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FOREWORD

This report presents the results of an experimental crime prevention
program in Hartford, Connecticut, sponsored by the National Insﬁitute of
Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice, and designed to reduce residential
burglary, street robbery, and the concomitant fear of these offenses in é
neighborhood showing signs of increasing crime accompanied by physical and
social deterioration,

The program was based on a new "environmental" approach to crime
prevention: a comprehensive view addressing not only the relationship among
citizens, police, and offenders, but also the effect of the physical envir-
onment on their attitudes and behavior., Prior to Hartford, the Nationmal
Institute had funded a number. of studies which had included physical design
concepts in crime prevention programming, However, the Hartford project
and its evaluation was the first attempt at a comprehensive test of this
environmental approach to crime control.

As a pioneering effort in the integration of urban design and crime
prevention concepts, the Hartford project expanded the field of knowledge
about the role of the physical environment in criminal opportunity reduc-
tion. Many of the theoretical advances that were made in the project have
now been widely adopted in the field of environmental crime prevention.

In addition to its theoretical contributions, the project generated
considerable practical knowledge:about the implementation of an integrated
crime prevention program. As an example of the successful application of
theoretical principles to an existing physical setting, it provides a
realistic test of the practical utility of its underlying concepts and
should thus represent a valuable model to urban planners and law enforce-

" ment agencies in other communities.



Finally, the Hartford project has important implications for evalu-
ation. The data collected before, during, and after the experiment were
extensive and methodologically sophisticated. - As a result, the evaluation
is an especially rigorous, thorough, and scientifically sound assessment of
a comprehensive crime control project; providing an excellent model for
future program evaluators,

Although only the short-term (one year) evaluation has been comﬁleted.
the early findings offer encouraging preliminary evidence in support of the
major project assumption: that changes made in the physical environment of
a neighborhood can produce changes in resident behavior and attitudes which
make it more difficult for crimes to occur unobserved and unreported. A
substantial reduction in residential burglary and fear was observed. in the
experimental area and, while less conclusive, there appears to have been an
effect on street robbery and’fear as well, |

It must be remembered, however, that these findings refléct only short=-
‘term program impact and thus provide only tentative indicétions of poten=~
tial program success, More definitive conclusions will be possible énly
after a re-evaluation of the program =~ currently in its initial sfages -
has measured the long=-term program effects on crime and fear in thé target
area, '

Lois Mock .
Fred Heinzelmann
Community Crime Prevention Program

* National Institute of Law
Enforcement and Criminal  Justice
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PROJECT DOCUMENTS

The following documents have been produced By the Hartford project:

REDUCING CRIME AND FEAR: THE HARTFORD NEIGHBORHOOD CRIME PREVENTION
PROGRAM: TECHNICAL RESEARCH REPORT,

This isrthe principal document, providing the most thorough and
téchnica1>description of the research., Sections of the report present
detailed discussions of (1) the background, conceptual framework, and
ijéctives of the program; (25 the data sources, methods and findings
utilized‘in identifying»and analyzing target area crime problems;b(B)
the design of a.compfehensive program for reducing target area crime,
inclﬁding strategy gbmponentsvfor the physical enviromment, the police,
and the cémﬁﬁnity residents; (4) the implementation and monitoring of
'proéram étrategies; (5) the eﬁaluétion metho&ology and findings for
assessing‘progfam impact on target area crime and fear; and (6) the
conclusions and implications of the Hartford project experience for
crime Eonﬁroi program'design and implementation in otﬁer urban resi-
deﬁfial settings° Finglly, extensive data tables énd research instru=-
ments arevpreseﬁted in appendices to the report., This technical docu-
ment‘is ofvpriméry interest to-the research and aéademic communities,

REDUCING CRIME AND FEAR: THE HARTFORD NEIGHBORHOOD CRIME PREVENTION
PROGRAM: AN EXECUTIVE SUMMARY REPORT,

This document is a summary of the technical research report,
described above, presénting an overview of the major project concepts,
objectives, findiﬁgs; and implications. It necessarily omits much of
the technical detail of the research and is of interest to a broader,
non-technical audience of urban planners, program implementors, and

criminal justice personnel,
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The appendix of the Executive Summary consists.of two related working
papers which describe problems and special issues relating to the project,

The first, entitled Implementation of the Hartford Neighborhiéod Crime

Prevention Program, describes the special problems encountered in imple-

menting future programs. The second, entitled Evaluation of the Hartford

Neighborhood Crime Prevention Program, addresses some of the special prob-

lems and issues encountered in the research and should be of primary inter-
est to program evaluators and other researchers.

A limited number of copies of both published reports are available
from the National Criminal Justice Reference Service, P.0. Box 6000,
Rockville, Maryland 20850, Copies are also available for sale from the

Government Printing Office in Washington, D.C.



Abstract
REDUCING RESIDENTIAL CRIME AND FEAR:
THE HARTFORD NEIGHBORHOOD CRIME PREVENTION PROGRAM

The Hartford project was an experimental effort to reduce residential
burglary and street robbery/pursesnatch and the fear of those crimes in an
urban residential neighborhood.

Its most distinctive feature was its integrated approach: police,
community organization, and physical design changes were all used to in-
crease the willingness and ability of residents to control their neighbor-
hood and reduce criminal opportunities,

The neighborhood, North Asylum Hill, was located near downtown Hartford
and several insurance office buildings. 1Its population of 5000 residents
was largely unmarried, either older or younger adults, living in low-rise
apartment houses., A section of the area had two and three-family houses.

At the time of the experiment, slightly less than half the residents were
white,

Analysis of the crime in-the area was undertaken by an interdisciplin-
ary team, Its task was to understand the way in which residents, potential
offenders, police and the physical environment interacted to create criminal
opportunities; and to design inexpensive strategies that could be quickly
implemented to intervene in a pattern of rising crime.

One principal conclusion of the analysis was that a number of features
of the physical environment were working to destroy the residential charac-
ter of the neighborhood. Cars and pedestrians from outside the neighborhood
passing through the area dominated the streets and depersonalized them. The
streets belonged more to outsiders than to residents, creating an ideal

environment for potential offenders.
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In 1976, a three-part program was implemented including:

a)

b)

c)

closing and narrowing streets as a main strategy for reducing
outside traffic on the streets and for increasing the
residential character of the area.

instituting a neighborhood police unit with strong.relation=-
ships to the residents.

creating and encouraging area organizations to work with the
police and to initiate resident efforts to improve the

neighborhood and reduce criminal opportunities.

A careful evaluation of the program was carried out after the program

was fully in place for nearly a year. The evidence is that rate of burglary

and residents' perceptions of the incidence of burglary were clearly re=-

duced, while a pattern of increased robbery/pursesnatch was halted. All bf

the program components had a role to play and produced some positive results.,

However, among the various changes observed, increased resident use of and

efforts to control the neighborhood appeared to be the most important

reasons for the initilal success of the program, The physical changes

appeared to be essential to achieving these results,
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played an important role in producing the written products from the
Hartford Institute.

Richard A. Gardiner Associates, an urban design firm, was responsible
for the physical design component of the program., Staff members from RAGA
had specific responsibility for analysis of the physical environment and
its contribution to crime, development of a general physical design plan to
reduce criminal opportunities, design of specific site plans for the
physical changes, and development of considerable conceptual and theoretical
work which has been used not only in the Hartford project, but also in more
recent efforts throughout the country. Besides Richard Gardiner himself,
Bruce Tsuchida and Tom Kirvan, landscape architects, Allen Moore, architect
and Dr, Sanford Low; cultural anthropologists contributed most to the
‘physical design component of the project.

Initially, as a research associate at Urban Systems Research and
Engineering, and later as a faculty member at John Jay College (CUNY),
Thomas A. Reppetto played a central role in the analysis of the crime prob-
lem and in the early draft of the crime control model that was eventually
tested. His previous research in Boston\and his personal efforts played a
major role in the formation and inception of this project.

James Tien of Publis Systems Evaluation, Inc., took responsibility
for monitoring the police component of the project during the evaluation
year, and also made numerous contributions to early drafts of the project
reports.

At the Center for Survey Research, in addition to the authors,

Ellen Rothman, who served as a research assistant on the project during the
first two years, and Aiice Fehlhaber, who served as field supervisor during

all four waves of survey interviewing, deserve special mention for their



contributions.

In the City of Hartford itself, many persons contributed to the im-
plementation and evaluation of this project. The Hartford Police Depaft-
ment deserves substantial credit. Under the leadership of Chief Hugo Masini,
the Department gave full cooperation to the implementation of the police
operations, provided record data, and facilitated the distribution and col-
lection of questionnaires from members of the police teams. Of the many
police officers who were helpful, we particularly want to mention
Neil Sullivan, currently Deputy Chief, who was the original Commander of the
experiemental district and who contributed to the successful implementation
of the police effort in innumerable ways. Lieutenants Leroy Bangham and
Daniel Ward, who headéd the two experimental teams, also deserve special
mention, ‘

Politically, the entire project would have been impossible without
the support of the Hartford City Council and Edward M. Curtin, then City
Manager. Despite vocal opposition, these people were willing to take a
chance on an unproven program in the hope that something important could be
learned about how to reduce urban crime. Also, Jonathan Colman, Director of
the Planning Department, spent considerable time with the architects working
out the details of the physical changes, and John Sulik, then Director of
Public Works, was responsible for the overall coordination of the City's
role in their construction. Robert Messier of the Department of Public
Works deserves special mention for his role as construction site supervisor.

Thanks are also owed to some 3,000 residents of Hartford who cooper-
ated by giving their time to the various surveys which were an essential

part of this project, Thanks are also due to the more than 200 interviewers

who worked so hard to carry out these surveys.



AUTHOR'S PREFACE

In July 1973, a meeting was held at the Hartford Institute of
Criminal and Social Justice., At that meeting, there were two project
monitors from NILECJ, an expert in urban design and planning, a former
Chicago police officer with a Ph.D. from Harvard in public administration,
a lawyer who had made a commitment to become involved in criminal justice
policy, and a social psychologist who was an expert in survey research
methodology, together with various support personnel. That meeting was the
first official event in what was to become known as the Hartford project.

.~ The original schedule called for an 18 month project. During the
first six months, the problem was to be .analyzed and a model program
proposed., In the next three months, the program would be implemented. Six
months .later, the impact of the program would be evaluated, with three
months to prepare a final report,

.. The fact that this report is being written in 1978 should not be
attributed to a lack of dedication or effort on the part of the participants.
Rather, it is a reflection of the naivete of the initial project outline,

A great deal has been learned since 1973 as a result of ‘the Hartford project.
Those who assembled in Hartford in July, 1973 did not know how little they
knew, We hope that the report that follows will do justice to the wisdom

and understanding that we have gained.

F, J. Fowler, Jr.
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CHAPTER I, INTRODUCTION

Overview of the Project

Asylum Hill is a residential area near the business and insurance
centers of Hartford, Connecticut, In the early part of the 1970's this
attractive area, consisting primarily of low-rise buildings and multi-unit
frame structures, was in danger of becoming an undesirable neighborhood,
Landlords were reluctant to maintain the housing stock., Long-time residents
were leaving., Major factors in this incipient decline were thought to be
rising rates of robbery and burglary and the fear they engendered,

In 1973, an interdisciplinary team of specialists began aﬁ assess-
ment of the nature of crime in Asylum Hill and the factors that contributed
to it., An innovative aspect of their charge from the National Institute
of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice (NILECJ) was to give special atten-
tion to the way that the physical environment contributed to crime, either
by aiding offenders or by making the task of protection more difficult for
police and residents,

From this analysis emerged a plan to reduce crime and fear in the
northern half of the area, North Asylum Hill, where crime was more a ﬁroblem
than in the southern part of the neighborhood. The plan outlined an inte=-
grated, three-pronged approach to reducing criminal opportunities, It in=-
cluded proposals for changing the physical environment, in addition to
changes in the organization of police and efforts to work directly with ’
residents.

Community organization efforts began in the fall of 1974, Police
reorganization began early in 1975. Work was begun in the summer of 1976
on the physical environmental part of the program, consisting primarily

of changes in the layout of the streets of North Asylum Hill, with the



final construction completed in November, 1976.

Background of Project

The idea that a neighborhood crime control effort must be multi-
faceted and should include attention to the physical layout of a neigh-
borhéod,'and hcw it 1s used, emerged from a variety of sources.

Studies of offenders had produced several important insights re=
gﬁrding crime control; First, a substantial amount of criminal activity
is relatively unplanned.1 It occurs when a criminal sees an opportunity.
As opportunities, offenders prefer a neighborhood enviromment where they
can spend time without attracting attention or feeling out of place. They
look for targets which they can approach unobserved. Neighborhoods in
which residents are out-of=-doors, where surveillance is easy and where
non-residents without identifiable purpose are likely to attract attention
are less attractive to offenders,?

Studies of police have described what they can and cannot accom-
plish. Police can retard crime in public places through intensive patrol.
However, two experiments in New York City demonstrating this capability
involved major increases in personnel assigned to target areas, There 1is
no evidence that random patrol without a significant increase in man-
power'retards crime. In the Kansas City preventive patrol experiment,
completed more recently, varying the amount of random patrgikin marked cars
di& not, by itself, seem to affect crime and fear. Moféover, the decreases
in crime produced by intensive patrol in New York were offset by propor-
tionate increases in crime in adjacent areas. Intensive patrol has not
been found to be effective against crimes occﬁrring in private places,
the most important of which is residential burgiary. Sﬁudies of arrests

indicated that most arrests for robbery or burglary are made at the time



the crime occurs or on the basis of evidence obvious at the scene of the
crime. Follow-up detective work yieids relatively few arrests; only a rel-‘_
atively small portion (less than 10 percent) of robberies or burglarieé are
cleared by arrests.5 Thus, while police are important, it apparently is
inappropriate and unrealistic to think that they alone can reduce crime

in a neighborhood.

The role of the citizens in crime pievention is of two types. . First,
they can assist the police by calling them about suspicious events and |
crimes that occur. Intervention into a crime in progress offers the police
the best chance to apprehend a criminal.6 An active citizenry can watch
over a neighborhood, particularly private spaces, in a way that police
cannot hope to do. Second, citizens can themselves directly affect crime
by asserting their control over their own neighborhoods. One way of doing
this is through organized patrols or block watches.7 However, less formal
mechanisms that communicate to potential offenders that residents are con-
cerned about their neighbbré and what goes on in their neighborhood also
appear to be deterreﬁts to crime.8

Four research efforts were the primary initial sources of insight
about the role of physical enviromment in crime. Jacobs observed that
certain neighborhoods were relatively immune to crime, despite being lo=-
cated in highly urban settings where crime rates were high all around.9
Her conclusion was that two factors contributed to this situation, First,
two such neighborhoods had commercial and residential properties mixed
together, producing a considerable number of people on the streets and
opportunities for surveillance. Second, the residents cared about the

quality of their neighborhoods and watched out for one another.



‘Angel reached a related set of coaclusions regarding the role of
the physical enviromment in street crime.10 His concept of '"critical den-
sity' was essentially that use of space should be organized so that there
were quite a few people on the streets most people used. His contention
was that robbery targets were created when there were streets that had only
a small numbef of people using them =-- enough to provide targets without
too much waiting, but not enough to serve as a deterrent to criminals.,

Newman's work focused on the role of the public housing environ-
ment in residential crime.11 He found that crimes in public housing proj-
ects occurred in places that could not be observed. He also found that if
buildings and spaces could be structured to increase the number of door-
ways and other spaces that could be easily observed from windows and public
spaces, the amount of crime was reduced.

Reppettolzlooked at residential crimes in 17 neighborhoods. While
proximity to offender populations was an important factor in crime rate,
like Newman he found that opportunities for surveillance made a difference;
like Jacobs he found evidence that neighborhood cohesion had a deterrent
effect on crime.

This set of observations and conclusions was the basis of the ideas
that the Hartford prpject team brought into the initial problem analysis
and planning phases of its work., Since then, the implications of these
ideas have been more fully developed and articulated than they were in
1973, Although the ideas have evolved over time, their integration may
be labeled a new approach to crime control,

Stated abstractly, the approach focuses on the interaction between
human behavior and the (physically) built environment. It is hypothesized

that the proper design and effective use of the built environment can lead




to a reduction in crime and fear, and, concomitantly, to an improvement in
the quality of urban life. Although the purpose of proper design of the
built environment is to indirectly elicit human behavior pattern, and the
effective use of the built enviromment represents a direct influence on
human behavior, it is the combination of proper design and effective use
that leads to a synergistic outcome, where the combination of parts is
more effective than any of the parts alone.13
More concretely, criminals operate in an enviromment that lncludes
police, citizens and a physical enviromment, All three affect criminal
opportunities, The total set of relationships among offenders, the police,
and citizens, structured by the physical environment, should be considered
in analyzing the nature of crime and in trying to reduce it. Some of these
relationships are implicit in the research described above and may be out-

lined briefly as follows:

The physical enviromment directly affects the movemeht of offenders

by providing places where they can be concealed or be inconspicuous, as
well as defining escape routes,

Offenders are deterred by the physical proximity of police. How=-
ever, given typical police resources, police must choose either frequent
presence in a few areas or less frequent presence over a wider
area.

Offenders are deterred by citizens who use the spaces in their
neighborhoods, thereby exercising surveillance, and who exercise control
over who uses the neighborhood, thereby making extended waiting for an
opportunity less comfortable,

The physical enviromment affects the task of police to the extent

that opportunities for crime are structured., To the extent that there are



fewer places where offenders may operate freely, either because of environ-
mental effects on offenders or on citizens, the task of police patrol is
made easier. The more familiar police are with the distribution of crime
over an area, the more effectively they can allocate patrol resources.

The physical environment affects citizens' ability to reduce

criminal opportunities in seQeral ways. To the extent that physical suf;
veillance 1s easy, the citizeﬁs' ability to exercise surveillance ié im=-
proved. To the extent that the eﬁvironment encourages residents to use
their neighborhood,. their opporﬁunities for surveillance are increased.,

In addition, the amount of social interaction among neighbors is affected
by the arrangement of housing spaces. A high degree of interaction should
increase residents' ability to distinguish between neighbors and strangérs.
It may increase the likelihood that residents will concern themselvesiwith
criminal opportunities, as interaction often leads to increased cohesion.:
Finally, the physical appearance of the neighborhood may affect the like-
lihood that resideﬁts will care about, or take pride in, what happens in
their neighborhood.

Police and citizens can each facilitate the other's success in bp-
portunity reduction, Citizens, as noted, cén communicate to police placés
or events where police are needed. In turn, if police are aware‘of citi-‘
zens' fears and concerns, they can be responsive in ways that may reduce
fear and increase citizens' use of the neighborhood. h

Each of the above points could be elaborated exténsiveiy. Howevér,
the last two begin to give the flavor of what is meant by synergism: thé
idea that each relationship, if it is improved, can both afféct criminal
opportunities directly and, in addition, may produce other results that;

in turn, may further reduce opportunities. The interdependence described



means that to neglect the police, the citizens or the physical environment

will limit the potential of any program to reduce criminal opportunities,

Project Description

Before 1973, no approach combining police, citizens and the physical
environment had been applied to an existing, residential neighborhood,
However, the limits and failures of more limited approaches to crime con-
trol, together with the untested but persuasive nature of the rationale
outlined above, suggested the need for an empirical test of its appli-
cability and utility,

Hartford, Connecticut was chosen as the site for this test for
three reasons., First, there were neighborhoods in Hartford similar to
those in many cities where crime is a major problem. It seemed essential
to test the approach in the kind of areas where extensive crime control
efforts were most needed and most likely to be attempted., Second, the
Hartford Institute of Criminal and Social Justice provided an ideal or-
ganization to carry out such experiments. As a non-profit institute out-
side the city govermment, with strong working relationships with city
officials, the police department and the business community, it offered
a potential that did not exist in many cities for successfully coordinating
and implementing a complex experiment. Third, the project required inde-
éendent funding of the proposed crime control program, including any
physical design changes required, NILECJ could only fund the planning
and evaluation components of the experiment. In Hartford, there was an
expressed willingness on the part of private and public interests to
make capital investments in an existing neighborhood, if a feasible and

convincing plan could be developed.



Two areas in Hartford were chosen for initial analysis., Clay Hill/
South Arsenal was a minority area with a high rate of various urban problems,
including property crime. Asylum Hill was a predominantly white apartment
house area, inhabited largely by single individuals, young and old., It had a
high rate of transiency and a relatively high rate of street crime., Each
area was judged to be similar to areas in other cities likely to have par-
ticularly acute crime problems,

The interdisciplinary team, including experts in urban design and
land use planning, as well as criminological, police and research experts,
was assembled to work with the Hartford Institute, Together, using existing
police record data, data from a sample survey of residents, site analysis
and the results of interviews with offenders, police officials and other
knowledgeable people, this team assembled a composite picture of the crime
and fear in the target areas, The principal focus of the analysis was the
way the neighborhood enviromment contributed to the creation of criminal
opportunities. A major task for the urban design experts was adapting
planning and design concepts to address the specific problem of reducing
criminal opportunities, The analysis also included assessment of the roles,
current and potential, of citizens and police in opportunity reduction.

The next task was to develop a program which could be implemented
fairly rapidly and economically, which was politically accquable to city
leaders and citizens, and which, if successful, would be applicable to
neighborhoods in other cities. The team concluded that it could not develop
a program for the Clay Hill/South Arsenal area within this set of con-
straints which would make even a modest difference. Both residents and
leaders felt there were better ways to spend money in a neighborhood be-~

set with a wide range of problems., However, the team did feel an acceptable



program:could be put together that would reduce crime and fear in the
northern half of Asylum Hill,

Although the physical design team made numerous recommendations for
long-term changes to strengthen the neighborhood, its proposals for initial
steps were:

a) To restrict traffic through the neighborhood and to channel

most remaining through traffic onto two streets,

b) To define visually the boundaries of the neighborhood and sub=-

parts of the neighborhood.

The combination of these changes, which could be accomplished in a
reasonably short period of time at a reasonable price, was intended to make
the neighborhood more residential -~ to make it more a place that belonged
to the residents, which they would feel part of, which they would take care
of,

The proposal for the police was decentralization to create a team
that was assigned permanently to the area and that had some autonomy to
establish its own procedures and pfiorities. It was felt that police could
be more effective in opportunity reduction if they were familiar with the
neighborhood. The proposal also provided an opportunity for increased
communication between citizens and police so that each could support the
efforts of thé other more effectively.

It was felt that an increased citizen role in opportunity reduc-
tion would result from the physical chahges and, perhaps, from closer re=
lationships with thevpolice as well. Howéver, an important part of the
program entailed relating to the existing community organizations and
encouraging the development of others., Community organizations were

" needed to enable citizens to participate in the planning and implementation



of the physical changes. Their approval of the plans was required before
the physical improvements could be funded. In addition,.such groups pro-
vided a mechanism for establishing a Police Advisory Committee through
which citizens and police could discuss concerns, problems and priorities.
Finally, itvwas thought that these groups might, on their own, initiate
activities directly related to crime and fear or related to improving the
neighborhood in general, The purpose of the community organization com-
ponent of the program was not simply or primarily to mobilize citizens

to fight crime. This component was essential to implementing all three
parts of the program. Moreover, the goal of increased citizen involvement
in crime réductioﬁ was expected to be achieved through the combined effects
of the physical changes, the reorganization of police and the work of for-
mal -community groups.

Community organization work began in the fall of 1974, At that
time, there was one existing residents' organization serving the northern
part of the neighborhood. Over a period of six months two more organiza-
tions serving other:parts of Asylum Hill were formed.

The Hartford Police Department created a district which included
Asylum Hill early in 1975. Within the district, two teams were created,
one of which was designated to serve Asylum Hill. Eventually a plan was
apgroved that entailed eleven changes in the public streets, ‘all in the
northern half of the neighborhood.* Two key east-west streets were closed
to through traffic. A number of other streets were narrowed at inter-
s;ctions; one was made one-way. One north-south street and one east-west

street were left open to carry traffic not routed around the neighborhood.

*The community organization and team policing components of the program
were implemented for the entire Asylum Hill neighborhood.
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The goal was to make most of the streets in the neighborhood of use pri-
marily to residents, Some of the street narrowings were also intended to
give definition to neighborhood boundaries. The intersection treatments
were designed to be attractive, including planters and areas for resident
use. Work began in June, 1976, All street closings were complete by
November, 1976, Some of the final landscaping was added in the spring of
1977.

. The formal evaluation period for this program was July, 1976, through
June; 1977. The above description of implementation makes it clear :hat the
""program' did not begin on a particular day., The police and community or-
_ganization efforts began more than a year before the physical changes were
begun; and for all three program components, implementation was a process,
not a single event, The unique feature of the program was the integration
of physical design considerations into a program of opportunity reduction,
The "program' could only be said to be in place when the physical changes
had been made.

There were three separate, but obvioﬁsly-related, parts to the

evaluation:

1) To describe the program as implemented., Because there is only
one experiment being evaluated, the quality of this descrip-
tion is the main basis on which readers will be able to reach
-conclusions about the general applicability of the Hartford

.- experiment,

2) To assess the impact of the program on burglary and robbery-
pursesnatch and the fear of those crimes,

3) To attempt to evaluate the extent to which thg underlying

hypotheses about the way the program was supposed to work
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were confirmed or refuted by the experiment,

The information on which the description of the project was based
came from four sources, First, the Hartford Institute provided periodic
written reports describing community organization activities, plans and
events regarding the physical program, police adtivitieg, and other events
in Hartford that might affect the experiment. Second, police activities
were monitored qualitatively by on-site visits every six weeks by an out-
side observer, Third, the physical chénges and use of spaces were also
observed systematically on several different occasions. Fourth, a panel
of about thirty individuals, including community leaders, businessmen,
realtors and uninvolved residents was interviewed twice during the experi-
mental year regarding events and happenings in the neighborhood. These
sources were supplemented by periodic meetings between the evaluation staff
and‘Hartford Institute staff to discuss events, problems and accomplish-
ments,

The assessment of the impact of the program makes use of these
qualitative sources but relied primarily on the following sources for
quantitative conclusions:

a) Citizen surveys taken in 1973, 1975, 1976 and 1977.

b) Police record data covering information about crimes reported

to police, arrests, and characteristics of arrested offenders,
¢) Vehicular and pedestrian traffic counts on key streets taken
in 1975, 1976 and 1977.
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