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ABS TRACT

AN EVALUATION OF
THE NEIGHBOURHOOD WATCH PROGRAM
This study examined and evaluated the impact of a Neighbourhood Watch
program on reducing the occurrence of residential property crime within a selected residential area in the city of Thunder Bay.
Comparative victim history data was obtained longitudinally from the Test
Site and from a Control Site during the evaluation phase of the program in the
Test Site.
The results of the study indicated that the program was successful in substantially reducing the occurrence of residential property crime and, in particular, eradicating the occurrence of household yard property theft - formerly the

principal property crime problem.
Moreover, the findings suggest that the occurrence of residential property
crime is directly related to the level of household and yard physical security
which, in turn, was found to be directly related to the ati=le.:=

VI»

presence of

applied crime analysis and the acting upon of this information by the Neighbourhood Watch participants. The dramatic reduction in the victim experience of
Test Site respondents suggests that they did indeed act affirmatively in response
to the information.
Finally, the results of the study indicated that the willingness of residents to assume an active role in reducing the occL LCL

neighbourhood

property crime was largely dependent upon exposure to the Neighbourhood Watch
Program as implemented in the City of Thunder Bay.
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION
In recent years, property related crime or vandalism has received a grea1
deal of community concern throughout North America giving rise to government funded research projects orientated towards reducing the occurrence
of such crime.

Unfortunately, very little pressure has existed within the Canadian context to compel recipients of federal crime prevention funding to empirically . demonstrate the effectiveness of a given crime prevention strategy.
Rather, emphasis has been placed on program implementation, not evaluation.
It is not the purpose of this paper to debate the merit of funding practices, but merely to point out that the absence of a program evaluation
component makes it very dificult to discern which approaches assist

in

reducing criminal opportunism - the very ourmose of the research in the
firet place.

Moreover, the absence of a standard document format to communicate the
findings of evaluative resear--

.,,:aer compounded the problem of

"getting a handle" on effective crime prevention programming within the
police community.

To make matters worse, universal measurements to evaluate the effectiveness or lack of regarding implemented strategies have not as yet been established; thereby making it difficult to compare, interpret, and grasp
the significance of similar studies.

During the winter of 1982, a research proposai designed to test the effectiveness of Neighbourhood Watch as a crime prevention strategy was submitted to the Solicitor General of Canada for funding.

2

Unlike previous submissions, this proposal was designed to be

longitudinal

in nature and include an implementation and evaluation phase. Out of necessity, the 1982 proposal suggested that funding be provided over a twoyear period to coincide with the two phases of the study. We were successful with this approach and received funding for both phases from the Solicitor General of Canada through the Sum n er Youth Employment Program.

Historically, police agencies have tended to determine the effectiveness of
implemented crime prevention strategies by comparing pre and post rates of
reported crime, instead of actual victim experience. Clearly the impact of
crime prevention strategies on the rate of reported crime is of interest,
but by no stretch of the imagination can it be used with any reliability to
gauge the success or failure of a given strategy on reducing the occurrence
of crime.
This study took the above into consideration; particularly during the evalu-

at ion phase whereby an examination and'comparison of the following was conducted:
(i) the pre and post victim experience rates
(ii) the pre and post rate of reporting crime to the police
(iii) the pre and post rate at which people phoned neighbours when
they observed someone damaging or stealing their neighbour's
property
(iv) the pre and post rate at which people talked to offenders observed damaging or stealing other neighbour's property
(v) the pre and post household security scores
(vi) the pre and post yard security scores
(vii) the pre and post levels of social cohesion.

3

Neighbourhood Watch programs implemented elsewhere have been attributed
with great success from time to time despite the absence of reasonably
sophisticated research designs and/or devices to measure program performance.
ted

This study, in addition to making the pre and post comparisons

above, will attempt to explain what

variable(s)

no-

or mechanical aspects

of the Neighbourhood Watch Program, as implemented in Thunder Bay, were
paramount to its success or failure as a crime prevention strategy.
Generally, it has been theorized that the level of social cohesiveness in-

(K

creases following the introduction of a Neighbourhood Watch Program.
_/)

Natural outcomes of increased social cohesiveness are alleged to include
a greater spirit of co-operation and the acceptance of responsibilities
orientated toward watching out for both the neighbour and his/her property.
When coupled with a heightened awareness to properly secure the household
and yard property, the Neighbourhood Watch Program functions to harden the
target physically as well as socially.
In keeping with the

hypothesis were formulated:

abc-"

1. Residents who have been exposed to a Neighbourhood Watch Program
will have a higher level of social cohesiveness than residents
who have not been similarly exposed.
2. The victim experience of residential areas previously exposed to
Uatch

posed

previouSly

will be lower than residential areas not ex-

to this program.

3. A residential area exposed to a Neighbourhood Watch Program will
subsequently exhibit a lower victim experience.
4. Neighbourhood Watch is an effective program to reduce the occurrence of residential property crime.

4

5. Neighbourhood Watch works to reduce the occurrence of crime
as a result of the increased level of home and yard security
which occurs following exposure to the home security component
of the Neighbourhood Watch Program.
6. Neighbourhood Watch works to reduce the occurrence of crime as
a result of the increased acceptance of neighbours vis a' vis
all neighbourhood property following exposure to and acceptance
of implied social responsibilities which extend outside the immediate household to include the neighbourhood.

ORGANIZATION OF THE PAPER

The remainder of the paper will be organized as follows:
CHAPTER

II

CHAPTER III
CHAPTER

IV

METHODOLOGY
FINDINGS
SUMMARY, DISCUSSION, IMPLICATIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
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CHAPTER II

METHODOLOGY

BACKGROUND

Funding was obtained in 1982 and 1983 from the Solicitor General of Canada
through the Summer Youth Employment Program to conduct a research project
designed to test the effectiveness of Neighbourhood Watch as a crime prevention strategy.

The research project was divided into two phases; the

first involved the implementation of the program in a pre-selected residential area whereas the second phase dealt with the evaluation of the program.
For each phase, a Project Director and six interviewers were hired.

The

same director was used throughout the one year longitudinal study to provide continuity.
THE IMPLEMENTATION PHASE

The City of

uay .s divided into sixty-eight (68) police patrol and

crime reporting areas.
A site consisting of two hundred (200) households in one of the sixty-eight
areas exhibiting a relatively high rate of reported crime was selected to
test the effectiveness of the Neighbourhood Watch Program. An additional
control site wag determined and would be examined one year later during the
evaluation phase of the study.

The Profect Director and interviewers were

involved in the site selection process.

Following selection of the residential test and control sites, the Director
and Project Workers were requested to take part in the construction of a
survey questionnaire designed to obtain data relating to victim experience,

--1-1`71--

physical household property security and a host of other variables.

At the completion of this task, the project workers were directed to make
appointments with the residents of each of the two hundred households for

the purpose of:
(i)
(ii)
(iii)

conducting a victim survey
conducting a home security check
explaining and introducing the concept of Neighbourhood Watch
at each household

(iv)
(v)

identifying potential block captains
laying the ground work for implementing the program within the
residential area.

Active interviewing began in the first week of June 1982 and was completed
by the end of August of the same year. In total, 162 households responded to the questionnaire. The responses on the questionnaires were coded,
transferred to A 4 skeete and analyzed using the Statistical Package for the

Social Sciences.
Bivariate and multivariate tables were then requested to display the relationslup ol all variables to victim experience. In order to obtain an accurate measurement of household/yard security and social cohesiveness, composite variables were constructed using the compute function of the program.

The compute function merely adds together all the values of the variables
specified in the equation.

An equation is provided in Appendix A.

Ar the conclusion of the sampling, block units consisting of twenty (20)
households each were established. Members of each block were invited to
attend their first Neighbourhood Watch Meeting at a nearby library at which
time block and assistant block captains were selected by the block members.
The Crime Prevention Officer and members of the project team attended each
meeting to assist in establishing the purposu oC the program. (Suu Appendix B).
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1

Follcwing the selection of the block captains, the Crime Prevention Officer invited the appointed block captains to attend at Headquarters to
select their section leader.

(See Appendix "C").

Throughout the course of the year, between the implementation and evaluation project phases, one meeting was held monthly to accommodate the
needs of the block captains and one meeting a month was held Lo meet the
needs of the section members.

Block captain meetings were held at Head-

quarters and Section meetings took place at the local library.
Meeting content involved discussions regarding security programs, methods
of responding to criminal behaviour, neighbourhood responsibilities, and
criminalistics. The Crime Prevention Officer attended all meetings to
provide information and advice.
In the early stages of the program, it was decided that Neighbourhood Watch
was not a program that should be police administered. Rather, the need was
stressed to develop a sense of program ownership amongseNeighbourhood
Watch household members. Therefore, a spirit of independence was fostered
through the deliberate involvement of the program members in the decision
making

. ..:11 respect to the_direction the program should take immedia-

tely following its implementation.

A natural conseqUence of this approach

was the establishment of a monthly news bulletin by the section leader and
directed towards the membership. (See Appendix D)
Finally, Neighbourhood Watch signs were posted in February of 1983 indicating t hc! existence of a'neighbourhood involved in a Neighbourhood Watch —
Program. It was believed that this would help to create a sense of community and assist to sustain the program over time.

(See Appendix E).

Evaluation Phase

This part of the research project commenced one year later in the month of
May 1983. A project director and six workers were hired and directed to

8

interview the same respondents as was done one year earlier; in addition

to conducting interviews at households contained within the control site.
The control site is located ten (10) miles away from the implementation
site and is roughly twice as large in geographic area as the test site.
This accounts for the much larger number of received questionnaires (i.e.

252).
A survey questionnaire was used throughout the interview in both the Im-

plementation and Control site. The questionnaires varied in that a greater number of questions designed to evaluate the impact of the program
were included in the implementation questionnaire. In total 136 questionnaires were received from the implementation site while 252 questionnaires
were obtained from the larger control site.
The responses were again transferred onto diskette and analysed using the

Statistical Package for the Social Sciences..

The data extracted from the

implementation site in the survey of 1982 and 1983, and from the control
site, were subjected to the same program in order to produce comparable

Bivariate and Multivariace ContLagency Tables for the analysis.

9
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CHAPTER III

FINDINGS

II
Presentation Format

In the majority of cases the reader will be proVided with a set of three
data tables. The first of these three tables will contain information
relative to the Westfort Test Site prior to the implementation of the

I
1

1
1
1
1
11

Neighbourhood Watch Program. The second table will display information
regarding the Westfort Test Site following the implementation of the
Neighbourhood Watch program, while the third table of the set will contain comparative Control Site data.

TABLE 1
WESTFORT TEST SITE HOUSEHOLDS VICTIMIZED PRIOR TO THE IMPLEMENTATION OF THE
NEIGHBOURHOOD WATCH PROGRAM

VICTIM EXPERIENCE
YES

NO

19.1%

80.9%

(31)

(131)

TOTAL

(162)
N = 162

1
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TABLE 2

WESTFORT TEST SITE HOUSEHOLDS VICTIMIZED FOLLOWING THE IMPLEMENTATION OF
THE NEIGHBOURHOOD WATCH PROGRAM
VICTIM EXPERIENCE
YES

NO

7.4%

92.6%

(10)

(125)

TOTAL

(135)
N = 135

TABLE 3

THE PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF HOUSEHOLDS IN THE CONTROL SITE VICTIMIZED
VICTIM EXPERIENCE
YES

NO

19.6

80.1

(40)

19.6

TOTAL

(236)
N = 236
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VICTIM EXPERIENCE
The data provided in Tables 1 and 2 indicate that victim experience or the
actual occurrence of property crime in the Westfort Test Site decreased
substantially (67.7%) following the implementation of the Neighbourhood
Watch Program. This suggests that Neighbourhood Watch is effective.
When we examine Tables 1 and 3 collectively we discover a victim experience
rate in the control site which is approximately the same as that previously experienced by the Westfort Test Site respondents prior to the implementation of the program.

•

1
TABLE 4

1

AREA OF THE HOUSEHOLD PROPERTY VICTIMIZED IN THE WESTFORT TEST SITE
PRIOR TO THE IMPLEMENTATION OF THE NEIGHBOURHOOD WATCH PROGRAM
AREA VICTIMIZED

HOUSE

CAR

YARD

GARAGE

22.6%

6.5%

48.4%

(7)

(2)

(15)

GARDEN

OTHER

12.9%

3.2%

6.5%

(4)

(1)

(2)

TOTAL

(31)
N = 31
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TABLES
AREA OF THE HOUSEHOLD PROPERTY VICTIMIZED IN THE WESTFORT TEST SITE
FOLLOWING THE IMPLEMENTATION OF THE NEIGHBOURHOOD WATCH PROGRAM
AREA VICTIMIZED

HOUSE

CAR

GARAGE

40.0%

40.0%

20.0%

(4)

(4)

(2)

TOTAL

(10)
N = 10

TABLE 6
THE AREA OF THE HOUSEHOLDS VICTIMIZED IN THE CONTROL SITE
AREA VICTIMIZED

GARAGE

GARDEN'

CAR

YARD

8.3

36.2

42.6

6.4

2.1

4.2

(4)

(17)

(20)

(3)

(1)

(2)

HOUSE

OTHER

TOTAL

(47)
N = 47

AREA OF THE HOUSEHOLD VICTIMIZED

Prior to the implementation of the Neighbourhood Watch Program the principal target area in the Westfort Test Site appeared to be the household yard
with 48.4% of ail property crime relating to this portion of the household.

13.

Vollowing the implementation of the program not one occurrence relating to
damaged or stolen yard property was reported to the researchers to have
occurred. The house proper and the family auto still appear to be victimized although the frequency of occurrence with respect to the household has
decreased by 75% as indicated in Tables 4 and 5.
In comparison, the findings presented in Table 6 indicate that the majority
of crime occurring in the Control Site relates primarily to the household
yard and car with 42.6% and 36.2% of all victims reporting crime to these
areas respectively.

TABLE 7
CRIMINAL OFFENCE TYPES RELATING TO WESTFORT TEST SITE HOUSEHOLDS
VICTIMIZED PRIOR TO THE IMPLEMENTATION OF THE NEIGHBOURHOOD WATCH PROGRAM
CRIME TYPE

THEFT FROM
YARD

WILFUL
DAMAGE

BREAK &
ENTER

THEFT FROM
AUTO

VEHICLE
THEFT

54.8%

9.7%

12.9%

3.2%

19.4%

(17)

(3)

(4)

(1)

'

(6)

TOTAL

(31)
N = 31
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TABLE 8
CRIMINAL OFFENCE TYPES RELATING TO WESTFORT TEST SITE HOUSEHOLDS
VICTIMIZED FOLLOWING THE IMPLEMENTATION OF THE NEIGHBOURHOOD WATCH PROGRAM

CRIME TYPE

BREAK &
ENTER

THEFT FROM
AUTO

OTHER

60.0%

30.0%

10.0%

(6)

(3)

(1)

TOTAL

(10)
N = 10

TABLE 9
CRIMINAL OFFENCE TYPES RELATING TO HOUSEHOLDS
VICTIMIZED IN THE CONTROL SITE

THEFT FROM
YARD

WILFUL
DAMAGE

BREAK &
ENTER

THEFT FROM
AUTO

AUTO
THEFT

OTHER

40.4%

23.4%

10.6%

21.3%

2.1%

2.1%

(19)

(11)

(5)

(10)

(1)

(1)

TOTAL

(47)
N = 47

OFFENCE TYPES
As a supplemental to Tables 4, 5, and 6 the data presented in Tables 7, 8,
and 9 provide comparative information regarding offence types. Theft of
property from the yard, while a frequent offence type prior to the imple,

:untation of Neighbourhood Watch in the WestEort Test Site, did not occur

13

1

I4

11

following implementation. This offence type, however, appears to have
occurred frequently in the Control Site as indicated in Table 9. The
same holds for wilful damage and theft from auto in the Control Site.

TABLE 10

1
1
1
1

PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF VICTIMS IN THE WESTFORT TEST SITE
REPORTING A CRIME AGAINST THEIR PROPERTY TO THE POLICE PRIOR
TO THE IMPLEMENTATION OF THE NEIGHBOURHOOD WATCH PROGRAM

REPORTED TO THE POLICE
YES

NO

64.5%

35.5%

(20)

(11)

1
1
1

TOTAL

(31)
N= 31

TABLE 11

PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF VICTIMS IN THE WESTFORT TEST SITE
REPORTING A CRIME AGAINST THEIR PROPERTY TO THE POLICE FOLLOWING
THE IMPLEMENTATION OF THE NEIGHBOURHOOD WATCH PROGRAM

1
1
1
1

REPORTED TO POLICE
YES

NO

70.0%

30.0%

(7)

(3)

TOTAL

(10)
N = 10

16

TABLE 12

PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF VICTIMS IN THE CONTROL SITE REPORTING
A CRIME AGAINST THEIR PROPERTY TO THE POLICE

REPORTED TO POLICE

'(ES

NO

83.0%
(39)

17.0%
(8)

TOTAL

(47)
N = 47

REPORTING BEHAVIOUR:

CRIMES AGAINST OWN PROPERTY

A comparison of Tables 10 and 11 reveals that a larger percentage of Westfort Test Site victims reported a crime to their property to the police
following rather than prior to the implementation of the Neighbourhood
Watch Program.

Table 11 indicates that a greater percentage of Control Site victims than

Ii

Westfort Test Site victims reported such crimes to the police despite the
absence of a Neighbourhood Watch Program. This suggests that the frequency'
with which victims report crime against their property to the police is not
dependent upon exposure to a Neighbourhood Watch Program.

1
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TABLE 13

PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF WHEN VICTIMS IN THE WESTFORT TEST SITE
REPORTED A CRIME AGAINST THEIR PROPERTY TO THE POLICE
PRIOR TO THE IMPLEMENTATION OF THE NEIGHBOURHOOD WATCH PROGRAM
WHEN REPORTED CRIME TO POLICE
ALMOST
IMMEDIATELY

WITHIN
4 HRS

THE NEXT
DAY

A FEW DAYS
LATER

45.0%

10.0%

40.0%

5.0%

(9)

(2)

(8)

(1)

TOTAL

(20)
N = 20

TABLE 14

PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF WHEN VICTIMS IN THE WESTFORT TEST SITE
REPORTED A CRIME AGAINST THEIR PROPERTY TO THE POLICE FOLLOWING
IMPLEMENTATION OF THE NEIGHBOURHOOD WATCH PROGRAM
WHEN REPORTED CRIME TO POLICE
ALMOST
IMMEDIATELY

THE NEXT
DAY

85.7%

14.3%

(6)

(1)

TOTAL

(7)
N= 7
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TABLE 15
PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF WHEN VICTIMS IN THE CONTROL SITE REPORTED
A CRIME AGAINST THEIR PROPERTY TO THE POLICE

WHEN REPORTED CRIME TO POLICE
ALMOST
IMMEDIATELY
71.8 %
(28)

A FEW DAYS LATER

WITHIN 4 HRS

TOTAL

20.%7.7%

(8)

(3)

SWIFTNESS OF REPORTING TO POLICE

(39)

N=39

Tables 13 and 14 when compared indicate that a greater percentage of
Westfort Test Site victims tended to report crime against their property

almost
immediately to the Police following implementation of the Neigh.
bourhood Watch Program. The figures are 45.01 and 85.71 respectfully,
suggesting that the program had a significant effect on the reporting
behaviour of the Westfort test site respondents.
A review of the Control site table indicates t ha t nearly 71.8% of all
victims reported the crime against their property almost immediately to
the Police.

TABLE 16
WESTPORT TEST SITE RESPONDENTS WHO OBSERVED AND REPORTED CRIME WHICH
OCCURRED IN THE NEIGHBOURHOOD TO THE POLICE PRIOR TO THE IMPLEMENTATION
OF THE KEIGHBOURHOOD WATCH PROGRAM

OBSERVED CRIME AND REPORTED TO POLICE
YES
50.01 %
(8)

NO

TOTAL

50.01%

(8)

(16)
N=16

19

TABLE 17
WESTFORT TEST SITE RESPONDENTS WHO OBSERVED AND REPORTED CRIME WHICH
OCCURRED IN THE NEIGHBOURHOOD TO THE POLICE FOLLOWING THE IMPLEMENTATleN
OF THE NEIGHBOURHOOD WATCH PROGRAM
OBSERVED CRIME AND REPORTED TO POLICE
YES

NO

TOTAL

100.0 %
(4)

(0)

(4)
N=4

TABLE 18
CONTROL SITE RESPONDENTS WHO OBSERVED AND REPORTED CRIME WHICH OCCURRED
IN THE NEIGHBOURHOOD TO THE POLICE
OBSERVED CRIME AND REPORTED TO POLICE
YES

NO

63.6%

36.4%

(14)

(8)

TOTAL
(22)
N=22

RESPONSE TO OBSERVED CRIMINAL BEHAVIOUR

Prior to the implementation of the program, only 50.1 of those Westfort
test site respondents who observed criminal behaviour reported it to
the Police, compared to 100% following the implementation of the program.
Granted, the sample size is rather small. Nevertheless, the findings
suggest that the Neighbourhood Watch program is effective in causing
respondents to phone the Police when criminal behaviour is observed.
In the accompanying Table 18 the data indicates that 63.6% of the
Control Site respondents contacted the Police when criminal behaviour
was observed.

This finding lends support to the idea that reporting
20

1
1

frequency rates are dependent upon the presence of joint Police/Public
prevention programs designed to generate affirmative action.

1
FOLLOWUP TO AFFIRMATIVE ACTION

1

As a followup to the preceding series of tables respondents were asked
to indicate what course of action they would take if they were to observe
someone committing a crime against their neighbour's property.

1
1

TABLE 19

AFFIRMATIVE ACTION RESPONSES OF WESTFORT TEST SITE RESPONDENTS PRIOR TO
THE IMPLEMENTATION OF THE NEIGHBOURHOOD WATCH PROGRAM
AFFIRMATIVE ACTION

WOULD TALK TO
OFFENDER

WOULD PHONE
POLICE

WOULD PHONE
NEIGHBOUR

OTHER

11.1%

84.0%

3.7%

1.2% .

(8)

(136)

(6)

(2)

TOTAL

(162)
N=162

TABLE

20

1
1

AFFIRMATIVE ACTION RESPONSES OF WESTFORT TEST SITE' ';ESPC:UNTS FOLLOWING
THE IMPLEMENTATION OF THE NEIGHBOURHOOD WATCH PROGRAM
AFFIRMATIVE ACTION

WOULD PHONE
NEIGHBOUR

WOULD TALK TO
OFFENDER

WOULD PHONE
POLICE

9.6%

86.7%

3.7%

(13)

(117)

(5)

1

TOTAL

(135)
N=135)
91

1
1

TABLE 21
AFFIRMATIVE ACTION RESPONSES OF CONTROL SITE RESPONDENTS
AFFIRMATIVE ACTION
WOULD PHONE
NEIGHBOUR

OTHER

WOULD TALK TO
OFFENDER

WOULD PHONE
POLICE

4.2%

93.2%

1.7%

.8%

(10)

(220)

(4)

(2)

TOTAL

(236
N=236

AFFIRMATIVE ACTION

Clearly, the purpose of Neighbourhood Watch is to instill, within the
minds of the program participants, that they must share in the responsibility of dealing with the social problem of crime. One of the ways the acceptance of the responsibility is acted out is through intervention,direct
or indirect, whenever a criminal act is observed. Moreover, it is held by
the proponents of the Neighbourhood Watch Program that the heightened
awareness and social cohesiveness derived from organized neighbourhoods
might function to influence the way in which the intervention is manifested. To determine the impact of Neighbourhocd Watch in influencing the
way in which program participants would socially intervene, each respondent was aSked what course of action they would take uuu aey observe
an act of criminality being committed against their neighbour's property.
The finding presented in Tables 14, 20 and 21 indicate that the program
had very little impact on which course of social intervention
would actually be taken. Phoning the Police was the preferred avenue,
with little impact on the selection of either talking to the offender or
phoning a neighbour about to be victimized. Similar results were
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recorded for the Control Site respondents.

TABLE 22
NUMBER OF NEIGHBOURS KNOWN'BY NAME BY RESPONDENTS IN THE WESTFORT TEST
SITE PRIOR TO THE IMPLEMENTATION OF THE NEIGHBOURHOOD WATCH PROGRAM
NUMBER OF NEIGHBOURS KNOWN BY NAME
LESS THAN 3
7.4%
(12)

4-6

7-10

MORE THAN 10

TOTAL

25.3%
(41)

17.9%

49.4%
(80)

(162)

(29)

N=162
TABLE 23 .
NUMBER OF NEIGHBOURS KNOWN BY NAME BY RESPONDENTS IN THE WESTFORT TEST
SITE FOLLOWING THE IMPLEMENTATION OF THE NEIGHBOURHOOD WATCH PROGRAM
NUMBER OF FAMILIES KNOWN BY NAME
LESS THAN 3
8.9%
(12)

4-6

7-10

MORE THAN 10

17.0%
(23)

18.5%
(25)

55.6%
(75)

TOTAL

(135)
N=135
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TABLE

24

NUMBER OF NEIGHBOURS KNOWN BY NAME BY RESPONDENTS IN THE CONTROL SITE

NUMBER OF NEIGHBOURS KNOWN BY NAME
4-6

7-10

MORE THAN 10

16.2%

29.8 %

18.7%

35.3%

(â8)

(70)

(44)

(83)

LESS THAN 3

TOTAL

(236)
N=236

NUMBER OF NEIGHBOURS KNOWN BY NAME
Table 22 indicates that 67.3% of all respondents in the Westfort Test
Site prior to the implementation knew the n ames of seven (7) ur

MOLE

neighbours compared to 74.1% following the program's implementation,
thereby suggesting that Neighbourhood Watch assists in sponsoring
social contact.
In the Control Site only 54% of the respondents knew seven (7) or more
neighbours by name.

TABLE

25

NUMBER OF NEIGHBOURS VISITED BY RESPONDENTS IN THE WESTFORT TEST SITE
PRIOR TO THE IMPLEMENTATION OF THE NEIGHBOURHOOD WATCH PROGRAM

NUMBER OF FAMILIES VISITED
LESS THAN 3

4-6

7-10

68.5%

20.4%

7.4%

3.7%

(111)

(33)

(12)

(6)

MORE THAN 10

TOTAL

(162)
N=162
24
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TABLE 26
NUMBER OF NEIGHBOURS VISITED BY RESPONDENTS IN THE WESTFORT TEST SITE
FOLLOWING THE IMPLEMENTATION OF THE NEIGHBOURHOOD WATCH PROGRAM

NUMBER OF FAMILIES VISITED
LESS THAN 3

4-6

7-10

MORE THAN 10

64.2%

27.6%

6.0%

2.2%

(86)

(37)

(8)

(3)

TOTAL

1
1
1

(134)
N=134

TABLE 27
NUMBER OF NEIGHBOCRS VISITED BY RESPONDENTS IN THE CONTROL SITE

NUMBER OF FAMILIES VISITED
MORE THAN 10

LESS THAN 3

4-6

7-10

72.9 %

21.2%

3.47e

2.5 7.

(172)

(50)

(8)

(6)

TOTAL

1
(236

1

N=236

1
1

NUMBER OF NEIGHBOURS VISITED
Respondents were also asked to indicate the number of neighbours
visited on a regular basis throughout their neighbourhood.

The results

presented in tables 25 and 26 indicate that 31.5% of Westfort Test Site
respondents visited more than three (3) households regularly prior to the
program's implementation, compared to the post figure of 35.8%.
25

1
1

1
1

This again suggests that the program assists to a slight degree in fostering social contact.

Comparatively, only 27.1% of respondents in the Control Site indicated
that the' visit three (3) or more neighbours on a regular basis.

TABLE 28
SOCIAL COHESIVENESS OF WESTFORT TEST SITE RESPONDENTS PRIOR TO THE
IMPLEMENTATION OF NEIGHBOURHOOD WATCH
LEVEL OF SOCIAL COHESIVENESS
'HIGH

LOW

53.1%

46.9%

(86)

(76)

TOTAL

N.J.•-■

I-)

N=162
TABLE 29
SOCIAL COHESIVENESS OF WESTFORT TEST SITE RESPONDENTS FOLLOWING THE'
IMPLEMENTATION OF THE NEIGHBOURHOOD WATCH PROGRAM
LEVEL OF SOCIAL COHESIVENESS
HIGH

L0'7

60%

40%

(81)

(54)

TOTAL

(135)
N=135
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TABLE

30

SOCIAL COHESIVENESS OF CONTROL SITE RESPONDENTS

LEVEL OF SOCIAL COHESIVENESS
HIGH

LOW

40.3%

59.7%

(95)

(141)

TOTAL

(236)

SOCIAL COHESION
Social cohesion was measured by combining two variables: the number of
neighbours known, with the number of neighbours visited, for the purpose '
of determining what impact the implementation of the program had on the
overall level of cohesion as defined above.
It would appear that the program had a positive effect in terms of heightening the level of cohesion as evidenced by the comparative figures in
Tables 28 and 29.

Site table do not run

The findings in the Control

and support the theory

contrary to the pre and post program findings,

that the program has the ability to increase the level of cohesion.
TABLE

31

PERCEPTION OF WESTFORT TEST SITE RESPONDENTS REGARDING THE PRESENCE OF
NEIGHBOURHOOD SPIRIT PRIOR TO THE IMPLEMENTATION OF THE NEIGHBOURHOOD
WATCH PROGRAM

IS THERE NEIGHBOURHOOD SPIRIT
YES

SOMEWHAT

NO

53.1%

21.6%

25.3%

(86)

(35)

(41)

TOTAL

(162)
N=L62
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TABLE

32

PERCEPTION OF WESTFORT TEST SITE RESPONDENTS REGARDING THE PRESENCE
OF NEIGHBOURHOOD SPIRIT FOLLOWING THE IMPLEMENTATION OF NEIGHBOURHOOD
WATCH PROGRAM

IS THERE NEIGHBOURHOOD SPIRIT
NO

SOMEWHAT

YES
56.3%.

34.1%

9.6%

(76)

(46)

(13)

TOTAL

(135)
N=135

TABLE

33

PERCEPTION OF CONTROL SITE RESPONDENTS REGARDING THE PRESENCE OF
NEIGHBOURHOOD SPIRIT

IS THERE NEIGHBOURHOOD SPIRIT
YES

SOMEWHAT

NO

66.9%

11.4%

21.6 7e

(158)

(27)

(51)

TOTAL

(236)
N=236

Neighbourhood Spirit
When asked about the presence of neighbourhood spirit, 74.7% of the
Westfort Test Site respondents indicated yes to somewhat of a presence
prior to the implementation of the program compared to the post implementation percentage of 90.4%.

The Control Site distribution is

reminiscent of the pre implementation Test Site data, with 78.3% indicating yes or somewhat with regard to the presence of neighbourhood
spirit.
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TABLE 34
PERCEPTION OF WESTFORT TEST SITE RESPONDENTS REGARDING THE OCCURRENCE
OF PROPERTY CRIME IN THEIR NEIGHBOURHOOD OVER THE PAST YEAR PRIOR TO THE
LMPLEMENTATION OF THE NEIGHBOURHOOD WATCH PROGRAM
PROPERTY CRIME INCREASED OVER THE PAST YEAR

INCREASED
39.5%

REMAINED SAME
51.2%
(83)

(64)

DECREASED DON'T KNOW
3.1%

6.2%
(10)

(5)

TOTAL

(162)
N=162

TABLE 35
PERCEPTION OF WESTFORT TEST SITE RESPONDENTS REGARDING THE OCCURRENCE
OF PROPERTY CRIME IN THEIR NEIGHBOURHOOD OVER THE PAST YEAR FOLLOWING THE
IMPLEMENTATION OF THE NEIGHBOURHOOD WATCH PROGRAM
PROPERTY CRIME INCREASED OVER THE PAST YEAR

INCREASED

REMAINED SAME

DECREASED

DON'T KNOW

4.47.

2.5.2%

42.2%

28.1%

(6)

(34)

(57)

(38)

TOTAL

(135)
U=135

TABLE 36
PERCEPTION OF CONTROL SITE RESPONDENTS REGARDING THE OCCURRENCE OF
PROPERTY CRIME IN THEIR NEIGHBOURHOOD OVER THE PAST YEAR
PROPERTY CRIME INCREASED OVER THE PAST YEAR

INCREASED

REMAINED SAME

DECREASED

DON'T KNOW

31.8%

55.1%

3.0%

10.2%

(75)

(130)

(7)

(24)

TOTAL

(236)
N=236

PERCEPTION OF FREQUENCY OF PROPERTY CRIME
Next, program participants were asked whether they relt the occurrence
of property crime in their neighbourhood had increased over the past .
year.
Without question the post pro'' - -'

Table 35 suggests that a

complete turn around occurred with respect to the respondents' perception of the frequency of property crime in their neighbourhood.
Specifically, 35.1% more respondents indicated that they believed the
occurrence of property crime had decreased following the i:aplementation
of the Neighbourhood Watch program.
perception of the resident - g .r-

It is significant to note that the

arding property crime levels correspond

to the victim experience data provided in the first table of this
chapter.
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1
TABLE

37

WHAT WESTFORT TEST SITE RESPONDENTS THOUGHT FELLOW RESIDENTS WERE DOING
TO ASSIST IN REDUCING THE OPPORTUNITY TO COMMIT PROPERTY CRIME IN THE
AREA PRIOR TO THE IMPLEMENTATION OF THE NEIGHBOURHOOD WATCH PROGRAM
RESIDENT METHODS OF REDUCING OPPORTUNITY TO COMMIT PROPERTY CRIME

LOOK AFTER NEIGH—
BOUR'S PROPERTY

SECURE

TALK TO

PROPERTY OFFENDERS

57.2%

5.7%

1.9%

(91)

(9)

(3)

TABLE

PHONE

PHONE
TOTAL

11

(159)
N=159

II

NEIGHBOURS POLICE OTHER

2.5%
(4)

25.2%
(40)

7.5%
(12)
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WHAT WESTFORT TEST ..SITE RESPONDENTS THOUGHT FELLOW RESIDENTS WERE DOING
TO ASSIST IN REDUCING THE OPPORTUNITY TO COMMIT PROPERTY CRIME IN THE
AREA FOLLOWING THE IMPLEMENTATION OF THE NEIGHB OURHOOD WATCH PROGRAM
RESIDENT METHODS OF REDUCING OPPORTUNITY TO COMMIT PROPERTY CRIME

LOOK AFTER NEIGH—
HOUR'S PROPERTY

70.8%
(92)

TALK TO
SECURE
PROPERTY OFFENDERS

13.1 7e
(17)

--

PHONE
PHONE
NEIGHBOURS POLICE OTHER

4.6%

4.6 7e

(6)

(6)

6.9%
(9)

TOTAL

(130)
N=1.30
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TABLE 39

Il

WHAT CONTROL SITE RESPONDENTS THOUGHT FELLOW RESIDENTS WERE DOING TO
ASSIST IN REDUCING THE OPPORTUNITY TO COMMIT PROPERTY CRIME IN THE AREA
RESIDENT METHODS OF REDUCING OPPORTUNITY TO COMMIT PROPERTY CRIME

LOOK AFTER NEIGHBOUR'S PROPERTY

SECURE
PROPERTY

75.7%

9.8%

(178)

(23)

TALK TO
OFFENDERS

•

PHONE
PHONE
NEIGH- POLICE
HOURS

.9%

1.3%

11.9%

(2)

(3)

(28)

OTHER TOTAL

.4%
(1)

(236)
N=236

METHODS PERCEIVED TO BE EMPLOYEu bï

1,...)1DENTS TO REDUCE OPPORTUNITY

TO COMMIT PROPERTY CRIME IN THEIR AREA

When Westfort Test Site respondents were first contacted prior to the
implementation of Neighbourhood Watch, they indicated that up to that
point neighbours primarily looked after neighbours' property and phoned
the Police to assist in reducing the occurrence of neighbourhood property
crime. Following the implementation of the program an even greater percentage - 70.8% - felt that neighbours were looking after their neighbour's property, and another 13.1% of the respondents believed that
neighbours wet.umewhat more diligent in securing their worldly
possessions. In any event, a shift occurred whereby phoning the Police
was not viewed to be occurring as frequently - suggesting that phoning
the Police was no longer proactively viewed as a practical nor effective
method of dealing with neighbourhood crime. More significantly, this

1

finding further suggests that a change in the attitude may have taken
place regarding the need for the resident to accept as his/her responsibility the taking of affirmative action rather than sitting back and
32

1
1

defining crime in general as falling totally within the scope of the
Police Force.
To some extent, the findings presented in the corresponding Control
Site table support the above, with 12% of the residents indicating
chat assistance to reduce neighbourhood crime is provided by fellow
residents phoning the Police. This suggests chat a belief exists that
the prevention of crime falls within the domain of the Police - not
the public.
Nevertheless, a significantly greater number of residents - 75.7%
- as indicated in the Control Site data table, perceived residents
to be assisting co reduce neighbourhood crime by looking after their
neighbour's property.

This figure is also higher than the post Westfort

1
1
1
1
1

Test Site percentage of 70.8% for the same category.

THE DECREE TO WHICH RESPONDENTS PHYSICALLY SECURED THEIR HOUSEHOLD
AND YARD PROPERTY
ro this point in the study, the analysis has focussed primarily upon

1
1
1

the impact that the Neighbourhood Watch Program has had on shaping
the social response of program participants to the occurrence of
prnner-- crime in their neighbourhood.

The next table will grovide

the reader with comparative data relating specifically to the impact
of the program on the physical response of respondents to the occurrence of property crime in their neighbourhood.

1
1
1
33
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TABLE

40

THE DISTRIBUTION OF THE DEGREE TO WHICH HOUSEHOLDS INCLUSIVE OF THE
CORRESPONDING YARD PROPERTY WERE PHYSICALLY SECURED IN THE CONTROL
SITE AND IN THE WESTFORT TEST SITE PRIOR TO AND FOLLOWING THE
IMPLEMENTATION OF THE NEIGHBOURHOOD WATCH PROGRAM
COMPARATIVE
AREAS

DEGREE TO WHICH HOUSEHOLDS/PROPERTY PHYSICALLY SECURED
LOW

MEDIUM

HIGH

TOTAL

WESTFORT PRIOR
TO PROGRAM

47.5%
( 7 7)

24.7%
(40)

27.8%
(45)

(162)

WESTFORT FOLLOWING PROGRAM

30.3%

25.1%

44.6%

(41)

(34)

(60)

CONTROL

54.5%

22.4%

22.7%

SITE

(129)

(53)

(54)

(135)

(236)
N=533

Before we discuss the significance of table
is meant by "physically secure" is in order.

40, a description of what
In the methodology chapter

it was mentioned that composite variables were constructed to measure
social cohesion , yard security, and household security. All the component variables comprising the yard and household security composite
variables were added together to create a global security composite variItems such as fencing, locking mechanisms, the securing of recreational and yard equipment, household and shed lighting, door types,

able.

window types, the presence or absence of trees and shrubs in front of
basement windows, and a host of other security items were included in
the construction of the global security component variable (See Appendix A).
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The data displayed in Table 40 suggests very strongly that the Westfort
Test Site residents responded positively to the target hardening
aspect of the Neighbourhood Watch Program. In fact, there was a complete reversal with the majority of respondents registering a medium to
high level of physical security following exposure to the program.
This finding is supported by the Control Site data which is distributed similarly to the preprogram implementation data for the Westfort
Test Site.
TABLE

41

PERCEPTION OF WESTFORT TEST SITE RESPONDENTS REGARDING THE IMPACT OF
NEIGHBOURHOOD WATCH AND REDUCING PROPERTY CRIME IN THEIR NEIGHBOURHOOD
FOLLOWING ITS IMPLEMENTATION

IMPACT OF NEIGHBOURHOOD ON REDUCING PROPERTY CRIME
VERY MUCH IMPACT.

SOMEWHAT OF AN IMPACT

40.6%
(54)

54.9%
(73)

TABLE

NO IMPACT AT ALL

4.5%
(6)

(133)
N=133

42

DISTRIBUTION OF RESPONSES REGARDING WHETHER WESTFORT TEST SITE RESPONDENTS
WOULD RECOMMEND NEIGHBOURHOOD WATCH AS A CRIME PREVENTION STRATEGY
FOLLOWING ITS LMPLEMENTATION

WOULD RECOMMEND NEIGHBOURHOOD WATCH
YES

98.5%
(132)

NO

1.5%
(2)

TOTAL

(134)
N=134
35

4

THE EVALUATION OF THE NEIGHBOURHOOD WATCH PROGRAM BY WESTFORT TEST
SITE RESPONDENTS
To complement the evaluation phase of the study, the Westfort Test Site
program participants were asked to indicate the degree to which Neighbourhood Watch assisted

in reducing the opportunity to commit crime in

their neighbourhood, and whether or not they personally would recommend
the program to other citizens.
As indicated in Tables 41 and 42, well over 95% of the respondents believed the program had very much to somewhat of an impact on reducing
the opportunity to commit crime in their neighbourhood. Moreover, the
distribution of responses relating to recommending the program indicates
that over 98% of the residents believed the program should be recommended as a preventative strategy for other interested neighbourhoods.

1

SUMMARY OF THE FINDINGS
VICTIM EXPERIENCE
The findings presented in this chapter suggest that the way in which the

1

Neighbourhood Watch program was implemented in Thunder Bay was effective
in reducing the victim experience of the Westfort Test Site residents.
In fact, there was a 67.7% reduction in the occurrence of all property
crime.

1

Not one respondent following the implementation of the program

reported or indicated a theft of property from che yard had occurred
throughout the year. This is a significant finding, given that almost
q" of all related crime prior to the program had involved the theft of
property from a yard. Similarily, not one incident of wilful damage was
reported or indicated to have

occurred following the implementation of

the program.
The principal crime related problems in the control site included theft
from the yard (40.4%), wilful damage (23.4%), and theft from the household auto (21.3%).

1
1
1

These findings support the concept that Neighbourhood Watch as implemented, was effective in reducing the occurrence of theft from yards and
wilful damage.
36

REPORTING BEHAVIOUR
A slightly greater percentage of Westfort Test Site respondents contacted the Police to report a crime against their own property rather
than not reporting it at all following the implementation of the program. However, it would appear that the program was effective in ternis
of causing persons who do report a crime against their property to do
so more swiftly, with 85.7% indicating immediate reporting, compared to
45% of those Westfort residents who reported a crime against their property prior to the implementation of the program.
AFFIRMATIVE ACTION

Respondents were asked whether they had observed anyone commit a crime
in their neighbourhood, and whether they had phoned the Police in response to the crime.

Prior to the program, only 50% of those Westfort

Test Site respondents who had observed a crime being committed phoned
the Police, compared to 100% of those Westfort Test Site respondents
who observed a crime being committed following the implementation of
the program. The hypothesized impact is supported by the Control Site
data, with 63.6% of such respondents reporting an observed criminal act
to the Police.
As a follow up question, ail respondents were asked what they would do
if they observed someone committing a crime against their neighbour's
property.

The findings indicate that there was no impact of the program

in terms of steering the response. Under such conditions, respondents
, in the Test Site reported equally before and after the program that they
would by preference phone the Police, talk to the offender, and lastly
phone the neighhour being victimized.
SOCIAL COHESION

The number of persons known by name and visited increased slightly in
the Westfort Test Site following the implementation of the program. The

level of interaction similarily increased, indicating that the social
cohesiveness was heightened as indicated by the associated comparative
tables. A significant impact of the program appears when the data re-

garding whether a feeling of neighbourhood spirit had developed over
time, with over 90% indicating such was the case following the implemen-

tation of the program compared to 74.7% of the Test Site respondents
prior to program exposure, and 78% of the Control Site respondents.
PERCEPTION OF THE CRIME LEVEL

Again, the findings are significant, with a complete reversal of perceptions occurring in the Westfort Test Site respecting the level of

neighbourhood crime following implementation of the program.

Forty two

point two percent (42.2%) of the Test Site residents perceived the level
of neighbourhood crime to have decreased, compared to 3.1% of Westfort
Test Site respondents prior to the program, and 3% of the Control Site

respc.:
PERCEIVED APPROACHES UTILIZED BY FELLOW RESIDENTS TO ASSIST

IN REDUCING

THE OPPORTUNITY TO COMMIT PROPERTY CRIME
The data displayed in the relevant tables indicate that a greater per-

centage of Westfort Test Site respondents following the implementation
of the program believed neighbours were assisting to reduce the opportun-

ity to commit neighbourhood crime by looking after their neighbour's
property, 70.8% compared to 57.2%, and securing one's own property,
13.1% compared to 5.7%.

The Control Site respondents perceive neigh-

bours to be assisting to reduce the occurrence - of- neighbourhood crime
primarily by looking after their neighbour's property, 75.7%, and phoning the Police, 11.9%.
The major finding here is the down playing of phoning the Police by

Westfort Test Site respondents as a resident method to reducing the
opportunity to commit neighbourhood property crime.

Prior to the
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program, 25.2% of the respondents perceived this to be a highly utilized
•

method compared to the pre-program figure of 4.6%.
This signals a possible change in the attitude of residents exposed to
a Neighbourhood Watch program as provided Thunder Bay, whereby residents
are perceived to be taking a less passive and more active role in
dealing with the issue of crime.

PHYSICAL SECUREMENT OF HOUSEHOLD/PROPERTY
There is strong evidence to substantiate the claim that the program as
implemented had a very significant impact on increasing the level of
household and yard security (Table 40) in the Westfort Test Site, which
may largely explain the dramatic reduction in the occurrence of property
related crime throughout the Westfort Test Site, particularly theft of
yard property, and explain the relatively high occurrence of property
related crime in the Control Site.

WESTFORT TEST SITE PERCEPTIONS OF THE IMPACT OF NEIGHBOURHOOD WATCH
Over 95% of the Westfort Test Site respondents perceived the program to
have had somewhat, to very much, of an impact on reducing neighbourhood
property crime.

Further, 98.5 7 of the Westfort Test Site respondents

indicate that they would recommend the program to other neighbourhoods
as a crime prevention strategy.
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CHAPTER IV

DISCUSSION IMPLICATIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

DISCUSSION
This research project was divided into two phases; the first involved the
implementation of the Neighbourhood Watch program in a pre-selected
residential area, whereas the second phase dealt with the evaluation of
the program a year later. An additional control site was determined

j

and similarly examined one year later during the evaluation phase of the
study.
Data was extracted from 162 Test Site households during the implementation
phase, and 135 Test Site households throughout the evaluation portion of
the study.

Comparative data was obtained from 236 Control Site house-

holds from a residential area located ten (10) miles away from the Test
Site.
1.11e ucm...1 was then analyzed using the Statistical Package for the Social

Sciences to produce bivariate and multivariate contingency tables.
Clearly, the data indicates that the collective victim experience of
Westfort Test Site respondents decreased substantially following the im-

plementation of the Neighbourhood Watch program.

1

The decrease in the victim experience of Westfort Test Site respondents
can largely be accounted for by the virtual absence of yard theft - which
contributed 54.8% to the total victim experience prior to the program exposure.

This suggests that the program was particularly effective in

reducing the occurrence of this crime type.
Still, we have yet to determine what aspect of the program was particularly significant with respect to reducing the occurrence of theft from
household yards.
The respondents of the Westfort Test Site indicated through their responses
that the level of social cohesion was heightened moderately as a result of

40

the program, and may in part explain the success of the program. This
theory is somewhat supported by the Control Site data which indicates
that they have a relatively low level of social cohesion and high victim
experience rate.

However, the change in the level of social cohesion in

the Westfort Test Site was too slight to explain fully the mechanical
aspect of the program directly responsible for reducing the occurrence
of property crime, and in particular, theft of property from the yard.
The answer is relatively simple - respondents in the Westfort Test Site
merely increased the level of yard and household security, as indicated
bY the significant percentage difference of the distribution presented
in Table 40. This becomes even more significant when we consider Table 1
simultaneously, whereby we are able to draw a direct relationship between the level of physical security and victim experience.
Having established the above, it still remains for us to determine what
aspect of the program contributed to motivating the Westfort Test Site
respondents to "beef up" the level of physical security.
A portion of the interview was restricted to :..-!=1 ,:if7in: the potential
vulnerability of each household to the occurrence of property crime. 'More
important, a preliminary analysis of the victim survey data conducted immediately after the sampling of the Westfort Test Site during the implementation phase revealed the major property crime problems relating to the
Test Site. This information was conveyed to the Section and Block
Captains following the establishment of those positions, which in turn
was then communicated to all Neighbourhood Watch respondents.

The methods

by which the information was conveyed to all Westfort Test Site respondents included the repetition of criminalistics via a Neighbourhood Watch
News Letter and, verbally, em ail. Block meetings (See Appendix A).
Specifically, theft of property was cited as the principal problem, and
respondents were encouraged to turn their outside lights on and secure
their outdoor recreational equipment and tools/machinery.
It would appear then that the application of crime analysis and the utilization of this information by non-police personnel structured into an
41

1

organization such as Neighbourhood Watch can be extremely effective in
dealing with specific crime related problems.
Without the Neighbourhood Watch structure, which in essence creates a
formal citizen organization within residential areas previously ex-

-

hibiting informal or loosely knit social ties, the application of crime
analysis would in all probability fail. The newly created Neighbourhood Watch organization is endowed with a purpose to prevent the occurrence of neighbourhood crime, and philisophically maintains that all
have a responsibility to act in concert in order to realize the organization's purpose.
Undoubtedly such organizations assist to create a greater level of social
control within our neighbourhoods by working with a common definition of
deviant behaviour and set of responses to deal with observed acts of
criminality, and as such, should be considered when explaining victim
exnerience'.

1
1
1
1
1

1

In any event, the findings in addition to indicating that a Neighbourhood
Watch Program can effectively reduce the occurrence of property crime,
suggest that the program was largely responsible for causing residents to
acknowledge and accept the role of assuming a pro active stance in partnership with the Police - giving substance to the expression "Working Together
To Prevent Crime."
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IMPLICATIONS

1.

Neighbourhood Watch Programs can be very effective in reducing
the occurrence of residential property crime.

2.

To be effective, crime analysis based upon victim experience data
rather than reported crime statistics must be applied, and information shared with the bureaucracy of the citizen Neighbourhood Watch organization.

3.

The utilization of a newsletter to communicate specific crime
problems based upon victim experience data is an effective method
for generating an active response of Neighbourhood Watch participants.

4.

The heightened level of physical security of the Test Site households was due to the application of criminalistics, and directly
related to the reduction of residential property

5.

The introduction of a Neighbourhood Watch organization into a
neighbourhood assists to heighten the level of social cohesion
as measured by frequency of social contact.

6.

Neighbourhoods which have not been exposed to a Neighbourhood Watch
program will exhibit lower levels of social cohesion, physical
security, and higher victim experience rates.

7.

Exposure to a Neighbourhood Wch program causes citizens to acknowledge their responsibility vis a vis crime, and to assume a
pro active stance in partnership with the Police.
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RECOMMENDATIONS

1

1
1
1

1.

That Ne4hbounhood Watch onganizatiom be 4pon.soned and
kuoukce4 appkopitiatety pkoviveded at the munic4ae Zeve.e.

2.

That identice su.dLe,3 be conducted in othex citie4/town's
and the kauLts od 4ame compaked with the ,inding's od
thi4 4tudy.

3.

That victim expekience ,u1kvey's be conducted to detemine
the ,spec4ic ctime ketated pub.tenu od a given neighboukhood.
•

4.

That the cniminatitic indmmation hou4ed by Po.eice Fokce4
and ba4ed upon victim expenience be ,shated with the Neighbounhood Watch Onganizationa.

•

5.

That victim expekience data be utitized to evaluate the
e6 tiectiveneu oé ate. ctime ptevention attategie3 don. the
ptin.poe od devetoping a meaningde and compakative univet4a,C
pekdokmance mea4uxement.

1

1
44
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APPENDIX B

GROUP 1
NEIGHBOURHOOD WATCH MEETING

DATE: Wednesday August 25, 1982
PLACE: Mary J. L. Black Library
TIME: 7:30
POLICE PRESENT: Constable Peter Connors
Crime Prevention Officer
STAFF PRESENT: Andrea Richmond (Project Leader)
Joan Alkenbrack (Project Worker)
Marcia Bevilacqua
Aida dos Santos
JoAnn Raynak
NUMBER OF GROUP MEMBERS PRESENT: 4 (3guests present)
BLOCK CAPTAIN: 131 Mary Street
ASSISTANT BLOCK CAPTAIN:

City Of Thunder Boy Police
425 EAST DONALD STREET,

FCIWUD

THUNDER BAY, ONTARIO P7E SVI PHONE 807 623-271 I

G. F. Ouellette, Chief of Police

GROUP #2
NEIGHBOURHOOD WATCH
MEETING
DATE: August 3, 1982
PLACE: Mary J. L. Black Library
TIME:

7:30 pm.

PnLICE PRESENT:

STAFF PRESENT:

1

Constable Peter Conners (Crime Prevention Officer)
Andrea Richmond (Project Leader)
Joan Alkenbrack (Project Worker)
Marcia BevAlacqua (Project Worker)
Suzanne Desmoulin (Project Worker)
Alda dos Santos (Project Worker)

Rod Etheridge (Project Worker)
JoAnn Raynak (Project Worker)

NUMBER OF GROUP MEMBERS PRESENT:
BLOCK CAPTAIN:

6

128 E. Christina Street

ASSISTANT BLOCK CAPTAIN:

138 E. Christina Street

1
rhe Chief of Police
ielerring Ici
Our File Nu

YOur File No.

a

NEIGHBOURHOOD WATCH MEETING

GROUP#3

DATE: August 5, 1982
PLACE: Mary J. L. Black Library
TIME: 7:30
POLICE PRESENT: Constable Peter Connors
Crime Prevention Officer
STAFF PRESENT: Andrea Richmond (Project Leader)
Joan Alkenbrack (Project Worker)
Marcia Bevilacqua "
•
n
Suzanne Desmoulin
Aida dos Santos
Rod Etheridge
JoAnn Raynak
NUMBER OF GROUP MEMBERS PRESENT: 7
BLOCK CAPTAIN:

195 Mary street

ASSISTANT BLOCK CAPTAIN:

193 Mary Street

GROUP#4

NEIGHBOURHOOD WATCH MbtaING

DATE: August 9, 1982
PLACE: Mary J. L. Black Library
TIME: 7:30
POLICE PRESENT: Constable Peter Connors
Crime Prevention Officer
STAFF PRESENT: Andrea Richmond (Project reder)
Joan Alkehbrack (Project tAbrker)
Marcia Bevilacqua
Aida dos Santos
Rod Etheridge
JoAnn Raynak
It

lt

It

[4UMBLR OF GROUP MEMBERS PRESENT: 11
BLOCK CAPTAIN: 114 East Mary Street
ASSISTANT BLOCK CAPTAIN: 120 East Mary Street

GROUP#5

NEIGHBOURHOOD WATCH PROGRAM

DATE: August 9, 1982
PLACE: Mary J. L.

Black Library

TIME: 7:30
POLICE PRESENT:

Constable Peter Connors
Crime Prevention Officer

STAFF PRESENT: Andrea Richmond (Project Leader)
Joan Alkenbrack (Project Wbrker)
Marcia Bevilacqua
Alda dos Santos
Rod Etheridge
JoAnn Raynak
It

11

11

11

11

11

NUMBER OF GROUP MEMBERS PRESENT: 10
BLOCK CAPTAIN: 140 East Mary Street
ASSISTANT BLOCK CAPTAIN: 132 East Mary Street

GROUP: 6
NEIGHBOURHOOD WATCH MEETING

DATE: Monday August 23, 1982
PLACE: Mary J.L. Black Library
TIME: 7:30
POLICE PRESENT: Constable Peter Connors
Crime Prevention Officer
STAFF PRESENT: Andrea Richmond (Project Leader)
Joan Alkenbrack (Project Worker)
Marcia Bevilacqua
Suzanne Desmoulin
Rod Etheridge
It

11

NUMBER OG GROUP MEMBERS PRESENT: 5

BLOCK CAPTAIN: 147 East Brock Street
ASSISTANT BLOCK CAPTAIN: 177 East Brock Street

GROUP: 7
NEIGHBOURHOOD WATCH MEETING

DATE: Tuesday August 24, 1982
PLACE: Mary J. L. Black Library
TIME: 7:30
POLICE PRESENT: Constable Peter Connors
Crime Prevention Officer
STAFF PRESENT: Andrea Richmond (Project Leader)
Joan Alkenbrack (Project Worker)
it I,
Marcia Bevilacqua
II
It
Suzanne Desmoulin
i,
II
Aida dos Santos
NUMBER OF GROUP MEMBERS PRESENT: 6
BLOCK CAPTAIN:

1212 Edward Street

ASSISTANT BLOCK CAPTAIN: 118 Brock Street

ueuur:

NEIGHBOURHOOD WATCH MEETING
DATE: Monday August 23, 1982
PLACE: Mary J. L. Black Library
TIME: 7:30
POLICE PRESENT: Constable Peter Connors
Crime Prevention Officer
STAFF PRESENT: Andrea Richmond (Project Leader)
Joan Alkenbrack (Project Worker)
II
Marcia Bevilacqua
u
Suzanne Desmoulin
"
JoAnn Raynak
Rod Etheridge
It

NUMBER OF GROUP MEMBERS PRESENT: 8
BLOCK CAPTAIN: 178 Brock Street
ASSISTANT BLOCK CAPTAIN: 140 Brock Street

It

GROUP: 9
NEIGHBOURHOOD WATCH MEETING

DATE: Tuesday August 24, 1982
PLACE: Mary J. L. Black Library
TIME: 7:30
POLICE PRESENT: Constable Peter Connors
Crime Prevention Officer
STAFF PRESENT: Andrea Richmond (Project Leader)
Joan Alkenbrack (Project Worker)
Marcia Bevilacqua
Suzanne Desmoulin
II
Aida dos Santos
It

NUMBER OF GROUP MEMBERS PRESENT: il
BLOCK CAPTAIN: 199-1 Francis Street
ASSISTANT BLOCK CAPTAIN: 163 Francis Street

APPENDIX C

1

POLICE CO—ORDINATOR

à

CONST.

É

SECTION

LEADER

JUDITH HUCHES

;I:OUP

LEADER

GROUP LEADER

WILLIAM HLADY

JERRY SALMELA

,

1

GROUP

LEADER

TERESA TRELINSKI

GROUP LEADER
PEARL DICKS

1
1

kLOCK cAPTAINS

1

PETER CONNORS

AND
.SSISTANT BLOCK CAPTAINS

I

II

BLOCK CAPTAINS
AND
ASSISTANT BLOCK CAPTAINS
James Bali

BLOCK CAPTA/NS
AND
ASSISTANT BLOCK CAPTAINS
(To be assigned as recruited)
1m ay

u...ttes

BLOCK CAPTALS
AND
ASSISTANT BLOCK C,..FTAINS
David Anderson

Cary Ferguson

Dan Menard

verna Jcinnson

Henry Pearson

Carmie M.:Lean

Moe Ravluk

Dapnne Caruso

M,rv WoLois

Ken Vranch

Lannette Lahti

Limes». c.e.i.aisiics.o..S.

Gordon Backus
Raymond Boucher

1
1
1

Cl
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NEIGHBOURHOOD WATCH NEWSLETTER
WESTFORT NEIGHBOURHOOD
VOL. II, 01
MARCH 4, 1983

TO all neighbours in the neighbourhood Watch Program in the Westfort

Community, the following is a NEWSLETTER which will bring you up to
date as to what has been happening in the area since August of 1982.
The Neighbourhood Watch Program is now officially in effect as of
January 29, 1983.

This is the da-e our signs were unveiled.

The

captains and assistant captains would like to thank all chose neighbours who joined in the unveiling of the signs. Since this date we
are on our own. What we lo. ntend to.do , etc. is entirely up to us
as a community.

Our community of some 200 homes plus, has been

sectioned off into 10 (ten) groups. Each group has their own Block
Captain and Assistant Captain. You will meet and see your captains
and assistants at our first meeting on March 18, 1983.
In November of 1982. all Block Captains and Assistants leere called
for their first meeting with Constable Connors, our Police Co-ordinator.

At this meeting, the positions of Section Leader and four
The mechunits of the 11eighbourhood

Croup Leaders were filled.

Watch Program is as follows:

Di
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SE::SLETTER

match 4, 1983

Westfort Area

[POLIŒ CO-011DIle,TOR]
!SECTION

11;

GPOUP t... - ------

:LEADERI

IGRCUP r

'--r—

r2A0E2,

ceerAnS1

i SLCCK CAPTXIDI

' and Assistantsi

land AsSistantS1

. tec<

and'AsSistants1

»__—_-I'MCUP ,
! r.f)E21 1

.
. ._
3
raIzZI-UP'r

land Assist.

This i3 the way it works; for example, if there is a suspicious
looking vehicle driving *slowly up and down your street and you
decide to contact the police , this will in turn send of a chain
reaction of telephone calls, unless of course, you can provide
the necessary information yourself, like 4 licence plate number,
description of vehicle and perhaps even a description of the driver
or occupant(s).

LE not, the police department, knowing we ere now

in full operation, will contact the Section Leader and ask for the
The section leader in eurn

above information from the community.

tr group leaders , vho in turn contact eac;i neighbour in
their individual sections.

At this same meeting we were also informed that through the survey
donr on each individual home last August, that 57Z of the crime in
our neighbourhood is outside the home. Fifty-four.percenc (54".) of
our 200 homes have poor back yard security.

Wore AUgUlt of lan

year there were:
4
5
3
3

sheds broken into
bicycles stolen
thefts over $200
cars broken inca

lineally what we must do is improve our backyard security. Ve
must keep our front and back lights on during the nighc and keep
our sheds locked.
',re ask that those neighbours that have hedges growing either in
the front or back of their homes. PLesse trV to keeP enem se a
reasonable height and thickness.

n'

lUok

Captains and Anniscantq found

hold an individual "group meeting"
.ut pn..r and

i( difficult to actually

ThoAe chat did found the .turn

nertiore, ar the glurk Captains meetinit

D2
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NEWSLETTER

March 4, 1983

Westfort Area

February 16, 1983 , it was decided that we would try and hold a
This ineludes everyone in the Neighbourhood

COMMUNITY MEETING.

Watch Program from East Christina to Francis Street. This meeting
will be a question and answer meeting. We will diseuse the contents
of this Newsletter in detail at that time.

Constable Connors will

.be there to answer any of your questions.

General Neighbourhood Watch Meeting
March 16, 1983
7:30 p.m.
Mary J. L. Black Library

Although we are, at present, a non-profit program and one without a
budget per se, unfortunately there is and will be expenses. Unfortunately, the Mary J. L. Black Library is NOT FbEL. It there is someone who knows of a place where we can gather as a community, which is
free or cheaper, please advise at the March 16th meeting.
The Library is charging $5.00 for the large auditorium plus $3.00 for
the use of their 100
"-- --The coffee is optional. We
will discuss this at the March 16th meeting. It has been suggested
that we donate 50c per meeting (each person) to cover costs of-the
hall and coffee. This of course is subject to change and will also
be discussed at the March 16th meeting. There may be some bookkeeping involved here and at the meeting we will have to find a treasurer.
If there is anyone in the community interested in this position,
please let us know at the March 16th meeting.
If you like the idea of a Newsletter, it will be up to you to decide
how often

WC1u..0

.4:ke one.

the copying of the Newaletter.

Eventually we will have to 'pay for
This will have to be kept in mind as

an expense.
Some of you were contacted at the beginning of February regarding a
red and white van that was seen cruising the Mary Street area.
Although it was a false alarm, (the two fellows were delivering for
the owner of the van and were given the wrong address), the system
did work. Within several hours of contact with the Section Leader,
the police had a. description of the Van, the two fellows driving it
and the licence plate number.

;
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NEWSLETTER

March 4, 1981

Westfort Area

1

On February 16, 1983. the Block Captains and Assistants met for
their second meeting. Conatable Connors informed us thee in
December of 1982 the following crimes were committed in our area:

1. car damaged on E. Francis
I theft over S200.00 - E. Christina
mischief - E. Mary
1 Break and Enter - Edward Street
At the general community meeting in March, we hope co discus's
possible ideas as Co ho w to educate ourselves against crime. The
following are a few suggestions and we hope to obtain a few more
from you ac the meeting.
1. Locksmith - demonstrate various locks,
how to secure your boats and
Witn0r3.

2. Alarm Systems - demonstrations.
3.

Film on "Home Security".

4.

Film "Lady

5.

Ken Boshkoff - Task Force on Vandalism.

6.

Policeman calk to our teenagers and children
on a more personal basis - how to cake care
uikts
puc bicycles away at night and
lock up.

If you have any further suggestions we would like to hear he ac
che March I6th meeting.
AS THE SOUTH SIDE OF FRANC I S STREET IS MOT YET INVOLVED WITH THE

.r.4.dbOURHOOD WATCH PROGRAM, JE ASK tF THE NORTH SIDE OF FRANCIS
STREET WOULD INVITE THE SOUTH S/DE TO OUR MEETI:IG ON MARCH 16,
1983 SO THEY TOO CAN JOIN US AND SECONE PART OF OUR PROGRAM.

Judy Hughes
Section Leader
Wescforc Area
seighbourhood Uacch
Program
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:eaders were chosen. The
nc is what transpired:
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fly

'ever
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ceded> / ei A re4'
ktaxLm_

‘roup leadeM
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C4A1

ZUCK
j eAfTe4.S1

Bib~c..&

teaPritIS

•

n e.A.3%-oodrs

rrea.9 be> rS
7f semet:,l1, :,7,, e _nc in our nCborhoo:1
w
mean a neighborhood search, etc.,
to neichtors, the police only make one
1.crIc call to the Section Leader. The Section
Lac: calls the four Group Leaders; the
7 , ade,nç call their desicnated Block
:aptains and ssistants. These neck Cap —.
t'::en call t::e individual homes in
thcir particular croup. This saves the
1.clice from makinc umpteen phone calls and
Interviews and it caves a lot of precious
:r you see or hear anything suspicious, :'ou are not to hesitate to call the
police.
were informed, throuch the survey
d;,c, on cach individual home last August,that
of the crimes in our neighborhood are
54 1, of our 200 homes
outsiOe the home.
haie poor back yard security. There have
bccn ln the past year:
h she'is broken into
5 bLcycles °token
3 thefts over ,,200
3 cars broken into
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Basically what we must do now is Improve our backyard security.
must keel,
Jur front and back lights on. Je must
keep our sheds locked. If you go down
-ristina Street (the block just off
Zdward), you will sec that almost all
tno homes arc lit in the front and
also in the back. îflary Street is
find the odd home has put their
front light on.
1e ack that those who
have front and back hedges, please keep
thum cut at a rasonable lenuth.
-

:he ?..eighborhood Jatch Signs were
to be up some time in December. Unfortunately this did not come about.

:t was decided that,thE Block C,.ptaLns will mec t once a mor.th. The
meeting itas adjourned by Constable
reter Connors who has now left it up
to the individual Block Captains to
relay what transpired at this meeting

•

their neighbors. Je are also now
our own and it is now up to us as
a community to mak e this wcrk.
2n

=E2.1BS2 2, 1982
Groups L. and 5 were notified or the
first neighborhood watch meeting. Letters
were sent to all concerned.
Althoudt IIC
haJ a total of 9 (nine) homes representc.1'
we did accomplish a great deal. EUI, to
make this Z:.:72 a real Success we must havu

the rest of the community's (not only thc
ults but the children as well) entucLus
and participation in these meetin eL- s
'orc
that We C. udUt.:ete.
fLrat .ricetinj.; w....:.eld at
o.s:
..J...-'.. L'.. l'brary.
,5„7„D
30 oup
pet.
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thnt since wo at the present tLx.e) have
no funds available, we would all pay 4.50
pLI: meeting (which is once a month ) just
to covsr the cost of the hall. Coffee at
this pc:int is optional. dill be discussed
Lomes reprcsehtcd agreed to
onc...; a
th, at the beginning of eacl•.
m -Dnth (subjecL to change) and the Block
Captains at the end of each month. Our
next r . eighborhood datch Meeting will be
scheduled for the beginning of February.

de discussed how we werr, poing to
educate ourselves against Crime. The
croup came up with the following suggestions:
1. Locksmith - demonstrate various
lock techniques
2. :".en Eoshkoff - Task Force on
Vandalism
D.
Beware - Const. Connors
roliceman talk to our children Const. Connors - lock up bikes, etc.
5. Self Defense seminar
4 Thunder Bay Àape Centre - seminar
7.
First Aid around the home
Basically the above is what transpired at our first meeting. de do hope
that perhaps the next meeting in February
will attract a few more families.
januar:( 11, 1983
Constable Connors called. The signs
will be Eoing up on January 21, 1983. de
invite the neighborhood watch community to
join us on January zq, 1983 at 2:00 p.m.
(Zaturday) along with the press, Alderman
Letlanc, and Lysnes, Constable Connors,
Ken Eoshkoff, at the corner of Christina
and Kingsway for a group picture. Please
tell your neighbors.
754<'c.,(
Judy Éughes
Ceotion Leader
D7
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THE CORPORATION OF THE CITY OF THUNDER BA
ei

BY•LAW NUMBER

19

5.a

.

A By-law to regulate neighbourhood
watch program signing.
Whereas Section 210 141 provides that By-laws may be p
for prohibiting or regulating signs and other advertising device
the posting of notices on buildings or vacant lots within any de
area or areas or on land abutting a defined highway or part of a
highway;
AND WHEREAS Section 194(6) of The Municipal Act provid
that councils may pass By-laws providing for the use by the publ
lands of which the Corporation is the owner and for the regulati
such use and the protection of such lands;
AND WHEREAS Section 104 of The Municipal Act provides
every council may pass such By-laws and make such regulations fo
health, safety, morality and welfare of the inhabitants of the
municipality in matters not specifically provided for by the saic
as may be deemed expedient and are not contrary to law;
NOW THEREFORE THE COUNCIL OF THE CORPORATION OF THE CI':
THUNDER BAY ENACTS AS FOLLOWS;
1.

This By-law applies to the whole of the City of Thunder

Signs in the form of the sign shown in Schedule "A" her
2.
may be erected with the authority and in accordance with the
directions of a member of the Thunder Bay Police Force as part of
Neighbourhood Watch Program.
3.
Except as provided in Section 2 hereof, no person shall
erect, post, place or use any sign in the form shown in Schedule
hereto or any sign that is likely to cause persons to believe tha
is a sign authorized hereunder.
4.
Any person violating any of the
shall be subject to a penalty of not more
Dollars, exclusive of costs, and all such
recoverable under The Provincial Offences

provisions of this by-1
than Twenty-five($25.00
penalties shall be
Act.

5.
This By-law shall come into force and take effect upon
final passing hereof.

1

Enacted and Passed this .
and the b ands of ils proOef oftmers
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APPENDIX F

i4
THUNDER BAY POLICE FORCE
Street

CO-OPERATION PREVENTS CRIME
Date

NEIGHBOURHOOD WATCH .

s1
1
1
1

Any information that you provide us with will be kept strictly confidential.

CASE NUMBER

111

1

11t1

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

PART I

HOME SECURITY SURVEY

1
FIRST, WE WOULD LIKE TO EXAMINE AND ASK A FEW QUESTIONS ABOUT THE
WAY YOU SECURE YOUR HOUSEHOLD, OUT BUILDINGS, AND YARD IN ORDER TO

1
1
1

REDUCE THE OPPORTUNITY FOR PERSONS TO DAMAGE OR STEAL YOUR PROPERTY.

(TO BE READ BY INTERVIEWER)

F •

1

J.

PART I

HOME SECURITY SURVEY

1.

Are the house numbers
(1) small?
(2) large?

2.

I

-

1

Are the house numbers
(1) the saine colour as the background?
(2) contrast in colour from the background?
9

3.

Are the house numbers
(1) not visible from the street?
(2) visible from the street?
10

4.

Are the shrubs/bushes (under 8 feet) blocking the view of any of
the windows or doors?
(1)

yes

(2) no
11
5.

Are there trees (over 8 feet) blocking the view of any of the windows or doors?
(1) Yes
(2) no
t---1

12
6.

Is there an operative front door light?
(1) no
(2) yes
13

7.

If yes, is it a 40 watt covered bulb:
(1) no
(2) yes

8.

Is there a window(s) in the front door or immediately beside the
door?
(1) yes
(2) no

9.

If yes, is the window laminated glass?
(1) no
(2) yes

10.

Describe the front door lock.
(1)

No lock at all

(.2)

Key in the knob

(3) Mortised lock
(4) ' Rim lock
(5) Dead latch bolt
(6) Jimmy proof
(7) High security rim lock
(8) Dead bolt single cylinder
(9) Dead bolt double cylinder
11.

(a)

Describe the front door hinges
(1) Exterior not pinned
(2) Exterior pinned
(3) Interior

(h)

Is the front door
(1) Hollow core
(2) Solid core

12.

Is there a door viewer in the front door?
(1) no
(2) yes

13.

Is there a patio door on the household?
(1) yes
(2) no

14.

If yes, is there a lock stick or Charlie Bar?
(1) no
(2) yes
If yes to question 13, are there screws in the top track?
(1) no
(2) yes

16.

Is there an operative back/side door light?
(1) no
(2) yes

17.

If yes, is it a 60 watt covered bulb?
(1) no
(2) yes

18.

(a)

Is there a window in the back/side door or immediately adjacent to
it?

(1) yes
(2) no

(b)

Is the back/side door
(1) Hollow core
(2) Solid core

3
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19.

If yes, is the window laminated glass?
(1) no

(2) yes
20.

Describe the back/side door lock
(1) No lock at all

(5) Jimmy proof

(2) Key in the knob

(6) . High security rim lock

(3) Mortised lock

(7) Dead latch bolt

(4) Rim lock

(8) Dead bolt single cylinder
(9) Dead bolt double cylinder

21.

Describe the back door hinges
(1) Exterior not pinned
(2) Exterior pinned
(3) Interior

1 2.

Is there a door viewer in the back door?
(1) no

(2) yes
23.

Are there sliding windows on the house?

(1) Yes
(2) no
24.

If yes, have locks or lock sticks been installed in all such windows?
(1) no

(2) yes
25.

If yes to question 23, have screws been placed in the top tracks
in all such windows?
(1) no

(2) yes
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26.

Are there double hung windows on the house?
(1) yes
(2) no

27.

If yes, have all such windows been pinned?
(1)

no

(2) yes

28.

If yes to question 26, have all of the double hung windows been
pinned for ventilation?

29.

30.

31.

32.

(1)

no

(2)

yes

Are there casement windows on the house?
(1)

yes

(2)

no

If yes, have latches or bolts been installed on all anr-1, windows?
(1)

no

(2)

yes

(1)

yes

(2)

no

Are there basement windows?

Are there bars on all the basement windows?
(1)

no

(2)

yes

33.

Is there a sleeping area in the basement?
(1) Yes
(2) no

i

42
34.

Is there a garage on the property?
(1) yes
(2) no

I

I

43
35.

Is there an operative outdoor light on the garage?
(1) no
(2) yes

I

I

44
36.

If yes, is it a 60 watt covered bulb?
(1) no
(2) yes
45

37.

Is the vehicle door to the garage locked or bolted from the inside?
(1) no
(2) yes
46

38.

Describe the pedestrian garage door lock.
(6) (a)

(1) No lock at all
(2) (a) Key in the knob or

(b)

(h) Screwed on hasp with padlock

Jimmy proof or
Bolted hasp with
backing plate and padlock

(3) Dead latch bolt

(7) High security rim -lock

(4) Mortised lock
(5) Rim lock

(8) Dead bolt single cylinder
(9) Dead bolt double cylinder
I

39.

Describe the pedestrian garage door hinges.

47

(1) Exterior hinges not pinned
148'

(2) Exterior hinges pinned
(3) Interior hinges
6

40.

Does anyone in your household own a bicycle?
(1) yes

(2) no
49
41.

If yes, are all the bicycles liceneed?
(1) no

I

1

(2) yes

50
42.

If yes to question 40, is it marked for identification (Social
Insurance Number) or is the serial number recorded?

(1) no
(2) yes
51
.43.

If yes to question 40, are all the household bicycles locked or
stored in a locked area?
(1)

no

(2)

yes.

52
44.

Is there a storage shed on the property?
(1) yes

(2) no
53
45.

If yes, is the door
(1) e4..n. J.c.n.....ed at all
(2) Padlocked - (Hasp not secured)
(3) Hasp secured and padlocked
54

46.

Are all household recreational items and outdoor tools
(1) not secured at all
(2) chained or locked
(3) stored in a locked structure

Li
55

7

47.

Are the household valuables (stereos, cameras, etc.) marked with
an identification number or are the serial numbers recorded?
(1) no
(2) yes

48.

Is there a rear lane adjacent to the backyard property lane?
(1) yes
(2) no
57

49.

If yes, is the house number displayed in the back yard and visible
from the lane?
(1) no
(2) yes

..

58
50.

Is there fencing around the front yard?
(1)

no

(2)

yes
59

51.

If yes, is the fencing around the front yard?
(1) Partial
(2) Complete
60

52.

Is there fencing around the back yard?
(1) no
(2) yes
61

53.

If yes, is the fencing
(1) Partial
(2) Complete
62
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PART II
VICTIM EXPERIENCE
NEXT, WE ARE SEEKING INFORMATION ABOUT PROPERTY CRIMES IN THIS AREA. THIS
INCLUDES SUCH THINGS AS MARKING UP PROPERTY, STEALING FROM GARDENS, SLASHING TIRES, BREAKING FENCES, ETC. WE ARE ESPECIALLY INTERESTED IN THE PROPERTY CRIMES THAT YOU PERSONALLY KNOW ABOUT AND IF ANY HAVE DIRECTLY HAPPENED
TO YOU.
(TO BE READ BY INTERVIEWER)
54.

Has any of your property been stolen or damaged at this house/apart•

ment in the last year?
(1)

yes

(2)

no

_
63

55.

If yes, state type of crime
(1) Theft from yard
(2) Wilful damage (vandalism)
(3) Break and Enter
(4) Theft.from auto

I.

(5) Auto theft
(6) Other
Please specify
56.

64

Area of structure victimized was:
(1) House

(6) Fences

(2) Car

(7) Apartment

(3) Yard

(8) Away from house

(4) Garage

(9) Other
65

(5) Garden
57.

Did you report it to the r---.4ct, (1)

yes

(2)

no
66

58.

If yes, how soon after did4you report it to the police?
(1) Almost immediately
(2) Within four (4) hours after you noticed it
(3) The next day

67

(4) A few days later
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S9. If you did not report it to the police, please explain why?

60.

Have you ever observed anyone commit a Property Crime in this
neighbourhood?
(1)

61.

•

yes

(2)

no

If yes, state type of property crime:
(1) Theft from yard
(2) Wilful damage (vandalism)
(3) Break and Enter
(4) Theft from auto
(5) Auto theft (actual theft of automobile)
(6) Other
(Please specify)

62.

Did you report it to the police:
(1

)

yes

(2)

no

PART III

THE RELATIONSH/P AND INTERACTION THAT YOU RAVE WITH YOUR NEIGHBOURS
MAY INFLUENCE THE RATE OF PROPERTY CRIME /N THIS AREA. (TO BE READ
BY INTERVIEWER)
63.

How may of your neighbours on this street would you know by name?
(1)

Less than 3

(3)

between 7 and 10

(2)

Between 4 and 6

(4)

More than 10
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64.

1

How many do you visit in their homes?
(1)

Less than 3

(3)

Between 7 and 10

(2)

Between 4 and 6

(4)

More than 10
73

65.

Do you feel a part of this neighbourhood?
(1)

yes

(2)

no

(3)

somewhat
74

66.

Do you think that there is any neighbourhood spirit?
(1)

yes

(2)

no

(3)

somewhat

LJ
75

1

67.

For example:

If a stranger was hanging around your house,

would your neighbours do anything about it? (1)

yes

(2)

no

(3)

I'm not sure
or don't know

I

I
76

68. What do you think your responsibility is when you think some kind
of crime is going on?

•

(1)

Phone police

(2)

Phone neighbour

(3)

Talk to offender

(4)

Other (please specify)

L_J
77

69. What would you actually do if you saw someone damaging or stealing
your neighbour's property?
Would you:

(1)

talk to the offender

(2)

phone police

11

(3) phone your neighbour
(4) ignore it and not report it

L_J
78

1
1

1
1

-
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70.

Have you ever done any of the above?

OJ
71.

yes

(2)

no

If yes, did you:
(1) Phone the police
(2) Phone your neighbours
(3) Talk to the offender

(4) Ignore it and not report it.
72.

How many people can you recognize on sight as being in your
neighbourhood:
4

(1) None

73.

or 2

(2)

1

(3)

3 to 5

(4)

6 to 10

(5)

11 to 20

(6)

21 to 50

(7) More than 50

Hou many of your neighbours do you know well enough to ask a
favour of,

if you needed something:

(1) None
or 2

(2)

1

(3)

3 to 5

(5)- 11 to 20
.
(6) 21 to 50

(7) More than 50

'4) ' to 10

74.

In general, how easy or difficult, is it for you to tell a stranger
from someone who lives in your neighbourhood:
(1) very easY
(2) easy
(3) difficult
(4) very difficult
(5) never gave it much thought
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Evaluation Page Insert
1

II

.80.

Do you think you have more contact with your neighbours than before

the Neighbourhood Watch Program began?
(2)
(1) Yes

II

. 81.

If

yes,

(1)

No

in what way has greater contact occurred:

by telephone

(2). over the fence or on the street conversations
(3) Neighbourhood Watch Meetings/Activities
4

(4) Other (Please specify)

82.

Do you think Neighbourhood Watch has had any impact on decreasing the
occurrence of crime in your neighbourhood?
(1) Very much

I
I.

(2) Somewhat
(3) Not at all
83.

Would you recommend Neighbourhood Watch to people living in other
neighbourhoods?
(1)

II

Yes

84. Sex of the respondent:
(1) female

1

(2) male
85.

Status of the
(1) owner
(2) renter

1

(2)

No

83.

How interested would you be in acting as a neighbourhood block
captain?
(1) Very interested
(2) Somewhat interested (maybe)
(3) Not interested at all.

84.

Sex of the respondent
(1) female
(2) male

85.

Status of the respondant
(1) Owner
(2) Pentc.r
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