or forcible entry of a home or business, usually, 

but not necessarily, attended by theft. Includes attempted forcible 

entry. 

Forcible Entry - A form of burglary in which force is used to gain entry, 

(e.g., by breaking a window or slash:iJJg a screen), 

Household Larceny - Theft or attempted theft of property or cash from 

the home, involving neither forcible nor unlawful entry, or its 

immf'diate vicinity. 

Incident - A specific criminal act involving one or more victims and 

offenders. 

Motor Vehicle Theft - stealing or unauthorized taking of a motor vehicle, 

including attempts at such acts. 

Personal Crimes of Theft - Theft of property or cash, either with contact 

(but without force or threat of forc~) or without contact between 

victim and offender. Equivalent to Personal Larceny. 

Personal CrL~es of Violence - Rape, robbery of persons, and assault. 

Personal Larceny - Equivalent to Personal Crimes of Theft. 

Personal Larceny with Contact -- Theft of purse, wallet or cash by stealth 

directly from the person of the victim, but without force or the 

threat of force. Also includes at,tempted purse snatch:iJJg. 

,I 
JL 

Personal Larceny without Co~tact - Theft, without direct contact between 

victim and offender, of property or cash from <:Iny place other than 

the victim's home or its immediate viCinity. Also includes attempted 
theft. 

Rape - Carnal knowledge through the use of force or the threat of force, 

including attempts. Statutory rape (without force) is excluded. 

RObbery - Theft or attempted theft, directly from a person or a business, 

of property or cash by force or threat of force, with or without a 
weapon. 

Robbery with Injury - Theft or attempted theft from a person, accompanied 

by an attaCk, either with or without a weapon, resulting in iJ-..jrtry. 

An injury is classified as resulting from a serious assault if a 

weapon was used in the commission of the crime or, if not, when the 

extent of the injury was either serious (e.g., broken bones, loss of 

teeth, internal injur~es, loss of consciousness) or undetermined but 

requiring 2 or more days of hospitalization. An injury is classified 

as resulting from a minor assault when the extent of the injury was 

minor (e.g., bruises, black eye, cuts, scratches, swelling) or 

undetermined but requiring less than 2 days of hospitalization. 

Robbery without Injury - Theft or attempted theft from a person, accom

panied by force or the threat of force, either with or without a 
weapon, but not resulting in injury. 

Simple Assault - Attack without a weapon resulting either in minor 

injury (e.g., bruises, black eye, cuts, scratches, swelling) or in 

undetermined injury requiring less than 2 days of hospitalization. 
Also includes attempted assault withou~ a weapon. 

Unlawful Entry.- A form of burglary committed by someone having no legal 

right to be in the premises even though force is not used. 

Victimiz'ation - A specific criminal act as it affects a single victim. 

In criminal acts against persons, the nl~ber of victimizations is 

determined by the number of victims of such acts. Because more 

than one individual may be victimized during certain crimes against 

persons, the number of victimizations is somewhat higher than the 



number of incidents. Each criminal act against a household or 

commercial establishment is assumed to involve a single victim, 

the affected household or establishment. 

Victimization Rates - For crimes against persons, the victimization rate, 

a measure of occurrence among population groups at risk, is computed 

on the basis of the number of victimizations per 1,000 resident 

population age 12 and over. For crimes against households, victimi

zation rates are calculated on the basis of the number of incidents 

per 1,000 households. And, for crimes against commercial establish

ments, victimization rates are derived from the number of incidents 

per 1,000 establishments. 
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