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Presenter
Presentation Notes
Hello, let me introduce myself.  I am John Eck.  I am a professor at the University of Cincinnati’s School of Criminal Justice.  I have been there since 1998.  Before that I was for three years the Evaluation Director at the Washington/Baltimore High Impact Drug Trafficking Area – a regional multi-agency drug enforcement and treatment group (one of several throughout the US) funded by the Office of National Drug Control (Drug Tsar).  And before that I worked for the Police Executive Research Forum for 17 years, most of that time as the Director of Research.  My doctorate is from the University of Maryland, but I am most proud of getting my bachelor’s and master’s degrees from the University of Michigan (GO BLUE).

I specialize in crime places and problem-solving, and have written a number of academic and practitioner oriented papers and monographs on these subjects.  You can find some of it at the Center for Problem-Oriented Policing’s website: www.popcenter.org.  

Much of the material I will cover in this webinar is derived from research I have conducted with my graduate students and with colleagues in policing.  The research focused on bars and apartments as well as other places.  Most has been published, but a few projects are on going.



An UGLEE Way

0 Understand your objectives
0 Get the right framework

A Learn about your problem

A Explore alternative solutions

0 Evaluate your intervention


Presenter
Presentation Notes
Every thing needs an acronym.  This one seemed to appear without conscious thought, so I thought I would keep it.  Those of you paying close attention will recognize it as the SARA process in disguise (UG=S, L=A, etc.).

Before we get started in earnest, let me say a bit about how I am approaching this subject.  We all want to be “evidence-based”, use “proven” approaches, “best-practices”, etc. There is no disagreement over the merits this lofty goal.  I have helped produce this sort of evidence, and I believe strongly in the need to put crime policy and practice on a more scientific footing.  And this experience has cautioned me as to what we can realistically expect.

The reason is simple – the number of quality studies of techniques is small, and the evidence for anything is paper thin.  Further, science really does not prove what works, but instead rejects what does not.  And finally, but not least, when we say that something works, we are saying that “on average” this works or that “more times than not, this will work”.  We know very little about the specifics of when things that work on average, fail in practice, or when things that on average are dumb, might work in a specific circumstances.  The world on average is messy, and policing is messier than the average.

So I am going to focus on ways of thinking that police practitioners have found productive of producing good solutions more often than not.  These ways of thinking do have considerable research supporting their application (and the alternative ways of thinking have considerable research showing that they are mostly useless to the police).  The framework I use comes from “Environmental Criminology”. This is increasingly called “Crime Science.”  Its fundamental perspective is that “opportunity creates crime (or disorder)”.  It describes the production of crime events.  And it has direct policy prescriptions – impede (or “BLOCK” to use the technical term) crime opportunities. In contrast, traditional criminology (and most elected officials) focuses on the production of criminals (not crimes) and asserts that social forces or psychological deformities create offenders.  This may or may not be true (and the criminological evidence for any of these traditional theories is ambiguous and weak), but what is true is that there is little the police can do about this.  Police can help change opportunities for crime, and many have successfully done so.



Understand your objectives

a What are you trying to accomplish?
0O At the end of the day, who will own this problem?

a Strategic v Tactical

O Tactical: addressing one or a very few independent housing related

problems —

O 3895 W. Elm is a chronic nuisance;
O 14 Ovetlook is a center of drug dealing.

O Strategic: addressing a class of individual problems

QO problem landlords;
0 disproportionate calls from a few places;
QO drug hquses

Q Crime, Disorder or other behaviors
0 What 1s 1t that you want to drive down?
0 How will youimeasure success?
d“What'1s afinoyitig the ‘public (you, or yout bosses)?
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Presentation Notes
There are two basic decisions you are going to have to make early on.  Are you taking a tactical or a strategic approach?  And what specific crime or disorder behaviors are you trying to drive down?  Since this is a webinar is about places, I will use these as examples.  

A tactical approach will focus on a few specific known problem locations.  If you can produce a short list the addresses that are the sources of problems to you, then this is where you are focusing.

A strategic approach starts with a class of places or circumstances. Some members of the class will create problems but most of them will not be particularly annoying.  If you do not have a short list, but instead describe your problem like “abandoned homes”, “foreclosed properties,” “section-8 properties, or “high-call apartment buildings,” then you are probably taking a strategic approach.

Either approach is fine (though we will be looking at things more strategically here) and there is a grey area in between.  Indeed, you can start tactically and then create a strategy.  And if you start strategically, you will have to implement it tactically.

Its also important to be clear about what behaviors are problematic.  
Are you interested in driving down a specific type of crime (e.g., theft of copper from vacant dwellings, or break-ins to apartments) or in something more general (e.g., reducing calls for service from apartments)?  Be specific and tangible.  “Improving public perceptions of police” is all fine, but what specifically are you going to do that will make members of the public safer, their lives easier, or their tax burden less?  In the end, these are the goals your efforts will be judged by.  And we will want evidence you are successful, not just testimonials and laudatory news stories (though these are nice supplements).



Get the right framework

a Start with the problem triangle
0 Focus on the place side, first

Q Strategic: Use the 80/20 rule and risky facility
analysis

A Ask, why this place(s) rather than similarly
situated places?

A Deal with the basics: ownership, finance,
management.
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Presentation Notes
How you think about a problem will guide how you address it.  For example, if you start by thinking solely about the offenders you are likely to travel down one of two paths:  ways to find and lock them up; or ways to assist miscreants to leave a life of mopery.  Neither is a bad strategy, except that the evidence is that the results are generally small.  They also neglect important features of the problem that you may be able alter.

So instead of starting by focusing on offenders who are creating your place problems, you should take a broader view and then choose what you will be focused on, based on the evidence you collect.

The most useful framework we having in policing is the Problem Triangle (actually two triangles).  We will start with the problem triangles (familiar, I hope, to some of you) and then move on to another familiar concept – the 80-20 rule – and then when we start to discuss the development of interventions (solutions, programs, etc.) we will see how we might approach places.

Again, the idea here is to provide a thinking pattern that can help you come up with effective approaches in your particular circumstances.  I am not going to tell you what to do.  Rather, this framework should help you ask questions that can increase your chances of coming up with answers that work in your communities.  It may also provoke discussions among webinar participants that can spark creative solutions.




=
Problem Triangle

Crime or disorder occur when offenders
and targets are in the same place without
a controller (guardian, handler, or
manager). When this happens

repeatedly, there is a problem. A

Manager

When dealing with property, the place and the manager are the most
obvious starting point. What makes the problem places different from
other places? Who owns them? How can we get them to change the place?

The same principle applies to abandoned and foreclosed places.
The difference is that it’s more difficult. There is someone or some
group that has ownership rights to a place. The question is who and
what incentives one can use to get them to do the right thing.


Presenter
Presentation Notes
One of the only criminological theories worth learning is Routine Activity Theory.  It is a core theory in Environmental Criminology and explains the circumstances under which crimes arise (Environmental Criminology, including Routine Activity Theory, is explained well in the book “Environmental Criminology and Crime Analysis”, by Richard Wortley and Lorraine Mazerolle, 2008, Willan Publishers).  This stuff is not rocket science, so its amazing how criminologists have tried to make things more complex than they are (and thereby hide some very simple solutions).  Do not expect some revelation – this is all pretty obvious (or should be).

Green triangle:  to have a crime you need an offender and a target (person, thing or animal) coming together in a place (a small space).  Places are not neighborhoods.  An offender and a target can be in the same neighborhood and not meet (how many robberies, for example, can you think of where the offender and the victim were more than a few feet apart? And how many prostitution acts are you aware of where the two participants were on different street blocks?).  If they do not meet, there cannot be a crime. As a useful rule of thumb, think about the maximum distance the offender can be from the target and still pull off his crime.  This gives you an idea of what we mean by a place.  In practice, we measure such places by addresses and street corners.  Occasionally by street blocks.  These are a bit large, but police officers seldom write their reports detailing the crime down to the precise space used.

So for neighborhoods, forgetabout’m.  Leave pondering about neighborhoods to sociologists, real estate agents, politicians, and other similar types.

Blue triangle:  If the offender and target are at the same place, a crime is far less likely when a controller is present.  There are three types of controllers. Guardians protect targets.  Their interest is in target protection. Though police are guardians, most guardianship is provided by informal relationships among people and between people and their stuff.  Handlers try to keep offenders out of trouble.  They are parents, siblings, friends, coaches, clergy, teachers, and others who have an emotional connection to the offender. Offenders avoid committing offenses that they know will come to the attention of handlers.  Managers are people who own places, or who are employed by those who own places.  There interest is in the functioning of the place (if crime does not interrupt the functioning of the place, they might ignore it).  Since every square inch of space is owned by somebody, or something, every place has a manager.  And the manager is the entity who has the authority (and often the responsibility) to make changes at places.  No one else does.

Typically, for any crime we know a great deal about the place.  We know some things about the target.  And much less about the offender.  So, as a practical mater, it makes more sense to work on something we know about than something we are ignorant of.  Also, when crimes or disorders persistently occur at a particular place, this is evidence that something may be wrong with the place. The place is a persistent opportunity for crime; it makes crimes easy, low risk, rewarding, excusable, or provokes them.  Since the manager controls these circumstances, they have some responsibility to address them.  Yes, the offender made the choice to misbehave (and should be treated accordingly, if caught), but the place manager allowed the creation of a circumstance that aided the offender.



Places & Place Management

Place
Owner Default Abandoned
Person Government
Limited partnership Bank Disputed
Business Government Other
Other Other

|

*Change existing management practices
sImprove physical settings

*Change tenants

*Find a new owner or manager

———

*Resolve disputes in ownership
*Pressure organization in charge
*Find a new owner
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In the current economic circumstances, some owners have flown the coop.  Some have walked and other have had their places taken from them.  Its easier to address place problems when the owner is present and functioning.  We have a great deal of experience with that.  But the same principles apply under conditions of default and abandoned property.  That is because default and abandonment do not mean there is no owner.  It simply means that the owner hand changed.  This can be complicated by the fact that it may be unclear who the owner is.  But there is an owner.  The difficulty lies in how one gets the owner – whether the original owner, the financial institution holding the lean, or a government who owns the property because of a failure to pay taxes – to act.


80-20 Rule

This is a strategic analysts.
Its a rule of thumb: Assume true until contrary evidence.

How to test it:

1. Enumerate every residential address of the type of
concern: single family homes, apartment complexes,
foreclosed homes, etc.

2. Use GIS and other software to assign crimes or calls
to each address from your data bases.

3. Create a table of graph showing the number of
residences with O, 1, 2, and so on crimes.

4. 'The graph will look like the following...
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But lets back up a bit.  If you take every apartment building in your jurisdiction and count the number of crimes that occurred at each building, you would see that most (70, 80, 90 percent) have no crimes, or even calls to the police.  At the other extreme, a small percent have over half or more of the crimes or calls. This is true even when you look at what might be “high risk” buildings.  My students and I have looked at Section 8 housing in one economically depressed city.  While on average, these properties have more calls, the overwhelming majority of them have no calls, and a small percent is responsible for most calls.  Whether you look at bars, apartments, parking lots, trailer parks, street segments, or any other type of place, the results are like those depicted in the next slide.


80-20 continued 2

Your chart will look something like this. With hundreds, if not thousands of places, the
Not problem places bars will be so thin and packed together that it may look more like a downward
\?vli?rffr?is e sweeping curve (dashed line).

number
of crimes

Your eye will go to the left, where the residences have few or no crimes. If you calculate
the percent of the places here and the percent of the crimes at these places, you will
find that this is where the overwhelming majority of your places are, and they have a
small proportion of your crime.

On the right, is where you want to concentrate your attention. These relatively few
th 1 places have most of your crimes (or calls). Treat them first!

In between are some ambiguously problematic places. Treat them second. There is no
clear dividing line between these three groups (that is why | have made the brackets

overlap).
Modest problem places

Number of crimes

There are alternative ways to show the 80-20 rule, so do not get hung up in the procedures, but understand what the message is.
This type of approach is called “Risky Facility Analysis”. You can read more on how to do this by looking at the POP Guide #6
available at http://www.popcenter.org/tools/risky_facilities/.
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I call this the Universal Law of Crime:  a few cause the most.  Somewhere at some time, someone will find something that does not follow this rule.  But that has not occurred yet.  So until it does, just assume that this is how your data will look.  Then collect the data to find out.

Here are some addition facts when dealing with problems that follow the 80-20 rule.
We say 80-20 for convenience.  It could be 70-5, or 60-20, or 90-2.  Its means simply that most – a very large proportion – of your problem involves a relatively few places or people.  The exact percents vary.
The average (mean) is not only irrelevant, but it is misleading.  The typical case is zero.  Everything else is atypical.  Instead of showing averages (mean, median, or mode) show the percent of crimes attributable to the worst X% (e.g., “The worst 10% of the abandoned properties have 50 percent of the crimes.”)
Places may not keep a consistent rank – next year, this years 1st place place may have dropped down and another place may go to the top – but the distribution is always like this. 

http://www.popcenter.org/tools/risky_facilities/�

80-20 continued 3

0 Compare!
O What is alike about the major problem places?

O What is different between the major problem places and the other
places?

Q Focus on the systematic differences — common among the

problem places AND different from the non-problem places.

0 Some things to look for

0 Neighborhood: important if problem places are clustered and there are few or

no non-problem places near by (otherwise, neighborhood probably not a major
driver).

0 Owners: a few owners have a significant proportion of the problem places.

0 Bank: alarge proportion of the problem places are in the hands of a small
portion of the banks (or other financial institutions).
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So, say you have a list of all abandoned or foreclosed property in your jurisdiction and you ranked each place by the number of reported crime a each location (like in earlier slides). You find (and I am so certain you will that I am confident that if you do not, then you or your analyst has done something wrong) that a few abandoned properties have most crimes at abandoned properties, and most are untouched.

Then you need to compare the worst to the best (and in between) to determine how they differ.  I have listed some obvious differences, but there may be others you discover (and these may not be important in your communities).


Learning about your problem

Q Strategic:

O Conduct a risky facility analysis of housing type of interest
O Look for owners of multiple problem properties

0 Map problem and non-problem locations

O Conduct time series analysis

QTactical

0 Compare problem site to nearby similar non-problem sites
0 Find and interview owners

O Walk through locations

O Create a dossier

d Look for webs of influence

0 Know why participants behave the way they do (don’t just speculate)
O Who can influence owners
O Who will aid owners resistance
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At this stage, if you have examined the application of the 80-20 rule and made comparisons, then you are well down the road to learning about your problem.  This is what we call risky facility analysis.  The Center for Problem Oriented Policing has a guide on this (I am a coauthor).  You can map your problem locations can compare them to non-problem locations.  If the problem places are next to non-problem places, then this suggests that neighborhood influences are not driving the bus.  Check to see how your problem varies over time.

If you are looking at a few specific problem places, compare them to neighboring places.  ALWAYS, visit the sites.  You would not prosecute a suspect without attempting to meet him, so you should never address a place without going there and seeing how things are arranged.  Talk to the owner.  Create a file on each place you are going to address – just like you would for an offender.

Once you have identified owners, find out how they do business.  You want to know how you can influence them.  So you need to know their web of connections.  This includes political influence.  Will a simple sit down with the owner get them to assist? Or will you have to get others in their web to put pressure on them?


=
Webs of Influence

Offender

Regulators /

|
|

U ed Direct
b . .
nspecifie | Manager’s Situational influences on
connections i i
connections connections offender
I I
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This illustrates what I mean by a web of influence.  While we are talking about managers, the same can be applied to other controllers, if you need to.  The members of their web will be different, but the principles are the same.

Let’s consider the various actors in our problem triangle.  Our objective is to influence offender decisions. We do this by changing the way victims behave, the performance of guardians and handlers, and the ways managers govern their places.  Lets consider, by way of an example, the place manager.  The same thinking will apply to handlers, and guardians.  The manager is in a web of relationships.   I have noted only a few of the most obvious.  These other actors influence managers.  Most of their influence has little to do with crime or disorder.  But it could....

We will come back to this in a moment.  The purpose behind this slide is simply to remind you of the importance of something you already know but may not have considered in this context.  When analyzing place problems (or any problem), you should look into who and what has influences on the people and organizations you are dealing with.



Exploring alternative solutions

A Bring in players discovered during analysis
A Brainstorm with team

0 Compare ideas with facts from analysis

A Collect new information if necessary

A Consider Super Controllers

0 Create 2 management team

A Develop a clear and practical plan

a0 Have measurable goals and objectives
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To this point you have been trying to determine which places are the problem, how they differ from similar non-problem places, who owns the places, and what you might need to do to get the owners to help you solve the problem.

Now we are interested in putting together some actions.  I am not going to discuss program planning and management.  You should know this.  Its critical, so do not ignore it.  But you can find plenty of materials on this.  I am focusing on the nature of the problem and the solution.

Here as some basic things you need to consider – though not in any particular order.  I will explain some of these – those that are not well known.


Goldstein’s Hierarchy

Least cooperative/ _

Most difficult

Most cooperative/
Least difficult

Bring a civil action

Legislation mandating prevention
Charging a fee for police service
Withdrawing police service
Public shaming

Creation of a new organization to assume
ownership

Engaging an existing organization
Targeted confrontational requests
Straightforward informal requests
Educational programs
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Herman Goldstein has suggested this hierarchy of ways to shift responsibility for problems back to those who own them.  They are in a rough order of cooperation and difficultly.  Clearly, we would like to stay near the bottom of the list.  These are less disruptive, costly, and contentious.  But some time you need to go higher on the list.  The hierarchy is rough – do not get worked up if shaming, for example, is less cooperative than the item just below it or more cooperative than the item just above.  You can make your own list if you prefer.  This sort of ranked list suggests that there are many ways to skin a cat, though we would prefer the cat to skin itself.


Super Controllers

Super controllers are institutions, organizations,
and people that can provide incentives to

Super Controllers get controllers to act in ways that prevent crime.
things done by acting

against the middle

triangle A

\\

JALS 2N

They never directly
Manager influence the
innermost triangle

Super Controllers
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Here is another way to think about getting things done.  Super controllers.  They influence controllers (hence the name).

Super controllers (SC) have indirect effects; they are part of a chain of pressure.  This is analogous to a very strict chain of command.  Another analogy is a relay race:  the super controller hands off to the controller who hands off to his/her necessary condition (place, target, or offender) which then stops crime.  SCs influence controllers; and if they are successful, the controllers influence the necessary conditions.  If this is successful, crime is reduced.  The graphic on the right is to make it clear that we do not see SCs as acting directly on necessary conditions (the inner most elements of offender, target and place).  Any entity that operates on the elements of the inner triangle is, by definition, a controller.  



=
10 Types of Super Controllers

Have legal authority that is

enforceable.
Wy, .

élp Of
)
p]~y to beS
e Political Autho{l ks by n@lﬂng bad
_ decisions [i In terms
Diffuse ® Markets of bad pubI|C|ty grededn >
e Media government scrutiny, or loss of
market share.
° Groups Authority is informal through

Personal personal ties and emotional

° Family connections. Intimacy is critical.
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There are at least 10 types of super controllers.  Some may not be helpful for addressing places, but many are.  We divided these among three groups:  formal, diffuse, and personal.  The super controllers that matter are those the place manager has within his/her web of influence (see above).

The paper in which this is described is listed at the end.  And I believe there is a presentation on this on the SMART policing website (I gave it to the New Zealand Police in July).  


Command v Performance

0 Command interventions (means focused):

O Tell owners what to do and hold them accountable for
implementing these things.

Q Install lighting, attend training, replacel lgeld, iihtpiement tenant
screening, inqute spEciiics il leases, etc.

a Performance interventions (ends focused):

0 Tell owners what the outcome is to be, and hold them accountable
for achieving the level.

O No more than X calls per unit per year, or else...


Presenter
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We have been discussing how to influence place managers, but what do you influence them to do?  Do you tell the place owner what to do, or what to accomplish?  There is no hard and fast rule here, but both options should be considered before settling on how to intervene.  This distinction is well known in the environmental policy / pollution control area.  But it has been barely discussed within the crime arena.  I raise it here so you understand your full set of options.  Within environmental regulation, the evidence suggests performance interventions work best.  But this is more a rule of thumb than an absolute dictum.


Evaluating your intervention

A Measure for many periods (weeks, months, or
years) before and after intervention.

0 Compare to similar sites or groups not getting
the intervention

a Watch for adaptation

Q Interview participants


Presenter
Presentation Notes
There is nothing magical about evaluation.  The methods have not changed much in decades, only the more arcane techniques have changed.  There is a manual on this at the POP Center website (I wrote that too).


Discussion?



Resources

Addressing Foreclosed and Abandoned Properties --
http://www.ojp.usdoj.gov/BJA/pdf/CCI Abandoned Property.pdf

Analyzing Crime Displacement and Diffusion. POP Tool Guide, # 10 ---
http://www.popcenter.org/tools/displacement/

Assessing Responses to Problems POP Tools Guide, #1 —
http://www.popcenter.org/tools/assessing responses/

A Full Response to an Empty House: Public Safety Strategies For Addressing Mortgage Fraud
And The Foreclosure Crisis — http://www.ojp.usdoj.cov/BJA/pdf/CCI Foreclosure Crisis.pdf

Rana Sampson, John E. Eck, and Jessica Dunham. 2010. “Super Controllers and Crime Prevention: A

Routine Activity Explanation of Crime Prevention Success and Failure.” Security Journal. 23 (1):
37-51.

Understanding Risky Facilities. POP Tools Guide, #6 --- http://www.popcenter.org/tools/ risky
facilities

Richard Wortley and Lorraine Mazerolle. 2008. Environmental Criminology and Crime Analysis.
Willan Publishers.
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Contact information

John E. Eck
School of Criminal Justice

University of Cincinnati

john.eck@uc.edu
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