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Abstract 

 
 

Property crime and theft are a priority concern in many communities and costs 

in the United States are more than 17 billion dollars annually. Research has shown 

that multiple environmental change strategies implemented at the neighborhood level, 

such as increased lighting and reduced traffic flow, can reduce rates of property 

crime. This dissertation uses a multiple baseline design to experimentally examine the 

effects of a comprehensive set of crime control interventions on rates of theft in four 

neighborhoods. Two neighborhoods received the full intervention package, a 

combination of neighborhood and city-wide elements; and two received a partial 

intervention package consisting of only the city-wide elements.  

Results show a reduction in thefts following implementation of the 

neighborhood (and city-wide) intervention. When implemented as a package, these 

interventions brought about substantial reductions in property crime. Systematic 

replication of this neighborhood intervention across additional contexts should be 

conducted to further explore the generality of these findings. This study adds to the 

emerging evidence base for how community-determined interventions can help 

enhance local crime prevention efforts. 
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Crime is a major concern in the United States and across the globe (van Dijk, 

van Kesteren, & Smit, 2007). Burglary and theft are a significant portion of the 

overall crime problem (Dodd, Nicholas, Povey, & Walker, 2004; van Kesteren, 

Mayhew, & Nieuwbeerta, 2001). Recent data show three quarters of all criminal 

behavior in the United States to be property crime (Rand, 2009) resulting in losses of 

more than 17 billion dollars annually (Criminal Justice Information Service [CJIS], 

2009a).  

Property crime includes burglary and theft. Burglary is defined as, “the 

unlawful entry of a structure to commit a felony or theft” (CJIS, 2010a), while theft 

itself is defined as, “the unlawful taking, carrying, leading, or riding away of property 

from the possession of another” (CJIS, 2010b). Property crime occurs frequently in 

four types of behavior settings: (a) commercial venues such as stores, malls, banks, 

and bars or taverns, (b) transport (e.g., airports, parking lots, and public transportation 

such as busses and subways), (c) public settings (e.g., parks, open spaces, and public 

facilities such as schools or libraries), and (d) residential areas (Eck, 2002).  

Residential theft and burglary is of particular interest because more than one 

in ten U.S. households was a victim of theft in 2008 (Rand, 2009). Further, a 

residential property crime is committed every 3.2 seconds in the United States (CJIS, 

2009b). Developing and testing methods for reducing theft and burglary in 

neighborhood settings is an important line of inquiry not only because it addresses the 

presenting issues of victimization and economic harm, but also because fear of crime 

can adversely affect other health and social outcomes.  



 7

Fear of crime can contribute to overall neighborhood decline and residents 

withdrawing from neighborhood life (Skogan, 1986). As many as 50% of respondents 

in some national surveys report being afraid to walk in their own neighborhood at 

night, a rate that far exceeds actual rates of victimization (War, 1995). These fears 

area associated with reduced rates of physical activity (Carver, Timperio, & 

Crawford, 2008; Gomez, et al., 2004), increased rates of depression (Stafford, et al., 

2007), and lower overall health quality (Jackson & Stafford, 2009; Young, Russell, & 

Powers, 2004) 

Many cities have attempted to alter the design of neighborhoods to reduce 

high rates of theft and victimization (Crowe, 2000). These efforts are based on the 

premise that crimes occur in specific places and that the local environment can have 

an important effect on opportunities for theft or other criminal behavior (Brantingham 

& Brantingham, 1981, 1995; Jeffrey, 1976). Changes to the physical design of 

neighborhoods have taken six identifiable forms (Weisel, 2004), but the related 

research suggests a mixed evidence base.  

First, the effects of increased street lighting have been investigated for nearly 

forty years. Contemporary studies in the United Kingdom have found that increased 

street lighting in neighborhoods has a positive effect on theft (Clarke, 2008; Painter & 

Farrington, 2001a, 2001b). A meta-analysis of 15 studies reported an average of 20% 

reduction in rates of property crime over baseline (Farrington & Welsh, 2002). 

Additionally, studies associate increased street lighting with more pedestrian traffic 

(Davidson & Goodey, 1991; Herbert & Moore, 1991) and reduced fear of crime 
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(Painter & Farrington, 1997). Recent research suggests that darkness or dimly lit 

surroundings can induce a sense of anonymity and higher levels of unethical behavior 

even when participants are fully aware they are being observed (Zhong, Bohns, & 

Gino, 2010). 

Second, street closures and other traffic suppression measures have a smaller 

literature. Emerging research suggests that neighborhoods with high traffic flows and 

relatively easy access experience more crime than neighborhoods with traffic patterns 

that restrict access (Beavon, Brantingham, & Brantingham, 1994; Eck, 2002; White, 

1990). Several experimental studies appear to support this hypothesis (Donnelly & 

Kimble, 1997; Fowler & Magione, 1982). For example, Fowler and colleagues 

reported that burglary victimization declined from an average baseline of 13.5 per 

100 households to 10.6 after traffic suppression measures such as street closures, 

street narrowing, conversion to one-way traffic patterns, and speed bumps were 

implemented (Fowler, McCalla, & Mangione, 1979).  

Alley gating is a third and more recent strategy. Alley access is restricted by 

erecting iron gates at access points. Gates typically have a pedestrian entry cut into 

the larger automobile gate and keys are given to the block’s residents. Two strong 

studies in the United Kingdom showed beneficial effects on property crime with 

reported reductions in theft of as much as 37% from baseline levels after alley gates 

were installed (Bowers, Johnson, & Hershfield, 2004; Haywood, Kautt, & Whitaker, 

2009; Young, Hirschfield, Bowers, & Johnson, 2003). Results of these studies 
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suggest that some benefit is also experienced by the neighborhoods immediately 

surrounding the intervention communities. 

Target hardening is a fourth strategy and represents the longest and most 

intuitive approach to crime reduction (Forrester, et al., 1990). Target hardening 

measures typically include the installation of locks on windows and doors, placing 

iron grates or other deterrents on basement windows, and securing outbuildings or 

garages. Correlations from large data sets suggest this strategy might be effective 

(Budd, 1999). Some experimental evidence also supports this approach (Tilley & 

Webb, 1994). For instance, the Kirkholt study demonstrated a reduction of 40% in 

theft and an elimination of repeat victimization after a community-wide target 

hardening intervention (Forrester, et al., 1990; Pease, 1991). 

Fifth, remotely monitored home alarm systems have been widely implemented 

with corresponding calls to police who must respond to an overwhelming number of 

false alarms (LeBeau & Vincent, 1997; Sampson, 2007). In 1995, 30% of police 

manpower was spent responding to false alarms; 98% of all home alarms were false 

(Hakim, Rengert, & Shachmurove, 1995). No experimental studies have been 

published examining the relation between installation of home alarms and rates of 

theft and burglary. However, a large correlational study found a 40% reduction in 

burglary and theft in the five years after alarm installation in a large sample (Lee, 

2008). 

Finally, property marking by labeling valuables with identifying information 

is the sixth typical alteration to the physical design of neighborhoods used to prevent 
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theft. Although the last study of property marking was conducted 25 years ago, 

however, the early studies suggest positive effects on property crime when 

implemented at large scale with accompanying publicity campaigns. Laycock (1985) 

found reductions in burglary and theft of almost 60% after a widely implemented and 

well publicized property marking intervention. Closed circuit television systems 

(CCTV) are being used as a crime control strategy in some countries. CCTV has not 

been widely used to address property crime in US residential settings (Welsh & 

Farrington, 2002).  

In addition to these six environmental interventions, communities often use 

Neighborhood Watch approaches to engage local residents in crime reduction efforts. 

Frequently, these interventions call on neighbors to attend monthly meetings, increase 

their “surveillance” of the area, properly identify suspicious activity, and call police 

with appropriate information. Communities also post signs indicating that a 

Neighborhood Watch scheme is in effect (Garofalo & McLeod, 1989; Rosenbaum, 

1987). During the past thirty-eight years Neighborhood Watch has been widely 

adopted and now covers more than 40% of the U.S. population (National Crime 

Prevention Council, 2001). The popularity of Neighborhood Watch is not limited to 

the United States (Bayley, 1989; Hourihan, 1987; Johnson, 2005; Sims, 2001; 

Walker, Walker & McDavid, 1992). Bennett, Holloway and Farrington (2006) 

conducted a meta-analysis of Neighborhood Watch evaluations. They noted that 

fifteen of eighteen studies reviewed showed reductions in crime. Neighborhood 

Watch is generally a successful anti-crime intervention. 
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There are several prominent critiques of the crime prevention literature. First, 

most studies are too short to see clear trends in crime over time (Farrington & Welsh, 

2002; Rosenbaum, 1988). Collecting crime data for periods of less than one year is 

highly problematic in determining cause and effect relationships (Fagan, 1990). Any 

changes observed could just as likely be due to period effects such as seasonal 

variability in criminal behavior making it difficult to rule out history or other 

correlated events as a threat to internal validity (Hipp, et al., 2004). In addition, 

typical patterns in crime data following interventions (e.g., brief effects followed by a 

return to baseline) also commend longer study periods (Donnelly & Kimble, 1997). 

Longer follow-up periods and sufficient post-intervention measures can help to 

document the extent to which preventive effects are maintained. 

Second, replication of interventions in multiple neighborhoods with matched 

controls are needed to advance research on crime prevention (Bennet, Holloway & 

Farrington, 2006; Farrington & Welsh, 2002). Multiple intervention areas are 

recommended, in part, because selection bias and regression are key challenges in the 

design of community intervention research (Weeks, 2007). Matched controls can be 

helpful in ruling out history when random assignment is impractical or unethical 

(Flay et al., 2005). Yet, true control conditions can be difficult to establish in 

community research to prevent crime (Fagan, 1990). Investigators cannot prohibit the 

introduction of crime prevention efforts in neighborhoods designated as comparison 

sites (Fowler & Magione, 1982; Fowler, McCalla, & Mangione, 1979). Many study 

locations have limited numbers of candidate comparisons that may or may not meet 
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tests of similarity to intervention neighborhoods (Haywood, Kautt, & Whitaker, 

2009). Systematic replications across neighborhoods offer a promising approach to 

increasing confidence in the research findings (Flay et al., 2005). 

The final critique of existing research in crime control is that investigators 

should begin testing more comprehensive intervention packages. These packages 

should be theoretically capable of reducing overall levels of neighborhood crime 

(Schneider & Kitchen, 2002). Moving beyond component testing and examining real-

world packages of interventions could improve the social validity of the research 

(Wolf, 1978). 

The present study addressed several prominent critiques of the crime 

prevention literature. First, it addressed the brevity of typical studies by collecting 

neighborhood-level crime data for a period of nine years. This time frame assured at 

least three years each of baseline and post-intervention measures – a minimum 

standard for discerning trend patterns. This extended timeline also allowed for better 

assessment of the maintenance of possible effects. Second, this study provided a 

systematic replication of a promising intervention to reduce theft in two 

neighborhoods. The best available matches based on demographic, geographic, and 

dependent variables were selected as comparison sites. Measures of the dependent 

variables were collected for each condition for the nine years of the study. Finally, 

this study used a comprehensive intervention to reduce theft. Its components reflect a 

realistic analysis of environmental conditions – going beyond information to affect 
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access and consequences – thought necessary to achieve changes in behavior at the 

neighborhood level.    

The present study examined the effects of comprehensive neighborhood 

efforts to reduce theft in a mid-western city. In partnership with a community-led 

coalition known as Safe Streets, the study engaged community and scientific partners 

using the key principles of Community-Based Participatory Research [CBPR] (Isreal 

et al., 2001; Isreal et al., 2003; Minkler & Wallerstein, 2008). Neighborhood residents 

determined local priorities, what interventions to implement, and on what timeline. 

As a result, the study investigates the effects of implementing community-

determined, comprehensive interventions as they unfolded in multiple neighborhoods.  

Method 

Context and Setting of the Study: Safe Streets of Topeka  

Safe Streets was founded in 1995 as a crime prevention coalition in Topeka, 

Kansas to promote “peace in the neighborhood.” It has the mission of “making 

Topeka’s neighborhoods safe for peaceful living.” Safe Streets drew on emerging 

credibility from early successes when it initiated its planning and intervention process 

in participating neighborhoods. The organization is well known in the city, receiving 

unsolicited calls from concerned neighbors requesting that it intervene to provide 

support for crime prevention. Often these calls are fielded in response to catalytic 

events such as well-publicized instances of violence or property crime.  

Safe Streets’ earliest neighborhood work from 1994 to 1999 served as a pilot 

period in which the Safe Streets model and related intervention components and 
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elements were developed and tested. Among these were the steps for implementing 

initial neighborhood meetings, developing cooperating partnerships with city police 

and government agencies, and refining an emerging set of promising intervention 

components and elements. Perceived success in these early efforts, continued 

advocacy for a neighborhood-centered approach to development and crime 

prevention, and the personal experience of Safe Streets staff all served as sources of 

credibility. 

The setting for the study is the midsized city of Topeka, Kansas. The total 

estimated population of Topeka in 2006 was 123,446 (US Census Bureau, 2009). The 

city’s demographic profile is slightly more diverse, poor, and transient than the 

average for the State of Kansas. The city’s demographic profile is displayed in Table 

1.                      

Participants  

The focus of this study is four neighborhoods that received the Safe Streets 

facilitated intervention. Neighborhoods A and B received the full intervention (the 

neighborhood plus city-wide aspects). Neighborhoods A1 and B1 received a partial 

intervention (only city-wide aspects of the intervention - see Table 3). Neighborhoods 

A and B were the only two neighborhoods with complete data and full 

implementation. Paired Neighborhoods A1 and B1 were chosen a priori as matched 

comparisons from among those Topeka neighborhoods experiencing just the city-

wide aspects of the Safe Streets intervention.  
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Table 1 

    ___________________________________________________________________ 
       

   Demographic Profile of Topeka, Kansas Based on 2000 Census Data 
    ___________________________________________________________________ 
 

Total Population             122,377 
Density (Persons per Square Mile)              2,184 
Housing Units               56,435 
Living in the Same House 5+ Years  50.6% 

 

Racial and Ethnic Distribution 
White Persons     78.5% 
Black Persons     11.7% 
American Indian and Alaskan Native    1.3% 
Asian Persons       1.1% 
Native Hawaiian and Pacific Islander     -- 
Persons of Hispanic or Latino Origin    8.9% 
Persons Indicating Two or More    3.3% 

 

Education 
  High School Graduates   85.9% 
  Bachelor’s Degree or Higher   25.3%  
 

Income 
  Median Household Income           $ 35,928 
  Per Capita Money Income           $ 19,555 
  Persons Below Poverty    12.4% 

        _______________________________________________________________ 

 

Following up on unsolicited calls for assistance from residents in 

Neighborhoods A and B, Safe Streets staff helped convene an initial neighborhood 

meeting in each of the participating neighborhoods. Neighborhood volunteers formed 

local leadership teams that conducted the planning and implementation. An average  

of twenty-five residents served on each neighborhood leadership team during the 

study period. As many as fifty-two, and as few as ten, team members attended 

monthly meetings during the four years and across both neighborhoods. The  
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Table 2 

      __________________________________________________________________ 
        

  Profile of Intervention Neighborhoods 
      __________________________________________________________________ 

 

             Full Intervention        Partial Intervention 

Profile Element            Neighborhood A            Neighborhood A1 

 
Total Population 2395  2307 

White 1876 77.3% 1474 63.1% 
Black   325 13.4%     685   29.3%  
All Other Categories   225      9.4%   179    7.7% 

 
Housing Units 1162  1711 
 
Average Thefts per 100     16.30         30.61 
Housing Units 2000-2004 

    
       

              Full Intervention        Partial Intervention 

Profile Element             Neighborhood B             Neighborhood B1 

 
Total Population 990  3144 

White 657 65.6% 1947 60.7% 
Black 283 28.3%     976  30.4%  
All Other Categories   61      6.1%   283    8.8% 

 
Housing Units 358 1291 
 

Average Thefts per 100    23.86        13.06 
Housing Units 2000-2004 

        _________________________________________________________________ 

 

demographic characteristics of the four participating neighborhoods are provided in  

both full intervention neighborhoods sought Safe Streets support following catalytic 

events. Intervention Neighborhood A experienced a spike in theft accompanied by 

vandalism. These issues reached a tipping point when a resident’s car was set on fire 

and neighbors called Safe Streets for assistance. Residents in Intervention 
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Neighborhood B believed they saw the signs of a home being used as a drug dealing 

location in their neighborhood and contacted Safe Streets about what actions they 

could take to address this issue. 

The leadership teams largely reflected their neighborhood’s demographic 

distribution. There was substantial turnover in participants over the course of the 

more than four years of intervention implementation. The degree to which the 

leadership teams reflected their respective neighborhood demographic profile varied 

considerably over this time period. 

Neighborhoods A and B were selected for this study because they fully 

implemented and sustained the Safe Streets intervention, a community problem-

solving process directed at reducing crime. After the initial neighborhood meetings 

convened by Safe Streets, the residents elected to adopt the Safe Streets approach and 

actively worked to implement all fourteen neighborhood-level intervention elements. 

Partial implementation Neighborhoods A1 and B1 were added to the study to be 

watched neighborhoods receiving just the city-wide aspects of the intervention. 

Therefore, this study is an exploration of the effects of full and partial implementation 

of a neighborhood intervention. Those Topeka neighborhoods that met with Safe 

Streets staff only once or twice to address crime and failed to fully implement or 

sustain the Safe Streets neighborhood aspects were not included in this study. 

Consistent with the policy of Safe Streets, participating neighborhoods were 

not selected or targeted in advance of the study. All neighborhoods in the county were 

eligible for supportive services from Safe Streets. Neighborhoods entered the study 
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by requesting and receiving support from the community partner. Once a 

neighborhood had requested help, they received services and all neighborhoods 

received essentially similar assistance based on the nature of their request. The two 

neighborhoods with full and sustained implementation of the intervention were the 

focus of this study. Matched neighborhoods were selected a priori (i.e. based on 

demographic and geographic characteristics only) to examine the effects of partial 

implementation. 

The neighborhood leadership teams determined all aspects of their own 

neighborhoods’ work, including the initial geographic boundaries for the intervention. 

These choices resulted in intervention neighborhoods ranging in size from 990 to 

2,390 people. The number of housing units ranged from 358 to 1162. The 

demographic profile for the study neighborhoods reflected a relatively more diverse, 

poor, and transient population than the city as a whole. Intervention neighborhoods 

also had higher rates of theft than the city average. Figure 1 maps the locations of the 

intervention and comparison neighborhoods.  

After two years of neighborhood-level implementation with participating 

neighborhoods, Safe Streets was successful in convening a city-wide partnership 

which began a campaign to “become the safest capital city in America.” This city-

wide initiative is typical of multi-sectoral partnerships working to achieve 

community-level outcomes (Butterfoss, Goodman, and Wandersman, 1993; Roussos 
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Figure 1 
 

Geographic Location of Study Neighborhoods in Topeka, Kansas 
 

 

 

& Fawcett, 2000; Wolff, 2001). The partnership enjoyed broad participation, 

including law enforcement, business, media, government, non-profits agencies, youth, 

and faith-based organizations, and averaged 200 participants at monthly meetings. 

Participants were largely organizational leaders such as the chief of police, mayor, 

business owners, and non-profit executives.  

Measurement   

The two primary measures reported in this study were: (a) data on thefts (the 

primary dependent variable) and, (b) instances of community change (a measure of 

implementation of the independent variable) facilitated by neighborhood residents or 

B 

A 

A1 

B1 
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the city-wide partnership to prevent theft. The main dependent variable in this study 

is incidents of theft, defined as “the unlawful taking, carrying, leading, or riding away 

of property from the possession of another” (CJIS, 2010b). These data were provided 

by local law enforcement (Topeka Police Department) which had collected them as 

part of their federal Uniform Crime Report (UCR).  

UCR data for theft are generally accepted as reliable and valid indicators of 

the targeted behaviors (Gove, Hughes, & Geerkin, 1985; Lynch & Addington, 2007; 

Mosher, Meithe, & Phillips, 2002). Total incidents of thefts are reported, as are rates 

per 100 housing units to permit inter-neighborhood comparisons. Housing units were 

selected as the denominator because each unit represents an opportunity for theft that 

is constant even if not occupied and because population numbers were difficult to 

establish accurately in years following the 2000 U.S. Census. Each incident of 

reported theft was geographically coded using the neighborhood boundaries set by the 

local leadership teams.  

Community changes – a measure of the independent variable in this study – 

are defined as new or modified policies, programs, practices, or physical design 

features facilitated by neighborhood residents or the city-wide partnership to reduce 

theft. Safe Streets staff members were trained on a published protocol’s observation 

and coding system that monitors the reports of community change (Chalmers, et al., 

2003; Francisco, Paine, & Fawcett, 1993). Staff logged candidate events on a monthly 

basis throughout the intervention period.  
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Originally, these logs of community changes were kept on paper. This was 

followed by a local database and eventually an internet-based data collection and 

reporting system (Fawcett et al., 2003). The candidate events were then reviewed for 

adherence to the definition and scoring criteria, and inter-observer agreement was 

calculated. In addition to reviewing documented events to see if they met the 

established definition, events were further coded by which intervention element and 

behavior change strategy the event sought to implement. The definitions for these 

additional scoring criteria are included in Table 3, “Safe Streets Intervention 

Components and Elements.” The complete code book and detailed scoring protocol 

are provided in Appendix D.  

Probes for maintenance of intervention elements whose onset was monitored 

via the measurement system were conducted by project staff as part of their normal 

support and implementation activities. Each intervention element was probed for 

maintenance at least once every six months throughout the intervention period. Direct 

observation (e.g., visiting community festivals, monthly meetings, and neighborhood 

clean-up events) was used to verify reports in many instances. Review of archival 

records were used to verify those intervention elements better suited to this method, 

such as the presence of a current phone tree with resident corroboration of recent use.   

Safe Streets Intervention 

 The components and elements of the Safe Streets intervention were 

implemented through both neighborhood-based and city-wide approaches. 
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Neighborhood-based intervention. In collaboration with Safe Streets, city 

government, and local police, neighborhood residents were convened in each 

participating neighborhood to analyze the current property crime trends and data for 

their community. Protocols for the initial neighborhood meetings are provided in 

Appendix A. Neighbors were given paper and pencil assessment instruments with 

which to walk their neighborhood and identify current conditions that make criminal 

behavior easier or more likely. (The neighborhood “Walk Your Block” assessment 

tool is provided in Appendix B.)  

At a subsequent meeting, the assigned neighborhood police officer provided 

detailed information about current crime trends and recent incidents. Based on the 

neighborhood analysis and police data, neighbors then selected targeted interventions 

to be implemented in their neighborhood. Monthly meetings were used to review 

progress, data trends, and to make needed adjustments.  

Safe Streets’ stated aim is to build the capacity of neighborhood residents to 

reduce crime and promote neighborhood development. Safe Streets has identified 

fourteen intervention elements or practices that neighborhood groups should be able 

to successfully implement on their own after a period of Safe Streets support 

(summarized in Table 3). In each instance, Safe Streets provided initial modeling, 

training, and prompts to establish these intervention routines. It then quickly faded 

these supports in an effort to maximize resident participation, skills development, and 

ownership of implementation.  
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The Safe Streets model required functional neighborhood meetings that can 

identify concerns, plan actions, implement appropriate interventions, monitor 

implementation and progress, and celebrate or make needed adjustments. This model 

or process was used to implement the fourteen neighborhood-level intervention 

elements (see Table 3). Implementation of the model depended on a reasonable 

number of neighborhood residents regularly meeting to participate in the process. The 

iterative steps of the Safe Streets Neighborhood Intervention Model are displayed in 

Figure 2.  

The first intervention element, regular neighborhood meetings, was carried 

out in each participating neighborhood. Safe Streets staff members provided a 

template for the first meeting and helped serve as facilitators. During the initial 

meetings, rationales for the agenda, ground rules, and process were provided. Staff 

members identified residents willing to co-facilitate the second meeting. When skilled 

residents were already present, they were asked to facilitate the second meeting on 

their own. Consistent with community organizing practice, Safe Streets community 

mobilizers worked to remove themselves from the process as quickly as possible. 

The second intervention element, neighborhood communication, was 

established during these first neighborhood meetings. Residents worked to create a 

formal communication tool either in the form of a phone tree, e-mail system, or other 

communication channel. This primary means of communication is frequently 

supplemented with neighborhood newsletters, websites, “hot spot” flyers, and 

billboards. 
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Figure 2 

Neighborhood 

Assessment 

and Planning

Targeted 

Intervention
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Figure B: Safe Streets’ Neighborhood Intervention Model

 

 

A third intervention element is ongoing resident training. This training can be 

provided by any number of residents, local leaders, professionals or Safe Streets staff 

members. Topics for additional training included Crime Prevention Through 

Environmental Design (CPTED), drug paraphernalia, methamphetamine labs, zoning 

issues, community history, and the like.  

A fourth intervention element is active connections to neighborhood 

institutions and assets. These include businesses, non-profits, and schools located in 

the neighborhood. Engaging communities of faith in the neighborhood is particularly 

important in this element. Residents work to directly involve institutional leaders in 

the local process and in implementation of proposed interventions. 
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Social support and service to neighbors are two additional intervention 

elements. Social support was facilitated through events such as annual festivals, 

cooking contests, and parades. Service to neighbors has been implemented via “adopt 

a family” efforts during holiday seasons and community garage sells to help raise 

money for all families. The intention is to foster better social relationships between 

neighbors and a spirit of service to each other and the community.  

A positive and structured relationship with law enforcement is a sixth 

intervention element. This is the main avenue for assuring access to important data 

about community concerns and for tracking progress on thefts. Further, community 

law enforcement officers can inform residents of new crime-related issues, such as 

the risk methamphetamine laboratories pose to neighborhood health, and provide 

subject matter expertise in related crime prevention. Finally, a trusting relationship 

with law enforcement is foundational to assuring that residents report crime and can 

use police supports appropriately. 

In its active citizen patrol element, Safe Streets helped neighborhoods 

implement innovative neighborhood watch strategies. Traditional neighborhood 

watch programs are implemented where appropriate. Alternative watch strategies 

such as “stroll patrols,” “park watch,” and cocoon watch (i.e., a small cluster of 

homes or neighbors agree to watch for each other) have also been implemented. 

These are good examples of the eighth intervention component being adapted to fit 

specific community geographic and demographic contexts. 

 



 26 

Table 3 

Safe Streets Intervention Components and Elements 

 

Intervention 

Component 

Specific 

Elements 

N
ei

g
h

b
o

rh
o

o
d
 

C
it

y
-W

id
e 

Element Definition 

Provide 
Information 

1:Neighborhood 
Meetings 

�   
Maintaining monthly meetings facilitated by residents designed to 
identify and address neighborhood concerns. 

2:Neighborhood 
Communication 

� 
 

Formal phone tree, e-mail or other communication system used at 
least once every 60 days. 

3:Informational 
Campaigns 

  � 
Coordinated adverstising campaigns promoting safety (such as the 
“Lock it, Remove it, or Lose it Campaign”) 

Build Skills 
4:Citizen 
Training 

�   
At least one annual training for neighborhood residents. (To include 
CPTED, Neighborhood Watch, drug paraphernalia, meeting 
facilitation, etc.). 

Enhance     
Social      
Support 

5:Connecting to 
Institutional 
Assets 

�   
Leaders from schools, business, or churches located in the 
neighborhood regularly attend meetings or are directly involved in 
neighborhood interventions at least annually. 

6:Social Events � 
 

At least annual neighborhood specific festivals, celebrations, or 
parades facilitated by area residents. 

7:Service to 
Neighbors 

�   
Coordinated effort to address needs of residents by residents (self-
help and mutual aid such as through neighborhood-wide garage 
sales, Christmas adoption, etc.). 

Modify 
Access & 
Barriers 

8:Formal Police 
Relationship 

�   
Police representative attends monthly meetings and police are 
proactively contacted between meetings by neighbors for reasons 
other than crime reporting. 

Change           
Consequences 

9:Active Citizen 
Patrol or NW 

�   
An established system of observation with monitoring or logging and 
with at least 40 hours a month of patrols. 

10:Landlord 
Intervention 

� 
 

Successfully intervening with a non-resident landlord to address 
neighborhood concerns (code violations, drug houses, etc.). 

11:Targeted 
Enforcement  

� 
Law enforcement target enforcement either in identified hots spots or 
targeting top repeat offenders responsible for large numbers of thefts. 

12:Use of Code 
Compliance 

�   
The application of city building codes to the improvement of 
neighborhood housing stock (sometimes accomplished through 
neighborhood service events). 

Modify    
Physical             
Design 

13:Street 
Lighting 
Improvement 

�   
Street lighting improvements on at least one block within the defined 
neighborhood boundaries. 

14:Traffic 
Suppression 
Measures 

� 
 

Any method of traffic suppression and pedestrian aid implemented 
within defined neighborhood boundaries to include speed bumps, 
traffic rounds, street closures, etc. 

15:Residence 
level CPTED 

� 
 

Application of CPTED physical assessment with corresponding 
changes (numbering, site lines, lighting, target hardening, etc.) to 
neighborhood housing stock. 

16:Property 
Marking   

� 
Providing tools and support to participate in the "Record It! Report 
It! Recover It!" campaign. 

17:Neighborhood 
Clean Ups 

�   
At least annual coordinated removal of trash or graffiti from the 
neighborhood by residents on a volunteer basis. 
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The landlord intervention element is in response to neighborhoods routinely 

encountering difficulty in their relationship with absentee landlords. Rental properties 

were often not properly maintained or failed to provide adequate screening of 

residents. City codes can be used as means for residents to demand compliance with 

minimum standards when landlords fail to respond to initial positive outreach. 

Effective landlord intervention and the use of Code Compliance to further resident’s 

development and improvement goals are two potent intervention elements. 

The final four neighborhood-level intervention elements afforded residents the 

opportunity to change the physical design of their neighborhood to reduce the 

opportunities for theft. These intervention elements included improved street lighting 

and traffic suppression measures. The intervention elements also included assessment 

and change at the individual housing unit level and upkeep of the overall 

neighborhood such as through designated clean up days with supported trash removal. 

These intervention elements were implemented in different combinations and 

adaptations to reflect different neighborhood contexts. Table 3 provides an overview 

of the intervention components and the typical elements that make up the intervention 

package in each neighborhood. Intervention elements in Table 3 are noted as either 

“neighborhood” or “city-wide.” The fourteen elements overviewed here were all 

implemented at the neighborhood level. 

City-wide intervention. In addition to promoting a neighborhood response to 

crime, Safe Streets worked to establish a city-wide coalition that implemented 

additional elements for all neighborhoods. Three intervention elements were 
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implemented during the study period, beginning with a city-wide information 

campaign called, “Lock It, Remove It, or Lose It!” This campaign encouraged 

citizens to remove valuables from vehicles or other places where they might be in 

public view and to lock unattended vehicles and homes regularly. This campaign was 

promoted through billboards, radio advertising, flyers, and targeted events such as 

free car washes where drivers were provided with informational brochures. 

A second city-wide intervention was the promotion of property marking. This 

campaign was called “Record It, Report It, Recover It!” and encouraged citizens to 

mark valuable property and record video of household valuables. The campaign also 

promoted the importance of reporting theft in order to allow for potential recovery of 

stolen items. 

Finally, in cooperation with law enforcement, the city-wide coalition 

encouraged targeted police enforcement. Increased enforcement was targeted in one 

of two ways. Law enforcement stepped up patrols and investigation in areas where 

data revealed “hot spots” for theft. Hot spots were typically concentrated geographic 

areas of several blocks (i.e., smaller than an entire neighborhood). In addition to 

geographic targeting, police also employed “perpetrator targeting” to apprehend and 

successfully prosecute known repeat offenders who perpetrated a disproportionate 

number of property crimes in the city.  

Experimental Design 

A multiple baseline design across neighborhoods was used to examine the 

effects of the Safe Streets intervention on thefts. The multiple baseline design 
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controls for all of the eight internal threats to validity including history, maturation, 

testing, instrumentation, regression, selection, mortality, and their interaction 

(Hawkins et al., 2007; Campbell & Stanley, 1963). There have been frequent calls for 

the application of this design to the study of community-level, multi-component 

interventions (e.g., Biglan, Ary, & Wagenaar, 2000). 

In addition to the strength of the multiple baseline design, replication of both 

full and partial interventions was used to strengthen the evidence that history and 

other threats to internal validity are ruled out as alternative explanations for observed 

effects. Replication also begins to address issues of external validity or 

generalizability, particularly if similar results are seen in different contexts and with 

differing populations. The present study examines the effects of the intervention in 

multiple neighborhoods (baselines) with staggered introduction of the intervention 

across neighborhoods.  Matched pairs were selected from those neighborhoods 

known to not have implemented the fourteen neighborhood-level intervention 

elements and that were most similar to the full intervention neighborhoods in 

demographic characteristics. 

Research Questions.  

This study examines four core research questions: 1) Did the Safe Streets 

intervention reduce the rate of theft in intervention neighborhoods? 2) Were observed 

decreases in the rate of theft associated with the implementation of intervention 

elements? 3) What is the amount and kind of crime prevention approaches 

(intervention elements) implemented by participating neighborhoods in this study and 
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by the city-wide partnership? and 4) Did the participating neighborhood groups 

sustain these crime prevention approaches without further direct support?  

Results 

1) Did the Safe Streets intervention reduce the rate of thefts in intervention 

neighborhoods? Figure 3 displays the incidents of reported theft for intervention 

Neighborhood A (full implementation) and Neighborhood A1 (partial 

implementation). During baseline for intervention Neighborhood A, the monthly 

incidents of theft varied widely from a low of three to a high of 31. The annual total 

incidents of theft initially fell during the first year of baseline from 191 in 2000 to 143 

in 2001 and then remained level for the remainder of the three years of baseline. 

Annual incidents of reported theft decreased steadily throughout the intervention 

period to a low of 74 in 2008. 

For Neighborhood A1, the total incidents of monthly theft varied from a low 

of 15 to a high of 47 from 2000 to 2006. Each year saw a decrease in the total annual 

number of thefts from a high of 449 in 2000 to a low of 318 in 2006. In 2007, the first 

year of the city-wide approach, the monthly incidents of theft also dropped, ranging 

from 11 to 28 with an annual total of 254. Reported theft declined further during 2008 

with a monthly range of 14 to 23 and an annual total of 217. 

Figure 4 displays the incidents of reported theft for intervention baseline 

Neighborhood B (full implementation) and Neighborhood B1 (partial  
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Figure 3 
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implementation). During the baseline period for Intervention Neighborhood B, 

monthly totals of thefts known to police ranged from two to 16. The annual total of 

thefts increased during the first three years of baseline to a high of 111 in 2003 and 

then decreased in the final year to a total of 74. During the first year of 

implementation of the intervention, the data showed an increase in the annual total of 

thefts known to police (n=93) in 2005. Each of the following years saw a steady 

decline to a new annual low of 28 thefts known to police in 2008. 

For Neighborhood B1, the incidents of theft varied from a low of seven to a 

high of 27 from 2000 until 2006. The annual total during these years ranged from a 

low of 199 (2003) to a high of 256 (2004). In 2007 fewer thefts were reported, with a 

monthly range of eight to 17 and an annual total of 136. In 2008 an increase in 

reported theft was documented with monthly incidents ranging from eight to 21 and 

an annual total of 166. 

Figures 5 and 6 provide the same multiple-baseline display with the dependent 

variable converted to reported incidents of theft per 100 housing units. This metric of 

prevelance takes into account the varying size of intervention units to facilitate 

comparison across neighborhoods. Table 4 displays the dataset used to generate 

Figures 5 and 6. 

2) Were observed decreases in the rate of thefts associated with the 

implementation of intervention elements? Figures G displays the cumulative onset of 

intervention elements (community changes) in relation to the reported incidents of 
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Figure 4 
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Table 4 

Prevalence of Theft in Four Topeka Neighborhoods                   

(per 100 housing units) 

             A             B             A1             B1 

2000 19.069 17.877 34.779 12.858 

2001 14.681 21.508 34.237 14.026 

2002 14.681 27.653 29.512 12.916 

2003 16.324 31.005 27.498 11.163 

2004 16.221 21.229 27.033 14.962 

2005 18.172 25.977 26.878 13.910 

2006 14.065 19.273 24.632 11.630 

2007 9.445 13.687 19.674 7.948 

2008 7.597 7.262 16.808 9.701 

 

 

theft per 100 housing units for intervention Neighborhood A and intervention 

Neighborhood B. In Neighborhood A, 65% of the intervention elements were put in 

place during the first year of implementation, 71% during the second year, and 86% 

in the third and fourth year. In Neighborhoood B, 50% of the intervention elements 

were put into place during the first year of implementation, 93% in the second year, 

and all elements (100%) were in place during the third and fourth years of 

implementation. In each case, the first year of intervention showed an increase in 

reported theft followed by three years of progressively lower rates of theft. 

3) What are the amount and kind of crime prevention approaches 

(intervention elements) implemented by participating neighborhoods in this study? 

The onset and maintenance of prevention approaches facilitated in intervention 

Neighborhood A is displayed in Figure 8.  Neighborhood A implemented nine of the 

 

Dotted line indicates beginning of the intervention period.                                            
Numbers in bold are post-intervention measures. 
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Figure 5 
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Figure 6 
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Figure 7 
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fourteen Safe Streets neighborhood-level elements in the first year of their work. 

Elements implemented included monthly neighborhood meetings, a neighborhood 

phone and   e-mail tree, citizen training that addressed methamphetamine 

laboratories, strong connections to their assigned community police officer, creating 

strong connections with churches and non-profits located within the neighborhood 

boundaries, assisting individual residents with implementing crime prevention 

through environmental design principles to neighborhood property, the use of codes 

enforcement to improve housing stock, improving street lighting, and the first annual 

neighborhood clean-up project. 

During 2006, intervention Neighborhood A maintained the nine elements 

implemented during the previous year and added one more. The new element was 

successfully intervening with several absentee landlords. This element was 

maintained and expanded further in 2007. 

In 2007 the neighborhood began its first regular mutual help event by working 

with an area non-profit to adopt families living within neighborhood boundaries as 

part of annual Christmas celebrations and the beginning of a number of regular social 

support events such as cooking contests and annual festivals. In 2007 two city-wide 

elements were implemented including targeted enforcement and city-wide 

information campaigns.  

In 2008 an additional city-wide element was added. The target hardening 

campaign was introduced. Two intervention elements were not implemented by  
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Figure 8 

Onset and Maintenance of Intervention   
Elements in Neighborhood A 

Safe Streets Element  Neighborhood City-Wide 2005 2006 2007 2008 

1: Neighborhood    
Meetings 

� 
 

        

2: Neighborhood 
Communication 

� 
 

    3: Informational 
Campaigns 

 � 

    4: Citizen                      
Training 

� 
 

        

5: Connected to 
Institutional Assets 

� 
 

        

6: Social Support        
Events 

� 
 

        

7: Service to              
Neighbors 

� 
 

        

8: Formal Police 
Relationship 

� 
 

        

9: Active Citizen Patrol     
or NW 

� 
 

        

10: Landlord        
Intervention 

� 
 

        

11: Targeted          
Enforcement 

 � 

    12: Use of Code      
Compliance  
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13: Street Lighting 
Improvement 
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14: Traffic Suppression   
Measures 

� 
 

        

15: Residence level       
CPTED 
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16: Property                
Marking 

 � 

    17: Neighborhood             
Clean Ups 
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Figure 9 

Onset and Maintenance of Intervention   
Elements in Neighborhood B 

Safe Streets Element  Neighborhood City-Wide 2005 2006 2007 2008 
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Neighborhood A during the intervention period. The neighborhood did not establish a 

watch or citizens patrol nor did it implement traffic suppression measures. The onset 

and maintenance of prevention approaches facilitated in intervention Neighborhood B 

are displayed in Figure 9. The neighborhood was able to implement seven of the 

fourteen Safe Streets neighborhood-level intervention elements in the first year of 

their efforts. During 2005, Neighborhood B established regular citizen meetings, 

created a phone tree that was used throughout the year, provided citizen training on 

crime prevention through environmental design, applied CPTED principles to 

individual residences in the neighborhood, established a citizens patrol that logged 

over 130 hours a month, and instituted neighborhood clean-ups in the form of the first 

major cleaning and reclamation of the neighborhood creek. The neighborhood also 

began several annual festivals and social events including a major gathering for the 

National Night Out Against Crime. Safe Streets staff documented that these first 

seven elements were maintained in 2006. During 2006, Neighborhood B instituted 

traffic suppression measures designed to aid pedestrian safety, improved street 

lighting, used code compliance to address housing maintenance issues, established a 

formal relationship with their community police officer, actively involved area 

business owners, and held the neighborhood’s first mutual aid event by sponsoring a 

neighborhood-wide garage sale.  

Safe Streets staff documented that the thirteen previously implemented 

elements were maintained and one more was added in 2007. Neighborhood B 

successfully intervened with an absentee landlord to address tenant complaints. Also 
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in 2007 two city-wide intervention elements were implemented including targeted 

enforcement and city-wide information campaigns. In 2008 all fourteen 

neighborhood-level Safe Streets elements were maintained in Neighborhood B.  The 

city-wide property marking campaign was added in 2008. 

4) Did the participating neighborhood groups sustain these crime prevention 

approaches without further direct support? As displayed in Figures 8 and 9, probes 

for maintenance of intervention elements show that the neighborhood-level 

intervention elements were maintained after initial staff training and support was 

withdrawn. The results showed that for Neighborhood A all twelve neighborhood-

level intervention elements put in place during the first three years of implementation 

were sustained during the fourth year (2008). In Neighborhood B, all fourteen 

neighborhood-level intervention elements put in place during the first two years of 

implementation were sustained through the third and fourth years of in the 

intervention period (2007 and 2008). Safe Streets staff did engage in episodic 

reminders and prompts throughout the intervention period by occasionally attending 

neighborhood meetings to “check in,” providing additional technical assistance in 

response to specific questions, and by visiting individually with neighborhood leaders 

and residents.  

Discussion 

Total reports of theft during the intervention period were lower than during 

baseline but mixed trends during baseline make clear conclusions difficultRates of 

theft were highly variable in three of the four participating neighborhoods. 
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Neighborhood A1 saw the most stable trends and this may be due to the larger 

population size and smaller population sizes may have contributed to greater 

variability in the other neighborhoods such as seen in Neighborhood B. Although 

there was a slight increase in reported theft in the first year of the intervention period, 

this was followed by a three year sustained decline in reported thefts following fuller 

implementation in the two full intervention neighborhoods. This is consistent with the 

evidence that increases in reported crime are typically associated with interventions 

that promote reporting crimes to police (Lee, Cheurprakobkit, & Deng, 1999).  

Reductions in theft might be associated with the Safe Streets effort and with 

the increasing comprehensiveness of each neighborhood’s intervention. Other 

correlated events may also have contributed to this decline. These include non-Safe 

Streets prevention efforts by a myriad of non-profits and faith-based organizations 

targeted at positive youth development and family strengthening, a city-wide 

underage drinking cessation campaign, and broader economic trends. It is likely that 

the Safe Streets intervention contributed to the reductions in theft observed in the 

study but attribution of effects is difficult to establish from the observed pattern. 

The participating neighborhoods and residents in this study were able to 

implement the majority of the Safe Streets neighborhood-level intervention elements 

with support from city agencies, law enforcement, and Safe Streets staff. These 

elements reflect the implementation of crime control strategies for which there is a 

fairly strong research base. Neighborhood meetings, formalized neighborhood 

communication channels, resident training, and citizen patrols (intervention elements 
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one, two, four, and nine in Table 3) draw on the evidence base and lessons learned 

from Neighborhood Watch implementations. Landlord intervention, use of code 

compliance, and residence-level application of crime prevention through 

environmental design (intervention elements ten, twelve, and fifteen) are the means 

by which target hardening was implemented in addition to the city-wide campaign 

(intervention element sixteen).  

The research evidence behind increased street lighting was acted on by both 

intervention neighborhoods through implementation element thirteen. Traffic 

suppression was implemented by Neighborhood B but not implemented in 

Neighborhood A. Alley-gating was not an element of the Safe Streets intervention 

package because implementing this strategy did not suit the physical design of 

Topeka neighborhoods and alleys. 

The seventeen Safe Streets intervention elements expanded on the research 

base regarding neighborhood environments and incorporated best practices in 

community policing (Cordner, 1995), problem-oriented policing (Braga, et al., 2006), 

and citizen engagement (Carpini, Cook, & Jacobs, 2004; Foster-Fishman, Cantillon, 

Pierce, & Van Egeren, 2007). This larger evidence and practice base supported 

implementing formal police relationships, connections to institutional assets, regular 

neighborhood meetings, and the city-wide targeted enforcement strategy (intervention 

elements one, five, eight and eleven). Each of the intervention elements, therefore, 

had multiple purposes, threads of supportive research, and potential to have an impact 

on rates of reported theft. 
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Most of these intervention elements were assembled by community 

practitioners based on four years of intensive pilot work with collaborating 

neighborhoods. Although broadly “evidence-based,” the purpose of the 

comprehensive intervention package was to maximize the likelihood of addressing 

pressing resident concerns and not to test specific elements or theories. Interaction 

between intervention elements and possible additive effects were desired and no one 

crime control theory was relied upon or tested.  

The neighborhood-level intervention elements implemented earlier in the 

intervention effort were maintained by both neighborhoods for a period of at least two 

additional years. Some intervention elements are easier to sustain (such as street 

lighting and traffic suppression measures) because they represent relatively 

permanent alterations to the physical environment. Other intervention elements 

required sustained effort on the part of individual neighbors. This was particularly 

true of regular neighborhood meetings and the planning and execution of 

neighborhood festivals and events. The opportunity to reduce crime alone is not likely 

to serve as an adequate reinforcer to maintain these behaviors. These routines 

probably will have to be connected to other concerns and reinforcers to be sustained. 

This connection to multiple, local, and more proximate reinforcers (such as social 

connections and progress on parallel concerns such as pedestrian safety or night-time 

noise levels) likely contributed to the maintenance of intervention elements. Finally, 

Safe Streets staff developed a fairly sophisticated support technology that included 

trainings, models, and prompts for each intervention element. A robust supportive 
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technology may be necessary to establish and maintain the fourteen neighborhood-

level intervention elements. 

This study suggests that neighborhood residents are capable of implementing 

and sustaining crime control strategies when provided with appropriate skills and 

support. Cooperation of key city agencies and law enforcement officials, and the 

support of key intermediaries such as Safe Streets, may be necessary to facilitate 

these relationships and outcomes. Additional successful replications would likely 

require an intermediary organization with a similar role and mission of neighborhood 

engagement and development.  

The two primary intervention neighborhoods were selected because they fully 

implemented and sustained a community problem-solving process, the Safe Streets 

model, directed at reducing crime. After the initial neighborhood meetings, the 

residents elected to adopt the Safe Streets approach and actively worked to implement 

all fourteen neighborhood-level intervention elements. Therefore, this study examines 

the outcomes such comprehensive work by neighborhoods might produce. An 

interesting question for future research is why some neighborhoods met only once or 

twice to address crime and then failed to sustain their efforts, while other 

neighborhoods fully implemented and sustained the Safe Streets intervention. 

This study has several important limitations. The comparison neighborhoods 

which form the second baseline in each group, although matched as closely as 

possible on key characteristics, were different in important ways from their paired 

neighborhoods. The selection of neighborhoods was limited by available sites within 
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the greater Topeka metropolitan area. Comparisons were not perfect matches for their 

paired communities when demographic, geographic, and dependent variables are used 

as the basis for comparison. The neighborhoods were different in important ways, 

including their basic topography and geography (e.g., downtown grid patterns versus 

traditional suburb with cul-de-sac configurations), as well as pre-intervention theft 

rates. 

The incidence of thefts known to police and the prevalence of reported thefts 

per 100 housing units were used as the dependent variable. Although these are 

consistent with recommendations in the literature, additional measures might more 

fully capture potential effects of comprehensive neighborhood interventions. Context 

limitations prevented collecting relevant data that future research may find relevant 

including additional UCR data, traffic and pedestrian counts, and self-reported 

victimization. These data could provide a more complete description of effects or 

potential indicators of success.  

The potential for a diffusion of benefit particularly for neighborhood pair A 

and A1 is a concern because they were adjacent neighborhoods. Displacement is 

always a question in crime prevention studies (Hesseling, 1995). It is possible that 

interventions that appear to reduce theft in one neighborhood setting are likely to 

displace the behavior to nearby areas, thus, not actually reducing the overall amount 

of the behavior (Weisburd, et al, 2006). Most of the empirical literature to date has 

shown a diffusion of benefit to nearby areas (Clarke & Weisburd, 1994); as such, one 
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of the paired baselines in this study (A andA1) may have also shown benefits from the 

nearby intervention. The data suggest this may be the case. 

Additional concerns exist regarding neighborhood pair A and A1. For example, 

during the baseline condition for A1, the neighborhood participated in a federally 

funded “Weed and Seed” effort. The Weed and Seed program is sponsored by the 

U.S. Department of Justice and specifically targets neighborhood crime, though not 

exclusively property crime. Neighborhood A1 also experienced some targeted 

enforcement efforts during baseline. Both of these correlated interventions – not 

facilitated by Safe Streets – may have contributed to the decline in the high incidence 

of theft for Neighborhood A1 and hinder comparisons to Neighborhood A. 

The multiple baseline design used in this study addresses a number of key 

threats to internal validity. However, it is vulnerable to threats to external validity. 

Multiple intervention sites – systematic replication in two different neighborhood 

pairs – helps to address the threat of interaction of selection and treatment 

(intervention). However, similar demonstrations of effects with more closely watched 

intervention elements in other cities would be required to better demonstrate the 

generality of the findings. Selection bias and regression may also limit the 

generalization of the findings with this community intervention (Fagan, 1990; Flay et 

al., 2005). The results of this study, and the literature on community crime prevention 

more generally, may be particularly vulnerable to threats of regression because 

intervention communities are either selected or self-selected precisely because crime 

is an elevated concern. An additional concern is that the multiple baseline design is 
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able to control for threats to internal validity when, and only when, baseline data are 

stable or show a counter-therapeutic trend. In community settings the investigator 

cannot control the timing of the introduction of the independent variable. These 

factors limit the capacity of the study’s design to rule out several plausible threats to 

internal and external validity.  

The study has a number of strengths. Systematic replication of the effects of 

theft reduction in more than one neighborhood increases confidence in the findings. 

The two full implementing neighborhoods were different in important ways. The 

basic topography and geography (downtown grid pattern versus traditional suburb 

with cul-de-sac configuration) of the settings were different. The presenting issues for 

one neighborhood were theft and arson, compared to perceived drug dealing and 

associated vehicle traffic in another. These differences in setting provide modest 

support for the generality of findings that the intervention – and not something else – 

produced the effects in these diverse settings.  

The elements of community-based participatory research (CPBR) were 

implemented throughout. Fawcett and colleagues (2003) outline a six-step process for 

implementing the CBPR framework. In the present study, community members set 

the research agenda (step 1). Initial work was funded through substance abuse 

prevention grants, but neighborhood leaders chose a crime reduction framework and 

goal. Community members and Safe Streets staff developed their own logic model for 

reducing crime and refined the elements during several years of pilot work (step 2). 

The primary research question (Did the Safe Streets intervention reduce the rate of 



 50 

thefts in intervention neighborhoods?) was determined by Safe Streets’ leadership 

(step 3). Local staff from Safe Streets and the Topeka Police Department documented 

the intervention and potential effects (step 4). Community leaders were the first to 

review resulting data and critique results, and their first-hand understanding of the 

community context and data were incorporated into the report (step 5). Finally, Safe 

Streets leaders have taken these data to broader community audiences for 

engagement, sense making, and celebration (step 6).  

These steps in the CBPR approach set the framework for assuring the social 

validity of the goals, procedures, and effects (Wolf, 1978). The community consensus 

process employed in early neighborhood meetings allowed each neighborhood to 

determine their priorities and goals and helped to assure the social validity of these 

goals. Procedures were selected by residents for implementation and the manner of 

implementation was largely under their control. For example, no one community 

event, type of neighborhood clean-up effort, manner of traffic suppression measure, 

or target hardening procedure was mandated. Rather, residents determined for 

themselves how best to implement the procedure in the context of their own 

neighborhood with support and advice from Safe Streets staff. This process helped to 

assure the social validity of procedures. The regular provision of current crime data to 

neighbors during monthly meetings allowed residents to determine for themselves if 

any measure improvement was adequate or represented “success.” This process 

helped assure the social validity of effects. Although surveys of key stakeholders or 



 51 

other formal data collection processes were not used in this study, their use in future 

research would strengthen the social validity of the study.  

Keeping pace with the growing capacity of neighborhood groups and the 

layering of interventions is a typical challenge in evaluating community-based 

initiatives (Potvin & Richard, 2001). This challenge has been specifically cited as a 

central concern in neighborhood crime prevention research (e.g., Lavakras & Bennett, 

1988). The present study was able to document the onset and maintenance of a 

comprehensive set of intervention elements implemented with different 

neighborhoods and at multiple ecological levels (i.e., individual residences, 

neighborhood, city-wide). The observation and coding system adapted from other 

studies appears well suited to documenting the implementation of neighborhood 

crime prevention efforts.  Careful tracking of the gradual unfolding of interventions 

can help prevent key interpretation errors such as assuming the intervention is fully in 

place when it is not, assigning the intervention period to a point in time most 

favorably associated with outcomes, and mistaking delayed effects as unrelated to the 

intervention (Shadish, Cook, & Campbell, 2002). 

This study contributes the literature in three important ways. First, it is the 

first to document neighborhood crime trends for the extended time period of nine 

years. Second, this study applies the multiple baseline design as called for by 

investigators in community intervention research. It extends application of this design 

beyond single subject research and behavioral science to community-level 

interventions. Finally, this study incorporates most of the major strategies used in 
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community crime control and prevention and as such offers one of the few 

investigations of comprehensive interventions to reduce neighborhood theft.  

 This study raises important questions for future research. The data suggest that 

both neighborhood-level and city-wide interventions may have had an effect on the 

rates of theft. The relative contribution of these intervention components and 

approaches should be explored. Cost-benefit analysis as part of future studies would 

help answer important questions for local practitioners as they make real-world 

decisions about how to intervene with limited community resources. Finally, the 

transfer of responsibility for Neighborhood Watch away from law enforcement, and 

the adaptations made to maximize citizen participation are rich areas for intervention 

research in communities taking this approach. The focus of future research should be 

to better understand and inspire residents’ efforts to create the conditions for true 

peace in the neighborhood. 
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Appendix A – Protocol for Initial Neighborhood Meetings 

 

First Neighborhood Meeting Agenda 

 
20 Min Introductions 
 
  History of Safe Streets 
 
  Ground Rules 
   No Blaming 
   No Soapboxing 
   Other 
    
  Goals of the Meeting 
   1.5 Hours 
   Strategies for Top Concern 
   Communication with TPD and Neighbors 
   Action Plan and Assignment 
   2 Meetings Minimum to Cover all Information 
 
  Health Map with Explanation 
 
40 Min List Concerns and Challenges of the Area 
  
  List Strengths of the Neighborhood 
 
  Community Police Officer 
  
  Address Top Concern 
   Refer to Why Organize and Important Numbers Packets 
 
30 Min Phone Tree / E-Mail Tree (General Tree or one Divided by Blocks) 
  Assignment: Practice Using the Tree Before the Next Mtg.; Assign Leader 
  Assignment: As Neighbors to Join the Tree: Send Names to Safe Streets 
 
 Crime Prevention Through Environmental Design (CPTED) 
  Assignment: Complete Walk Your Block Survey, Bring to Next Meeting 
 
 Summary of Meeting and Assignments 
 
 Over of Next Meeting 

  (CPTED, Safe Tips, Video, Locks, Personal Safety, Top Concerns,  
  Maintaining a Neighborhood Watch) 
 
 Set  Next Meeting Date (Within 2-4 Weeks) 
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Second Neighborhood Meeting Agenda 

 
20 Min Introductions 
 
  History of Safe Streets 
 

  Ground Rules 
   No Blaming 
   No Soapboxing 
   Other 
    

  Goals of the Meeting 
   1.5 Hours, CPTED, Safe Tips, Video, Locks, Top Concerns,  
   Maintaining a Neighborhood Watch 
    

  Review of First Meeting  
 

30 Min Crime Prevention Through Environmental Design 
  Walk Your Block Survey Report from Neighbors 
  Discuss CPTED and Safety Tips in More Detail  
 

  Video 
 

  Locks, Alarms, Personal Safety Devices 
 

30 Min Top Concerns 
 

Community Police Officer/Sherriff’s Deputy: Mention that strategies will be 
described later. Ask him/her to describe: 

  Role in Community / Neighborhood, Working Hours and Boundaries 
  Recent Crime Reports / Statistics 
  How to be Contacted (phone, pager, and e-mail, etc.) 
 

 New Strategies / Assignments 
 

 Revisit Health Map 
 

20 Min Phone Tree 
  Report from Neighbors About Practice Run 
  Discuss How it Works Again if Needed 
 

 Maintaining and Active Neighborhood Watch 
  Meet Again and Begin to Meet Regularly 
  Hold Neighborhood Events (clean-ups, block parties, annual parades) 
  Attend NA/NIA Meetings 
  Have Meetings to Learn About Special Topics 
 

 Discuss Where to From Here 
  

 Meeting Summary 
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Appendix B – “Walk Your Block” Crime Prevention through Environmental Design  
 (CPTED) Assessment Tool  
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Appendix C – Detailed Crime Prevention through Environmental Design (CPTED) 
 Assessment Tool for Individual Residential Structures 
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Appendix D – Measurement of Community Change: Observer Definitions and  
 Code Book 

 

CODING INSTRUCTIONS AND DEFINITIONS 

for the Online Documentation and Support System 

General Coding Instructions: This section provides general guidance for deciding 
which documented events fit into which category of activity. With training and 
experience, categorizing events can be done with high levels of agreement among 
observers. As you gain experience in classifying events, you may want to make 
additions to coding instructions to clarify the definitions used to categorize events. 
Adding examples of events that are difficult to categorize will help others using this 
system. 

The table below offers a brief summary of the observational codes used to categorize five 
types of events. What is an event? Broadly stated, events are activities, accomplishments, 
or outputs that are facilitated by the initiative or group and related to its goals and 
objectives. We recommend using the definitions, coding instructions and examples (and 
non-examples) to categorize activities. 

  

Brief Definitions for Seven Types of Community Activities 

Code Activity Brief Definition Examples 

CC Community/ 
System 
Change 

A new or modified program, policy, 
practice or physical change in the 
community.  

A new neighborhood association, a 
new city ordinance (policy), different 
hours for key services (practice). 

O Other Items for which no code or definitions 
have been created. 

Phone calls to set up meetings, 
internal staff meetings. 
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The next section outlines several general considerations in coding these events. More 
specific definitions, coding instructions, and examples/ non-examples for each of the eight 
types of events follow. 

Distinguishing between Events that are External or Internal to the Initiative 

Most of your events will involve people not directly associated with the initiative. For example, 
group members may work with law enforcement to improve monitoring of and response to 
community laws and norms or may co-sponsor a walk to promote Red Ribbon week. Both of 
these events include people from outside the initiative (law enforcement and walk organizers 
and participants) and are considered external events. External events can be classified as 
Community Changes, Services Provided, or Media Coverage. External events involve making 
things happen in the community related to the group’s goals and objectives. 

Some events facilitate the development of the partnership or group in attaining its goals and 
objectives. These events may be internal, involving only those working directly with the 
group. For example, the Steering Committee may complete their strategic planning process 
and adopt a formal action plan; or an executive from the initiative's Board of Directors may 
donate office supplies. Resources Generated (e.g., volunteers’ time, donated materials, or 
money) are internal events if the beneficiary is your group.  

Identifying and Documenting multiple Events Contained in One Log Entry 

A single reported entry may sometimes contain several discrete events that should actually 
have been recorded separately. Support the documentation by breaking out the one entry 
into several items and coding each event separately. For example, the following entry might 
be recorded on a log form: "A second awareness event was facilitated in the East End 
neighborhood. Publications were distributed and workshops were given. The event was 
filmed by the local TV Station and appeared in the evening news." The reported entry 
includes at least one Service Provided, and the TV coverage would be coded Media. 
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Community/System Changes (CC) 

General Definition: New or modified programs, policies or practices in the community 
or system facilitated by the initiative and related to its goals and objectives. Changes 
that have not yet occurred, which are unrelated to the group's goals, or those which the 
initiative had no role in facilitating are not considered community changes for the initiative. 
[Note: We use the term “Community/System” and “Community” Changes interchangeably 
since they represent the same type of event at different levels (e.g., neighborhood or city or 
broader system). 

Coding Instructions: Specific instructions for using the definition to code events 
follow: 

CC1  Community changes must meet all of the following criteria: 

CC1.1 have occurred (e.g., when a policy is first adopted; when a new program 
is first implemented - not just been planned), and 

CC1.2 are related to the initiative's chosen goals and objectives, and 

CC1.3 are new or modified programs, policies, or practices in different parts of 
the community or system (e.g., government, business, schools, health 
organizations), and 

CC1.4 are facilitated by individuals who are members of the initiative or are 
acting on behalf of the initiative. 

CC2 When considering whether an event is new or modified: to be judged as “new,” a 
program, policy or practice must not have occurred before in the effort (e.g., with 
these groups of people, with these organizations or partners, in these settings, 
delivered in these ways). To be judged as “modified,” a program, policy or 
practice must be expanded or altered (e.g., a training program was expanded to 
include new modules, a policy was altered to affect new groups of people, a 
program was delivered in new organizations or places).  

CC3  When considering whether to score multiple events as one instance or as 
multiple instances of a community change: To be judged as multiple instances, 
changes must be implemented in multiple settings (e.g., different schools or 
businesses) or levels (e.g., local, state levels) AND require separate approvals 
(e.g., a school principle approved a life skills program to be taught in her school; 
a second principle later agreed to do so in his school). If the event either 
occurred in only one setting or occurred as a result of one approval, it is coded 
as one instance of community change (e.g., the school board agreed to 
implement a district-wide life skills program that was implemented in multiple 
schools).  

CC4 When multiple entries of the same event are being entered/documented: The 
recorders involved should discuss how to record the event as a single entry (e.g., 
the same program implemented in the same place by multiple groups). If there is 
disagreement, a data coordinator should resolve differences to best represent 
how the environment is changing in a way that does not count the same event 
multiple times. 

CC5 The first instance of implementation of a new program or practice in the 
community is coded as a community change, since it constitutes a change in a 
program or practice in the community. 
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CC6  A first time occurrence or enactment of a policy is recognized as a CC at the 
point of approval to implement the policy. 

CC7 The first committed agreement of collaboration between two or more 
organizations or individuals facilitated by individual(s) who are acting on behalf of 
the initiative. For a collaboration to occur, independent groups must commit to 
sharing at least one of the following: 1) resources, 2) responsibilities, 3) risks, 
and/or 4) rewards.  

CC8 Not all first-time events are community changes; the event must meet all parts of 
the definition of a community change.  For example, if staff members attended a 
seminar for the first time it is generally not a community change.  

CC9  Specifically excluded as community changes are Planning Products (e.g., new 
bylaws, completed action plan) and Resources Generated (e.g., a grant or 
donation to the initiative) that occur internal to the initiative. 

Some Examples of Community Changes:  

� Members of the Promise Community Coalition brought together representatives from 
five sectors for the first time to form a speaker’s bureau. This new program will help 
connect the community and is directly related to the coalitions’ goals. (A new 
program. See coding instruction CC1.) 

 
� The University board approved a new campus policy related to early intervention 

around substance use/abuse after meeting with our DFC Substance Abuse 
Prevention Coalition. This new policy will help the initiative identify substance abuse 
among students earlier. (A policy change directly related to the coalition’s actions and 
specific objectives. See coding instruction CC1.) 

 
� The DFC Substance Abuse Prevention Coalition and the local treatment center 

presented a workshop at the school for students and parents on prevention of youth 
substance use. This was the first time this workshop was presented in the community 
for local students and parents. This workshop helped educate community leaders. (A 
new program created by the coalition’s partnering with a local resource. See coding 
instruction CC1.) 

 
� After speaking with our Youth Tobacco Free Coalition, law enforcement decided to 

revise their documentation practice to include additional information when enforcing 
laws with youth under the age of 18 caught with tobacco. This practice change in 
documentation will help identify specific populations in our community that have an 
elevated level of tobacco use. (A practice change. See coding instruction CC1.) 

Some examples of items not coded as Community Changes: 

� The Youth Tobacco Free Coalition plans to administer a new program to increase 
awareness of the effects of alcohol and other depressants on motor skills. This 
program will help educate high school students in the community. (Outcome written 
in the future tense. It will only be coded if it already occurred. See coding instruction 
CC1.1. This entry would be coded X.) 

 
� The Promise Community Coalition formed a new subcommittee to develop a strategic 

plan to address federal legislative issues. This new subcommittee will help the 
coalition form a better strategy for addressing legislative issues. (This would be 
coded as a Planning Product because it reports a change in the organization of the 
initiative, not the community. See coding instruction CC1.3.)  
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� The DFC Substance Abuse Prevention Coalition’s administrative assistant reported 

that the AME church started a new Sunday afternoon support group for recovering 
substance abusers. This new program will help reach more people within our 
community. (As written, the program was not facilitated by the DFC Substance Abuse 
Prevention Coalition. See coding instruction CC1.4. The entry would be coded X.) 

 

Documentation Instructions: 

     When writing descriptions of Community Changes:  

Description Component Example 

Who was involved in this change 
and what are their 
positions/responsibilities within the 
community? 

John and Carol from the Community 
Coalition and leaders from ten community 
sectors… 

What new/modified program, policy, 
or practice was implemented? 

…led the first of five planned town hall 
meetings aimed to reduce youth alcohol 
use in Kansas for interested members of 
the community in Wichita  

How might the community benefit 
from this change? 

This new program will help create 
awareness of youth alcohol use in 
Kansas and promote multi-sector 
collaboration to address the problem.  
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Not Coded, Other (O) 

General Definition: Additional activities that are recorded for which no code or 
definition has been created. These activities should be coded with an "O." 

Coding Instructions: Specific instructions for using the definition to code events 
follow: 

O1     If an item is coded as an "O," it is not also coded as something else. 

  

 

 

  

 

 

 


