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The Problem-Oriented Approach to Drug Enforcement Project

The Police Executive Research Forum has a cooperative agreement with the
Bureau of Justice Assistance to conduct a two-year project applying the
principles of problem-oriented policing to drug problems of five cities. The
objectives of the project are three-fold:

* To increase the effectiveness of police in battling drug problems by
addressing the underlying problems that give rise to incidents that
drive patrol time;

* to increase the reliance on the knowledge and creative approaches
of line officers to analyze problems and develop solutions ; and,

» to develop a closer involvement with the public to see that police
address the needs of citizens.

Five cities are participating in the project -- Atlanta, Tampa, Philadelphia, Tulsa,
and San Diego. Each of these project sites has targeted a portion of its city that
faces severe problems with a dimension of the comprehensive drug problem;
street level dealing of crack cocaine is a major concern in each site. Four of the
project cities have also focused predominantly upon areas which include large
public housing complexes. Those cities are also implementing project
strategies that include an active role for both residents and management of the
housing authorities. All of the cities are developing a cooperative interagency
response to maximize the benefits of both public and private resources.

Each of the cities in the Problem-Oriented Approach to Drug Enforcement
project has a formal task group or management committee that has conducted
an inventory of the city's drug problem in a target area. In addition, those task
groups are guiding the organizational applications of the problem-oriented
policing techniques. The strategies are being used by officers and supervisors
who are involved in the project and were trained by the Forum staff. In each city,
a Field Technical Assistance Coordinator provides technical assistance to the
task group and to the officers who are using the problem-solving techniques.

The Problem-Oriented Approach to Drug Enforcement project is supported by
Grant No. 88-DD-CX-KO72 awarded by the Bureau of Justice Assistance, Office
of Justice Programs, U.S. Department of Justice, Washington DC 20531. BJA
program monitors are: Richard H. Ward, Chief, Law Enforcement Branch, and
Donald J. Anderson, Program Manager. The project is administered by the
Police Executive Research Forum, 2300 M Street, NW, Suite 910, Washington,
DC 20037. The Forum's program staff are: Darrel Stephens, John E. Eck,
Deborah Lamm Weisel and Diane Hill.
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| NTRODUCTI ON

San Diego, much like most large cities in the naticon, has experienced
rapid changes in the drug picture in the 1980's. At different tines,
PCP, nethanphetam ne and crack cocaine surfaced and presented |aw

enforcement officials with unique challenges. Surely, new drugs, nost

likely designed in [aboratories, will energe in the future.

The primary challenge we faced in assenmbling our drug inventory was
gathering data on all indicators of drug activity, both within and
outside of the crimnal justice system W felt the first step towards
addressing the problemwas to have all the facts, and only then, develop

the strategies we would utilize.
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Does San Diego have an exploding drug problen? \ell,felony drug arrests
doubled in San Diego hetween 1980 and 1987 from 3,343 to 6,591
(Attachnent A). But the nunber of specialized narcotics personnel nore
than tripled during this same period (from29 to 97). Since nore
personnel translates to more arrests, we better |ook el sewnere for signs

of a grow ng problem




Several studies have shown a strong link between drug use and crimnal
activirty*. Followng this logic, one would expect crimes associated
with drug use to soar if drug use increased. San Diego crine statistics
show sone support for the exi'sting perception that there is an expandi'ng
drug problem (Attachnent B). O the four crime types nost commonly
associated with drug abuse, only auto thefts have shown a tremendous
increase. Since 1984, burglaries have rncreased by 14% hom cides have
decreased by 7% and robberies have increased by 32% Auto thefts have
Fncreased by 107% but even this tncrease is tenpered by two factors;
the recent proliferation of professional "chop shops", and the fact that
most stolen cars are quickly recovered, neaning that the notive for many
of these thefts probably was quick transportation, not selling themfor
drugs.

For data that provides stronger support for a deteriorating drug
picture, it was necessary to examne data fromother sources, or develop

new measures.

One neasure of the increase in cocairne traffic is the amount seized in
San Diego County in the last three years (Attachnent C). [In 1985, 134
kilos were seirzed. In 1986 and 1987, 901 and 607 kilos were serzed.

Qoviously, there is more cocarne in the County than in previous years.

* National Institute of Justice, "DRUG USE FORECASTING ( DUF)\ 1987
Manhattan Central Booking Facility, "DRUG TESTING RESEARCH', 1984
Gandossy et al ., Bureau of Justice Statistics, 1980




Qher indicators lend credence to a recent drug explosion. Deaths in
the County attributed to drugs have doubled since 1983 (Attachment D).
Drug-related energency room adm ssions also have doubled during this
period (Attachment E). But the nost conpelling statistics come from
County Cail. As part of a national study in 12 large cities, felons
arrested for all crinme types in San Diego are being tested for the
presence of illegal drugs in their systemimediately after booking. In
the most recent sanple, 80%of the partici pants tested positive for sonme
drug (Attachment F). The testing is repeated each quarter, and the |ast
three quarters have shown a consistent increase in the percentage of

vol unteers who test positive. Clearly, the link between drug use and

crimnal activity in San Diego is being established.




DRUGS OF CHO CE

VWi ch are the major drugs of choi‘ce now in San Diego?

MVETHAMPHETAM NE

San Diego County has becone the nethanphetamne or "Qrystal meth"
capital of the country. Some estimtes place |ocal seizures at
one-fourth to one-third of the U S. total in 1987. (ne of the main
reasons for this popularity is the fact that , until recently, all of
the active rngredients of the drug could be purchased |egally, over the

counter, fromlocal chemcal supply houses.

Between 1985 and 1986, the amount of crystal neth seized locally
quadrupl ed.  Methanphetami ne adnrssions to county drug treatment
programs increased 312% between 1983 and 1987. In the nost recent study
done at the County Qail 28%of those arrested for felonies tested

positive for neth.
COCAI NE
The energence of cocaine, and more recently crack or rock cocaine, has

had a tremendous inpact on this Departnent. Cocaine abuse is wdespread

because the drug is cheap, plentiful and extremely addictive.




Al'though Mam was once the hub for cocaine inportation into the United
States, bulk shipments are more often being flown into Texas and
Southern California. This is because demand is increasing in the Wst
and it is more difficult to get a shipment into South Florida, where
mich of the federal enforcenent manpower is concentrated. It is
general Iy smuggled into San Diego fromMexico. In 1984, the Los Angel es
Police Departnent confiscated 758 pounds of cocaine. They estimte that

they will seize a staggering 15,000 pounds this year.

Crack or smokabie cocaine, is the drug of choice in Southeast San Diego

where our target area is |ocated.

The most recent study in County Jail showed 44%of felon inmates testing

positive for cocaine in the system
HERO N

Heroin, upstaged in the 1980's by the explosive growth of cocaine and
crystal meth, nonetheless continues to be the primary "killer drug.”
The main culprit, "Mxican Tar", has a purity of 60-70%while heroin has
historically been only 5-10% pure. Heroin was the |eading cause of
accidental drug-related deaths in San Diego County |ast year These
deaths accounted for 53% (62 of 118) of the total. These nunbers have
been increasing each year for the last 5 years, while deaths attributed

to cocaine and anphetam nes have remained very static.




TARGET AREA

The prinmary target area for grant focus is located in the Southeast Area
Command. The area is approximately 12 square blocks and contai'ns a

popul ation of about 1,300 residents. The violent crine rate is 5 times the
Gty average and the property crime rate is 15 tines the Gty average.

DRUG ARREST PROFI LE

Target area drug arrests were analyzed for the first six months or 1988,
of the 210 drugoarrests, the follow ng profile enmerges;

BLACK MALE 21-30 YEARS
ARRESTEES PCPULATI ON
° SEX Mal e 86% 48%
Femal e 14% 52%
OMP Bl ack 78% 66%
' H spani ¢ 15% 37%
Wite % 17%
° AGE 20 and under 12%
21-30 54%
31-40 28%
Over 40 6%
° H GHEST CHARGE 11550 60%
énay not be (under the influence of
rug related) controlled substance)
11350 13%

(possession of
control | ed substance)

11351.5 _ 3%
(possession of cocaine
base for sale)

11364 %
(possessi on of

instrument for injecting

or snoking controlled

substance(jl

11352 2%
(sale or transportation
of controlled substance)
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° TIME OF ARREST

[¢]

MONTH OF ARREST

0000- 0359
0400- 0759
0800- 1159
1200- 1559
1600- 1959
2000- 2359

January
February
Mar ch

April
May
June



COVMUNI TY SURVEY DESCRI PTI ON

The survey instrunent that was devel oped for our Department contained
about 30 questions. A rmuch larger format with 100 questions was
proposed, but we felt that this was too |engthy, even for a friendly
nei ghborhood. The survey took about 10 mnutes to admnister, and even
that seemed too long for many citizens.

As nmentioned, the target area contains about 400 residences and

busi nesses. The survey crew, conposed of university students, walked
the target area on Friday, Saturday and Sunday of one week from 10 a.m
to 2 p.m 180 surveys were admnistered, so nearly \ of the residences
or businesses participated.

There was quite a hit of discussion about who woul d administer the
survey, but most of us felt that citizens would be more apt to open up
to a student than a uniforned officer. The response seemed to support
this theory.

The students experienced very few problens. They marked 86% of the

respondents as very cooperative and 98% as either very cooperative or
somewhat cooperative. The students marked 80%of the respondents as
seemng very honest and 94%as seemng either very honest or somewhat

honest .



VWHO WAS | NTERVI EVED

The citizens interviewed were about 75%Black and 25% Hi spanic. Wen
asked what the head of the household did for a living, we obtained the
fol | owing responses: Retired/Disabled - 35% Services Industry - 20%
Labor - 16% Gvil Service - 6% Nurse - 5% Unenployed - 5%

Student - 4%

Wen asked how long they had lived in their present residence, 1/4
stated they had lived there for more than 20 years, another 1/4 had
lived there from1 to 5 years, and only 17%had |ived there less than 1

year. Clearly, this is not a neighborhood of transients.

How many people lived in the residence? 42%had 3 to 5 occupants, 27%

had 2. Only 15%had 6 or more living in the residence.

\\hat organizations do they belong to? Church - 63% Community - 11%
PTA - 4% Recreation - 3% Political - 2% Cearly, religionis a
significant factor in their lives.



VWHAT ARE THE NEI GHBCRHOOD PROBLEMS

Wien asked what were the JHG problems in the neighborhood, the citizens
responded as follows: Drug sales, use - 68% Young people hanging

out - 649% House/car breakins - 60% Littér/trash - 56%

Vandalism- 47% Cearly, selling and using drugs by neighborhood

residents is the overwelmng problem coupled with young people hanging
out - which go together.

\When asked how visible do you feel drug dealing is in your
nei ghborhood?, 52%said drug dealing is VERY visible. Wen asked if
there was a particular house, apartnent conplex or business where drug

users and deal ers hang out, 42%said Yes, 21%said No, 34%didn't know.




THE RCEPTI ON OF THEIR SAFETY

As we expected, fear plays a large part in these peoples lives. Wen
asked if they felt safe to go out in the neighborhood, 59%replied that
they felt safe only in the day time, 29%felt safe anytime and 12% never

felt safe going out.

Wien the respondents were asked if their neighborhood had become a
better place to live in the past year, they responded as follows:
Better - 34% about the same - 32% worse - 30% Apparently, it has not

changed in the past year.

Four of five respondents felt that their neighbors would call the police
if they saw a crine taking place on the block. (This is encouraging).
However, they felt these same people are reluctant to get involved
beyond calling the police, as evidenced by responses to the question

"I'f you were robbed or assaulted out on the street, what do you think
your neighbors would do?" Only 9% felt their neighbors would help stop
it

Probably the nmost enlightening response cane to the question "Describe
the level of control that you and your neighbors have over what goes on

in your neighborhood. Only 7% felt they had a lot of control




VWHAT MEASURES ARE CI TI ZENS TAKING

Finally, the respondents were asked what neasures they have taken in the
past fewyears to protect themselves. Prinmarily, residents have secured
their houses. W note that 34%state that they have joined Neighborhood
Watch, but none of the watch programs in the target area have been
active the last three years.

A couple of final words about the survey. W felt that, though there
weren't many Bl G surprises in the responses, we certainly have mich nore
data to develop our plan. Wthout this process, we'd be relying on our
best hunch as to how these people feel, and how they will react to
increased police involvenent in their neighborhood. Now we know that
increased police presence is highly desired. W can proceed nowwth a
great deal nore confidence.




FLNDENGS

Based on cooperation with police survey, citizens are concerned,
{citizen apathy woul d be the kiss of death to any police effort o f

this type).

A mgjority of the respondents go to church regularly. These

churches could be powerful tools in organizing any effort.

The major problemin the target area is drug use and sales. 88% of
those arrested for these offenses are 21 years of age or ol der.

{They are NOT juveniles).

Mbst residents feel a lack of control over activities in their

nei ghborhood. (Any plan nust address this perception).

To survive, residents fortify their homes, stay inside, and don't

get involved, beyond calling the police.
Based on survey results, most would support efforts to inprove the

nei ghborhood. Their support at this time, however, would be

m'ni mal, because of their fear
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ATTACHVENT A

DRUG ARRESTS BY SAN DI EGO PQLI CE DEPARTVENT

1984 to 1987

% Change
1984 1986 1987 1984 - 1987

FELONY

Adul t 3,080 5,434 6, 181 100. 7

Juvenil e 308 326 410 33.1

Tot al 3,388 5, 760 6, 591 94.5
M SDEMEANCR

Adul t 8,022 6, 852 10, 949 36.5

Juveni| e 804 573 802 - 0.2

Tot al 8,826 7,426 11,751 33.1
TOTAL

Adult 11,102 12,287 17,130 54.3

Juvenile 1,112 899 1,212 9.0
GRAND TOTAL 12, 214 13, 186 18, 342 50. 2




ATTACHVENT B

ACTUAL CR ME
1980 - 1987
Change
1980 1982 1984 1986 1987 1980- 1987
Homi ci de 103 12 103 101 96 - 1%
Robbery 2,986 3,142 2,616 3,985 3,452 + 32%
Aggravat e
Assaul t 6, 255 4,850 6, 214 10, 315 11, 562 + 12%
Burglary 19, 960 16, 214 15, 248 17,533 17, 370 + 14%
Auto Theft 7,707 7,803 8, 759 13, 233 18, 155 +107%
Tot al 37,011 32,081 32,940 45, 167 50, 635 + 54%




ATTACHVENT C
NARCOTI CS_SEI ZURES

1987 TOTALS
IYPE 1987 TOTALS
MARI JUANA 6, 207. 731bs
COCAI NE 80. 271bs
HERO N 71bs 20zs
CPl UM 681 bs
PLANTS 497
METHAPHETAM NE 259. 641bs
aL 125. 5gal s
ETHER 5gal s
PCP lib 10. 60z
STI CKS/ SHERVS 374
LSD
DOSES/ PI LLS 2
PSI LOCYBI N MUSHROOMS lib 3oz
HASHI SH 1. 440z
CODEI NE PILLS 24
OTHER PILLS 20 Valium
210 M sc.
LABS CLCSED 12
DRUG RELATED HOM CI DES 28
FI REARMS SEI ZED 716
CASH $1, 189, 895
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ATTACHVENT D
DRUG RELATED DEATHS

SAN DI EGD COUNTY
DRUG 1983 1984 1985 1986 1987
COCAI NE 7 13 9 7 12
HERQI N/ _
MORPHI NE 13 21 /) 17 19
HERO'N IN |
COVBI NATI ON 15 17 el &% 43
OTHER
OPI ATES 7 27 29 10 13
STI MULANTS 2 3 5 7 5
HYPNOTI CS/
SEDATI VES 13 8 10 9 %
TOTAL 57 89 109 115 118




LI T S I T L N
RIS TS SRR S

ATTACHVENT E
DRUG ENERGENCY_ROOM AENTI (NS

SAN DI EQD QQUNTY
DRUG 1983 1384 1985 1588 1987
COCAI NE 8 13 109 211 210
HERO N y
MORPHI NE 128 160 131 150
68
NVETHADONE 8 10 141 18
13
MAR JUANA 63 61 & &
x 5%
STI MULANTS 48 108 146
SEDATI VES/
HYPNOTI CS 35 35 24 24 35
PCP/ )
50
HALLUCI NOG NS 66 % 0




ATTACHHEKT F
PRIMARY DRUGS DETECTED

SAN DIEGO COUNTY CEHTRAL JAIL

CHANGE

JUNE | SEPTEMBER JANARY — JUNE -

DRUG 1987 1987 . 1988 JANUARY
COCAI NE 26% 4% 41% 15%
HERO'N 15% 2% 2% 1%
MARI JUANA 4% 4% 5% &
AVPHETAM NES 23% 18% 28% L
PCP % 4% 5% - Ok
NUVBER

| NTERVI EVED 218 2 )
NUVBER  PROVI DI NG

SPECI MEN 1% 10 Pl
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Address:

Cownuni ty Survey

S?Jcr)eerm[ni n%, I'm ~and this is . \W're doing a
becaugel\ne‘trg iarrneerest,ed in crime E“ré& érrr]g iSr?nyouregr?ei ghggfhngg.armOgmd you
hel p us out by answering a few questions?
1. How long have you lived in your current home?

(1) Less than 1 year (4) 11 to 15 years

(2) 1tob5years (5 16 to 20 years

(3) 6 to 10 years (6) nore than 20 years
2. How many people, including yourself, live in your househol d?

(1) 1 (3) 3tob

(2) 2 (4) 6 or nore
3. Do you own or rent the place in which you are currently living?

(1) Omn (2) Rent

What are bi £ problems in the neighborhood?

10.
11.
12.
13.
14.

(Y) (N) Vandalism such as spray pafnting, breaking w ndows.

(Y) (N Abandoned buil di ngs.

(Y) (N Litter or trash.

(Y) (N Vacant lots with trash.

(Y) (N Run-down properties.

(Y) (N) People saying insulting things to others as they walk down
the street. _

(Y) (N Goups of young people hanging out on the street.

(Y) (N Disorderly crowds - people fighting or arguing outside.

(Y) (N People selling or using drugs.

(Y) (N People getting muigged on the street.

(Y) (N People getting their cars and houses broken into.

Any other problens?




15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

Are you presently a menber of a
(1) Church or Religious Goup (4) Community Goup

(2) Politically Oiented Goup  (5)- Recreational or Qther Social

G oup
(3) PTA or Qther School Goup

Have you heen active in the group the past year?
(1) Church or Religious Goup (4) Conmunity Goup

(2) Politically Oriented Goup  (5) Recreational or Ot her Social
G oup

(3) PTA or Qther School G oup
Do other nmenbers of your househol d bel_ong to these groups?

(1) Church or Religious Goup (4) Community Goup
(2) Politically Oriented Goup (5 Recreational or Qther Social

G oup
(3) PTA or Qther School G oup
Does the group that you attend meet in this neighborhood?

(1) Church or Religious Goup (4) Community Goup

(2) Politically Oiented Goup (5 Recreational or Qther Social
G oup

(3) PTA or Qther School G oup

How visible do you feel drug dealing is in your nei gh‘bor hood?

(1) Very visible (3) Hdden fromthe view of nost
, peopl e
(2) Sonmewhat visible (4) Don't know

In the past year, would you say that ?/our nei ghbor hood has becone a
better place to live, haS stayed about the same or has gotten worse?

(1) Better place to live (3) Has gotten worse
(2) Has stayed about the sane (4) Don't know

Can you count on a neighbor to call the police 1f they see a crine
taking place on the block?

(1) Yes (2) No




. Can you count on a neighbor to watch out for suspicious people or
activity on your block’

(1) Yes (2) No

. Describe the |evel of control that you and your neighbors have over
what goes on in your neighborhood? -

(1) Alot of control (3) Little control
(2) Some control (4) No control at all
Suppose you were robbed or assaulted while out on the street in your

nei ghborhood. If your neighbors saw the attack, what do you think
they would do? :

(1) Call the police (6) Wuld ignore it
(2) Call someone el se (7) Don't know

(3) Stop it thenselves (8) Refused to answer
(4) Vatch and investigate (9) Qther:

(5 Wuldn't know what to do

. Do you feel safe to go out in your nerghborhood?
(1) Any tine (3) Never
(2) Only during the day

. Suppose your residence was broken into while you weren't at home. |f
)éogr nei ghbors saw the burglar break in what do you think they would
07

(1) Call the police (6) Wuld ignore it
(2) Call soneone el se- (7) Don't know

(3) Stop it thenselves (8) Refused to answer
(4) Watch and investigate (9) CQther:

(5) Wouldn't know what to do




In the past fewyears, have you

27. (Y) (N) Engraved identification on your val uables?
28. (YY) (N Secured your hone (locks, bars, alarmsystens)?
29. (YY) (N Joined a nei ghborhood watch progran®
30. (Y) (N} Kept a gun in your home?
3. (Y) (N Had a guard dog in your hone?
32. (Y) (N Taken a course in self-defense?
her______

33. In the past year, have you or famly nenbers been the victimof a crine
in your nei ghborhood?

v N

34. Wat does the head of the household currently do for a |iving?

35, How much responsibility do you feel for what happens on your block?
(1) Abig responsibility  (3) Not nuch responsibility
(2) Some responsibility (4) No responsibility

36. Is there a(Particular house, apartment conplex or business in the
neirghborhood where drug users and deal ers hang out?
(1) Yes: (3) Don't know
(2) No: (4) Refused to answer

37. If drug use and sales are a problemin the neighborhood, is It usually
the same individuals involved?

(1) Yes: (3) Don't know
(2) No: (4) Refused to answer

24




38. Do you have adequate transpor}ation to get to work, school, shopping,
etc. :

(1) Yes (2) No

That's all the questions we have.
Do you have anything you'd like to add?

Thank you for your help!




| NTERVI EVER  OBSERVATI ONS

Answer the fol | owing questions concerning your observations about the
individual that you just interviewed.

1. How cooperative was the respondent?
(1) Very cooperative (3) Somewhat uncooperative

(2) Somewhat cooperative (4) NMNot at all cooperative

2. How honest do you think the respondent was during the interview?
(1) Very honest (2) Somewhat di shonest
(3) Somewhat honest (A) Dishonest

3. Your estimate of the respohdent's understanding of the questions:

(1) Understood all (2) M sunderstood nost
questions questions
(2) Understood nost (3) Msunderstood all
questions questi ons
I nterviewers
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Addr ess:

Conmuni ty Survey

Cood morning, I'm ~and this is . \W're doing a
survey in the areaTn cooperation with the Sah Dego Fol1ce Departnent
because we're interested In crine problens in your neighborhood. Coul d you
hel p us out by answering a few questions?

1. Howlong have you lived in your current hone?
(1) Less than 1 year 30 or 17% (4) 11to 15 years 17 or 9%
(2) ltob5years A3 or 24% (5 16to 20 years 13 or 7%
(3) 6to 10 years 28 or 16% (6) nore than 20 years 48 or 27%
2. Howmany people, including yourself, live in your househol d?
(1) 1 29 or 16% (3) 3to5 74 o0r 42%
(2) 2 48 or 27% (4) 6 or mre 26 or 15%
3. Do you own or rent the place in which you are currently Iiving?
(1) Omn 94 or 53% (2) Rent 82 or 47%
\hat are tnj problens in the neighborhood?

(Y) (N)_ Vandalism such as spray painting, breaki'ng w ndows.
Yes: "Zor 47% No: 93 or Sg%{
(Y) (N) Abandoned buildings.
, Yesi4l or 24% 133 or 7%
(Y) (N) Litter or trash.
~ Yes. 98 or 9%  No: 76 or 4%
(Y) (N Vacant lots with trash.
Yes: 62 or 36% No: 111 or 64%
(Y) (@ Run- down progeru es.
Yes: 71 or 41% No: 104 or 59%
(Y) (N tPﬁOplte Sakll ng insulting things to others as they wal k down
e street.
Yes: 81 or 46% No: 96 or 54%
p (N) Goups of young peopl e hanging out on the street.
es: 114 or 64% No: 64 or 36%

a &

© oo ~N O

10. (
11. Disorderly crowds - people fighting or arguing outside.
0 Epes:??g)z gr 5|9% II:' 70 or 4_'%%'0d S S

: eopl e selling or using drugs.

Oes: 120 or F6)58% No: 57 or 320% !
13. (Y) (N) People getting mugged on the street.
. .Yes: 64 or 37% No: 111 or 63%

14, (v ( Peopl e getti r%; their cars and houses broken into.
es: 104 or 60% No: 70 or 40%
Any ot her probl ens?

11"'




15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

Are you presently a nenber of a
(1) Church or Religious Goup (4) Communi ty G oup

(2) PoIitli_lcoal F)‘/r &%gnt ed Goup Re%reacflo%él or ther Soci aI
4 or 2% Qoup 5 or 3y

(3) PTA or (tero’Sclgol G oup
Have you been active.in the group the past year?
(1) Church % Beligtsus QGoup  (4) Commug tyr Gap

(2) Politically Oiented"Goup (5 Recreational or Gther Social
4 or 2% Qoup 5 or 3%
(3) PTA or Qther School Goup

8 or B

Do other members of %qgr household belong to these groups?
(1) Church of *R&f Gop (4 Combnif” Géup
(2) Politically Orlented Group (5) Recreational or Other Social

2 or 1% Gop 54 N
(3) PTA or Other School Group

3 or 2%
Does the group that you attend neet in this nei ghborhood?

41 or 23% 16 or 6%
(1) Church or Religious Goup (4) Comunity Goup

(2) Politically Oriented Goup  (5) Recreational “or” Gther Social
3 or D% ) Qoup .. 9OF

(3) PTAor Gher Shool G oup °
How vi si bl e do you feel drug dealing is in your neighborhood?
(1) Very visible 91 or 52% (3) Hdden fromthe view of nost

peopl e 24 or 14%
(2) Somewnhat visible 26 or 15% (4) Don't know 35 or 20%
Int he past year, would you say that your neighborhood has become a
better_ place to i ve, has stayed about the same or has gotten wor se?
(1 gtter eto Ive (3) sgote(p WOr S
st%v§ "about the sane Q/ow

Can you count on a nei ghbor to call the pollce if they see a crine
taklng pl ace on the block?

(1) Yes 133 or 79% (2) No 36 0or 21%

LTI P —
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"22. Can you count on a neighbor to watch out for suspicious people or

23.

24 .

25.

26.

activity on your bl ock?
U) Yes 137 o 81% {2) Mo 33 or 19%

Describe the [evel of control that you and your neighbors have over
what goes on in your nei ghborhood?

(1) Alot of control nor 1% (3) Little control 54, 32%
(2) Some control 48 or 28%  (4) No control at all 55, 33%
Suppose you were robbed or assaulted while out on the street in your

nel ghbor%ood. |f your neighbors sawthe attack, what do you think
they woul d do?

Call the police 121 or 71% Wuld ignore it 24 or 14%

(6)

Call someone else 4 or 1%  (7) Don't know 0
(8)

)

(1) 6
(2) 7
(3) Stop it thenselves 16 or 9% 8) Refused to answer Q
(4) Watch and investigate 4 or 2%  (9) Qher:
(5)

Wul dn't know what to do 2 or 1%

Do you feel safe to go out in your neighborhood?

(1) Any time 49 or 29% (3) Never 21 or 12%
(2) Only during the day 101 or 59%

Suppose your residence was broken into while you weren't at hone. |f
)éoy)r nei ghbors saw the burglar break in what do you think they woul d
07

(1) Call the police 125 or 75% (6) Vwuld ignore it 24 or 14%
(2) Call someone el se 20 1% (7) Don't know 0

(3) Stop it themsel ves lorl (8) Refused to answer  Q

(4) Watch and investigate 2 or 1 (9) Qher:

(5 Wuldn't knowwhat to do 1 or 1%

L
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In the past fewyears, have you

27 (Y) (N Engraved identification on your valuables?
Yes: 38 or 22% No: 1350r 78%

28 () (r\g Secured your hone (locks, bars, alarmsystens)?
Yes: 125 or 72% No: 48 or 28%

29. Joined a nei ghborhood wat ch progran?
%)s: ( 8 or 34% No: 1%3 or 66% Prog

30. (V) Kept a gun in your hone?
\(es: (3’\23 or 22% No: 137 or 78%

31. Had a guard dog in your home?
%)s: (QS or 26%gNo: 12890r 4%

32. &(Y) ( Taken a course in self-defense?
es: 21 or 12% No: 149 or 88%

C her

33. In the past year, have you or family mambas been the victim of a crime
in your neighborhood?

Ve e Yes. 56 or 3 No: 117 or 8%
(Y) (N

34. \Wat does the head of the household currently do for a Iiving?

35.  Hownuch responsibility do you feel for what happens on your bl ock?

(1) Abig responsibility  (3) Not nuch responsibility

63 or B 33 or
(2) Some responsibility (4) No responsibility
49 or I 21 o 1N

36. Is there a particular house, apartment conplex or business in the
nei ghbor hood where drug users and deal ers hang out?

(1) Yes: 76 or 42% (3) Don't know 61 or 34%
(2) No: 38 or 21% (4) Refused to answer 4 or 2%

37. If drug use and sales are a problemin the ne*ghborhood, is it usually
the same individuals involved?

(1) Yes: 64 or 38% (3) Don't know 68 or 40%
(2) No: 37 or 22% (4) Refused to answer 1 or 1%




38. Do you have adequate transportation to get to work, school, shoppfng,
etc. :

(1) Yes 151 or 88% () N 21 or 12%

That's all the questi‘ons we have.

Do you have anything you' d like to add?

Thank you for your hel p!

3l




INTERVIEWER OBSERVATIONS

Answer the following questions concerning your observations about the
rndividual that you just Interviewed.

1. How cooperative was the respondent?

(1) Vey cooperative (3) Somewret uncooperative
146 or &% o lor 1% .
(2) Somewnhat cooperative (4) Not at al cooperative
21 or 12% 1or 1%
2. How honest do you think the respondent was during the interview?
(1) Very honest (2) Somewhat di shonest
135 0r 80% .9 or S%
(4) “Somenhat Qe (4) D SDmest”?
24 or 14% 1or 1%
3. Your estimate of the respondent's understanding of the questions:
(1) Understood all (3) Msunderstood nost
questions questi ons
128 or 75% lorl?
(2) éhgsetrstt)r?gd most (4) M sunderstood all
uest | i
stions
40 or 24% 1o
| nt ervi ewers




