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1. 

BELLEVUE Crn:::E:\ I~\\'(\l.VE\1J::-:T I:.J BURGLARY PREVEr:;TIO);, 
G1V\\l~~\d_UXJ' fO:': 

Introduction 

A. BackgrouJh.l 

The concept of citizeJl involvement in burglary prevention 

has rcc~ived increased attention from the law enforcement 

communit), over the past fe\-; years. In response to the 

. inc-re~fs iJlg Irc-q 'Jency of repor teel resj dent i a1 bur gla l'y , 

and the app3rcnt amenability of burglary to prevention 

tcclmictucs, nllrnerOl1~ bUTf;lary prc\Tention pTograms invoh"ing 

citizens have been oTgnnized and imple~entcd. 

1~esc burglary prevent jon programs have eJ~)hasi:eJ 

neighborhood meetiJlgs at which law enforcement or civilian 

('Time pl'c\-ention personnel discuss: (1) the specific 

neiglJbc\"J:hoocl's bt~rglary proble];], (2) the concept of 

ncir;hhol'hoocl block-\-;atch, (3) the imY'lOTtnncc of mnrking 

personal property for positive identjfication, and (4) 

the usc of proper security devices within the home. 

The City of Bellc\'llC hD\Ting renlizcd a need for a burglary 

prevention program applied for Law Enforcement Assistance 

Admini.stration (1.I1\A) funds to jmplemcnt a pT8\"cntion 

program. The project was approved by the Governor's 

Committee OJ) Lah' nnu Justice, and the State Office of 

C()l:~J:llIl1.: t Y . Dove.1 opmcn t (i. e .. L<1h- and Jus t ice PI ann ing 0 ff ice) 

a\\al'cler.1 the contr<1ct. The first yeaI' grant coven~d the 

tiue pcriod of: ~.la)', E174 through April 1975. 

1 



matched aroas of the City. One area \\'8.5 ,designated as 

a ten-get (lTC'a, \':hi10 the other area KflS designated a 

comparison or control :ncn. The tc:ngct aren recelycd 

C"xtensive 11U1'.;:1::.!rr l"nc\'C'l1tion services, including police 

s p 0 n SO}' h.l n (' 1 g 11 b 0 rho 0 cl r:lC e tin g son c l' i 111 (> pre v C' 11 t i 0 J1 , 

block-watch organization, access to engrayer~ for marking 

per son,ll Vro perty > and hone sacul' i ty c he cks by the po lice. 

ments. 

Near t lw c r~ (1 0 i t 11 0 pro j c c tis fir sty 0 a r 0 [ 0 p c rat ion, 

C1 S ("cond graJl t <1 pp.l'i en t ion rf'C[ues t ill:'; funds to expand the 

burglary 11T(;ventiol1 program citY-h"idc ,·:as sub:nitt.eu al:d 

appyoved. Beginning May 1, 1975, 8. grcatel' C"mphasis \\'8.5 

pJacod on invoJ.\'iJ1g as l11<Jny citizens in the Tn-ogr~~:n ::IS 

possil'J.c. T111s \';['S 'Lo be accomplished through a r.ass 

media campai~n and lectures ~t civic meetings. Door-to-

doc)}' c;:lmp;li.gI1jr:g \,'as par~l!aouni: to the programs success and 

\,';';S ins1 ituted initially in the high cril;1c arens of Bcllc\'tl.e 

(j den t i fied as :\nhlOT c and Ina tai) . 

The S C'collll year of the bt.lT glary preycntion project grnnt .. 
con c 1 u cl Ctl April 31, ]976. This cvahw tion rcport reflects , . 
the findings of the second year evaluation Oby 1, 1975 

through April 31, 1976) con~uetcd by the King County Law 

• and ,lustice Planning Officc. Third year continuation 

funding h"as not rcc;uested by the City of Bellevue. The 

Bellc:\'ue Police DepartJ:lcnt, ho\\e\'cr, did institute a team 
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~~~~-------------------,---------

policing project which continued the prevention program 

as part of the team pOlicing strategy. 

The grant provided fUl1l1s fOT among other things, one 

a.dmjnistl'Clthr e assjstant. The job tasks for this position 

incJ.uc1crl coordinating, schedUling, and conducting meetings 

with various units of the Police Department involved 'Kith 

the prograr:l. The Deputy Chj of of Police (not paid by the 

g nlll t ) s c n r e d a s the pro j c c t d i r C' c tor. 

The grant also pro .... "ided funds for oveTti;:ic pay for those 

officers which \;'ould be i1wo1vod in the pl'c,\rentioll prograr.l 

pTesentations. By paying off'duty officers overtime pay, 

the regular on-duty officers ,·;ere able to concentrate on 

their regular Ci.uties lion the street. II 

Grant funds were also provided f.or data processing to 

maintain project statistics) office supplies, print~d 

handout materials, in-house printing, engravers, and 

media pUblicity. 

The goals of the Bellcvue burglary prevention program ,·;ere 

to: (1) brjng to thc attention of the public the seriousness 

of the c:i ty 1 s btu'glary probJ em, (2) inform the public of 

burglary IHc'\"('ntioll measures., and (3) encourage' the public 

to illstitutc the rccoc~cnded burglary prevent jon safeguards. 

The ultimate [:00.1 of tIle project ",as, of COllrse, a 

.. . 
, . 



rNluctjon In rcported rt'sicicntiHl burglary. 

The project components nrc clcscril.lecl below: 

1. Public educatiou cJ~nui~n ------ '---' -
The public clhlcat ion Cll'lpa.iSll ,,'as intended to bring 

t 0 1 11 (~ (l t ten tic, n () r 13 c 11 c nl (' cit 1 zen s, t h rOll g 11 1 0 C a. 1 

In c: J.l nco '\ -C r ,1 t l' and ci. \" i c n: c e ti 11 g s) t 11 esc rio usn (' S S 0 f 

t.he Utyts burgl~HY pToblC:~l, nnd the pn:n~ntion 

di1'C'ctc,r 1 s n:-qu .... :.it;:i for project pllbllcitr. ?\~I!TIerOUS 

burglary prc'\:<:ntiC'll the ;:\:11n topic of discussion. 

Proj eel" PC'l':;cllncl also prepared n l!lOEthly ne\,'slettcr 

This l1c\·;slettcr indic.:. ted 

hurg}nrj0~ reported cneh 

m 0 11 t 11, as"" e J las d l~ S C r i 11 tj \. e d a t aye gar c1 i 11 g t h (l 

rC'pC'lTtc(l rcs:i dential burgl' .. !,j os each lnonth. The 

cl 0 seT i. p t i v c' c.l.1 t a j II C 1 u cl e d :i 11 f 0 n:1 n t ion 0 n K 11 e t 11 crt he 

burn)~l1'jc:s ,,;erc by forced or non-fol'cec1 entry, the 

po j n t 0 f (: 11 try > ,HHl t h C' val u e 0 f t11 cpr 0 pel' t y s t ole n . 

The nCl':slctte1' also llot~d SOliiC Iino cost/comtlon sense 

prevention techniqucs" snch as locking doors and 

;\Jcrt" l~ullctjn ";:l~~ sent ellch lIlonth to the bloc1:-\·:atch 

c,lptains (tht' lleig'lhol'hooc1 leader for a lllocb:ntch) 

. for <LispcrsC'Llent to block-\\'atch 1:1Cmhers, and copies 
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",ere aJso ]l,ft at neigbborhood supermarkets, 

The lloor- to ~ door Ctll;\pa j gn )':8 s of pr.imcuy :i w.p ortance 

in cncollrJ.g1nr, citizen partidpation and therefore 

any Sllccess in thf' burg]ory prevention prognl::1, llor.les 

i.n sped r.iL~ areas of Bellevue: I\'ere contacted by an 

intern en college :-;tutlcnt), a citizen volunteer, or 

[-L 1 \ 0 1 icc 0 f ric c r ; l' (' sid C ~l t S i.' ere the 11 in f 0 rPl e d 0 f t 11 e 

[lcti\·jti(-~. Kerr: to be discus::;ed: 

othc'J's hc::!(:.:'. fen' unusual or sus}}icious looking 

If unfamili:n c.'ll'S \';cre 

the mak(' [tnd n:odcl, as well as the car ljcense 

llUiilbc:r. The physical ch~Hactel'istjcs of suspicious 

]ool~ing P('1'~;ons \\('1'0 also to be jotted clov;n. The 

clti:~ns obs0r¥ln~ these things were then advised 

to cont~ct the Police and report their observations. 

b • P r (1]) crt v 1'W r k j n f.( 
"-.~ . --,-

At the llQ i ghborhood meetings property C'ngran!rs Kere 

m:1dc a\";l.ilr:blc to citi:cns for marking \"aluable 

hO-USCl:() 1(1 itOliiS. E~lCh citizen \':~lS encQu1'(tgc!d to 

engrayt.' lKTS011111 property with their driYcrs 

license l1U!abl:1' for C0SY idcntificatio!l. Each clti=er!. 



using all engraver also received decals, to he 

• p18ced in :1 conspj cious place at their resicJencc 

(0. g. a \'iintlo\'; or door). The decals indicated 

tlH!.t 811 personal propcTty in the l'esidencc had 

been cngra\"l·d. 

Each citi:-;eTl ""<lS infonr.eJ about propcr home 

securit) de,"ices, such as loeb:; ar.d alarm syste::ls. 

enconnl"cc! to 10c1: \dnuo\\'s ~·wJ doors , , 

at all tiLles, and ,,'eTC offered C.OU1'tcsy hoee 

security inspc·L·tirms by Folicc of beers. 

All Il8.lghborll i)od ]l!C'.::'tings 1\'ere conducted by either 

a Eel1e,:ue Po1.ice Of-£icC1" or the project AdministrG.-

tivc /I.::;Sist<'lIlt. In both cases) the indh-iclual 

cC'nduct:ing t1:...; mcc,ting had l-'L'en tra.inel1 in 

bl:q~l:;r)' p~:evcntion hOf:,C sC'curi tr techniques. 

C:i.ti:.:ens \':erC': also s!:.o\'.'n a fiJJ:1 on burglary and 

Here prov:ided ";ith literature on burglar)' prC'vention. 

C. P1..nT'()~~<..' 0 f the stud", .. _ .. __ __ ... ~ ___ .. _____ .. _ •. ____ -L--

The pUl'P()~-;0S of this c\'a]uation were three-fold: 

1. Descdhe the lJuturc of l'UpoTtCc.l residential burg]ary 

in Be 11 c nlO • 

2. nocuJncnt the extent of citizen participation in 

the bm'glnr), prc'\'(\lltion Vt'ogralll. 

3. LYalu:ltc the ir.:pact of the progTolil on burglary .rates 

for (a) t'fle L{)'lal POl)"l":~-l'OJl '0'" 1) lJ ~vue "nd (1)) _ ... ~ ~ I) C _ L" ~, ~. 

selected h1gh hur~~lnr)' areas (AnlJ:lOTe and Enatai). 

.­. 



D. 

• 

There are several liud'Lations on the scope of this stun), 

\\'hich T!l1.lst be considered -""hen re\'iev:ing the fil1Clings. 

}\ before/after design and a non-cquhralcnt control 

group dc:::ign were u::;ec1 in this stuely. As \'lith all 

qu~s~-cxpcrifficnt31 research designs, internal and 

extC1'1)al validity factors undermine the abiLity to 

directly 3rtri~utc any decline in Y0portcd residential 

burgl[HY to the program activities alOJle. Some of 

the Ylilidi ty problcJl!s with the pre/pos t and 11011-

CCluiy;;lcnt control group desi bIls illC]udc self-selection 

bias) J;luJtiplc tTC~!tment effects, and statistjcal 

rcgrcs~ion. The ::',(, que s t:i ons of \'a lid ity mus t be 

CO 11S i c1 crcd i;hen ill tcrprct in£; find ings rE' garding 111'0 gl'um 

Sllccess. 

2 . 

,\ conti"Hwl problei'! \\"jth crimc stntistics js that 

not all crimes aI',,' reported to the police. As has 

bcc'n docul1l~'nted ill numerous victimization studies, 

1 Ell' g e 11 U1;l 11 (> r S 0 [ c r j me s go un rep 0 r ted t: 0 the 11 0 1 ice 1 . 

A victimization study completed by the City of Seattle 

found <:1 burglary reporting rate of only 46~i. This 

me:1ns th;tt ~!l.Jrost hal [ of the burglaries in Seattle 

went Ulll'C'}10 r ted to the 1)0 1 ie e. Aceo rd in g l)" crime 

stati.stics used by cvaluatoTs nay be il1COlaplcte." 

7 
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0110 C1CI'lCllt furthc.'T complicQting the \'alidity of 

reported Cl'iT:lC TO.tCS is that those participating in 

pTogram treatments mQy he ~ore inclintd, as a result 

of the progrn~, to report crimes to the police. An 

incrc[lsc in the: nUJ:iber of reported residential 

burglaries after program jnnlC]:lcntation may reflect , . 
an incrcnscd tendency to report hurglaries to the 

policc, not an inccease' in the actual number of 

to t1 etC' rI:11. !10 v; lW t h ~ r a J1 j n C H' a s e i nth c mm b c r 0 f 

burgl,l1'ies :i s at tributahJ c to increased reporting or 

ail increase in actwd In.:rglarics. 

func!;:; frC'.i -C.llG Sta'i:e L~t,.; and Justice IJ 12,nnij':g Office 

in P-urgli::ry Provcni:ion II victi:':liza t iO:1 S tu~ly of Bellevue r s 

crime reporting rates. Unfo~tu:1atclYI errors in coding 

of survey r;ata occurred and actual crime rates still 

remain unkno'dn, (It is anticipated that the results 

O::th0 Be11(.>v\.1.8 vict.imizCl.tion study '.'.'ill beco:,,;\e avai1-

able wi thin tIle! !lex tEe\'! mont:h5.) 

3. Ins'..lf:t:ic ic~n t -::0110·,···U)) tir.1G ------_._--------=----
In l:llis study I t.ho ti':1e periods of one year prior to 

the project starting date, and one year after the program 

St..:l17ti:.g (~at2 ~·.'(!rc used. 'l'his allm..,ed for only a one-

ycor r 0] lQ·.:-t',~J 0 E the 11 trca t:'1Cl1t II arec:.. J\lso I not all 

trcr>.tmr2nt ar8a£: received treatment during the first 

() 

' ... 



months o[ tl~e project, 1. e. some treatment areas 

did not receive tre~tment until late in the project 

yc(~r . Ac tnal pro g1'o m eE f ec t s on part icipan ts \d. th 

minimal follo~-up time may not become apparent until 

s ('veTo1 man ths [rom n0h'. 

For example, OllC leu-ge area of Bellevue (i'l'oodridge) 

djd receive' <Ul intc'nsivo door-to-door campaign, but 

it i';a~~ not hC~:Uil until Liecc-mber 1975. '\hi10 numerous 

the prcrcnt:l(Ll measures, jnclt:ding block-\·:atches, prcperty 

mar ki n g} and hon~ c s ('em: i ty inspect ions by Ap.r i1 31, 1976, 

not enough f(d.10i':-up time had possc:d to include this 

area in tlh,! tn:::ltl:::::nt group .. 

slia~tlv unJ~rGstin~ted 
---,-~-~---.------

The nu~~er of ~~rgl~~y preve~~ion proqr~~ participants 

attenJ~nce sheet. In addition, citizens who did not 

attend a n2ighbor~ood burglary prcv0ntio~ meeting could 

still pnrticipat2 in a block-watc~ nfter receiving a 

))loc);:--"mtch b::':i.~£ir~g from a pZlrticipating neighbor. As .< 

a third t"!xm!1pl·?, SO.::le proj ect records were not naintained 

consistGntly during the project period. As a result, 

could not be fully Jocu~entod. 



5 . Sr:lall :111P1\;Cr s 

\,;l1i Ie thG sa:nple areas of Arcb10re and EnR tai represented 

6.2% of t:}(:: Bellevue populat.ion and report8d 8 .l~ of 

the residential burglaries in the pre-period, the 

actual l11..i.mber of reported residential burglaries in 

thes2 tro areas is very small. Besides the small 

nu:-nbers :Leaving little room tor improvcrnent (i. e. , 

ther2 is little r008 for improvement at ten burglaries 

P '2}: 1".011\:.1"1) or. being subject to minor cl:anges in the 

influen~c1 w~0n conver~ud to perccntuges or subjected 

to ~tatistical analyses. 

ab~ut ~he effect of the progr~n. 

A. 

As noted in section I-D, h:o quasi-experililCJltal designs 

Here usod in t1~i.s ovaluation. The pre/post test design 

\,'(lS used to ,('valun t c the impact of the prevent jon IHO gram 

on n c:ity-v:jcle basi:" while the non-cquiv:llcnt contra] 

group clc~;jgn 1,'as llsed to cnlluntc the effectiveness of 

the program clement.s for p<nticjpallt lleighhorhoods vorsus 

. . . J b J ? non~partlCJP<111t llelg 1 or lOods~. The T cader should agel in not o' 

[1..?pf~i:::·.:;\n"l.~ :~~7;~tU:~ L\:'r'c :::c~~"·~; .. t:.'t~ ~!J t;:o8e (l]?Caa ir! 4~h~c.'h: (J) (~"i': interzs1.:vc G.JQr"­
'~'o-~Z~,"Oj~ ;! .. :"<!"a.:\.:.~: :;:(u:; (~L"V·.; :··i~ ::;>-3 1:'l"CVLi:~·i.C .. ;; P2"'o::t','Z,?,; iJtaf~~~~ ;.'1r:.c (2) a :C.1.2~t;C 
i:~~~r.~'\ep 0 .. ;'· J"~~'?~ .•• :(""-:;~:-'''~~,:~ -,"n :-;~-2 .!!t.·\:~!·cei,i'j)t? n!"ca "['la..r-ti(!1.··r:a.iccI i'J'! one OY1 r:O]lG cf 
i;i:c ~'J,\~VI)}:~:·':':(~ ;- ..:7 ... '72'l·~~~: e~·'":~~.;:!!~;€'. Ccrn;';'::'·DL~t~.~/) a nC'i7.-DD-1-.t"ia"1::")!J.i':t a2-'o.::l..1 L .. ~'';'u .. -, . ...... .. 
..:" ...... ".t;···L ........ ..., ~ .• '~ .... t •• ,.- ..,- .. ", ~ ,~ . • , ... , • i'~) '\~.'·"'A: .·~i ....."1 ./-,1 ..... ".... ~ ...... 

t. .... _ .• ' ,,""/;":..(. " ...... ,.fl, "'-(. .. r~ ....... •. "f .. ~ i ... " ... t. . l;" ,~,,"I .. t.' .f, • {.72'; f_O (",oC·j}-'v()-l...tt7C1'" (!al .. ~ ...... :1.,.g' .. vi.r 

t..,\';". .. ,::·.:;,.;c :!~ .. ::;~) ,: 11:'::':'}f'!-:: : •. ~~~; r::·:,,:~;:'.'~·\ ;:'"it. : .... "'L ... -"J ,;~,<d. (:?) .~.';~i~'''£ .. r=:2Z Dr ;70 ;:G:'-!8e.~...oZd~ in 
t;:o !'L;,JLCt}: :·;~c (~)#t.?; t·'.:::r'l~·iJ .. :~:),~:t?d '{i~ t,:e t"j11t-:)V:Jilt·i.cn t''Jl'''OC;1\7 .. ;''; ei~lr~er:.tc. ... ...... ... ,"' 

10 



the internal and external vaU elit)' prob1eT'as wi th these th'O 

evaluation designs (sec section I-D). 

B. Datn collection ond analYsis - ' 

Primary data sources f01' the evaluation cons) sted of 

Bel] o'rue Po 1 ice Department records, and bur glary pro j cc: t 

records. 

The mahl police department recoTd llsed \,;as the llai1y log. 

T1is log provided infor~ation on the locations of burglaries, 

the datos <.11;d tine:.: of the l'cpoTted D'...Hgic.Hies) the patl'oJ. 

dIstricts \·;}jcre the bUT:;J.aric5 occurred$ and other similar 

inform:ltioll, The burgJ~ir)' pToject records incJuded nar;'tcs 

Clnd nddrcssc's of cjt:i:.:cns \\'110: (1) weTe contClctecl by the 

door- to-door CaJllr~lj gner:;, (2). attended a ne)ghborhood 01' 

civic ]:lcetinf; on buq:;lilry p1'cY('ntion, (3) po1.TticipHteJ 

in [1 b 1 0 c}~ - "; ate 11 > ( <1) usc cl Jl r 0 peT t y e 11 g r 11 v e r s, and ( 5 ) 

r c C[ U c ~; t (' d r c ~: ide n c esc CUT i t y j n s pee t ion s . As not e c.1 ear 1 i c I' , 

the p 1" 0 j (; C t r e cor d s v: C' 1" C n t:' teo m pIc t c . 

rho descriptive data in this report are the same as those 

included in the King County Lm, and Justice Plan for 1977. 

TJJe dcscripti vo data \\'01'e gonerated from burglarr proj ect 

records for the month of Docembc·r 1975. 

Othel' j n f onna t 1. on .sou rccs illCluc.lctl the Be llc\"ue Planning 

and Parks lkpv.rtT!lcnt, the 1\'ashington State Report on 

l)opuJatioll TrcnJs, nncl the qUllTterly l:)cl1c\"110 Citi:cn 

Illvolvcment in Burglary Prevention Project Progress Reports. 

11 
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• Data analyses consisted of frequencies and percentages for 

t110 most part, with regression discolltinuity analysis and 

t-tcst for significance being used Khan appropriate data 

requirements and assumptions were met. A statistical 

signific8Dcc level of .OS was used for all tests of sign-

ificance. 

The originally stated project goal was 11 ••• to reduce the 

n1..11nbf..:'TS of rl'ported residcnti8J burglary by 15~" .. ," 

For tlw purpose of this c\'aluntion the original project 

go a1 \.: a 5 n: fin c d H n d l' cst a t r.; d a 5 t 11 e f 0 11 0 \\' in gob j e c t i Y e : 

, / 
(;:L\,on the opcTotion of t.he residential burglary prevent lOr. 

• prof,r,lJil in BcllcnLC a stati sticnlly significant decrease 

wi 11 he Gocumen t cd ,·:hen the numh; r S 0 f }:e s i den t i ,..:>.1 

burgLir.ies lwforc the PTO~.:l'~~m is comporco. to the ~llr:bel' 

of resjd~ntia] burglaries after prcg~a~ initiation. 

III. Fjnclin~rs . __ ._-\,_.-

A. ~£?n(:..!'al bur.slJ.)·Y char;'lclcristics 

Generrri roported residential bm~glarr data do.ting back to 

l~)72 ,,;erc collected and arc presented in Ta~71e 1. The 

est hl ate d rep 0 r t 0 d l' C sill en t i alb Lll' g 1 ~l r y fig u ref 0 r 1 9 ';.' 6 

\\';.15 projected from tho corresponding £jgures for the first 

four 1,lOJlths of 1976. 

Hcsid(~ntial D' lU_"L,~l~_~-y l' n 'J 1 t f' 
-, ~ _ J 'C.W as - 1VG years ha.s 3.cco~mted 

fO~ ftl- ~~TE,~cJ- o~ ap "l·' 
." - 14 l u,'i ~ .... {\.'. l.! 1- ~ 1)ro={~rtla1:e .. }7 bJ!S .of i.:he reported 

burglaries in Bellevue. I 1"-72 t} n =- - 1cre i'lere 410 

reported resi:lential bl.i.rglaries. . '£he nUInber of 

reDorted r0~idential 



increa~;c of l03~, over the 1972 figure. The estimat.ed 

1976 figure indicates a decrease to 741 reported residential 

bUT gla r i.e:; ) .r 10 f J""5 1 
representing a decrease OJ 1 b 'rom .~I • 

In 1972 the estimated reported residential burglary rate 

per 100 1101.1sohol6.8 for Bellevue was 1. 85. The highest 

residential burglary rate per 100 households was for 

the yoar 1975 at 3.34. The projectod 1976 rate is 

2.76 reported rcsiaential burglaries per 100 households. 

Reported rc~idential burglary rates (per 1,000 population) 

were c,J.so gr~nera"tcd for the years beJ.:;·:een J 972. an:..t 1976. 

In En 2 I t.he nnrrher of 3:epor::'ed rQsidential bnrglaries 

per 1,000 ?opu12~icn ~as 6.58: in 1973 the rate increased 

reporteJ rosi~enti&l burglaries per 1,000 population. 

'j'}W TO.te inc:ceasea cg2,in in 197:; to 12.64. Tlw proj ected 

reported residential burglary rate for 1976 is down from 

both the 1974 and :975 figures at 10.86 reported resi-

dontial LurgJarios pcr J.,000 population.: 

1. Since the time of the o~iginal cstimate, a fifth and sixth 
~onth of data h~v~ be~o~~ Rvailablc. A prediction of the 
n:::mJ;£?r of l.'CU01'tC':! ;·os.~ ::ientiill bu.?~gla.rics based upon six months 
r.~ Q""" """",' -""'lr);c',;:;cc><: ~':" l'cc:identia) burglaries,t'lhich is 
U.J,.. c:t l.. U J,( 1"..' t ..L. ~ i...( -I.. '..... - 0..:;1 • - ~..... -, 

Zo~c~ than the four-month estimdte. 

13 
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TABLE 1 

Bellevue Total Re.siu('1\ tial Burglary 1972-1976 

1972 1973 1974 "! 1975 % 1976 
., 

I> ;, 

c.:bi:; ehg ehy. (e.si:) chg 

Total Burg. 73L! 895 22;~ 1,310 46% 15 339 2;~ 1,215 -'Q1o 

Res .. Bal.'t;. 410 601 '+7% 762 27% 83~ g e , 
10 741 -lE 

Pop. 
1 

62,3!13 63,000 ]."' 
" 63,91.0 2~' ., 6G,OOO 3'}' 

I' 63,209 3i~ 

ft pet' 
') 

hs1d:' 2.818 2. f3!40 2.7!:O 2. (j!d 2. SilO 

':1 .r: 
11 0 .. 3 

22, ] 23 22,183 23~ 336 2fl,990 26, SS!} hslus 

burgsj 
4 1000 6.58 9.54 1+5~~ J.1. 9? 25% 12. G,'I 6el 10.86 -147; pc>p 10 

bUl"g/ 
J 00 2, n. 3.26 '.------

2.76 ___________ _ 

l'lh~ \!a::;l.ir:t~{~on Str:tr:. report 011 p('!'1uL:t:ion trcmds; the 197,) Bellevue Pol:Lee 
DCi)[{rt!WnL, )\nnu::d. Report. 

7"'11'" t-"',·1l'l'1,""1-(,'" c;."tc' 
..... L;. 1!U.~1 .',J-' .it. Jl.o ~ Report em FC'jll:l,l t:i OU TrGnds. 

3]"",1' )11' ~tl' 'In ..... ," -'1' ~_;_:::!:-~._l.. ~:: ____ :::'::':":"'.:.. 
Est. llumbt.Ol" PCl: household'" number of 11oUGl~holcJs 

II :-iL1lr 1J cl' 0 f 1.' I! ff 1n ric:.) f (\ r V(~:I:r 
-------.- .. ~.,------ .. -- '{ JOOO Tdt'C per 1000 population' 
1!optll<ltiC.'l1, same )'cnr. • 

14 



B. Sllccii'ic burl!LHV cbn:<:lC"tC'ristics _-' _____ • '!.. ...L ..... ________ _ 

Specific burglary characteristics were generated through 

the He 11 e vu e POLL c ere p 0 r t s for the mo 11 tho f Dec em bel" 

1975. These data are the same as thoseinc1uded in the 

King COUllty Uu'; and Justi.:.:C' Plan for 1977. The sample 

consisted of 69 residt'lltinl uluglary reports Cexc~pt tillle 

of day data whicll came from ]975 burglary project records). 

The data indicated the fo11oi\'ing specific char3cteristics 

of Tc~:;idcntl<l.l burglaries in Bc11cyuc: 

1. 

For the snr.iple 1710Dths of Dccemller 1975, ~lonuay ,·;as 

the lr:os t J.i b: 1)' day of the '\,;eek for a bur gleny to 

OCCU}: (27. '7~.) fo1.101\'ed by 1\'ednesCL<:ty ( 2 3,'f~') and Tuesday 

(J 9 . In. T LeI ens t 11 k d. r d (1 Y S 0 f t h c. h' e c k :f 0 r a 

residential burglary to occur appeared to be Sundav 

l· ') 1 ~\) n '" 't r: 1".1' (~ " ,- r .1 'z r ) I. • J. 1,,;. \,. J. L t .. :.. )' \. '+ • _, 't 

• 



The time of dar fOT aU reported residential btlT61aTie~ 

in 1975 indicated that 412 (48.53n occurred GUT ins 

the clay, while cUi C51.47~) occurred during thE: nigh~. 

crj tcrion heing ., .. het J~·:r a dOOT, Id.ndm; J etc. \\as pried 

or brohen open; entering through an unlocked door or 

\': i 11 d lW; ~ s c 1 a ~ S .i .r 1. e d a:; n n 1m 1cn c C'd C' 11 try) . 

ForceJ cI:tric~~ ac~~ouiltcd for 31 ( r~ "()'-) 
,,) J ~ .) .. _ ,) of the rcs:i~~-

ential burgl~rj~s fur the ~onth of Dcccnber 1975. Of 

those 31 repo~tcd resjdential ~urglaTics) J6(51.G]~) 

inv01\'00 12(:)8.71';;) involved doors, and :)(9.6S~) 

entries nc(oltntcd for 15(32.61'~)of the ycs.i.cicntial 

bun.:lar.ic~ for Dcce::lbcr. Of these 15 nO~l-fnrcccl 

(l (r -) 'T', O. '\ l' J' \' .) 1 '" .., « -10 0 ~ -o ~)..., ... ) ~) #1; ) 1 l ~ \ t l \. L ~, ) 

4(26. 67~; :i.Jl\'oll'ed SalLe ot11t"1' pcdnt of entry. " 1'1' C;:1 

Gninec1 011tL'1' to u residcJlce through unlocked doors or 

The ronge I mC,Jn ~JJld median ca:->11 value of propcrty 

stolen in residential burglarics committed during 

December 1975 were as follows: 

a. mean dollar ,',due - S50~l 

b. median dOlLa \aluc - $212 

1(. 



ce 
c. range - S9 - $2,522 

s . Ty'[, ~ 0 f r r 0 p_0 1'l.':-~!!:.) 1. (' 11 N::: 4 I~ 

Ti1(:' most C0l111r.on items stolen in residential burglaries 

during December 1075 were home entortainment items (e.g. 

stereos, televisions, raJios etc.) and sm~]l office 

eqwlpJ:1E'nt (c.g. calculators). These items \\'cre stolen in 

19 of 44 residcntinl burglaries in ~hich items were 

takc')) . 

D. C:i t.j ~ CD t~D i c ~E~ t:~,.)Jl 

[lata on ci ti::cn p;:rticipathm 1_n the burglnl'Y prevention 

pro 1:3LW ,,"crc' co I} (-ct.cd .:llld ['ppanT j n Append i.x V , Ta hI os 2 & 3, 

Throuf,h J.ocal f;-led] a ccYC'rage. ci \'ie mcetings, and a door-

to-door camp~'llgn) an att.empt \\'l~S J~H1dc to involve as many 

cjtiz~ns as pussille ill the burglary prevention program. 

i(hile the local llt;,:sp,lpcr::: and 1"'".:.dio stHtio1"ls infon;ted the 

citizen:- oJ. 1.hl...) burgl.ary pn::;\'entlon progrnlTI, the coyerage 

d:id not proyjdC' citi-:clIs \·;iJh thr' detailed information 

needed to effectivel), ol'g~ni:e ncighbcrhood block-Ivatches, 

0)" intlucc citi:::en P31't:icipotion in the othE'r ,lspects of 

the progr<lIt~. ThE' most suc:cc:;sful lileans of -insuring 

citi:'cl1 p01'ticipatiol1 in the prOr;rtlm appeared to he 

thu t100r- to -door campa.ign) tluring "'hich persOlwl contact 

with citi.zens ",'<1S l:W.:.lc to cncour1.lge t.hem to attend a 

ncighhorhooll lnlq;lary prevention meeting. At these 

nei~~hLIOrh()od i~\l'et.i!lgs, citi::ens rccci\'cd. valtwble jnfoTlllatioll 

on b1.ugLH)' prev('ntioJi, includin;.; It()\;[ to organize a block­

~atch, how to mark personal property with engravers, 

how to lHop<..'rly secure a home, and hOl-,' to TCqucst a home 



s ecud ty illspcC t .Lon from the pol ice. 

~hile nIl Bellevuc citizens could purticipntc in and 

l'CCC i \'0 the prCyeD t jon s en"ices 0 f f ered by the pro gram, 

h:o arc'Rs of Bellevue i\'crc designated as hi6h burglary 

area::; and \':e1'(' U5(',] ,.is the sta.rting poin-ts for 

tl~ 0 UDOl' - to - dU'Jl" camp" i gn. These tl":O hi 6h CT i DC ar eas 

":(;l'e 1:n<1tai and :\rJri(lrC, as mentioned before. 

Cit j :: CE \:iil be dc.c'J;:wntl.:u for the thrt'e 

pro j (>c l: 

se: .... ul'ity il1~>pection. [e-tch tl'c:d:r;\(:l1t \,;;'11 be described 

illdcpundantly. Agcdn the reader is rC]:linclcc.l that the 

project rccords 1':01'C lncor:lplctc, thercfoJ'e thC'se figuy'C's 

on citiz.cn participation r1'e pr01wbJy 10\':er th(m ac"tual 

I . It 1 0 c k - \,' li t c h 

a. fiJ.1~0l1c. (inclutlc-s jucnol'o and Enatai) 

]Jur.ing thc project ycar ;\!ny 1, ]975 throubh 

l\.pri 1 31, ] ~)76 there were 119 neighborhood mect-

ings. J\t thesc l1tcetings 1, 3G8 households .... ;eTc 

r(~vr:C'scntcd. TJds infoHwtion 1\85 taken fron 

attcndCEI~:l' records uscd by the 11TOjCCt personnel. 

TllCSC ],368 houspllo1c1s rcpresented 5.26% of the 

total L'stiLwtc'c1 households :in Delle\'ue. The 

;Wl'rage lHu:tbcr of h01lscholds represented at each 

me e t 1 n g ,,' n s 11. 5 . 

As a result of the 119 neighborhood J:lcetings, 89 

l<l 

.. . 



cjti::.cn block"\\'[ltchcs h'CTe established (not H11 

cjtizcns that attcnded a J1ejghborhood meedng 

partjc.ip~ltcd in a block-'·.'atch), There were) )195 

hou:;cholds which part.icipated .in the neighborhootl 

block-\·;atchcs, these 1195 households represented 

4.6~i of the total hOllscholds in Bcl1cnlc. The 

avcrar.e number of households in a neighborhood 

1JltCl1SiYl' door-to-door G1T1lpaign promoting the 

buq2}ary pTc\:cntloll pro;r<ll:l. As a result~ (luring 

the pro.iect ye~ir ~\lay 1, 1975 t.b.rough April 31, 1076 

there \,,'()re 41 block-·\·;:itchcs oTganizcd in these tKO 

[l~-COS. 'ibis ir:.dicates that almost half (46~.) of 

and Enatai areas rcpresentad 35.G4% of the ~ouseholds 

in tho~;c: noishborhoo ... ls. '1'11e av<.::rago n'..1mJ~e):- of households 

tl1at pd.rticipat:o(1 in u. bloc:J:-\';atch ~das 13.8. 

The fO.l."l:llll.J. for es{:ir:~ .... :::tinS" llousehol!ls is in Section II:~-.' 

2. Prupc.'rt', ('l1Pl';!\'Cl'S 
-------'--~~#~- .. -----

Thc'sc fi~;urc:s represent those citi:ens that either: 

(a) checked Ottt an cngra\'CT from the HellenIc Police 

cngr;l\'l'r by tho bloct-watth coptllin fOT a short period 

of t b::c. It ,·.'as ;1CJt confi.n~(:tl whether these ci t i 3C11S 

did, in fact) use the cngr<l\'CVS or the warning decGl. 

1(' 



---~---

Thesc nUJ:1hcr~; ,·.'ere generated frO!~l project records 

kc~t by project staff. 

a. Cii..r_~·,'j(~}ncl~.l\les }\nlJ;loro .1nd Enatai) 

The)~c \';C1'e 529 households thot participated in t.he 

property cllgravillg aspect of the prevention progTam. 

These 52D households rcpresented 2% of the 

tot a 1 ] 10 usc hoI d s i Jl Be 11 c nlE~ . 

There 1;ere ·;00 h01.l!::ehcJd~~ that p(~rticip8.ted in 

{ror,] t11CSC tKO neighborhoods. 1\5 o;ily 529 housc-

hoI c1 ~~ 11 ~1 r tic i p;; ted i Jl the eng r a\' i n gpo r t ion 0 f t 11 e 

proj~ct, the Ardmore and Enatai areas represented 

7(i~i Ill' property j:1Clrkil!g households. Tl,rv ~ 400 

~~t I-rCt~:tC Secltrir,· il1:-~1 r~ctiOlls - .. -------.. -~-~---.. ,-----

One 2spcct of the bUTgJ.a1'Y prevention program c ffered 

Bellc'\'uc ci.t:i.zens courtesy home security inspections 

conduct (',1 by il Bel] l'Vl1C Police Officer. The response 

to this lHcgl'am ole'1\en1' 11o\·;cve1' V:<LS minimal. Hal" 

,.,'0.), thTCHlgh the proj cct year only six howe inspections 

had been conJuctc'd. By the end of the project year 

n total of nine security inspections had been performed. , 
, 

• 
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E. 

• 

I "'1'\'lC ,I- 0 ( the 1\0] l' r:\"u C _~( __ L ___ ~._l .' _ _ I". BtH~'.lQry PrO\'cntLon Pro,gr3.lTI on reported 

res i d c n t i ; 1 1 h 11 r (! 1 ~l r y ---- ., 

F01' the purpose of this eV:1luC1tion, the restated objecth>e 

against ~hich the program was evaluQtcd was: 

Given the operation of thc l'esidcntia) burglQry 

prevcntion program in Bellevue, a statistically 

siL~nifj cant cieCI'C<lE;C' Hill he documented ,·;hen the 111..'.'1Ibor 

of ycport.cd residential burglaries before the progran is 

compared to the nu~hGr of rQPcrt~d residential burglaries 

atter program initiation. 

To detcl'lnj}[c the pl'0bTamS success in achieving it! s objecU\'c 'to 

siL:nificalltly reduce the incidence' of rcsidclltial burgl<1TY '[\','0 

r.lca~,urcs \,:e1'O used em a city-\·:ic1e basis, and t,'.'o measures v:erc 

l.l:;ccl flJ}, 0 particlp[tllt J!cigilborhood; ::ll1cl non-participant 

ne i.~~hhc}-ho('d criJ:lpa T J SOJ1. 

The tl-;O wcasures of ::lcll.icver,lcnt used .on a citY-h'iclc scale \~'C:l'e: 

(1) The l1uml;cT of reported residential burglQries for pre- and 

post-program lIlonths \·:ere compared by mcallS of a regression 

discontimtity analysis) and 

( 2 ) 'l'lw r;1 t.U S 0 f rep 0 l' ted r (' 5 ide 11 t .i alb 111' gIn r r (p c rIO 0 h 0 use -

holds) for })J'c" allll Jlost-pro~:rnm initiation months Vlere 

compared by means of a t-t('st. 

The t,·:o lileaSUTC'~~ of nc1d l'Vl'mcnt used for the participant neighbor-

hoods aI~,l llo:l-partici r<::.nt ]lei !~iJhorhoods cOPlp:1rison \-:ore: 

(1) The monthly 1:ates or reported residential burglaries (per 

" . 



100 houscholcls) \o[crc. c01i1llurcd for paTticiplll'..t and non 

par tic i V;} n t it Tea s for pre - an cl po s t - pc T i 0 d m 0 nth s b)' ):', e a n s 

of a t-tcst, and 

(2) The nUl;lhcr of reported resjeiontiaJ. burglaries for prc-

~nd post-months wcre compared by means of a ragresslon 

discontinui ty 3naJysj s l~erforr.1C<.l independently for 

participant ;1llcl nOll··parti·..:ip~lnt ;-lTe<'lS. 

,r\s axpln:incd 0.:l1"lic'}·, the pre-l'J'ogralii l:lOnths used h"(,J'e: 

1976, 01' 

the year fo1101·;ing the c.jty "!,'ide prO):,Tal;t implci:wntatioD 

date. llcllc'\'UC Jid h:~n:; the first yc.:11' burgLa)' pTC'Ycntion 

-l:l'j(! e;(pDrin~Gnt<ll aroa lHOE::d in the first year grant. project 

experienced only 28 reported residcntidl burglaries during 

'the y(,;ur t·1a,y 1974 ·through April 1975. Even if the prog:C2.171 

had been 100% effective it would not hdVG affected the 

city-\:ide ~oportQd residential burglary frequency. Therefore, 

n. 

discontinuity ~1J1;lly:3i$ •. \ceclrding to CampbC'll~ 
n 
uCa..7.1/1. ... :Z,:., rQi~·7:~:I.J 1:h;d.lC~~t~,'r;::a :.. .. :..:...·[t}l):'?:lt~i~:b'.,,'f :~''!':L:l1~:C~.~i: Pt·,;yc;;oZ:.l;.ti..s::" ~.roz 2 .. ~.J t/o. ~ 

(;{'f-"Jl1'~~ :~~t~D)., 1-"'£1. 4C2~ .. ;D2. 
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this test is when 

services connot he denied to a control group, as was 

the case in Rellenlc. The methodology is as {0110,,[s: 

the least. squares regression equation is computed on 

the bas j s 0 f t 11 c n U III be r of bur g 1 a ric s i 11 the p l' C - pro g r a J:\ 

months; the h'c-lst sqlwrcs rcgrC'ssioll equation is also 

computed for the post-program months. The regression 

lines ,11'C then plotted and compa.red; suhstantial difforences 

,HC clcmOllstrnted I.'j!c:n the .slope 2nd the intercept of the 
• 

t;: 0 reg r c ~.:; s ion .1. inc ~~ c1 i r [ cr . 

GT~ph :2 indicates th0t the mnilbC'r of reported n.'sidential 

burglarje;s 1\'e:1'o Sl.lbstclnt:ial1y recluced during the po.st-

progr2M initiation period. The equations compared &5 follows: 

Slope Intercept 

Pre-prograLl Y - 2. 688(:\) + 56. 11 

Po s t - pro g r ~~m Y == (1 07<;(y) ." ..J .......... + 62. 88 

TllC n;grcs~;iol1 lines 1,'Ol"e different in both intercept nncl 

slope. WIliIe the slope in th~ post-prograre ~nitiation period 

was not negative, (which would have indicated a decreasing 

trend)' the number of reported residential burglaries \vas 

dovm and appec:.rec. "to ha.ve stabilized. 

Since reported rcsidential burgJary figures were llscd for 

the purpo!:jcs or tho c\'~luation, a bias may have been 

introduced, as reporting HItes may tend. to increase during 
7 

pre\'cntion pro:..;ram OlH'Tation-'. As J rcsul t, the actu~ll 

number::, of rcpoTT:cd Tcsidcntial bll':tgJaries moy b.:; ovcr-

l'cpresc.'lltcu in the· post-program initi<l.tion peri.oJ.. 

(*' :..~.:;:...~:. ::; ~~; ~"";c~"t.~;; ::1;...: 1 i;!':.::;:.i-b(~r· cd .:~ r: t4lt-?:'ltl(! 1.a2111 
",.;.'t ri· (-::l-~"'!. I., ~:d). 

< . 



b. \IC8S11rc tl;O - t-tcst 

Dur:ing the pre-program pc:riod the mean monthly rate 

of r ('port cd r0.s i den t ial bur gl a Y)' (per 100 hOlts eh 0 1 ds) \,;as 

3.66. During the post-program initiation period the ~ean 

monthly rate of reported residential burglar)' (per 

100 hOllse1Jolcls) \\",is :),21. A t-test for significar;cc 

comparing the r.lOnthJy rates 1n t.he pre"TJTogram period 

to the post-progr<l!1 initiation period indicated that the 

decrease during the post period was statisticalJy sig-

Limi ts to these types of ana lyse:; h01';Cyer) preclude 

attributill,g the decrC'ase:' jn the llUi:lber and rate of 

reported residential burglaries to the program elements 

alone, i.e. there l:l~l)' be other fac'cors unrelat'2d to the 

progruIQ contri.buting· to the decreClse. Other possible 

explanations for the decrease include: 

'J\~1e LC>(,p:-Pf~S ion E:ffect (C2u:\pbell, 1969) suggests that 

Bollevue's roported burglary level was uncharacter-

istically hiyh duri~g the pre-period and therefore 

II o.rU fic:i;'ll. " The: further suggest.ion hy CalnpbelJ. is 

"..:h3o'[: an II ar l:ifically II hi9h level (a.s \Vas the case for 

burglary in Bellevue) would abate regardless of any 

intervention st.rategies (e.g. Bellevue's Burglary 

Prevention Prosra~). T~is explanatio~ ~as sorne valid-

ity as the pre-project year of M~y 1974 through April 1975 

did realize a greater incidence of reported residential 

burglar:y in Bellevue t:lan any other ycar over the 



(2) • III .June ID7S, the Bellevue Police Department 

implcraclltc<.i a team policing strategy. Under this 

s t I' a tog y, p (] t r 0 1 0 f fie e r s \.; ere g i \"em the add e d 

responsibility of performing functions \\llich in 

the past were normally performed hy detectives 

(e.g. follo\-,'-1.1P invcstigatjons, gathering of 

evidence, For thoso cases folJowed-up, 

i!lCl·C~ se s in bot.h t.he ~l.rTeS t p .. nd c: learuncc 1'<.1 tos 

\':ere! :1111..icil'ClU:'d. l~ith the poLice officers aware 

of the lJur~;lal r prevention pTOf;ram in existence, 

ups. 

The data in Appendix VII Table 5 show that burglary 

lIarrest rat.es ll have increased from the pre to post p.!:e-
. 

vent.ion progr2w ).Jo::-iods. <} Rates of burglary arrests pc-::::. 

m011th 0\'(:1' the number of burgLn'ies pOl' month \\"ere 

computed for the pre anJ post burglnry project periods. 

The arrest ratc incretlsec1 from l8.9l~ in the pre-

period to 24. 66~ in the post-prc\'clltion program period. 

A t - t e !; t per for J:l e don the m 0 11 t 11 1)' rat. e s f 0 T the prc-

and post-·periods indi.cated tb~t the increasing 

a r res t Tat c s for t 11 c 11 0 s t per i 0 cl '\' ere not 5 tat i s t i -

cally significant (p:. 05) although, the changes in 

arrest rates may be consitlcy('(l significant in C1 

, 5 
practIcal scnse. 
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The ilIlpljcation is that te(lr.l policing str~tcgies 

may 118.\'0 Im}1C'lctedthe prevention 11Togram, i. e. 

contributed to the reported residcntinl bun;1ary 

decrC~S0, as burglnrs ha¥c: either (1) been re~oved 

rro~ the street by arrest, jo.i1 and/or prison, and 

CLre therefore unable to corr:nit burgl<"~rics! er 

(2) burglars 

strategies and were, therefore, deterred £ro~ 

aJso r!::de J'('[CrCIlCe to the tean polich:; st::,l':egy; 

the- h:.:rgLlry st(1tjstic; then l;::lY reflect the ce~.:bin,:,d 

Initially, four officers Kero assigned to ~o ~urglaTy 

IJTCVcnt:i.on pl'e~cnt::lillns, \·;11ile: t\·;o student inte;:ns 

;1l1cl a ci t j :cr: velunt.eer perfon:wd the neCeE:·s2.ry 

clOOJ'- to-ctl)or car.qwii:n:i nt',. Dy the end of Dece~ber 

1 9 'i' 5, ·n 0 f r j c e 1.' S h n d bee n t T a i 11 edt a g ire the 

Pl'\"S8r;tatl0!1!::: \\'hi1e 17 officers (excluding the 

presclltatiol1 S. \\'11011 the student interns cor.lpletcd 

thl~lr jnto1'lls11ips in August 1975, and the citi:en 

\'oluntcer llcp:Hted in ?\ovcml'er 1975, the Bcllenle 

poJjC(! officers took over the door-to-door c;::.;::paign; 

contactlllJ,:. ci.tizens aIld ~,C'ttjng up neighborhcod 

The irlplication here is that ;:\3.ny 1..o1'e 

n('ightorho~)d J:\('ct ings were held C!nd. therefore 

, , . 
r...l;t:~ ::,:: .',;;;: ::~Z '.~ :": .... ;!.::. 1'") ,- , ... , ..,~ . 



block-1Y[i tchc~~ fonned as a rcsul t of the increased 

usc of tecllll police officers functioning as burglary 

prevention program personnel. Team police officers 

weTe responsible for 23 of the 89 block-Katchcs 

o l' g [H1 i zed, (.) r 2 5 . 8.J % 0 r t 11 e n c i g h b 0 l' h 0 0 d b 10 c k -

,\,atches. 

2 . C () 111 P tn i. ~ 0 nor p .il' t :i c i. P [l 11 taIl d n ~ n - 11 (1 r tic i p ant n c j g 11 be rho 0 d s.. 

While it v:as clCQY th~t Bellevue did experience a statistically 

s j g 11 if i can t dec l' C:J. S C :i. 1'. the E U 1;: bel' a 11 d rat e 0 f rep 0 r t e u. 

pl'cn:nt.i.on 11Tog1';:i.1) it ""as not possible with the mcasurel;lcnts 

us cd ~ to fu 11 y n t t 1'i bu tc the c1 eCI'<:'[-l so to the operation of tlH' 

burg} ary prcven tj OIl pTogram. By a comparison of intensive 

pCi1.'ticipant aTe~t~~ ,-;j th minir.;oT po~!'ticipant cl.Te(1S in the: 

amount of 11m-glury" reduction after the prevention progTcll:lS 

ililpl cmen tat ion, so;nc' inI orencC'::; could be rna de Teg~1.rclillg the 

pos sib 1 c effer.: t:i.vellcss of the:' inn- g] ary prev en t ien prograr.1. 

As noted earlier, ~(.'ctions of Ardmore [1111.1 Enatai (referred 

to os An;n. One) Tcccived extensive door-to-door camllctignillg 

and the program participation response by clti:ens in these 

arCAS h"aS vel')' £<1\"o1',lb10, :': Within the participating sections 

of A r d m 0 r c n. 11 cl f: n,~ t a i 5 6 6 ( 3 5 . 6 4 n 0 f the 11 0 use hoI c.l $ in t his 

area partlcjp~tcd in a block-watch, and 400 (25.14%) of the 

households in this area participated in the pi"Oporty 

engl'<l\'" ingi,iL'cal clel:,ellt of t.he p)"oET~lm. These tl-?O high 

*~7;·-; c(ci 'z:~:"'r; cf" /;~fl.i'.":;;}1'~:: ~"t~· .. ~"'t"2jJ'.7~: 
~~t::'l('.etJt:~: .""'o::,"~·h -2~~t;-z :..r:;.c ;;,~,'. E. J 

7 .. bC-:;;~ ;"."i:·, 

The 8eat:~~_~'n v.---'" Ei:",:..t(::~: !'~~ .. "''''~l'r't)jl t~o "z.J'! thi,\} ~e(!f."·cl)t t.,\1.r bC:d!dcc. 
f'-';--,'l,_:>-';',:,,: ....-''V1-;~ ... ,"I." ~-::",;r ;~'.j"""~ :- .~ ... ~ P .• :' - .... - .. ~ ..... ..., ... 

, , 
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participant areas wer~ combined and cODpared to the rest of 

Bellevue', (referred to CIS Are[l T\\'o('xcluding the sections 

of Ardmore and Enatai) which lwu received onJ.;.-' minimal 

exposure to the prevention progl"<lill, and in which the 

participation response ~as Rinjmal. In the Bellevue area, 

(excluding Ardmore & Enatal) only 802 (3.29%) of the house-

holds in this area participated in a block-watch, and only 

120 (O.SY:·) of households ill this arc:a participnteu in the 

resi.-

dcnt.ial::mr']laries in Bellevue. During the post·-pl:ogra.:n 

initiation pcrio~r Area One repc~tsd only 37 bu=glaries, 

representing l! .• 8 9~..; of tl1(~ total reportcll resi:::!cntial bur-

811 residcnti~l L~rglayies Leprescntin0 91.95% of the total 

report.cd rcsidentio.l burghn' ies in Be 1 1.:;!vuC! . 

pos t-progri::ur: in:L tiation per iod/ Area Ti';O reported 720 rcsi-. 

denti21 hurglaries representing 95.11~ of t~0 total reported 

residcntia2 bur01ur~cs in Bellevue. This reflects a 48.61% 

(fro::1 7'2 to 37) r1eorct:l.se in t.ile IYLi.I:l l)(:!r of reported residential 

burglaries [O~ ~rea Ono in tho post-prevention progra~ ini-. 

tiation peri01 as opposed to an 11.22% (fro~ 811 to 720) 

deOr'eRGe ill reported residential burglary experienced by 

Ars<'l, ']'\'.'0 • 



TABLE 6 

Frequency and Percent of Bellevue's Total Reported Fesidcntial 
·------BtJl~g~-ly i~s b~.·~.£~a 

PRE POST 

a . !\ 1 e <.1 S U r c· 0 n e - t - t est for 5 i .L' n i f i c C1 Il C e 

The' Elcan monthly TUtcs of reported rcsidcntial burglary 

( p (; rIO 0 110 1.1 S C' h (1 J c1 s ) fur tho' sup per t cd the a p par e n t 

dec r CC1!, es in 'f' epo"!""tc:d T ('si deh t j a 1 burg I Cl. ry f requenc ies. 

The- lllC,J1l mOll~ hly 1'[·1.0 for Area One in the pre period 

TlIC ]1:can monthl>" ]'nte in the p'ost-period 

was 2.33. A t-test for significance indicated this 

(p(.005 t see loppendix IX t Table 7). The mean monthly 

,~ 1 ~ • " • 1 -ra~e O~ re?or~eG reSlucnt1a burglary (per 100 households) 

for Area Two dropped from 3.57 in the pre-period to 2.95 

in the post-period. However, a t-test for significance 

indicated this rai.:e decJ:-easc wa.s not statistica.lly sig-

nificant (p) .05, see Appendix IX, Table· 8). 

One more attempt was made to measure the statistical 

significanc.e of the cbclJ1ges in reported 1'csic1cnt ial 

burglaries [or the intensIve cjtizcn participant areas 

and th(' T:tinjmal citi::en participant areas. The regression 

discontinuity analysis 1\'as uscd for c<lch ayca jndependently 

The least squares regression line for Area One in the 



• 

• 

pTc-pTogr~l:;1 period (l\i:1)' 1974 through April 19'75) 

indica ted an :i nc rca s lng slope, the numb or s of report cd 

residential burglaries Keye increasing. During the post 

progTnln initiation period the computed least-squRres regres-

sion line indicated a decreasing slope, hence the numbers 

of reported residential bur~laries were decreasing. 

The projected number of reported residC"ntial burglaries 

for ;\by 1976 for A-.'ca Ol1e 1';as zero. As can be seen, the 

s10p(' nnd the jnt(:rcepts al't' c.1ifferent (see Appendb: ~~, 

Grap11 "J • 
-') , 

A1'oo. One 
Pre 

Post 
y = 
y -

.2S0(x} + 
..... S07(x) + 

rn··'~·l'C"" ... t ... J. c. '-" '.' t' _ 

4.1&2 
6.3'17 

hence reported residential burglaries were increasicg. 

DU)';illg tho post'~p}=ogram initiation period the computed 

1 c: a s t 5 q t 1 arc S T C' g r (' .s s i 0 -:1 1 inc.' \d1 i J C d i [ £ e r 011 tin s lop C 

and 111 t ',; rce pt [1' o;a the pre - por:i od: hlcli c.a t cd th8. t r epor t cd 

rc:-ic.1cntj:d btn:gJary Kas .still en the illcn:~ase, lllthough 

the actual frC(lu('ncy oC reported Tcsic1cntia] burgl,l1'Y 

Slope Intercept 

Pre Y = 1.989(x) + 54.652 
ATC:'~ '1"';0 Post Y ::::: .?l71(x) + 57.591 
---.~--

In SUl:1:W.:CY, the on1y clccrcas:ing trend was cxpcTienced 

j n A r:.::; On l' dnT ill g the po s t pro g raJll ini tiation per io:l. Tl"lis 

the grl'~t:e~~t ill:lOunt of llUrglary prcl.'ention sCTYices, [llld 

Jaai:nt:.J.i]:c~i .1 nigh citizen participation rate, expedcnced 



the greatest decrease in reported resident.ial burglnry 

frequency aJJU Tn to. 

It is not known to whot extent, if any, displacement 

effects may have influenced tho project outcome. Tho 

usual assllmption about displacement is that it i'" most 

apt to oeon' in areas close to the experimental 

area, in this case Area One. As no specific residential 

burglcll') cOl:1parison.:i Kere J:lade of those neighborhoods 

SU1·I'O'.llldi~1g t}le ;\Tclmore and En:ltal ,neas, no inferences 

\,'\31'(: made reganling: the transference of Tesidential 

burglary ::lctivities after the bun;l<ny prcycntion progrn;:\ 

c e IV. SUi:l:[l.1ry and concJl'si(\DS 

This evaluation report has analyzed: 

(1) de SCI' i P t i ve d::! t(1 CO\rer i ng the clla I'act.or is tics of reporte d 

residential burglary in Beilcyuu; 

(2) the extent of citiz0n involvement in the Bellevue burglary 

prevention pToject; and 

Cq the ilnpact of the burglary prevcntion pregram on the rcported 

residential burglary rQtc~ for Dcllcvu0. 

(1) Bellevue as C1 whole Gxperiellced a significant reduction in 

both rates and frequency of reported residential burglary; and 

• 



(2) the int(.'n~;ivo p;'1l'ticipnnt neighborhoods (Arcll:lOre and Enatai) 

cxpcr :Lone cd a (lroJ.tcr l'c'lluction in both reported residential 
t> 

burg),ny rates (H~d frequency than the rest of ~clluvue. 

Furthermore, the actual docreases in reported residential buralarv - .. 
fra~~Gncy and rates mny actually be greater than those noted in this 

evaluation if resi~cntial burglary reporting rates increased as a 

rGaul~ of the project. 

£l'CQW;;h:Y .:mu l'lltCS \;01'(' s:i~~niLicantj it .... :<1S not possible to 

at tr i bu i::;' th c J l' CT('ll;';E';:; t c 1.. ht.:.' Lur ~~la ry pT C'.r en t i on pro gralil a lone, 

Other factors may have partially aCcol1ntcc.l for the docl'cases. Other 

(e possibJc caus..::s \\Jdch Illny h~l\'c cont:,d.butcd to the apparent decreases 

ill rcported residential b1.l}·~~l<l1'Y in l~ol1 ('yue included the effects 

of statj!.:;tiC<.~l TC..:gre~;!;ion~ and/or t1~e cOlllbjlled effects of HcllOYlH:'s 

TC<lPl Policin~; str<1t0z~:icS. FUTthcn\f1TC', it i,'as not knO\iD to \·;hat 

extent. if [illY, b\.n';!l~lr\' ciis111uc(:ntCllt cffects llh.1Y have influenced 
~ , ~J ~ 

the pro j ('C tIs (lU tcom (J. 

ThG qUDlificat:Lor.s r:ob:ithGt.2Ylc1illg, the nata cont.ained in this eval-

uation sug~8st that the p~og~ron has bean a success. It appears that 

crimi!! pl~cventj.on activ i ti(~!; of tl)is n& ture are. ~ .. JorUl.\·:hile a:.-d there-

forn shoul~l be contj,nu'.<i Vi i thin thco s truc tU:!:'8 of BC::!11evu8' s Tea1n 

Policing rrogr~::a . 

• 
, 
, 
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]\PPENDIX II 

October r 1975 

This newsletter is published as a public service by the Police Department 
to keep you aware of the residential burglary problem in Bellevue. 

January Ulrough Septenilier 1975, there has been a total of 
burglaries in Bellevue. 

Of these tf5;~ were forced 

674 residential 

.' 

~5h were non-forced (entry gained through unlocked door or windo',\') 
_10% method of ent3::Y was unknown or burglary 'v;as attempted \vitJlcut 

success 

36% entry \'las gained at the rear of the house 
• G'}~ entry \~,Tas gained at Ute side of th.e house 
2/% entry '.vas gained at the £):on t of the house 
31% l?oint of entry was unknOi·rn 

Our statistics indicate your home may be burglarized l\.NY DAY OF THE NEEK. 

62h occurred during daylight hours 

(.ring the month of September, there \'lere 63 
Bellevue. 

residential burglaries in 

', . LIS ri; wore fot-ced IS/~ entry gained at rear of house 
. ~% wen::! non-forced 9% entry gained. at side of house 
-r,-r attempted wlknown 26;~ entry gained at front of house ~ I:, or 

Lin point of entry unknown 

The property loss due to residential burglary during the first nine months 
of this year has been $ lS6,J.75.QO 

NO COST/COI-1NOH SENSE PREVENTION 'rECHNIQUES 

Recovered property which cannot be positively identified cannot be returned 
to t:11e O'.'mel~. '1'0 aiel in th.e )~ecovery of stolen pl:operty i record the serial 
numbor of volunble items: engrave property wi.th your Washington State 
Driver's Licen~c number or take a color photograph of property which does. 
not lund itself to being marked. 

Ensrra vers a.re availt:lblc on loan at no GOG t "throu9h the Police Departme.r: t. 
Hcnwmber I \·;11on you sec suspecious acti vi ty in your neighborhood, report 
it immediately to the police. 

Your best protoction agaInst burglary is to be a good neighbor. -
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APPENDIX IV 

Th3LE A 

Time of Day, Residential Burglaries 
in B~11G.v\.1Q r 1975 

Number Per cen:!:. 

f)J.¥ (6 a.m.-6 p.m.) 

~i i gh t (6 p. 1'\1. - 6 a· m. ) 

'total 

_._1 , 
412 

437 

48.5 

51. 5 

Day of Week, Residential and Nonresidential 
Burgla~ics in Bellevue, Decenber 1975 

Residential Nonresident.ial 
ir-----%'--- N os 

~{ond.:\.y 13 27.7 7 22.6 

'.\lesday Q 19.1 '" 5 16.1 

<' 1 fn.:(~ncsday 11 23.4 2 6.5 

T!111rsday 4 8.5 5 16.1 

rtiday 2 4.3 4 12.9 

Saturday 7 14.9 5 1'6.1 

$'Jnday 1 2.1 3 9.7 

:ct.a 1 47 100.0 31 100.0 





. ' ... "..'~. 

; 

I 

Residential 

Nonresidential 

. ' 
" 

N 

TABLE C) 
Xut.~~od <~n.J POl.nt. of r:at:::-y, TIcnidcnti':!l.l and 

Nonresidential ·Burglaries ~n Bellevue, 
December 1975 

Force 
Door" \'lindO'., Other Door 

:1> ~--!r- N <L rr--' Q 
'r, 1.> ---

12 26.1 16 34.8 3 6.5 8 17.4 

22 31.9 16 23.2 0 18 26.1 

• 
Nonforce 

1iiindm" Other Total 
N !I; N % N 'b 

3 6.5 4 8.7 46 100.0 

6 8.7 7 10.1 69 100.0 



• 
Tl\BLE D 

Cash Value of Property Stolen in Residential 
and NonresidRntial Buralaries in Bellevue, Dece~ber 1975 ., -~-----=---------

M.ean 

Residential (N = (4) $509 

Nonresidential (N ~ 21) $393 

Hedian 

$212 

$110 

Ranoe 

$9-2,522 

$10-1,725 

rll'v ?e of_~rep .. !">.:.~_7;1 Stolp.I'.. Tl)o mo ........ CO""'n'O'1 l' t~ms ~+-olo.' ';n .::;...,;.. . _. _-:-_::. __ • ~ ..:> L. ..... ,! c: . :oJ •• ~".1.. 

residential burglariGs dUl.-ing D8ce~ber 1975 ,'Jere heme er. tertain-

~ent (stereos, televisions, etc.) and small office equipment 

(calculators). These items were taken in 19 of the 46 residential 

burglaries in which goods were ~tolena When the type of property 

ltolen in nonresidGntial burglaries was analyzed, no pattern was 

discerned; except, as expected, the type of property stolen 

a~pears to be related to the nature of the business or target 

(e, g. ( tirss stolen from a gas s t.a tion) . 

40 

.. . 



APPENDIX V 

Tl~DLT~ 2 

Block Watch Participation Data by Neighbor~ood Area 
Hi=tY 1975 t,Lrcuc~h :' .. pri1 19'16 

li of !Islas. 
# of in Area in 

% of Hslds. 
in Area i'1 

Bl()c}:\."a{~ch2s a Bloc1:h1 atch a B loC}~',·? 2. tC~l 

Area 'l'wo 

B2llcvne ':Potal 

Area '1'wo 

E!!9ri).\;r3.17..~! 
~·la\' 

Bellevue 'ra tal 

5G6 35.64~:i 

48 6 ,)Q 
<. J 3.29% 

1,195 4.59% 

~)o, t.a b~' ~ieigllborhood .;wea 
ti~1~OllSJ;1 .A.l?E~-Ll 19_"1_' 0_) ___ _ 

4~ of HsLls, 
\'7hic21 Osed 
:El1g1~ a Vt::.:c s 

400 

129 

% of rlslds in Area 
\'/11icl1 Used 
Encrr 2. 'lGrS --'-' --_._------

25.14% 

0.53% 

2.03% 

.. -,' 

, , 
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APPENDIX VI 

'l'ABLe 4 

Total RRported qcsiJential ?urglary Rates - Bellevue 

t-test score 

PRS (I1ay 197 /1--April 1975) 

N]. ::: l? 

EX
1 

-. 882 

I~:{l = ra"tc = 3.64 -

J"2X 2 = 11. G 
1 

I '(v::)2 r::e::1 
.. I ~'''l - J. ") 1. - t'~) .:J ..l. 

-
X '"" 0.30 

1 

- -
S}~, ->~? - . 02!~ 

.. L.. c" 

POST (May 1975-April 1976) 

"t;·v = ~/ 5"7 
J. .. ·'"'·~2 

I~X ') -- rate - 2.91 
~, 

Fv2 .J,t ... -- - ') ... I • <., J 
2 - 2 E (v X) .209 ~\..,-" ""\ -

'"' t:.. 

-
" = 0.24 ""2 

t = 2.5 ~ 22 dt, p .025 

1" '. ) 
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. APPEND IX VII 

BURGLARY ARREST DATA 

~Iay 19711 through ApTi1 1976 

Pre 

May 9 May 
June 9 June 
July 15 July 
Aug 7') 

~f.., AU(l 
<:> 

Se})t ~I 

I Sept 
Oct '7 Oct 
:\' 0\" J 6 i\o\' 
Dc-c 3 D·," I. ..... 

.Jan (J Jan 
Feb "'0 

~u Feb 
~,fn.l''' 26 Mar 
'\nr U· 
-' ._. ---------. Apr 

Tot(~1 162 Total 

X 13.5 X 

Median = 11.S ~!edian -. 

Eel1evue n~rql~rv '~~0st Rates - t-tGst Score --------------------_._---------.,------

Post 

10 
16 
10 
15 
16 
22 
19 
20 
21 
15 
12 

9 

185 

15.4 

15.5 

FRE (I·jay 1974-)\In:i1 1975) POST (~ay 1975-Apri1 1976) 

1'1 ::: 12 
1 

EX l rate = 226.86 

,. ,- t - 1'" 9' AJ. .... a e - .LO • .L 

EX~ rata = 5521.59 
- ? 

E (XI-Xl)~ = 1232.81 

EX 2 rate ~ 295.89 

X 2 rate::: 24.66 

EX~ rate::: 7734.8J. 
- ? 

E (y v)- A3 Q 9J. --2-"2 = - o. 

/ 
/ 

S2 = 75.99 t == 1.66.7 @ 22 (1f t P ~ .06 
not statistically sig'nificant 

/, II , , 

, . 

• I 
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}\PPENDIX VIII 

Both Bellevue 
(Ardmore & (Ardmore & 

Ardmore Enatai Ena tai) Enatai) 

Sample Pop. * 
74 2,252 1,700 3,952 59,988 
7 ,-

J 2,302 1,731 4,033 61,967 

Es·t. #/HoLlscho1d 
74/75 2.64 2.64 2.64 2.61: 
75/76 2.54 2.54 2.54 2.54 

Est. 11 of BQUS eholu!"3 'tr 

74/75 8:;3 644 1,497 22,723 
75/76 906 681 1,588 24,396 

.!j of llO'Lises in B 1 oc~:'.:aJ.:.ch 357 209 566 629 7i 
0 39.400;; 30 G9% 35.G4'b ') ~ Q ". 
'0 ~ ... ::> ...... .0 

" of Burg 1 a!.- ic\s It 

74/7'5 :16 26 72 811 
7S/7li '"}o () 37 720 1- (; .' 

Bu~~gJ.ari. e5/100 i1s1ds. 
7 '~;-l5 5~39 4.04 4.81 3.57 
75/76 3.09 1. 32 2.33 2.95 

13ury1ari.cs/J.OOO PO? 
7.1/75 20.43 15.25 18.27- 13.52 
75/76 12.16 5.19 9.17 1.2.86 

property Engn:lvor Reg:. 235 165 400 129 

C\ HOlJ.seholus 25,94':. 24.23~ 25 .14~, .53~ .... 

* Populations have been adjusted to coincide with actual boun­
daries used in the project. 

1 year == I·lay th}~ou(Jh Apr i1 

, . 



APPEHDIX IX 

TAnTJE 7 

~ Area One - Re?orted Residential Burglary Rates - t-test score 

• 

PRE (Nay 1974-.'\pri1 1975) 

N1 = 12 

EX = 72 1 

EX
1 

rate = 4.8096 

Xl = .4008 

E ( ,. -:;:: ) 2 ,18"u3 .1.\.1 .t\.l = 

- -
S•• v .C)C:;):.~3 <1-' ... .;~ 

J.. ":"2 

POST (~'1ay 1975-Apri1 1976) 

N2 = 12 

EX2 = 37 

EX2 rate = 2.3297 

-v "2 = .19011 

E (" ;; )') --"'2-A 2 ~ - .2615 

t -- 3.5454 !3 I:; 22 clf l p(.005 

Area Two - RQPo~te1 Resi~~ntial Burglarv Rates - t-test score 

PRE (I'lay 197~'-Apr:-il 1975) 

Nl = 12 

LXI =: 811 

EX1 rate = 3.5691 

S2 = .0037 
- -C'}' -r 

U !l.l-}1.2 - .0207 

POST (May 1975-April 1976) 

EX 2 rate = 2.951 

.1 r 

t = 1.5766 @ 22 df, p).05 
not sigl1ifica11t 

.,­. 
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l\.PPE~~DIX XI 

• ,-
Reported Rc.::sidcmtia1 Burglaries Per ~1onth 

PRE Hay 1974 through l-:.pri1 1975 

POS'l' ~·lay 1975 throuQ!1 April 1976 

1. 'f\.rc1more 2. Enatai 3. 'J.'otal 1 [, 2 .1. Bellev'..le (- 3) .... 
PPJ:::--POS~ 1:) 1"">1;' J.:. ... '-!..J P-()S tj' P:JJ: POST pO:·' __ ""4..1 PO'3T 

1'la":l 4 9 1 0 5 a 41 60 -' 

June '") 6 1 ") 3 8 44 52 '" .t.. 

Jul 2 3 2 0 4 3 73 54 

1\.\,1'3" 6 1 ") 1 8 2 62 56 (, 

BE:!} 2 1 5 1. 7 2 51} 57 

Oct 5 3 2 0 7 .... 7,1 75 .:> 

Nov 2 0 0 () 2 0 89 56 

Dec 5 1 0 1 5 2 81 71 

• Jan 4 1 6 3 10 4 89 79 

Peb 4 0 3 0 7 0 65 49 

t·lar 4 2 ') 0 6 2 84 45 '" 

hpr G 1 2 1 8 2 55 66 
--~---

Total <':6 28 26 9 72 37 811 720 - . 

% Ch.:mgc._ -39.1% ··-65.li~J - i~ 8. 6 % -11.2'5 

", 
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