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Preface 

The Evaluation unit of the Comprehensive Planning organization was 
authorized by the Regional Criminal Justice Planning Board to evaluate 
the Ccmnunity CriJoo Prevention Project of the San Diego Sheriff's Office. 
This two-year project received $1.6 'million fran the Law Enforcement 
Assistance Administration (LEAA) and the Regional Employsrent Training 
Cbnsortium (RJm::). . 

The content of this report is canprised of an executive S\Il1Tl\at'Y focusing 
on evaluat~1n issues raised by the Regional Criminal Justice Planning , 
BOard. Issues are presented (. ',oog with oonclusioos and reoc:mnendations 
subsequent to the tetmination of federal furds. '!be SlI'!'Inary includes 
reciprocal remarks by the Sheriff. Following the s\l111lat'y is an analysis 
of each issue. 

Methodological techniques involved persooal interviews, surveys, 
content analysis of' criminal incidence data, and evaluator observa
tions. '!be assistance and CCX.':!:>eration of the project staff, persoonel 
in the records division, as ~ll as budget and planning staff of the 
Sheriff's Deparbnent, is gratefully acknowledged. 

ii 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

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

CHAPTER 1 

CHAPl'ER 2 

REFERENCES 

APPENDIX A 

APPENDIX B 

APPENDIX C 

APPENDIX D 

! 

Table of Contents 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY •••••••••••• ~ •••••••••••••••••••••• 4 3-13 

Issues, Conc1usions 1 Findings & Recommendations •••• 3 
Project SlDlITIary •••••••••••• ~ •••••••••• -Ii • • • • • • • • • • • • 7 
Agency Recipvoca1 Remarks ••• , •••••••••••••••••••••• 13 

DISCUSSION OF ISSUES •••••••• ~ ••• ~ •••••••••••••••••••• 17-48 

Issue I: 

Issue II: 

Issue III: 

Issue IV: 

Proj ect Impact on Crime •••••••••••••••• 17 

Project Dmpact on Citizen Awareness 
and Preventive Action •••••••••••••••••• 29 

Project Administrative capacity to 
Integrate Crime Prevention Efforts ••••• 

Cost ]mplications of Crime Prevention 

39 

Activity ••••••••••••••••••••••• e ••••••• 44 

....................................................... 51 

Evaluation Instruments ••••••• 8 ••••••••••••••••••••••• 5S 

Target Areas Crime Incidence •••• e •••••••••••••••••••• 7S 

Benefit-Cost Analysis •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 79 

Citizen Letters to Sheriff's Office •••••••••••••••••• 83 

iii 



Figure 1 

Figure 2 

Figure 3 

Figure 4 

Figure 5 

Figure 6 

Figure 7 

Figure 8 

Figure 9 

List of Figures and Tables . 

Canmercial and Residential Burglaries, Multi-Year Trend, 
San Diego Sheriff's Jurisdiction •••••••••••••••••••••••••• 18 

Predicted and Actual Trends in Residential and Commercial 
Burglaries, Sheriff's Jurisdiction, 1976-1978 ••••••••••••• 19· 

Number of Occupied Housing Units, Sheriff's Jurisdiction, 
1972-1978 •••••••••••••••••••••••••• 5 •••••••••••••••••••••• 20 

Burglaries Per 1000 Housing Units, Sheriff's Juris-
diction .•.....•.......•• f..I ••••••••• &I •••••••••••••••••••• a •• 20 

Types of Entry, Residential and carmercia1 Burglaries, 
1976 and 1978 ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• , ••••••••••••• 21 

Percentage of Property Stolen in Burglaries 
Sheriff's Jurisdiction •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 22 

Value of 'PrOperty Stolen and Reoovered in Burglaries •••••• 22 

Arrests for Burglary, Sheriff's Jurisdiction, 1976 
and 1970 ••••• ,e • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •• 23 

Burglary Incidence t Target and carparison Areas, San 
Diego Sheriff's Office •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 26 

iv 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
" ~~, " 
.'\"-~\ 
I 
I 
I 
I. 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I' 
I 
I 
I 

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

Table 1 

Table 2 

lI'able 3 

'lIable 4 

Table 5 

Table 6 

Burglary Data, Target and canparison Areas •••••••• ¥ • • • • •• 27 

Substation Activity in Target and Canparisoo Areas ••••••• 28 

Burglary Incidence, Sheriff's Jurisdiction, 1977 and 
1978 ••••••••••••••• it •• " •••••••• 0 • .. • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •• 28 

Crime Prevention Project Activity by Station, 1978 ••••••• 30 

Costs and Benefits of Sheriff's Crixde Prevention 
Project ...••• 0 ••••••••••••••••• ". • .,....................... 45 

Benefit-Cost Analysis •••••• ~ ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 46 

v 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
;1 

I 
I 
I .... 
I . 

I CHAPTER 1 
')1 

:/1 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 



I 
I 
I 
I 
,I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

Executive Summary 

ISSUES, CO\ICWSIONS, FINDINGS AND REC<M1ENm'1'IONS 

Project Goal 

The purpose of the Crime Prevention Unit is to educate citizens and 
motivate them to take preventive measures to reduce their vulnerability 
to the specific crime of burglary, with some attention to other theft 
crimes and violent crimes. (Evaluation efforts focused on changes in 
burglary incidence.) 

General Conclusions 

project staff has been effective in increasing citizen participation in 
crime prevention efforts. Evaluation findings indicate that project 
acti.vities are associated with a slowing in the percentage increase of 
burglaries and a decline in the number of burglaries pe~ 1,000 households. 
Project efforts helve strengthened the relationship between the Sheriff's 
Office personnel and the ccmnunity. Assessment of activity in the sta
tions indicates that current levels of crime prevention services could 
be maintained with a slight reduction in staff. 

Reaonmendation 

continuation of this projeat is reaonmended to reinforae the acoperative 
efforts between the poZiae and the aommunity. It is suggested that adequate 
sePViaes at the 5 substations aan be maintained by reduaing the number of 
Cpime Prevention speaiaZists by 20% (fpam 25 to 20). Projeat staff shouZd 
aontinue to reaord the data eZements maintained by the CPO EVaZuation vnit 
as a usejUZ ongoing assessment meahanism. 

ISSUE I: HCM DID THE Pro:n:oc:T HAVE AN EFFECT 00 CRIME? 

COnclusion 

Project efforts are associated with a slow~ng in the percentage increase 
of burqlaries and a decline in burglaries per 1,000 households in the Sheriff's 
jurisdiction. Substantial decreases were noted in those areas selected 
for concentrated project activities. 

Findings 

1. Residential and comnercial burglaries increased by only 6% in the 
Sheriff's jurisdiction fran 1976 to 1978. '!bis occurred although 
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regionwide (excludin.g Sheriff's area) burglaries increased by 19% 
during the same period. 

2. A valid ifidicator of the decline is that burglaries per 1,000 house
hold units dropped from 33 to 30 fram 1976 to 1978 within the Sheriff's 
jurisdiction. 

3. Selected target areas within the Sheriff's\jurisdiction which were 
exposed to concentrated project activities showed a 17% decrease 
in total burglaries.' 

4. ExpeCted changes in types of entry, property recovery, and burglary 
arrests did not occur. 

Reoommenda:b1-on 

PTodeot efforts shouZd aontinue with emphasis in those areas whioh 
indiaate high crime incidence. 

ISSUE II: WHAT TECHNIQUES DID THE ProJEr.:T USE 'IQ IMPACT CITIZEN 
AWARENESS OF CRIME AND CITIZEN ACTIOO TAKEN 'ID REDUCE 
rmE OPPORrONITY FOR VIC!'IMlZATION? 

Conclusion 

The techniques of neighborhood watch development and inspection for 
security of residences and commercial businesses were the most effective 
measures used to encourage citizen interest and action. 

1. By using varied fonns of the media, contacting victims of burglary, 
and giving presentations to large groups, the project was abl'9 
to increase citizen awareness of crime. 

2. Olring a 15 month study period (october ],977 - December 1978): 

-- A total of 352 neighborhood watch groups were developed 
by project staff. 

-- project staff estimate that 6,3~4 citizens attended 
~eighborhood meetings. Nearly one-third of the partici
pants attended 2 or more meetings. 

-- Security inspections were conducted in 3,877 residential 
uni ts. Review of a sample of these inspections indicated 
that 85% of the citizens took sane measure to improve 
their home security. 
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ISSUE III: WHAT WAS THE AtMINISTRATIVE CAPACITY OF THE! ProJror '!O 
INVOIiVE AND COORDINATE COOroNEN'IS01J' THE SHERIFF I S OFFICE 
IN CRIME PREVENTlOO EFEORJ:'S? 

conclusion 

Project staff were able to integrqte and expand prevention efforts 
throughout the department by involving field deputies and detectives 
in projeGt activities. Patrol deputies have benefitted fran project 
efforts by an awareness of increa,sed public suwort for lawenforce
ment. Project activities have allowed deputies more time to spend On 
enforcement duties without sacrificing the function of crime prevention. 

Findings 

1. Prior to grant funding, prevention efforts existed in a limited 
and fragmented way contingent on citizen request and deputy time. 

2. Deput:i.es (80% of 64) noted that they are taking fewer burglary 
reports but res~1ding to more calls of suspicious activity. 

3. Patrol deputies (61% of 64) indicated that citizens are taking addi
tional measures to improve their hane security. 

4. Deputies have been relieved of crime prevention duties and, therefore, 
are more visible on patrol and can spend additional time on investi
gation. 

ISSUE IV: WHAT ARE THE 'IOTA!. COST IMPLlCATlOOS ASSOCIATED WI'm THE 
CRIME PREVENTION PROJECT? 

COnclusion 

Total project costs for the two-year period are approximately $1,650,000. 
Considerable attention should be given to the intangible benefits that 
are difficult to measure in fiscal terms. 

!!ndings 

1. '!he two year allocation includes $446,872 fran LFAA (includes $,22,343 
in state monies and the same figure for local match funds;, $847,496 
in RETe funds and Sheriff's Office overhead and COunty indirect costs 
of $353,362. 

2. Benefit-cost analysis of those indicators for which dollar values 
were assigned indicated that the cost of the project exceeded the 
dollar benefits returned. However, benefits such as reduction in 
burglaries, citizen participation in prevention, and improved 
police-cammunity relations are significant benefits tha~ should be 
considered even though their value cannot be assessed in dollars. 

3. Proposed costs for maintaining the Crime Prevention Project under County 
general funds during F'!l79-80 are $477,872 (includes overhead and indirect 
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costs). '!his represents 2.5% of the Sheriff's total 1'01>'" enforcement 
budget for FY79-8Q ($19,310,061).* 

4. Analyses of station activity and discussions with supervising 
deputies indicated that prevention services could be maintained 
wit;h a reduction in staff (fran 25 to 20). '!his oould result in a 
savings of 20%, with an estimated projected cost of $383,784. 

,\ 

Re6'!.>1tmendation 

Refer to page $. 

*Sheriff's Department figures taken from FY79-80 budget proposal and 
include department overhead and county indirect estimates .. 
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PROJECT NARRATIVE 

Based on the premise that law enforcement agencies can provide the 
mechanism to rrobilize the citizenry to addl:'ess crime problems, the 
San Diego Sheriff's Office received federal funds f~ the Law Enforce
ment Assistance Administration (LEAA) and the Comprehensive Employnent 
and Training Act (Cm'A) in 1977. 'lbrough the formation of a Crime 
Prevention Unit, the project expected to educate citizens and motivate 
them to take preventive measu~s to reduce their vulnerabili~y to 
specific crimes. Project objectives included the developnent of an 
educational program for citizens that would reduce their opportunities 
for victllnization, and the expansion of police visibility to promote a 
preventive-oriented relationship between the community and law enforce
ment (Project proposal 1977). 

Specific activities toward these objectives included development of 
neighborhood watch groups thr~ughout the COUnty, security inspections 
of residences and oommer~ial businesses, and public presentations to 
citizens. It was expected that these activities would result in a 
decline in the burglary rate. 

To organize these tasks, the staffing pattern includes a sergeant desig
nated as project coordinator, 4 deputies, 25 caununity CrilOO Specialists 
(CPS), and 5 secretaries. Under the supervision of the coordinator, 
each deputy is assigned to a substation and respoosible for developing 
crime prevention strategies in that station'~ jurisdiction. The 
COt11!\unity CrilOO Specialists (3 to 5 at each substation) report b:l the 
deputy and conduct prevention activities in the coomunity. Prior to 
beginning their duties, the specialists received three weeks of crime 
prevention training in the Sheriff's Academy. 

Evaluation findings indicate that the percentage increase in burglaries 
has slowed in the Sheriff's jurisdiction. Ftan 1976 to 1978, County
wide burglaries (excluding Sheriff data) increased by 19%. In the same 
period, the Sheriff's jurisdiction showed an increase of 6% in bur
glaries. The most valid indicator of actual decline is that the number 
of burglaries per 1,000 llOUseholds dropped from 33 to 30 from 1976 to 
1978. Target areas selected for concentrated project activity resulted 
in a 17% decrease in total burglaries. Thel;le findings suggest that 
a strong association exists between project prevention activities and 
the impact on the burglary incidence~ 

The crime prevention techniques that were m:>St effective in informing 
and encouraging citizens to take preventive action included use of the 
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IM!dia, Plblic pt:esentations, h<:'(!le security inspections, and developrent 
of neighborhood groups. '!he majority (85'%) of citizens who had security 
inspections took some measure to ~ove home security. Many partici
pants in neighborhood groups displayed interest and ooncern by attending 
two or more meetings and requesting varied topic areas for discussion. 
Citizen participation and sustained interest in prevention activities 
requires continued support f~ law enforcement personnel. 

Crime prevention activities prior to grant funding were fragmented 
and limited~ Project administrative staff involved and coordinated 
components of the Sheriff's Office in cr±me prevention efforts. Patrol 
deputies are continually advised of project activities and resources, 
and refer citizens to the prevention unit. 'fhese deputies are receptive 
to project efforts since they have noted an increase in public support 
for law enforcement and more citizens taking measures to ~ve home 
security. Ha~ting personnel to conduct prevention activities also re
lieves the deputies of this function and allows them t.o focus on pri.mciry 
law enforcement duties. 

Assuming the project continues with local funds, current assessment 
procedures used in this eValuation should be maintained for full 
accountability of p~ject effectiveness. 

Project expenditut:es over a two year period total $1.6 million which 
includes funding fran LE'M" RE'lX::, overhead and indirect costs. Benefit
cost analysis indicated that the costs of the project exceed the 
quantifiable dollars returns by 4.4 to 1. It is suggested t.pat many benefits 
of the project are difficult to convert to monetary figures, but nonetheless, 
are significant. 

In the proposed FY1979-80 Sheriff's budget for law enforcement acti
vities, the cost of the Cr.irre Preveation Project represents 2.5% of 
the total law enforcement budget ($477,872 of $19,310,061).* If this 
project i~ continued after federal funding expires, the County will 
need to aosorb the salaries of the Crime Prevention Specialists in 
fiscal year 1979-80. ('!he si;llaries of the project director and the 
su.pervising deputies will be funded by a continuation of LEAA. monies 
through September 30, 1980_) 

Total costs can be decreased by reducing the nUlT'.ber of Crime Prevention 
Specialists frcm 25 to 20. 'Ibis would reduce projected cost to $383,184. 
Discussions with supervising project staff indicate that the number of 
Crime Prevention Specialists' could be slightly reduced without affecting 
the delivery of prevention services. Effective efforts appear to be 
related more to high motivation and interest by individual CPS's and 
strong supervision by the deputilt:s, rather than to a specified number at 
each station. The substation in PoWay exemplifies this statement. Spe
cialists in that area were able to maintain, on a proportionate level, 
the same services as the other stations. 'Ibis was accanplished despite 
the fact: that only two CPS's were in Poway for the majority of a 15-rocmth 
period. 

*Figures obtained from Sheriff's Department pvoposed budget for FY7~80 
and include department overhead and county indirect costs. 

:-. " 
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TJJCal decisions regarding continuation of this project should incorporate 
not only the dollar costs and benefits, but those signiUcant benefits to 
police-comnunity relations that preclude dollar assessments. NOt oruy has 
this project cont.ributec'l to a slowing in the increase of burglaries, but it 
has encour.aged j'X)sitive relations between the cOTI'nunity and law enforceroont;. 
'the responsiveness of citizens to participate and becaue involved in preven"" 
tion of crime is a necessary adjunct to the effectiveness of law enforc~r(t. 
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SAN DIEGO COUNTY SHERIF'F"S O,EPARTMENT 

April 27, 1979 

POST OFFICE BOX 2991 

SAN DIEGO, CALIFORNIA 92112 

TELEPHONE (714) 236-2957 

JOHN F. DUFFY, Sheriff 

Comprehensive Planning Organization 
Criminal Justice Evaluation Unit 
1200 Third Avenue, Suite 524 
San Diego, CA 92101 

Attention: Scott Green and Susan Pennell 

Dear Mr. Green and Ms. Pennell: 

I have reviewed the evaluation report on the Crime Prevention 
Project Grant prepared by the Criminal Justice Evaluation Unit. 
My comments are as follows: 

Project Recommendation by CPO: 

"Continuation of this project is recommended to reinforce the 
cooperative efforts between the police and the community. It is 
suggested that the total number of Crime Prevention Specialists 
be reduced by 20% (from 25 to 20). Project staff should continue 
to record the data elements maintained by the CPO Evaluation Unit 
as a useful ongoing assessment mechanism." 

COMMENt - I concur with all the conclusions, findings and recom
mendations, except the suggestion that the total number of Crime 
Prevention Specialists be reduced by 20 percent (from 25 to 20). 
There is no empirical data in the report to give credence to that 
suggestion. In fact, on page 41 of the report it states that only 
"3% of the occupied residential units in the County were inspected 
for security by project staff," and, "evaluation findings suggest 
that if more citizens participate in prevention activities, the in
cidence of burglary will continue to be impacted." Such findings, 
in addition to continual population growth, require the maintenance 
of the current staff level for the present, with a probable need to 
increase the Crime Prevention Specialist staff in the future. 

Sincerely, 
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Discussion of Issues 

ISSUE I: HCW DID 'mE PROJEC'r HAVE AN EFFECr ON CRIME? 

Evaluation Instructions 

o Which specific crimes were llnpacted by ~ject activities? 

o What effect did the crime prevention project have in the designated 
target areas? 

SUmnary 

'!he crirres of residential and comnercial burglary show a decline in the 
rate of increase since 1976. Burglaries, increased by only 6% in the 
Sheriff's jurisdiction compared to a 19% increase in the San Diego 
region during the same period. Selected target areas in the Sheriff's 
area which were exposed to crime prevention activities showed a 17% 
decrease in total burglaries. Indications are that project efforts· 
influenced the decline in percentage figures and reduced burglaries in 
the target areas. '!he most valid indicator of the decline is that 
burglaries per 1,000 households dropped fram 33 to 30 fram,1976 to 1978 
in the Sheriff's jurisdiction. '!he expected changes in types of entry, 
property reoovery, and burglary arrests did not occur. 

Discussion 

'!he primary crime targetci,,~: by the project was burglary, I:x:>th reSidential 
and cammercial. Data elements used to assess changes related to burglary 
included number of incidents, residential burglaries per 1,000 hous(.:iliolds, 
types of entry, dollar value of property stolen and recovered, andmmDer 
of arrests for burglary. 

Since burglary is perceived as a crime of q:portuni ty, steps taken to 
thwart that owortunity should result in fewer burglaries. When citizens 
become involved L., prevention activities by assuming sane reslXllsi
bility for prevention, the incidence of burglary is expected to decline. 
Also, the nature of this crime is expected to show change by an increase 
in forc€d entries as citizens take measures to secure their residences. 
As citizens become aware of the need to lock their homes,_the number of 
non-forced entries is presumed to decline. .A corollary aSsumption is 
that attempted burglaries will increase as opportunities for entry are 
thwarted. '!he value of property stolen may also decline if burglary 
incidence is reduced, and the percentage of stolen property that is re
covered may increase as citizens take measures to mark property with 
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identifying numbers. Finally, increased citizen reporting of crimes 
and suspicious activity may lead to an increase in arrests for burglary. 
'Ihese impact measures have been identified as those most likely to in
dicate the effects of crirre prevention activities. 

DATA ANALYSIS OF IMPACl' MFAStJRES 

For assessment purposes, 1976 was chosen as the base year with which to 
canpare crime data for 1978. In some instances, several years of crime 
data were reviewed to analyze trends. 

6800 
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FIGURE 1 

SAN DIEGO SHERIFF'S JURISDICTION 
MULTI-YEAR TREND 

COMMERCIAL AND RESIDENTIAL BURGLARIES 

__ "","""-1:;.~-l (6559) 
(6374) +3% 

1973 1974 1975 

+3% 

6% Increase from 
1976 to 1978 

1976 
Base Year 

1977 1978 
Crime Prevention 
Unit Operational 

Burglary Incidence 

~he figure illustrates that burglaries have increased but the rate of 
increase has slowed in the pa~t two years (6%). This percentage rate 
be<::.'Cl'OOS more significant when- compared to other rates of increase. '!he 
City of San Diego experienced a 25% increase in reported burglaries 
fran 1976 to 1978. Regionwide figures for all other law enforcement 
municipalities throughout the County indicate that reported burglaries 
increased by 19% during the same period. In addition, a predicted 
burglary trend, dooe by the California Bureau of criminal Statistics 
(BCS), using regression analysis techniques, predicted an 18% increase 
in burglaries for the Sheriff's jurisdiction from 1976 to 1978. This 
type of analysis assumes that no changes would occur to influence 
burglary incidence. Figure 2 illustrates the predicted and actual 
trends. 
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FIGURE 2 

PREDICTED AND ACTUAL TRENDS IN 
RESIDENTIAL AND COMMERCIAL BURGLARIES 

1916-1918 

I 

1977 1978 

This projection and a comparison with actual countywide increases indi
cate that the Sheriff's jurisdiction is unique in its slight rate of 
increase. 

!'lUrOber of Burs1aries by Household 

Another way to assess changes in incidence is the n\.ii1t>er of burglaries 
par household. %is measure controls for the influence of increased 
population which creates an increase in the number of occupied housing 
units. Figures 3 and 4 illustrate trend data for residential housing 
units and burglaries per 1,000 households. 

%e trend for burglaries per household units show a decline even though 
the number of occupied residences has continued to increase each year. 
t.lb:i.s f.il:ldJng is particglar~y _ ~;i.9Difj.cfmt i!J. .. J.j.ght ,_Q.;. th~J3~~qt,. ~at. ,tQta1 
reported burglaries (see page 18) have increased by 6% with residential 
burglaries increasing by 5% from 1976 to 1978 (4270 to 4487). Burglaries 
per household is a more valid indicator for assessing incidence. Although 
the number of occupied residences increased qy 13% during those two years, 
the number of burglaries per 1,000 houses dropped from 33 to 30. 

Type of Entry 

Anticipated changes in types of entry occurred to a slight degree. 
Forced entires increased by 2% am non-forced decreased by the same 
percentage. %e percentage of attempts remained the same. 'lbe anall 
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percentage difference is not significant and attributing the change to 
project efforts would be inappropriate. '!he data reveal (Figure St below) 
that burglaries continue to be carried out without forcing locks or 
breaking windows. 

FIGURE 5 

TYPES OF ENTRY, RESIDENTIAL 
AND COMMERCIAL BURGLARIES 

1976 AND 1978 

Total 6559 
Total 6184 

Forced 
t;3% 

1976 

Percentage of 
Forced Entries 

Increased 
by 2%, 

Percentage of 
Nonforced 
Decreased 

by 2% 

Value of Property Stolen and Recovered 

Forced 
55% 

1978 

Figure 6 illustrates that the percentage of property stolen in bur
glaries has decreased when compared to property stolen during other 
types of crllne. However, less property stolen in burglaries was 
recovered in 1978 than in 1976 as shown in Figure 7. (A IOOnth-by
month review' of property recovered in 1976 reveal~ a substantial 
($300, 000) recovery in November. rrbis reoovery figure may have skewed 
the yearly percentage.) 

Although Crime Prevention Specialists encourage citizens to engrave 
their valuables with identifying numbers to facilitate reoovery, these 
efforts apparently have reached a small minority of the citizenry. 
Interviews with persons with a past\,history of burglary activity 
indicated that "marked" property did not deter them fran takil19 items. 
'!hese persons told the evaluator that disposing of "marked" prOperty is 
relatively easy because the b~er is unconcerned about identifying 
numbers. Also, in many cases the numbers are easily removed. '!he 
conclusions of a national study of Operation Identification (o-I) 
projects are particularly relevant: 
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SHERIFF'S JURISDICTION 
VALUE OF PROPERTY STOLEN AND RECOVERED IN BURGLARIES 

1976 and 1978 
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1. Participants in Operation IdentHication are likely to take oodi ... 
tional preventive measures such as improving home security and 
joinirg neighborhoo:l watch groups. '!be CCt1bination of these 
efforts has reduced burglary rates in the areas studied. '!be 
sirgle effort of marking pr~rty may not be associated with 
re:1uction. 

2. The presence of marked property does not signific~ntly reduce the 
cpportun i ties to d ispase of stolen property. 

3. '!bere is no indication that o-I markings appreciably increase 
either the recovery or return of stolen property. 

Perhaps the procedures used to identify property should be examined. 
It is interesting to note that specialized Fencing units in the Sheriff·s 
Office and the City Police Department have had very high rates of re
cOV'ery (fran 80-90%). Staff in these units have gone be:yond the tradi
tional query of the canputer as a means to identify property. '!be 
expertise develcped in property identification should be communicated 
to the rest of the department to increase recovery figures. 

Arrests for Burgla;y 

TOtal arrests for burglary declined by 10% fran 1976 to 1978. Adult 
arrests increased by 4% but the mnnber of juveniles arrested decreased 
by 16%, resultirg in the overall decrease. 

FIGURE 8 

ARRESTS FOR BURGLARY, ADULT AND JUVENILE 
1976 and 1978 
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As citizens begin to take responsibility for crime prevention, it is 
assumed that their efforts will include close observation of suspicious 
activity resultiI):J in increased reporting of potential crimes. It 
is expected that this behavior will lead to nore arrests as citizens 
provide infonnation about suspects. Figure 8 indicates that total 
arrests declined, although adult arrests increased slightly. Although 
patrol deputies noted that they are taking fewer burglary reports, it 
seems unlikely that this would also reduce the number of arrests. 

ReE£rted Versus Actual Burglaries 

Citizens appear to be reporting more suspicious activity which may have 
influenced the burglary rate. In 1978, there was an 18% increase in 
~ewry~ bu~laries _ over ~976. 'lbi~ cat~ty differs f~. actual 
burglaries (page 18) in that reported burglaries refer to calls by 
oltlzens Wfllcn are untounded when the deputy arrives. 1n otner words, 
a citizen may call the Sheriff's Office to report a burglary, but the 
deputy discovers that the event is either a different crime or that no 
actual crime occurred. The increase in ~~rted burglaries may be an 
indication that citizens have taken an act~e role in prevention by 
being conscientious observers. However, these efforts have not increased 
the number of arrests for burglary. In this context, it should be noted 
that overall arrests for property crimes (larceny/auto theft/stolen 
property) declined by 17% fran 1976 to 1978. 

TARGET AREAS 

TO determine the association between crime prevention activities and 
changes in impact measures, two target and canparison areas within the 
Sheriff's jurisdiction ~re examined. This awroach is based on the 
experimental design concept in which active efforts are made in one 
area with no activity taking place in a similar area. Measurements 
are taken over time with the assumption that change will occur. in the 
area where activity took place (target) and little or no change will 
occur in the area (exmparison) where efforts were limited. When used 
in th~ classical sense, this approach assumes both areas to be similar 
in all respects so that final results can be attributed solely to the 
activity applied. The myriad variables which influence crime rates 
make it difficult to conduct this experiment according to the rules of 
the scientific method. 

For purposes of this evaluation, a quasi-experimental design was 
developed and target and comparison areas were selected on the basis of 
relatively high burglary incidence, geographical features, and housing 
type, i.e., single-family, multi-family. Originally, three areas were 
chosen for study, but one substation (Poway) was eliminated due to lack 
of cooperation in following the study design proc~ures. Target am 
ccrnparison areas included four l:eporting districtS' within two master 
beats and each area represents clpproximately 10% of each master beat 
area. 

The project staf~ attempted to ~;aturate the target areas with prevention 
efforts and provide service to comparison areas by citizen request only. 
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Practically speaking, it is not possible to expect that the comparison 
areas would not be exposed to the sheriff's Crime Preventidh Project, 
particularly through the media. Also service cannot be denied to those 
persons who request it. For these reasons, differences between the 
target and comparison areas should be interpreted with caution. 

Substatiom:l selected for study were Encinitas and Lemon Grove. Figure 
9 illustrates the differences between the target and comparison areas 
on the major impactmeasut'es fran 1977 to 1978. 

'!he figure reflecb.'1 positive changes within the target areas (with the 
exception of properl;.y recovery and types of entry) and the OWOSite 
effect in the rornpat"ison areas. '!be amount of stolen property increased 
in the target area, although fewer crimes occurred. Pl:operty figures 
are affected by rises in the ConsUlTer Price Index which may account 
for this increase. 

Table 1 delineates several aspects of burglary crime and compares the 
target and comparison areas. For a breakdown of individual substations, 
refer to page 75. 
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Number of 
Household Units 

RESIDENTIAL 
BURGLARIES PER 
100 HOUSEHOLDS 

TOTAL 
BURGLARIES 

Residential 

Commercial 

1977 
Time 1 

5,319 

4 

271 

191 

80 

TABLE 1 

SAN plEGO SHERIFF'S OFFICE 
CRIME PREVENTION PROJECT 

BURGLARY DATA FOR 
TARGET AND COMPARISON AREAS 

TARGET AREA COMPARISON AREA 

1978 % 1977 1978 
Time 2 Change Time 1 Time 2 

5,538 +4% 3,182 3,257 

, 

3 5 6 

224 -17% 160 185 

166 -13% 88 103 

58 -28% 72 82 n' TYPE OF ENTRY 
Forced 157 (58%) 132 (59%) +1% 88 (55%) 111 (60%) 

Non-forced 100 (37%) 82 (37%) 0 60 (38%) 65 (35%) 

11 
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II 
II .a 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

Attempts 14 (5%) 10 (5%) 0 12 (8%) 9 (5%) 

PROPERTY 

$ value &colen in 
residential & 
commercial 
burglaries $111,762 $137,561 +23% $69,405 $103,023 

BURGLARIES 
FROM 
VEHICLES 66 70 +6% 26 37 

*Entry percentages based on total burglaries 

SIGNIFlCANr FFATURES OF TABLE 

o Burglaries per 100 households decreased in the target area, 
although the number of occupied tmi ~s increased by 4%. 

o Expected changes in types of entry did not occur in the target 
areas (excepting a 1% incree.se :l.n forced) but did happen in the . \' \' cx:mparlson areas. .. \. 

o BUrglaries f~. vehicles increased in both areas, but s~tantially 
(42%) in the comparison areas. 

% 
Change 

+2% 

+16% 

+17% 

+14% 

+5% 

-3% 

-3% 

+48% 

+42% 

o 

~. , 



Review of crime prevention activity in these areas indicates that nore 
effor.t was directed to the target areas than the canparison at'eas. '!his 
lends support to the association between project activity and decreases 
in crime. 'Ihe table below breaks down station activity by area. 

TABLE 2 

STATION ACTIVITY IN TARGET AND COMPARISON AREAS 

%of %of 
Target Total Beat Comparison Total Beat Total Beat 

Security Inspections 315 15% 59 3% 2,179 
(commercial & residential) 

Neighborhood Groups 25 21% 2 2% 118 
, 

An additional indicator of the impact of the project in target:-areas 
is seen in an examination of the Countywide burglary figures. '!he next 

,table illustrates the change in County incidence when the target areas 
are removed from the data. 

TABLE 3 

BURGLARY INCIDENCE, SHF.RIFFS JURISDICTION 
1977 and '~78 

Sheriff Jurisdiction 
Sheriff Jurisdiction Excluding Target Areas 

',-

% % 
1977 197R- Change 1977 1978 Change 

Total Burglaries 6374 6559 +3% 6103 6335 +4% 

Although the percentage difference is slight (1%), the data indicates 
that withou~ the target area data, the Countywide increase would be 4% 
rather than 3%. 
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ISSUE II: WHAT TECHNIOJES DID THE Pro.JEX!T USE '.ro IMPACT CITIZEN 
AWARENESS OF CRIME AND CITIZEN AC'l'ICN TAKEN '10 REllJCEl 
'mE OPPORrONITY FOR VIC'l'IMIZATICN? 

Evaluation Instructions 

o Haw many citizen/neighborhood groups sustained interest~hd 
action in the area of crime prevention over the grant r;eriod? 

o "Mlat is the prognosis ,for sustained citizen participation beyond 
the grant period? 

St.munary 

By developing neighborhood ·~tch groups (352) aM conducting security 
inspectioos (4449), Crime Prevention Specialists infonned citizens of 
prevention measures. Nearly one-third of the neighborhood watch parti
cipants attended 2 or more meetings. 'Project staff esttmated that 6,354 
citizens attended meetings. A sample of security inspections revealed 
that 85% of those citizens took same measure to improve the security of 
their residences. Increased citizen involvement and maintenance of 
current citizen interest requires continued support by Crime Prevention 
personnel. 

Discussion 

'lbis section begins with an overview of project activity within each 
substation followed by an explanation of the techniques used to en
courage citizen participation. Prevention action taken by citizens 
will be discussed and additional indicators of c!tizen interest will be 
presented. Additional benefits of the projec:t as well, as the prognosis 
for sustained citizen participation will be discussed. 

proJECT ACTIVITY 

, ···'!be' foiicmfng· ta6ie' (page 30r shows the 'staff activities for 1:J:lE!ir-tofaI " 
master beat areas as well as the number ot occupied res1dential units in 
each master beat. 

FFATURES OF TABLE 

o Staff at each of the substations varied efforts by the emphasis 
placed on specific activities, although each station operated under 
the sane grant objectives. '!his mst likely is due to individual 
interests and specialized skills of Crime PreVention Specialists. 

o In terms of residential security inspections, staff in the stations 
differed slightly in the percentage of total residential units 
inspected. PcNIay staff were able to provide inspections to 4% of 
the occupied units, although most of the year only two CPS's worked 
in that station. '!he other stations generally. maintained 5 ape
c:leJ.l.§Jts . ..througho~ the Year. ('Ibis issue i~scussed further in 

. Ene cost-analysis section, page 44.) -

.. ---",-
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TABLE 4 

CRIME PREVENTION ?ROJECT ACTIVITY, B!'/ STATION, 1978 
NUMBER OF SECURITV INSPECTIONS1 

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

Number Security %of 
of Res- Inspections Household Units Number !)f 
idential Comm- Res- That Had Neighborhood 

Station Units erical idential Inspections . Groups2 

Encinitas 21,687 72 963 4% 44 

Lemon 
Grove 45,806 268 876 2% 74 

Poway 15,448 58 567 4% 39 

Santee 32,057 133 655 2% 83 

Vista 33,280 41 81"6 3% 53 

Total 148,278 572 3,877 3% 293 

lSGI:urllY insp(l(~1it)n~ wert! conducted prior to J<Jnuary 1978, hut un accurate count is not 
,lVuihlhln lor (ktnbor Ihrnllgh DO\:IIrnLJor, 1977. 

:tf'lflY /linl1 (b!l) tutnilltli!lhhmilomi groups waro dovelopud heforo JUllunry 1978, but datu 
\~I)III'(~II!l1l pl\l(~ndllrU~ did IlIll hrei1k duwn groups per stlliioll. Tho lottll number of 
nl'OlipS 511111(1(1 from OCloilnr Ihrounh OecernlJer 197B Is 352. 

Additional relateO data: 

Number of 
Presentations 

41 

84 

73 

89 

75 

362 

o 'Ihirty-percent (106) of the neighborhcx::>d groups root nore than 
twice. 

o Of the total hane security inspections conducted, 1,047 (27%) were 
homes that had been burglarized prior to the inspection. 

o Of the residences that had security inspections, 62% \:( ~36~ ):) of 
the occupants had their valuables engraved with identifying numbers. 

o The average number of persons in attendance at first-tnne meetings 
was 18. 

o An estimated 6,354 county citizens have attended a neighborhood 
watch meeting presented b¥ the Sheriff's Crime Prevention Staff 
(18 x 353). 

CRIME PREVENTION TECHNIQUES 

Crime prevention techniques fall into general categories: (1) initial 
activities to inform. the public aoout available services!, and (2) tech
niques used to encourage citizens to ,participate in prevention activities. 

'1'0 determine which techniques 'Were used and their value relative to 
citizen awareness and inVOlvement, Crime Prevention Specialists were 
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interviewed, supervising and field deputies were surveyed, and data 
was collected which indicated the source of initial citizen involvement 
in security inspections and neighborhood watch. Generally, the sub
stations did not differ significantly in their al=Proach so the inf~. 
mation presented here is a. surrmation of all substations' activity. .! 

TOCHNIQUES USED '.ro INFOR>1 THE PUBLIC 

1. Use of the Meaia - One Crime Prevention Specialist was assigned 
to organize and implement the publicity campaign. '!be campaign 
involved three phases: (1) acquainting the public with the exis
tence and resources of the crime prevention unH., ( 2) increasing 
citizen awareness regarding ways that they contribute t,o criminal 
Oi?J;lOrtunity, and (3) encouraging residents to take positi'ie action 
tc7tlard reducing burglary. Information was distributed by radio 
and television announcements, newspaper advertising, and the 
display of 45 outdoor billbroards throughout the County. OVer two 
million dollars worth of media services were donated to the Crime 
Prevention Project. '!be effectiveness of the media campaign has 
been positive. The central station received an average of 25 calls 
per day requesting home security .inspections. Approximately 40% of 
these revealed that they learned of the service through sane media 
form. 

2. PUblic Presentations - Project staff utilized meetings of existing 
cIvic and social organizations to present information about crime 
prevention services to large nl1l'ltlers of citizens. A wide variety 
of groups and organizations including schools, hospitals, realtors, 
churches, banks, carmercial business, and ccmnunity councils, were 
given information related to crime prevention and available services. 
Fran these meetings came citizen requests for hane security inspec-
tions and additional inf~tion about neighborhood watch. . 

3. Mail-out Bulletins - In three areas, a notice of available crime 
prevention services was mailed along with the water bill which 
reached every cit.izen in that water district. In another substation, 
the local city cOuncil offered to finance printing and lnailing costs 
for postcards describing prevention services. '!hese notices were 
mailed to i!:r~,.ery occupied residence in the area. 'lhese approaches 
lead to an average of two calls a day to substations. 

4. Public Displays - A six-sided mobile display unit was constructed 
to include samples of security hardware appropriate far various 
kinds of windows and doors. '!his un! t has been used by the sub
stations in shOWing centers and in conjunction with specific 
celebrations in the individual jurisdictions, i.e., Old D1ys Parade. 
'!he display unit was also used at the De~ Mar Fair which was attended 
by several thousand citizens at'OUJ'Xi the County. '!bis activity re
sulted in 1,130 citizen requests for home security inspections. 
1bree hundred and eighty~even (387) of these were Citizens who 
reside in the Sheriff's jurisdiction. 
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trOCHNIOOES USED 'IQ MOrIVATE CITIZENS ro TAKE PREVENTIVE ACTION 

5. Post-crime Contacts - Crtme Prevention Specialists review daily 
incident reports to deternline those citizens who have been victtms 
of burglaries. '!hese persons are then contacted by telephone or 
mail and informed of the hane security inspection service. If the 
citizens are responsive, arrangements are made concerning the day 
and time the inspection will be conducted. '!he Crtme Prevention 
Speciali~t ~~amine.s . .tb.~"PQlUt§l.,Q1; .~nt:t;Y_ and~~~ ~nq.Citions 
for ~rovin9 security measures. As noted on page 30, 27% of the 
total home security inspections were homes that had been burglarized 
and, therefore, were considered post-crime contacts. '!be same 
procedures were used for commercial burglaries. 

6. Home Security Inspections - '!bree m:mths following the inspection, 
citizens are recontacted to determine if any preventive action was 
taken as a result of the recommendations. A sample of inspections 
(33%) conducted between March and December was examined to as
certain the value of the inspections. '!he sample reviewed was 
1,267 and included all five stations. Eighty-five percent (85%) 
of these citizens who had inspections toOk same measure .to ~ove 
their security. And of these 1,080 inspectiol')s, .citizens canplied 
with an average of 32% of the recarmendations. '!be reason most 
often noted by citizens who took no or few measures to tmprove home 
security was that they needed more time. Other reasons given were 
lack of money, procrastination, no cooperation fran spouse, and 
moving fram residence. '!he majority of citizens in the sample 
(60%) indicated that they had heard of the inspection service 
through their attendance at neighborhood watch meetings. Field 
contacts with deputies, attendance at public meetings, public 
displays, and mail-out bulletins were additional ways that other 
citizens learned of the service. 

7. Neighborhood Watch Develop:nent - participation in neighborhood 
watch meetings is viewed by project staff as the most effective 
prevention technique for both educating citizens and motivating 
them to asstmle responsibility for crime prohlems. For this 
reason, the use of this technique i,s examined in a thorough manner 
by describing the concept, subject areas covered at meetings, 
results of a survey of neighborhood watch participants, and evalu
ator observations of meetings. 

At meetings in individual homes, Prevention Specialists inform 
citizens of the crime incidence in their comnunity, enphasize th~ \ 
need to improve home security, and encourage citizens to mark their 
valuables. '!be concept of neighborhood watch is explained to pranote 
an awareness of neighborhood activity and a willingness to report 
unusual or suspicious events. '!be effectiveness of this approach 
is evident in the number of groups initiated (352) and the fact 
that 106 (30%) of these met more than twice. 
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Subject Areas Covered During Meetings 

Initial meetings are used to describe the resources of the Crime 
Prevention Unit, explain the concept of neighborhocx1 watch, and 
indicate ways that hcxneowners can reduce the opportunities for 
burglaries to occur. Subsequentmeetir~gs deal with topics sug
gested by the Crime Prevention Specialist and/or the participants 
themselves. A wide range of subjects have been covered which 
inclUde rape, assault, auto theft, child safety, hitchhiking, and 
fraUd. 

Survey of Neighborhood Watch Participants 

~e evaluator attended neighborhocx1 watch meetings in each sub
station area and encouraged citizens to canplete a survey conceming 
their participation in neIghborhood meetings. Ninety-six surveys 
were distributed with 52 (54%) returned. 

In general~ the responses indicated an interest in the meetings as 
well as motivation to take preventive action. Sixty-four percent 
(33) of the citizens had attended two or more meetings and sixty-two 
percent (32) noted that they have improved hane security as a result 
of their attendance. Twenty-one persons (42%) cited incidents in 
their comnunity in which a criminal act was prevented or a suspect 
was arrested due to action taken by neighbors. 

Evaluator Observations Regarding Citizen 
Participation in Crime Prevention 

Conducting personal interviews with project staff and attending 
Neighborhood Watch meetings permitted the evaluator impressions of 
project staff interaction with citizens. The following statements 
reflect these impressions and may be considered as unanticipated 
consequences of project activity: 

1. The development of neighborhocx1 groups has provided citizens 
with a catalyst to create a se~'1Se of cannunity in 'Which they 
feel more responsibility toward their neighbors. This attitude 
also allows a feeling of control over lives ~nd property that 
may mitigate the expectation that law enforcement should take 
total respon5ibility for reducing crime. 

2. Neighborhocx1 Watch meetings provide the opportunity for citizens 
to becane cognizant of the salient features of the criminal 
justice system and various facets of the law. '!he myriad of 
questions asked during meetings was indicative of both interest 
and lack of knowledge. 

3. As a result of their interaction with citizens, Crime Prevention 
Specialists have responded to requests and questions that 
formerly were the responsibility of deputies. Citizens call i~.~ 
regularly conceming such things as barking dogs, noisy parties, 
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installation of street liyhts, and clearing debris from empty 
lots. The CPS' s have responded to these issues, thus freeing 
the deputies to concentrate on enforcement duties. In addition, 
the Specialists have acted as a referral source for citizens b¥ 
giving them the appropriate agencies to call for specific 
comnunity needs. 

4. It has been noted that the concept of a non-~-worn person 
conducting crime prevention is a positive community relations 
tool. 'll1is observation was supported by citizen reaction at 
meetings as well as survey responses of neighborhood w&tch 
participants. Citizens are receptive to voicing complaints as 
well as requesting information fran CPS f S that may make them 
uncomfortable when addressing a law enforcement officer. 

'!be practical application of c<::mnuni ty t'elations has been 
mutually beneficial for the Sheriff's Office as well as the 
community. Since field deputies are asked to attend neighbor
hood meetings, this permits law enforcement personnel to 
interact with the public 1.n a different setting than usual, 
i.e., arresting a gg:Jzen, issu.f~9 a .. ~J;:'ClE;_i~ .t~~~~! ... NJdi
tional benefits gained by deputles are di,scussed on page 39. 

'!be increased comnunicai~ion between the Sheriff's Office and 
the community via the Crime Prevention Specialists has created 
an opportunity for citizens to understand the role of the field 
deputy. EXpectations regarding functions of the department 
have been clarified, such as the issue of response time. The 
relationship with service clubs has been enhanced as efforts 
toward the same goal are coordinated. Positive relations 
between the police and the ccmnuni ty can only be an advantage 
in the effort to reduce cr~e. 

'll1e responsiveness of ccmnunity members to the project is noted 
in the letters of support ~itten tQ tb.e She~iff'.a..Qffice. A 
sample of these is included in the appendix (page 83) in indi
cate not only citizen satisfaction-hut the varied groups that 
were recipients of project efforts. 

FACIDRS AFFOCTING CITIZEN PARTICIPATlOO 

Discussions with project staff and review of group participants' 
restx>nses indicate that the nature and extent of citizen participation 
is dependent on several variables. '!bese are listed below along with 
their perceived influence: 

(It should be noted that participation is defined here as taking 
responsibility for neighborhood safety, assisting law enforcement, and 
llnproving home security.) 

1. Incidence of cr~e in area - Citizens are oore likely to be actively 
involved if there is an apparent crime problem in the neighborhood. 
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2. Neighborhood Watch coordinator - If the coordinator is highly 
notivated, the group is nore likely to sustain participation. 

3. Time of year - Sl.ll11ller months and holiday periods preclude active 
participation. 

4. Creativity of Crime Prevention Specialist - The ability of project 
staff to motivate the public through varied subject material affects 
the willingl1ess to sustain participation. 

5. Citizens who are likely to be participants in social and oommunity 
affairs are likely to became involved in neighborhood watch groups. 

6. Type of dwelling units - Haneowners and those in single-family 
dwellings are nore likely to became active and sustain interest in 
crime prevention. 

Additional Techniques to Sustain Citizen Interest 

The Crime Prevention project staff has developed several techniques to 
offset potential declining citizen interest and insure continued parti
cipation. Simultaneously they have widened the soope of their services. 
The following activities reflect this direction; 

1. Supplementary information has been provided after the first meeting 
that relates to crimes other than burglary. Citizens have learned 
prevention techniques related to rape, assault, fraud, and auto 
theft. 

2. Project staff have scheduled regular meetings for neighborhood 
coordinators and each station publishes a quarterly newsletter 
which is distributed to coordinators and passed on to neighborhood 
participants. These activities provide a means to assist coor
dinators in their neighborhoods and relay relevant infor.mationl 
thereby, maintaining open lines of carmunication. 

3. Prevention staff have extended their activities to youth with a 
two-fold purpose: (1 ) involving youth may encourage parental (the 
haneowner) involverrent in crime prevention1 and (2) if youth cxmruni
date with representatives of the Sheriff's Office in a positive 
manner, their attitudes and behavior may be influenced in a simi
larly t:OSitive fashion. 'lb increase this potential, project staff 
have developed bicycle safety and identification programs and given 
numerous presentations at junior and senior high schools on sub
jects such as hitchhiking, rape, and shop-lifting. At the elementary 
level, children have been exposed to the "talking car" presentation, 
prevention coloring books created by CPS's, and a puppet show 
featuring safety tips. In addition, sane prevention staff have 
develPped Junior Neighborhood Watch Groups that assisted prevention 
efforts by distributing bulletins and painting curbs with address 
numbers (a boon to police, fire, and ambulance departments). 
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lNTF'...RVIEWS WITH INDIVIOOALS WITH PRIOR CONVICTICIi1S FOR BURGIARY 

As an additional source for information related to burglary prevention, 
the e..raluator intetviewed 5 persons with a past history of burglary 
activi ty. The individuals interviewed were provided by law enforcerrent 
personnel and conditions related to confidentiality were agreed upon 
prior to the interviews. In spite of the fact that the sample is small 
a1'\1 the r:ossibility that the persons interviewed may have "embellished" 
sane of their responses, the cumulative data does provide an additional 
dimension to the criroo of bllrglarylo since three persons are usually 
involved in such an act (victim, )';X)liceman, burglar), the opinions of 
each should be included in a discussion of prevention. 

Highlights of the interview are presented bela·/: 

o Individuals interviewed estimated a range from 400-500 burglaries 
committed in their lifetime. 

o It was noted that most burglaries were carmitted fran 1 to 3 miles 
of their residences. 

o Planning Prior to Burglary - All persons indicated that they had 
engaged in planning and organizing burglary activities. It was 
imr:ortant to know the area in terms of "exit" streets, the way that 
banes ~re situated, i.e., facing each other, and the routines of 
the residents. "Casing" an area included noting when citizens left 
their banes and returned, and knocking on doors (with s::xne pretense) 
to determine if the house was vacant. If banes were empty, a check 
of uncovered windows would allow a view of p:>tential property to 
be stolen. Additional planning included finding out which kinds of 
tools were necessary ,am organizing tasks if partners were involved. 

o Most Imeortant Factors in Selection - Individuals agreed that 
the most imr:ortant factor was an unoccupied residence where the 
};Oint of entry was secluded fran view. '!be front door was cited 
as the most appropriate place of entry since approaching back doors 
or yards may aroose suspicion by neighbors. 

o Conditions that Thwart the Opportunity 

• 

• 

An intricate alarm system 
Neigbborhoods where p:>ints of entry are in full view 
Neighborhocxls with many children 
A dog that persists in barking 

'IYPE or PROPER'lY GENERALLY DESIRED 

Televisions, stereo equiprent,' jewelty, am guns were cited by all 
persons. Reasons given for selection of these items were relative ease 
in exchanging theTI for cash and that jewelty am guns could be con
cealed easily in a bag or small sui tease. 
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SUOOESTICNS FOR CITIZENS TO PREVENT/'REI)U:E BURGIARIES 

When asked if citizens could take any treasures to reduce the oCcurrence 
of burglaries, the ex-burglars resporrled with the following suggestions: 

-- Citizens should know their neighbors' habits and routines so 
that a stranger in the area will create suspicion and attention. 

-- Citizens should make their hanes appear occupied by retrieving 
newspapers aM mail. one person recc:mneooed leaving a radio 
on when the heme is n01~ occupied. 

- Citizens should use the deadbol t locks they have, thus making 
it more difficult arrl time coosuming to gain entry. 

-- Hames should have solid-core doors to hinder efforts to ~ 
locks fran door. 

'Ibis sample, although not representative of all burglars, reiterates 
the premise that burglary is a crime dependent on opportunity for its 
successful ~~ssion. The concepts and practical advice given in 
neighborhood watch meetings are subs'l:antiated by the conversations with 
ex-burglars. Prev-entive measures such as strong locks and awareness of 
neighborhood ev-ents may deter some burglal:'S fran approaching such 
areas. 

CITIZEN SURVEY 

The evaluation design proposed a survey of citizens in the target and 
canparis~m areas to treasure changes in public attitude and preventive 
behaviot prior to project implementation and after project efforts 
be:Jan. The project grant proposal also irrlicated this activity would 
be accanplished during the funding period and survey questions were 
dev-elcped early in the first year. 

'!be' pre and post surveys were conducted, but several data collection 
difficulties influenced the validity of the resulting data. Research 
scientists, CamIbell arrl stanley, have :indicated camron threats to 
internal validity which often occur when the logic underlying experi- 2 
mental designs is extended to a field setting rather than a laboratory. 
rrhe following are several threats to internal aM extemal validity 
that are relevant to the citizen survey. 

1. HistoFY - These are events other than the "experiment" that occur 
between the pre-test aM post-tesJ"tmd thus provide altemative 
explanations of effects. Alt~4h the CrDne Prevention Specialists 
conducted more activity in the target areas, the canparison areas 
were exposerl to critre prevention through various fotnlS of the 
rredia. In crldition to the project offered by the Sheriff's Office, 
the pli>lic was exposed to rredia efforts initiated by the City 
Police Deparbnent's Prevlention Project. Also, many service clubs, 
such as Kiwanis, developed crime prevention as a major cbjective 
during 1978 and various activities ensued. 
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2. Selection of Interviewers - Different interviewers were used to 
collect survey data in the post-test. This inconsistency generally 
lems to biases in the data that are not readily observable. 

3. Reactive Efforts - This validity threat refers to the situation 
In which treabnent effects at'e actually the result of incidental 
aspects of tOO setting rather than the intended experiment per 
se. The act of interviewiDJ persons about crirre prevention may 
have predisposed them to differ:wqntial attitudes and preventive 
behavior wi tOOut their actual participation in overall project 
activi ties. 

These noted threats to validity appear to have influenced the sUrV<ey 
data aoo, therefore, the value of the results is questionable. 

PROONCSIS FOR SU3'mINED CITIZEN 
PARTICIPATIQIl BEYOND THE GMNT PERIOD 

ASsessment of this project indicat~s that citizens will continue to 
participate in crilOO prevention activities ~s long as law 'enforcement 
personnel provide the catalyst to stimulate their interest. Prevention 
activities are directed toward two kims of citizen groups: (1) those 
who have not been infotmed am encourc:ged to becane involved, am (2) 
limited suwort to those who have fot1'OOd groups and hed security in
sJ.:ections. 

Without periodic meetings to reinforce prevention concepts and can
munity resp:msibility, citizens tend to lose interest. Knowledge about 
preventive measures can be incl"eased in one meeting, but willingness to 
take preventlve action and a carmitment to neighborh0cx3 responsibility 
are develc:ped in subsequent meetings. Citizens have been receptive to 
this project and most likely will continue to be if the Crime Prevention 
Specialists remain motivated and supportive. 
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ISSUE III: WHAT WAS 'llIE ArMINIS'mATlVE CAPACITY OF THE PROJECT 
'IX) INmLVE AND (X)OODINATE c::cMro~ OF THE SHERIFF'S 
CFFICE Iti CRIME PREVENTICN EFFOR2?S? 

, 

" 

J!Rl\\-l~i3:tiC!ll-ll!.f! t:.t:tlC'.t i,(~n 

n!t1 t:h~ (1t'itOO prevention l't:ojt1et lmve any itlHuf}noo tin patt'<:)l op8mt.!orut? 

SIJlUt\a~, 

Patrol deputies have benefitted fran the efforts of the project by be
caning aware of public suwort for la-vi enforcement and perceiving an 
increased willingness by citizens to take responsibility for criIoo 
prevention. Deputies noted that fewer burglary reports are taken and 
citizens are reporting more suspic:l:ous activity. In crldition, deputies 
are able to spero more tiIoo on enforcement duties without sacrificing 
the fmetion of crime prevention. 

Discussion 

If project activiti~s encourcge increased citizen involvement, then 
patrol deputies should reap the benefits of citizen participation. To 
explore the effects of the project on deputy ac'civ!ties, a survey was 
¢listributcrl to a sample of field deputies (64). '!be survey examined 
the deputies' interacti~il with er:tme Prevention Specialists as well as 
their perception of the public role in criIoo prevention. salient 
feat.ures of the survey are presented belOW': 

.... "' ...... - •.• -"'~ ,,.... -. '-'T" •• '- ... ' .. · .. -4_"-~........ ,.~ --T----.. ____ ~.Ij\~,-.~ ______ r _____ "'~ ____ • ______ "".~~""',.,.__...... 

o Eighty percent (42) indicated that the public is n'Ore involved in 
preve~~ion activities canpared ·to a year ago. It is believed that 
this ~\lCreas2d involvanent is due to the activities of the crine 
~evention ~oject. 

o Specific indicators of p.tblic interest noted by deputies included: 
(1) an increase in calls for service reporting suspicious activity, 
arrl (2) an increase in citizen requests for security inspections and 
neighborhood watch information • 

. 0 Sixt11-One percent (39) of the deputies observed thefle positive 
benefits to patrol activiUefll (1) citizens are giviD.iJ more assis'" 
tance, supp:>rt, arrl cooperation in termt!l of infotmation regatding 
suspects, (2) the number Ot burglarieg has declined, ard (3) citi:z:ena 
are more interested in taking precautions to secure their residences 
and marking their property. 

o 

o 

When asked if they have referred citizens to the unit and/or requested 
the mit to resporrl to specific citizen needs, 94% (60) indicated 
that they have and 77% (49) tlotErl that the prevention staff was re-
~ns~. \ 

',\ 

When asked if the Cr:ime Prevention Project shoula'continue, 56 (88%) 
deputies responded positively with the following ~3asons: 
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Public needs to be educated/infotmed/notivated/organized/aware 
of cril'ra pcevention. SWorn personnel do not have the time or 
TnartJOWer to devote to prevention activities. Since the project 
provides staff for this purpose, deputies can concentrate on 
enforcenent activities. 

The project promotes public relations on a positive level as 
cr:fme Prevention Specialists are the liaison betweel'l the Sheriff's 
Department and the canrrunity. 

o Thirty-nine perrent (25) of the deputies expressed neutral or 
negative cpinions toward the project. Even tOOugh the majority 
indicated the project should continue, no beneficial effects \\1ere 
noted by this group. It is of interest that thEL,majority of these 
deputies ha-Ife worked for the Sheriff's Office oile year or less. 
'!his finding pranpted the Evaluation Unit staff to recarrnem that 
the project staff develop nethods to infotTll newly-hired personnel 
of the activities of the crine prevention unit. Steps taken since 
last October include expanding the topic of crime prevention in the 
academy and incorporating a section in the Patrol Procedures Manual 
on tfie role of the crime Prevention Unit. 'lhese actions respond to 
the need to infopn recruits and educate other personnel who t:eturn 
to patrol duties ·~ollowing time in other divisions of the Sheriff's 
Deparbr.ent. 

AOOlTICNAL BENEFITS 'IO PA1IDL 

Discussions with the deputies who supervise the Crime Prevention Spe
cialists revealed other p)si ti ve aspects of the project in rega:ro to 
patrol. One ot the primary task.s of the supetvisOrs is to maintain 
liaison between the unit staff arxl tIle deputies. '!he supervisors 
encourage patrol deputies to attend the first meeting of a neighborhood 
watch group whenever feasible. Atteooance at meetings allows the 
patrol deputy an opp:>ttunity to hear first-hand the real expectations 
of the public in regatd t9 lawenfo:r;s:ement.. Supervising geputies 
indicated that the slowing in the rate of inc·reasa(Page-i8) has· 
resultoo in deputies tak.ing fewf.lr bur-glary reports and has allowed for 
an increase in patrol visibility. '!be project deputies noted that sane 
resp:msibility for "ottier-maintenance" calls (neighborhocx:1 problems) 
has shifted to the cr:ime 'Prevention Specialists, this relieving the 
patrol deputies to perfotTll enforcement duties. An addiitonal advantage 
ci ted by deputies is that the Cl?S' s frequently act in a "buffer" 
capaci ty as they becare an avenue through which the public can express 
its frustration with the Sheriff's Department. Crime Prevention Spe
cialists can canmunicate citizens' canplaints to patrol without the 
deputies bearing the brunt of antagonistic citizens~ 

CRIME: ANALYSIS 

Evaluation Instruotion 

What effect did crime analysis have on crime prevention? 
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SlJ11lllat:y 

Crime analysis has been used in a limited manner to infotnl citizens of 
the incidence of crirre in the ir ccmnuni ties. It has not been used to 
associate crhne prevention activities with project impact on crime data. 
It ~uld be useful for the project staff to continue collecting da~ 
elements established by the CPO Evaluation Unit to assess the value of 
prevention strategies. This information would assist decision-makers 
when detetmining continued fundirg. 

Discussion 

en a daily basis, Crime Prevention Specialistf3 review incident reJ;Orts 
of burglary activity in their area. Subjective assessroonts are made con
cerniI'¥J patterns of specific kinds of entry aoo the roodus operandi of 
sus~cts. Also available to the project staff arelOOnthly statistics 
canp.i1ed by the camty Electronic Data Processing (EDP) agency. 'It1ese 
figures reflect calls for service and are extrac:ted fran deputy patrol 
logs. '!hese sources are reviewed aoo used to inform the citizens about 
frEquency and ~ of crime in their area. 

In a preliminary progress refX)rt by the Evaluation unit (September, 
1978), it was suggested that the techniques of crime analysis bt.~ exparded 
to develcp a feedback machanism which ~ld relate prevention st't'ategies 
to results. In response to this recanmeooation, the Sheriff indl.cated 
that "crime prevention public contact should not be sacrificed to record 
crime data which is already known." 11.1e intent of the evaluators ,I 
suggestion needs clarification, particularly if this project cootinues 
thrcugh local fundirg sources. 

The value or effectiveness of project activity is assessed by analyzing 
changes in expected in:licatoj';s, i.e., burglary rate, number of arrests. 
Crime Prel1ention Specialists must not only be a"~re of burglary incidence 
but the dynanics of the crirre as well., in order to prOl7ide the appropriate 
services to citizens. For example, although forced entries may be the 
daninant method used by thieves, it may be of little value to the citizen 
to obtain a solid-core front door when burglaries in that area are ~ 
mitted by breakirg the window. '!he findirg that citizens canplied with 
32% of the security recanrneooations implies that perhaps sane recan
mendations are utlrealistic aoo continuing to make the same recc;mneooations 
may be a waste of time am effort. Crime prevention efforts should take 
place in those areas which reflect high criI1¥3 incidence, and the cr~ 
data should be carefully Jronitoted to examine change due to activity. 

'!he substations collected various kioos of crine data for purposes of 
this evaluation. If the proje,ot continues with local funds, project 
staff should continue to reci,~d the data and develop prevention strategies 
accordingly. This internal assessment \t,OUld not only be valuable as an 
o~rational tool" but. could be useful to decision-makers in ca1sidering 
annual fundirg for ~ project 0 

'!he asst.nnption underlying this suggestion is that crirre prevention 
public oontact tima will ~ be sacrificed but enhanced through coo-
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tinual assessment of the association between project activity aM 
results. 

Reviewing available crime data and sUggesting appropriate prevention 
strategies is a task that can be dore by one CPS at each station with 
assistance fran the supervising deputy who maintains liaison with patrol 
and detectives. A CPS with the downtown central office could assist in 
the coordination of this effort so that results and strategies could be 
assessed ccuntywide. Without this kind of acoountability, the funding 
soorces will have 1i ttle information on which to base future funding 
decisions. 

!NT1OC;RA'J.1IOO OF PREVENrICN AarIVITIES 

,Evaluation Instruction 

Did the crime prevention project serve to integrate and improve pre
existing prevention programs and activities of the department? 

Sunmanr 

Canpared to activity prior to grant funding, the crime prevention 
project integrated and improved prevention efforts through coordination 
of patrol ac'civities with otganization of crime prevention specialists 
at each station. '!he lack of coordination of sane organizational 
activities cited in the preliminar.y report has been corrected. 

Discussion 

Prior to the implenentation of the Crime Prevention Project, efforts 
tooard crime prevention existed in a limited and fragmented way. Each 
substation conducted prevention act~vities generated by citizen requests 
with time and manpower restricting these efforts. Neighborhocrl Watch 
groups were few and unotganized. '!he exception to this limited acti
viej was a pilot prevention project initiated in the City of Vista in 
cocperation with the Vista substation. '!he apparent success of this 
project laid the foundation fur future prevention efforts. In late 
1976, a Crime Prevention Goal Committee was appointed by the Sheriff to 
coordinate crime prevention activities. Tilis committee developed 
objectives to this end, and was able to operationalize cbjectives with 
the a:1vent of federal funds. 

TO coordinate CPS efforts with patrol activities, project staff were 
introduced during line-ups and their function in the substations was 
explained. Interaction beooen patrol deputies and Crime Prev~ntion 
Specialists now take place on an infonnal basis. Crime Prevention 
Specialists request deputies to attend initial neighborhood watch 
meetill;]s and deputies appear to be receptive. Patrol deputies refer 
activity to the Crime Prevention Unit, such as citizen requests for 
security inspections and vacation checks. ~puties are amenable to 
this arrangement primarily because they feel these efforts are important, 
yet they are no longer responsible for organizing and conductin.J these 
activi ties. 
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IMPROIlED COORDINATICN OF INTERNAL 
ORG.l\NIZATlOOAL AcrIVITIES 

stepS have been taken to integr.ate activities at all stations. Problems 
noted in the preliminary report and subsequent responses by project staff 
are noted heleM: 

Problem 

New patrol deputies were not aware of the project. 

project Response: '!he project director indicated that recruits are 
learning about the unit through an expansion of the crime prevention 
cQlrse in the academy. Also, the Patrol Procedures Manual will soon be 
suppaemented with a section related to the function of the Crime Pre
vention unit. 'lhroogh infonnal interaction, invitations to Neighborhood 
Watch meetings, and commendations to field d~uties for their crime 
prevention efforts, project staff have maintained liaison efforts with 
patrol. 

Problem 

Data collection procedures and acoountability of staff activity were not 
unifotm in all stations. 

Project Response: An increase in the number of staff meetings with 
emphasis on standardization of procedures and activities has led to 
unifol'lTlity anong all stations. In cddition, staff are exchanging 
infotmation and sharing new ideas to a greater degree. Recently, a 
cps nEWSletter was developed by a b"pecialist in Central station. '!his 
prC1V'ides another means for the staff to be aware of activities and/or 
problems in other stations and reinforces cooperative efforts. 

Problem 

Newly hired Cr:ime Prevention Specialists were not adequately trained 
prior to resuming their duties. 

Project Response: Since the initial training (3 weeks at the 'academy), 
persons have been hired one or two at a time and it was not calsic1eted 
wort:l'mhile to hold an academy for SO few. Newly-hired Specialists 
function for 2 nonths in a training capacity before they are allowed 
to q;>erate on their own. Apparently, this procedure has worked satis
factorily and appears to be the only realistic way to handle the issue 
of turnover. 

' ........ --
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ISSUE IV: WHAT ARE WE '1Ol'AL COST lMPLICATICNS ASSOCIATED 
WITH 'mE ClUME PRE.VENTlOO PROJECT? 

Evaluation Instruction 

What are the cost factors involved in initiating and maintaining a crime 
prevention project? 

Suntnaty 

Maintenance costs proposed nor the Coun~ fiscal year 1979-80 are 
$477 ,872. A benefit-cost analysis indicates that project costs sub
stantially outweigh the dollar henefits received. Hooever, considerable 
attention should be given to the intangible benefits that are difficult 
to treasure in fiscal tetrose Such results as increased citizen involve
ment in prevention efforts, a decline in the rate of burglaries, and 
addi tional time for enforcenent duties by patrol deputies, are benefits 
without precise dollar values. It is noteworthy to iooicate that the 
proposed allocation for FY79-80 reflects 2.5% of the Sheriff's total 
law enfo=-Ct:lil~mt b.ldget for 1977-78. '!his could be reduced by 20% 
($383,784) by reducirg the number of CPS positions fran 25 to 20. 

Discussion 

The total funding for this project fran September, 1977 to september, 
1979 is $1.6 million. * '!'he issue of cost must consider the dual flnlding 
sources for the Crime Prevention Project. Al1ocati<:m ·for ~ years by 
the !;;til Enforcement Assistance IIdministration (LEM) was $446,872. These 
funds prO\1ided for the salaries of the project director and four super
vising deputies; vehicles and corresponding equipment; and required visual 
aid supplies such as projectors, films, and printed materials. 

The project also teceived funding fran the Regional R-vloyment Training 
Consortium (REIC) in the anount of $847,496 over 2 years. '!his allo
cation included the salaries of 25 Cr:ime Prevention Specialists, fringe 
benefits, mileage allowance, am five clerk typist positions. Both 
grants included travel expenses. The total allocation incltJ3es Sherl.ff' s 
overhecrl costs and counqr in:Urect costs. 

Fundi~ fran both LEAA and R:I!tOC will expire on September 30, 1979. Due 
to crlditional federal funding of $116,244, this project will be able . 
to maintain the deputies' salaries and basic operating expenses through 
September of 1980. However, the salaries of Crime Prevention Specialists 
became a funding issue for local decision-makers as RETe requirements 
restrict continuing funds after September 30, 1979. Discussion of this 
issue centers on three significant questions: 

1. How does the cost of crime (burglary) canpare to the cost of 
reducing cr:ime? 

*'!'his figure includes department overhead and County indirect costs. 
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2. Will burglary incidence continue to decline if the same prevention 
services are prOlJided or will a level of diminishing returns be 
reached? 

3. Can alternative metb:Xls of service delh-ery be developed to reduce 
the ccsts of criIre prevention? For example: Do the Crime Prevention 
Specialists require the full-time supetVision of one deputy at each 
st.i>station? How many Crime Prevention Specialists are needed in 
each st.i>station to maintain effective prevention service delivery? 

'!he following section will discuss these issues and conclooe with recatt'" 
mendations to lcx:sl decision-makers concerning project continuance under' 
local funds. 

BENEFI'XOST ANALYSIS 

Cost of Crime Compared to Cost of Reduction 

To attempt a benefit-cast canparison, known costs and benefits were 
examined even trough it was not possible to assign dollar values to 
mast of the factors. 'lhese indicators are presented below arxl reprE!':" 
sent p:oject activity over a lS-nonth p.:!riod. 

,.. ., .. ", 

TABLE 5 

COSTS AND BENEFITS OF SHERIFF'S CRIME 
PREVENTION PROJECT 
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'!he unanticipated .. fOsitive consequences \\hich resulted fran project 
efforts should be considered worttMhile outcanes and do relate to the 
project objective to increase citizen involvement. Improved police
canmunity relations can have fat'-reachin;1 implications as police and 
citizens cocperate to alleviate crine. Unfortunately, the value of 
such desirable ootcanes is not measurable in dollars and cents. 

~Analysis Based on Projected Trends 

Several benefits of the project can be viewed in dollar terms based 
on activities that did not take place due to the number of burglaries 
that did not occur. 

'!his analysis is pre::licated on the evaluation finding that there is 
a strong association be~een project prevention activities and ~ct 
on decline in rorglaries per household as well as a slowing in the per
centage rate of burglaries. Using statistical projections prepared by 
the State Bureau of Criminal Statistics, it was determine::l that the 
Sheriff's Jurisdiction would eKperience an 18% increase in burglaries 
fran 1976 to 1978. 'lbe quantified benefit-cost analysis presents acti
vities (with corresporrling dollar values) that would have been necessary 
if the n.unber of projected burglaries had occurred. '!bese can be con
sid~red benefits and d();tla~.!3~~d C!~ a re~ultof the project. Table 6 
illustrates the project's costs and benefits" •. (~ Page 79 "for break:" 
down of activities and computations) 

1. 

2. 

3. 

TABLE 6 

BENEFIT-COST ANALYSIS 

BENEFITS 
(Dollars Saved) 

Dollar Value of Property 
Not Stolen $328,814 

Patrol Time Saved by Not 
Taking Burglary Reports 
(Response Time, Disposition, 
and Report Writing) $ 11,468 

Detective Hours Saved by 
Not Investigating Burglaries $ 33,017 

TOTAL BENEFITS $373,299 
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COSTS 
(2 Year Funding) 

RETe 
$847,496 

LEAA 
$446,872 

27.3% 
Overhead and Indirect 

County Costs 

TOTAL COSTS 
$1.66 million 
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Review of dollar figures suggests that the Crime Prevention Project may 
not be ca;t-beneficial in the pure sense. However, dollar values are 
often difficult to apply to opportunity or intangible benefits. Cost 
assessment of this project should account for all benefits related to 
project efforts, incltx1ing tOOse that precltx1e ?lSsignmentof dollar 
values. 

o Will burglary incidence continue to decline if the same prevention 
services are pro-vided or will a level of diminishing returns be 
reached? 

It is doubtful that a level of marginal utility could be reached given 
the myriad of variables which affect crime. It was noted on page 24 
that 3% of the occupied residential units in the County were inspected 
for security by project staff. White it is not reasonable to expect 
that all citizens require or wish to have an inspection, evaluation 
findil'V:;Js Slggest that if more citizens participate in prevention acti
vi ties, the incidence of burglary will continue to be impactEd. In 
addition, increases in population concomitant with expansion of resi
dential devel~nts irrlicat:e that there will be citizens Who \«)Uld 
benefit fran e)tpOsure to criIoo prevention activities. ; 

o can altemative meth:>ds of service delivery be devel~ to reduce 
the costs of crime prevention? For example: Do the Crime Prevention 
Specialists require the full-t:ime supervision of one deputy at each 
substation? How many Crime Prevention Specialists are nt'eded in 
each substation to maintain effective prevention service delivery? 

As noted earlier, the costs incurred by the COUnty (if the project is 
contirued) l«>uld incltrle Cr:irne PrtNention Specialists salaries, benefits 
arrl milecge for the 1979-80 fiscal year. '!he County would also be re
sFOnsible for the deputies' salaries subsequent to termination ot: LEAA 
funds durirg the 1980-81 bJdget period. '!hese p:>sitions were funded by 
the County prior to grant funding arrl most likely l\Wld be retained with 
the Sheriff's discretion concerning their p[acement. 

Discussions with supervising project staff indicate that the nlll1ber of 
Cr:ime Prevention Specialis~s could be slightly reduced wi tbJut affectin9. 
the delivery of prevention services. Effective efforts appear to be 
related nore to high motivation and interest by ilXlividual CPS' s, and 
strorg supervision by t~ deputies, than to a specified number at each 
station. '!he substation in PcNIay exemplifies this statement. Spe-
cialists in that' area were able to maintain, on a pr.QI;;g.~ionate level, .. _,. ,'_ "'the-same servlcesasrthe other'statTons (refer to page )'30). '!his was 
accanplished despite the fact that only tl«> CPS's were in PcMay for the 
majority of a 15-month period. Also, the PcMay station has been without 
an on-site supervising deputy since February of 1978. TWo of the fou~ 
deputies responsible for CPS supervision agreed that each station could 
maintain current levels of service with 4 Crime Prevention Specialist$ per 
station. Full-time supervision by a deputy interested in crime prevention 
appears to be a necessity in order to adequately monitor staff tasks, 
and perfonn the liaison function between the unit and other deputies. 
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Assll11i'ng local decision-makers continue fundirg of this project, the 
follCMing suggestions are presented as additional considerations to 
the funding issue: 

1. Funding approval should be contingent upon an evaluation fonnat 
~spared qy the Sheriff's Office which will delineate how project 
efforts and effects will be assessed fran year to year. 

2. After first year booget approval, project staff and/or the Sheriff's 
Office should be required to present the results of project activity 
pd.,or to smsequent funding. 

.' 

3. TO carry out internal assessment activities, it would be helpful to 
maintain the data collection procedures used by the CPO Evaluation 
unit. 

rrhese suggestions are made in an effort to pt'OI1ide an operational tool 
for project staff in assessing prevention strategies, while allowirg 
decision-makers a means for acoountabili ty fran which to base future 
funding decisions. 
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'lhe quality of an intensive eValuation depends to a great extent on 
the expectations and projected activities of the personnel involved. 
To accurately assess the impact of the crime prevention project, the 
CPO Evaluatj,on Unit needs in:t;Xlt ft:an you and }'Our staff that will 
indicate the direction and scope of prevention activities. '!bis 
information will allow the evaluation effort to focus on those issues 
considered important by project staff in addition to the instructions 
addressed by the Criminal Justice Planning Board. Please complete the 
following survey through group discussion with staff. Hopefully, by 
sharing ideas, sane agreement can be reached for each respalse. 

1. What techniques do }'OU feel will be JOOSt effective in arousing 
ccmnunity involvement in crime prevention? (List in order of 
effectiveoos~ ) 

2. Using a total of 100%, give the anticipated percentages of time 
your staff will spend on each activity in the target areas. 

a. _Organizing and attending neighborhood watch groups 
b. Conducting commercial security cheCks 
c. -Conducting residential security cheCks 
d. Organizing public presentations 
e. _Other (Please indi(~te) _____________ _ 

3. ,Do you anticipate the percentages mentioned above to differ f~ 
activities in other areas? 

If yes, please show the percentage of time you will spend on these 
activities in your master beat. 
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a. ~anizing and attending neighborhood watch groups 
b. -Conducting <XmTtercial security checks 
c. --COooucting residential security checks 
d. ~anizing public presentations 
e. Other (Please indicate) _~ ____________ _ 

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

4. During the next several ItICXlths, what would be your estimate of '!:he 
number of dwellings to be exposed to crime prevention informatil:>l1 
and/or techniques? 

% of total units in ~ area 

1 2 3 4 
24% or less 25-49% 

, 
50-74% 75-99% . 

Residential 

Camtercial 

% of total units in COOl'ROL (carq;>arison) area 

1 2 3 4 
24% or less 25-49% 50-74% 75-99% 

Residential 

camtercial 

5. What degree of participation would you expect from citizeru3 in your 
target area if crime prevention activities were implemented fully? 
(check one) 

D D D D D D D D D D 
10 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 
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6. 1):) you perceive any barriers to implementing crime prevention 
techniquf's? 

No Yes (PleaSs explain) 

7. What results do you anticipate in the target area(s) following 
crime prevention activities? 

8. How will project staff develop comnuni ty awareness groups? 

9. What kinds of support will the project extend to target areas? For 
example, will your staff be developing neighborhood watch groups? 

10. How will project establish a positive relationship between the 
beat officer ttnd the comnunity. 

11. How will project contact/direct/follow-up beat officer activities 
in target areas? 
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NEIGHOORHCOD WATCH SURVEY 

Recently, you attended a Neighborhood Watch meeting in your o:mnunity. 
'!he Criminal Justi·;,;e Evaluation Unit of the CClnprehensive Planning 
Organization (CPO) is assessing the influence of such IOOetingS around 
the County_ Your opinions and ideas are an ~rtant source of infor
mation for the evaluation. Please take a few minutes to c:xxnplete this 
fe>rm and return it in the self-addressed, stamped ~nvelope. If you have 
anY questions, please call Susan Pennell, 00, at '236-5383 or Sergeant 
Bear, Crime Prevention unit, San Diego Sheriffis Office, at 236~2957. 
'!hank you. 

1. How did you find out about this meeting? 

a. Neighbor or friend 
b. -Newspaper or public notice 
c. Sheriff's Office contacted you 
d. You contayted Sheriff's Office 
e. Other (Explain) __________________________________ __ 

2. Why did you attend? 

3. HoW many neighborhood watch meetings have you attended? 

a. 1 
b. -2-3 
c. 4 or more 

4. What do you recall about the meeting(s) you attended? 

5. Have you done any of the folewing since you attended the neighborhood 
watch meeting? 

(A) Dnproved locks and other home protection techni~~es? 

Yes __ No 

If no, check which reason applies: 

a. Need more time 
b. Felt it was unnecessary 
c. Money 
d. --Did not understand recarmendations 
e. -Other (Please explain) 
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(B) Marked property in your hane with identifying nUll'ber? 

If no, check which reasoo applies: 

a. Need more time 
b. -Felt it was unnecessary 
c. -Did not have engraving tool 
d. other (Please explain) ___________ _ 

(C) Placed neighborhood watch decals in easily seen places around 
house? 

Yes No 

If no, check which reasoo applies: 

a. [bn' t have decals 
b. --Felt it was umecessary 
c. --Ikm' t know where to get decals 
d. Have decals, but haven't placed them 

(D) Requested that the Sheriff's Office conduct a security inspection 
of your hane? 

Yes No 

If no, check which reasoo applies: 

a. Haven't had time 
b. --Felt it was unnecessary 
c. other (Please explain) _________ --__ 

6. Do you know of any incident in which your neighborhood group prevented 
a cr~inal act from occurring or assisted in the arrest of a suspect? 

Yes No 

If yes, please explain: ____ , _____________ _ 

7. Please note any additional cxmnents you may have cabout the program: 
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SAN DIEGO SHERIFF'S OFFICE 
CRIME PREVENTiON SHERIFF'S OFFICE 

CPS INI'ERVIEli 

The purpose of this interview is to obtain information about citizen 
participation in crime prevention. Since the CPS's provide the link 
between the comnunity and the Sheriff's Office, your input is essential. 

1. HoW long have you been a CPS? 

2. were you adequately trained prior to beginning your duties as a CPS? 

3. What aspects of your academy training have been useful in your daily 
activities? 

4. What techniques do you use to involve the public in crime prevention? 
(Check all that awly) 

a. Media ex£X>sure 
h. --Public presentations 
c. ----Post-crime contacts 
d. --Neighborhood canvassing 
e. --Neighborhood watch IOOetings 
f. -other ----------------------------------------------

5. Which of these is most effective? 

6. J)) victims tend to show greater interest in learning about criIOO 
prevention than other citizens? 

Yes 

7. other than victims, which citizens are rrore likely to get involved 
than others? 

How do factors such as incane, housing type and age affect parti
cipation? 

~~at kinds of reasons are given for not participating? 
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8. Do you have specific tasks assigned to you and/or do you practice 
specific crime prevention tecbniques? 

9. If yes, what is the basis for assigrunent? 

10. What do you feel is the single JOOst :important crime prevention 
activity for citizens to engage in? 

a. Neighborhood watch meeting 
b. --Reeidential security inspection 
c. ~ration Identification 
d. -other ----------------------------------------------

11. What is the best means tD convey this message? 

12. Are there any barriers or difficulties to enlisting public involve
mant and support? 

13. Have you encountered any problems due to your civilian status in 
carrying out your work tasks? 

(A) Within the Sheriff's Deparbnent 

(B) Wi th the public 

14. Are sworn personnel necessary in carrying out crime prevention? 

Yes No 

If yes, what tasks? 
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15.t-IcM many times must a neighborhood watch group meet to develop 
awareness and responsibility for crime prevention? 

Can it happen in one meeting? 

16. HeM necessary is the support of the crime prevention unit to keep 
up the interest of a group? 

(Assumption that maintenance is necessary) 
What do you have to do to keep group involved? 

17. Are support strategies different from initial development strategies? 
(If so, how?) 

18. What suggestions do you have for improving or changing this Crime 
Prevention Project? 

19. Are any steps taken to inform field dep,lties of crime prevention 
activities? 

20. In general, how have dep,lties reacted to your crime prevention 
activities? 
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SAN DIEGO SHERIFF'S OFFICE 
CRIME PREVENTION PIDJECT 
SUPERVISING DEPU.lY SURVEY 

The purpose of this interview is to gather information about citizen 
involvement in crime prevention. Since you are responsible for super
vising the CPS's, your input is ~rtant to evaluate staff activities. 

1. I)) you feel that the academy training received by the CPS's provided 
adequate knowledge and skills relative to crime prevention activities? 

Yes No 

If no, please explain: 

2. How is your staff organized to provide service delivery and ocmnunity 
planning? Are specific tasks assigned? 

3. Which techniques have you found to be most effective in enlisting 
citizen participation in crime pre~~ntion? (Please rank f~ 1 to 6, 
wi th 1 being l\'K)st effective) 

a. Media exposure 
b. --Public presentations 
c. --Post-crime contacts 
d. --Neighborhood canvassing 
e. --Neighborhood meeting 
f. other (Describe) _______________ _ 

4. Have you encountered any problems in developing ocmnuni ty interest 
in crime prevention? (Explain) 

63 



5. Estimating, about what percentage of households have participated 
in the following? 

TA..QDET ARFA* rorAL MASTER BFAT 

a." Residential security in~tion 
b. --Calmercial security inspection 
c. -Public meeting 
d. -Neighborhood watch meeting 
e. --q;>eration Identification 
f. other (Describe) _______ _ 

(TOtals may exceed 100%) 

*Poway, Vista, and Santee: Ignore "target" column 

6. What kind or level of support by law enforcement is necessary to 
ensure continued citizen interest/action in crhne prevention? 

7. On which activities have your CPS's spent the Irost thne? 

8. What are the advantages and disadvantages of empl~ing civilians 
to do crime prevention? 

ADVANTAGES: 

DISAmANTAGES: 
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9. What suggestions do you have for improving and/or m:x1ifying crime 
preventioo activities? (Mministration, organization, staffing, 
strategy) 

10. J):)es your station (or unit) develop/organize records which may help 
the CPS's provide infotTllation about crime to neighborhocxls? (If so, 
please describe) 

11. Describe specific indicatioos of success of project in your area: 

12. Are any steps taken to involve deputies and/or inform then about 
crnne prevention activities? (EXplain) 

13. What kind of support do you have fran your cmmanding officer for 
crime prevention activities? 

a. Very strong sl.lfP)rt 
b. -strong support 
c. --sane support 
d. No support 
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14. fIcX.J' intp:)rtal'lt is aaninistrative support for continued crime prevention 
activities? 

a • _Very intp:)rtant 
b. Important 
c. -sanewhat important 
d. _ Of 11 tt1e importance 

'thankl:; for your time. 
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INl'ERVIEW WI'lH 
PERSCm ARRESTED FOR BURGIARY 

The purpose of this interview is to p~vide information about the value 
of crime prew~ntion activities for reducing ~~ preventing burglary. You 
are the lTOst important source of information about this subject. This 
information is necessary for a research report about crime pJ."evention. 
Your talking with JOO is voluntary. You have nothing to lose and nothing 
to gain, although you may find the interview interesting. Any informat.ion 
you give I~ will not be shared with police officers. I will be talking 
to several others and all information will' be grouped together so no one! 
person (~ be identified. 

1. About how many places have you burgled? (In lifetime) 

2. Were these rrostly cannercial or residential? 

3. About how far awalY from your cwn hane do you burgle? (Usually) 

a. Iess than mile 
b. --1 to 3 miles 
c. --OVer 3 miles 
d. Within neighborhood 

4. J):) you usually wo)~k alone or with (a) partner(s)? 

5. What kind of planning (if any) do you do before you burgle? 

6. J):) you often have knowledge aoout the property you wish to take? 
(If yes, how?) 

7. How do you select a particular place as your target? 

a. N:>t occupied 
b. --Secluded 
c. -Time of day 
d. --Advance knowledge about property 
e. -Non-visible point of entry 
f. --Poot" lighting 
g. -Aparboonts (lTOre-less) 
h. --well-tended house 
i. -Other 

------------------------------.--~---------
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M1ich of above :ts rrost lmfX,)rt.:mt? 

Least imrx>rtant? 

8. Are there places you would not burglarize? (If YES:) 

What factors would prevent you from entering a residence? 

a. Converse of above (*7) 
b. -Knowledge of alarm system 
c. . .J::09 
d. Decals in windows (N.W., Oper. I.D.) 
e. -Secure locking device £. ---o~r ____________________________ . ____________ __ 

9. What poi,nt of ent.ry do you use JOOst often? 

a. l'i'r<:>nt door 
b. -Flack door 
c. -Side door 
d. -Wj.ndow (which) _______ _ 
e. -Garage 
f. -Other --------------------------------------------

10. What method do you most often use to enter? 

a. Hands 
b. Tools (Explain) _____________________ _ 

c. 
~r __________________________________________ __ 

11. Would you say most of your entries are forced or not forced? 

12. Jb you tend to be interested in certain kinds of property? (Explain) 

13. How do you usually get rid of the stolen items? 

a. Anyone on street 
b. -Friends 
c. -Second-hand dealer, pawnshop owner 
d. -other 
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14. How much time elapses fmn the time items are taken to the titoo whetl 
:you dispo$e of them? 

a. Hours 
b. -1-2 days 
c. -3 or trore days 
d. -Other 

15. Have you ever traded property for drugs? (If YES:) 

a. Always 
b. Usually 
c. Sanetimes 
d. . Rarely 

16. About how many different pe.~le have you "offered" ProPerty to? 

17. WOuld you be just as likely to take property with engraved serial 
numbers as property without number.s? (Explain) 

18. What do you think citizens should do to prevent but91ari~? 
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PATroL DEJ:Ul."Y SURVEY 

The purpose of this interview is to get your opinions and ideas about 
crime prevention efforts in the Sheriff's Office. Your cooperat,ion in 
canpleting this survey is appreciated. Please be assured that individual 
responses will be kept confidential. 

Shift ------.--------------
Beat 

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

1. How long have you been on this beat? 

2. D:> you think the public is m::>re involved in crime preventiol1 efforts 
now than a year ago? 

No Ibn't know 

Yes (Explain) ____________________________________ __ 

3. Please describe what you do in the way of crime prevention. 

4. About what percentage of your time on patrol is spent on these crime 
prevention activities? 

a. 0%-15% 
b. --1~%-3l% 
c. -32%-47% 
d. -48%-63% 
e. -64%-79% 
f. --80%-95% 
g. OVer 95% 
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5. Are you aware of any crime ptevention efforts presently going on 
in the Sheriff's Department?' 

Describe: 

6. D:I you know of any c.'atIl\uni ty crime ptevention efforts going on in 
your beat? (Public or Private) 

7. Have you Sef'=n any changes in your day to day activities due to the 
esc Crime Prevention Project? (For example, increase in calls for 
setvi~s, better information fran wi b&a~ses) 

No 

Yes (Be specific) 
----------~------------------------

8. In your stationr what (if any) benefits have you noticed as a result 
of CPS activity? (For example, increased arrests) 

9. Have you personally received any complaints about CPS's? 

__ Yes, fran citizens (Explain) ______________ _ 

__ Yes, fran Sheriff peI"sonnel (Explain) ___________ _ 

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

10. Have you referred activity to CPS's? 

Yes No 
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11. (If yes) How responsive do you think the CPS's have been to your 
requests/referrals? 

a. Very responsive 
h. -Saoowhat respalsive 
Col -Not very responsive 

12. In your substation, do you feel there is a need to oontinue the CSO 
crime prevention project? 

_No (Why not?) _, _________________ _ 

___ Yes (Why?) __________________________________ ___ 

13. (Detectives) Have you been aware of any positive change in the number 
of "\\'Orkable" residential burglary cases since. last year? 

No Yes 

(If yes, about what % change? J 

14. Additional carments: 

'lbanks for your, help. 

CFO crtminal Justice Evaluation unit 
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SAN DIEGO SHERIFF'S OFFICE 
CRIME PREVENTION PROJECT 

ENCINITAS SUB·STATION 
BURGLARY DATA 
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TARGET AREA COMPARISON AREA 

1977 1978 % 1977 1978 
Time 1 Time 2 Change Time 1 Time 2 

Number of 
Household Units 2,734 2,938 +8% 1,517 1,546 

RESIDENTIAL 
BURGLARIES PER 
100 HOUSEHOLDS 5 4 4 5 

TOTAL 
BURGLARIES 203 173 -15% 130 143 

Residential 12.3 118 -4% 62 75 

Commercial 80 55 -31% 68 68 

... TYPE OF ENTRY 

Forced 113 (56%) 89 (51%) -5% 76 (59%) 88 (62%) 

Non-forced 80 (39%) 76 (44%) +5% 43 (33%) 47 (33%) 

Attempts 10 (5%) 8 (5%) 0 11 (9%) 8 (6%l 

PROPERTY 

$ value/stolen $56,589 $74,896 $33% $31,253 $68,507 
residential (104 cases) (37 cases) (53 cases) (59 cases) 
$ value/stolen $30,286 $44,459 +47% $28,294 $16,119 
commercial (61 cases) (35 cases) (54 cases) (45 cases) 

BURGLARIES 
FROM 
VEHICLES 62 57 -8% 23 20 

*entry percontages based on total burglaries 

75 

% 
Change 

+2% 

+10% 

+21% 

0 

+3% 

0 

-3% 

+119% 

-43% 

-13% 
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SAN DIEGO SHERIFF'S OFFICE 
CRIME PREVENTION PROJECT 
LEMON GROVE SUB·STATION 

BURGLARY DATA 

TARGET AREA COMPARISON AREA 

1977 1979 % 1977 1978 
Time 1 Time 2 Change Time 1 Time 2 

Number of 
Household Units 2,585 _ 2,600 +.6% 1,666 1,711 

RESIDENTIAL 
BURGLARIES PER 
100 HOUSEHOLDS 3 2 2 3 

TOTAL 
BURGLARIES 68 61 -25% 30 42 

Residential 68 48 -29% 26 28 
Commercial 0 3 4 14 

" TYPE OF ENTRY 
Forced 44 (65%) 43 (84%) +19% 12 (40%) 23 (55%) 
Non-forced 20 (29%) 6 (12%) -17% 17 (57%) 18 (43%) 
Attempts 4 (6%) 2 (4%) -2% 1 (3%) 1 (2%) 

PROPERTY 

$ value/stolen $24,887 $16,743 -33% $9,264 $15,447 
residential (53 cases) (36 cases) (22 cases) (24 cases) 
$ value/stolen 0 $1,373 0 $594 $2,950 
commercial (3 cases) (3 cases) (8 cases) 

BURGLARY 
FROM 
VEHICLES 4 13 +225% 3 17 

"[-Entry percentagos based on total burglaries 
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% 
Change 

+3% 

+2% 

+40% 
+8% 

+250% 

+15% 
-14% 
-1% 

+67% 

$397%-

21% 
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Ca.tPU!'ATION OF BENEE~IT-CXlST ANALYSIS 

'lhrough the use of regression analysis techniques, the Bureau of Criminal 
Statistics predicted an 18% increase in burglaries from 1976 to 1978. 

, 1976 1978 Increase 

Predicted Trend 6,283 7,297 1,113 (+18%) 

Actual Trend 6,184 6,559 375 (+6%) 

11113-375 = 738 burglaries that did not occur. 

PROPERTY LOSS 

Review of 649 burglaries indicated that 69% showed a dollar loss when 
the re}?Ort was taken. 

738 x 69% = 509 burglaries in which financial loss ~11d have 
occurred. - . 

$646 was cited in 1978 Sheri'ff's annual report as the average 
loss per burglary. 

$328,814 in stolen property was avoided (509 burglaries x $646) 

PATROL TIME 

Discussions with Sheriff's Office personnel indicate that 96% of the 
burglary reports are taken by patrol. Patrol did not take 709 reports 
(738 x 96%). .-

B~' not taking these reports" 719 hours of patrol time were saved, which 
results in dollar savings of $11,468. 

CCMPt.J'm.TION : 

19.9 minutes - average tin~ from dispatch to burglary scene 
20.9 minutes - average time f~ arrival to back-in-service 
20.0 minutes - report writlng time 
60.8 minutes 

709 reports = 719 hours (709 x 60.8 = 43,107 mdnutes) 
60 

$11,468 patrol dollars saved (719 x $15.95, salaries, benefits, 
O'I7erhead) 

79 



AWroximate1y 28% of all burglary cases are considered workable, i.e., 
have information to warrant futther investigation. An aver:age of 10 
hoors is expended per case until it is closed (for whatever reason). 

207 cases not investigated (738 x 28%) 
2,070 detectfve hours saved (207 x 10) 

$33,017 detective dollars saved (2,070 x $15.95) 

OOLrAR BENl~FITS ., 

$328,814 property loss 
11,4608 patrol dollars 
33,017 detective dollars 

$373,29~9 'J.,UI'AL SAvm:;8 . 
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October 19. 1978 

Deal: Jltlkel 

I know you 'Were just do1.ng your Cuty in the follow-up ph()ne oaU yeatexday 
after the burglary a.t my apa.rtmGnt last Frlday n1sht. Nonatbeleee. 'it 'HaS 
a f1:rat experience for llle.. It was by no Ileana the, ~1rst crime oommi tted 
aga1nst i'q property, :t hav'e been the vlqt1m. of' break1ng and ented.ng. as a 
ma.tte:r of tact. 1n 14s Ang(:,~ea. New Yorlt. Omaha, Hong Kong, AlIler10an sa.moa., 
Co&ta Rloa and Ball (three t1mee in Ball) 0 and on one occasion. in midtown 
Hanhattan, I 'HaS ra1.1eved a.t gunpoint ot lIlY wallet, my wr1Bt va.tch and a belt, 
the buckle ot whi()h the hold ... up man preeUJAably mistook for gold. But never 
'before have I 'OOen contacted f1l£ter the crime by a law enforcement agent1Y 
concerned with educating the Vol\ct1m on what mGWSUl.'EIB to take to frustrate 
tho Wet next t1Jlle. I found l,t a. :raf'xeBbing exper.lEllce. and very good 
pUblic relations, and I commend both you, .fol: the way you handled 1 t, and' 
whoever was X'9SpOJlS1ble in the fl,1"Bt pll\Ce for 1n1 tia.t1ng the practioe. 
I ~t to thank you, too. for del:tve.r1ng the Residential Seour1ty Manual. 
on the back cover at wh10h you wrote the phone nWllber of the Eno1n1 tas 
etation and. 1n"'-ted lIle to call you ~el'e ahou..td :t fIVer require yoUX' service. 

I hope that that occas;ion never arises, naturally. But I want you and the 
Shertff"s D~t to mow how it feels to 'be on the ~e1v1ng md of a 
gesture such as ~s. Typically. the· :relat1on betlfeon the lao", enfor(J8lAent 
officer and. the c1 "zen 18 an ad'llexsa.'r.:f l:elat1on, the most COIUDOn elClUIlple 
ot whtch is' the tmt.f'ic a:t'.'t'f:IBt. Sh ~M. r1ghtly or urottgly, the ev1denoe 
of the l1.'r1'eSting of:f1aer noa:rly td.thout except10n outwe1gbs arJd overrules, 
the mr1dQlcEt of the Guspect. Your call. as well as your delivery of' the 
Manual, do more than you might th1nk to '~er.m1ne the pu'bl.1o'o ~e of the 
itcOl.>u as eoauy. and iii g1ves ~e great pli\e.au:J:e to ~ so. Duty ~ no. I 
appreo1ated your qall and the oourlesy o.w\ cons1dem.t1on w1tb whioh you latlde 
it. tou come a.cxoee as a. credit to the Sbe1i.~·a Departaent. 

S1nQ~cely; 

Copy. Shariff Jobn 11\ ~ 

... 
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June 28, 1978 

John F. Duffy, Sheriff 
Encinitas station 
175 North El Camino ~eal 
Encinitas, CA 92024 

Daar Sheriff Duff~, 

On rl~onc1ay j June 19th the Board of Directors and other 
business persons in Solana Beach participated in an 
excellent one hour presentation ~n Crime Prevention 
by Mr. Richard Nichols and associate Jeffrey Rhodes. 

These gentlemen attended our weekly business lunch
eon and because of the importance of their subject 
matter, it. was our sole item of business. We were 
thoroue;hly impressed with their complete knowledge of 
the subject they presented. and the way they answered 
all questions, easily and completely. 

\/e hOP9 that we can again schedule' them in the Fall, 
so that out' new business members will have the bene
fit of obtaining this invaluable information on Crime 
Pr''avention. 

Sincerely ;yours, 

NJ:wp 

"The Best Spot JJ.n.fbr Tf;e Sun" 
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WILLIAM 1'1'. DAV.t, ~RINC'1'A1. 

:.ihcd.ff John Duffy 
Shorlffo Dupartmcnt 

, 7859 Broad'l'/ay 
Lemon Grove, CA 920h5 

Dcar Sheriff Duffy, 

l':ay a, 1978 

'rhe pUrp01J0 of this letter its to commend Deputies Nancy Damon and 

Ramona de Carr.ara of your Crime Prevention Unit. This wt:.luk they gu.vo an 

Qut:;tanding pre~ent.ation to my Ht~ Miguel Adult Schuo1 Govcrrummt claDs. 

The topic Child Abuoc wan proi3ented in a very informative and int()restir~g 

fashion. The class a3ked many difficult quostions which the dCP\ltios handled . 
beHutifully. 

After Lhe presentation Deputies Damon and de Camara had an informal 

interaction with the class where many local Spring Valley crime problems were 

discus~)Cd. After the cla03 was over the students seemed to have a much better 

kno\'11cdge and understanding of your Department. 

Sincerely Yours 

.. 
I 

-~- ...... 
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New Horizons High Schotl 

12-81 San Marcos DOUa 
San Marcos, California 

Phone: (714) 144-91 

~lovembcr 3, 1978 

Sheriff John F. Duffy 
222 West C Street 
Son Oiego, CA 92101 

Dear Sheriff Duffy: 

On behalf of the staff and students of New Horizons High School, a 
continuation school, may I express our sincere appreciation for the 
time ~nd effort expended by Mrs. Nancy Aguilera, Community Services 
officer of the North County Crime Prevention Unit, in presenting the 
"Rape and Assault Prevention" program to our student body on November 2, 
1978. 

Mrs. Aguilera arrived early in order to prepare for her presentation, 
gained Instant rapport with our students, and made an outstanding pres
entation that kept our student body mast Interested· for an hour and a 
half. She was extremely knowledgeable In her subject and, as a result, 
same good questions were Qenerated. . 

. 
It was Indeed a pleasure to have a member of your department come to 
our school and truly create good will between your department and our 
youth. Many positive comments were made relative to the presentation 
and Mrs. Aguilera. Please be assured that her efforts have reached a 
number of the students at New Ho~izons High School and possibly will 
be of tremendou~~_~~,ue .!9. tn,em In the future. 

SincerelYl 

Principal 

AEM:jj 

cc: Deputy D. A. McFarland 
North County Crime Prevention Unit 
~~5 South Melrosa 
Vista, CA 92083 
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Sheriff John Duffy 
County of San Diego 
222 West "e" Street 
San Diego, Ca. 92101 

Dear Sheriff Duffy: 

El Cajon t Ca. 92020 
April 24, 1978 

I would like to express my appreciation for the 
courteous tl",'eatment given me by members of your 
department, especially Bob Maxton and Cindi Moore of 
the Santee crime prevention unit. 

Recently, I had occasion to contact your department 
as a citizen rather than in my position as a County 
employee~ I found your employees to be helpful, 
courteous, and extremely professional. 

:c hope that in my work as a County employee I can 
equal the competence and sincerity demonstrated by the 
employees of your department. 

Sincerely, 

County Public Information 
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Deputy Dave Stafford 
Cinthia Moore 
Santee Sheriff' a StaJ~ion 
8811 auyamaca 
'Santee, Oalifornia 92071 

Dear Deputy Stafford and Ms. Moore. 

June 30, 1978 

As we look back over the activities of the past school year we 
rea.lize how important our association with various community 
agencies has been to our successes. Our work with both of you 
has been of particular benefit to us. 

Your active participation in both Juvenile Justice Day and 
Oarear Week greatly benefitted ou~ ~unior high students. The 
work of the Sheriffts Department always seems to be of par
ticular interest to them. 

ln addition to your participation at the school~ we are also 
grateful for all you have done to benefi't the Cajon Park com
munity. Neighborhood Block Associations have been the primary 
focus of the Oajon Park Oommunity Council and your participa
tiun in getting them started with Neighborhood Watch has cer
tainly made our jobs easier. Our community has and will con
tinue to benefit from Neighborhood Watch and we are grateful 
for the energy and time you have given tQ our communi ty.& 

working with both of you has been beneficial to the Bchool and 
the community ~~d we appreciate all you have done. We look 
forward to a continuing association in the new school year. 

S1nc~rely t ..• 

Principal 

Community Education Assistant 

cc: John Duffy, Sheriff 
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I-IARJV~ONiUM Inc. I ~c-z 
~'Be 
I27D~ 9855 ERMA ROAD· SUITE 133. SAN DIEGO, CA. 92131. PHONE (1t4) 566·6070 

12344 Oak Knoll Rd. 
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John F. Duffy, Sheriff 
S~n Diego County Sheriff's 
P.O. Box 2991 
San Diego, CA. 92112 

Dear Sheriff Duffy, . 

~oway, Ca. 92064 
.578-1961 

September 12, 1978 

Department 

On August 30th. J we co-sponsored a youth Day·with 
the Lake Poway Park and Recreation Department. 
We would like to express our thanks and appreciation 
to Col. S. Hunt and his st~ff members for the 
outstanding job they perfp.cmed with the Crime 
Prevention Unit on that day. Nearly 500 youths 
~ttended and person&lly"gained positive knowledge 
about their local Sheriff's department. We 
commend your unit here in Poway for a job well done. 

We here at Ha.rmonium.ure looking 'forward to 
continuing to work with the Powa.y staff in their 
Neighborhood \'Vatch Program and diversion progrElms 
for juven~"1 es. 

Please call us if we ca.n be of any assistance to 
I you. 

Sincerely, 

CO!tlmunity Liaison 

Community Liaison 

c: Gol. S. Hunt 
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Poway, Ca 92064 
December 21, 1977 

San Diego County Sheriff's Department 
PO Box. 299'1 
San Diego, Ca 92112 

Dear Shet'iff's Department: 

I am writing to express my appreciation for a job well done. 

In general I am impressed with the San Diego County Sheriff's Depart
ment and feel that it is second to none. In particular I want to 
thank you for the manner in which your officers watched over my 
heme while I was away on business. My job requires extensive travel, 
often for months at a time. In late 1976 and again' in September, 1977 
I notified your department of ~y absence. My friends and neighbors 
have reported that my home was obser~'ed and checked constantly and 
vigilantly during both absences. Your officers took the time to 
stop and question any occasion out of the ordinary. 

What more could I ask? 

Upon my recent return I informed your office that I was back and 
was asked if my home might be inspected by your department. Of 
course I agreed. 

Your representative called promptly, and performed a most pro~ 
fessional inspection. She pointed out some shortcomings on my 
part and offered pertinent recommendations for corrective action. 
She followed up with a letter reiterating the recommendations. 
I would~therefore like to particularly commend Ms. Patricia Miles 
for her courtesy and professionalism. 

Keep up the good work. 

Respectfully 

copy to: Poway Substation 
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San Dip~o Oounty Sheriff'A Dept. 
222 West C Street 
Son Diego, Calif. 

Dear Sheriff Duffy: 

Frllbrook, Oalif. 92028 
March 27, 1778 

I Nould like to express my appreciatsion l'o~ tbe out .... 
stand.ing film a.nd t.all{ gi vel1 by Off'ioer Gwen iiolte at our 
mOl1thly tr!eeting of the Fallbrook lllnvironmental Gouncil 
on Yebruary 22, 1978. 

I£he film IIdsfore It I s Too Lute ll waS very infor:mo.tl Va 
and gave UA £tIl a be'tter insigh~ i.rd~o the crlmepr,!oblem 
s.nd measures which ca.n be taker to hopefully cut dot-m on 
burglary occurrences in our l1re""" 

Officer 1{olte P;O\T9 n. vflry cor,lprehensive overvie"vl of 
the probleM., I.'I.nd recommended me 8~ures loJhi ch OEll'l be taken 
to lessen burglary succeR~. ~1f.lDY attend:tng this talk 
hcv~ sl~ned up for your fine home safety inspection. 

Best Hishes to you and your fine force tor oontinued 
success in the battle at!,9inst. crime in onr area and in 
Snn DleRo County. 

Sincerely, 

.t'ret1ident, Environmont~l Council 
of' Fallbrook, Inc. 






