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Foreword

The Home Office Safer Cities programme ‘was launched in 1988 to reduce
crime, lessen the fear of crime, and create safer cities in which economic
enterprise and community life could flourish. It ran for seven ycars,
esmblishing projects In 20 cities or boroughs.

The Home Office Research and Statistics Department conducted an impact
evaluatdon to determine the extent to which Safer Cldes was sucoessful in
reducing the risk of crime. The results of thatr research are contained in a
separate report (Ekblom et al. 1996) It was also decided that we should
understand more about where money was spent, huw it was spent and what
it was spent on. The findings of thar research, and a number of
recommendations, are contained in this report. They have considerable
policy and practice implications for future partnership programmes and
other community safety Inftiatives.

CHRISTOPHER NUTTALL
Director of Research and Statistics
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Summary

This study was conducted as an ancillary to the evalpation of the
programme’s impact. It examines the influence exerted by different
members of the Safer Citles (SC) programme, and the strains berevecn them.
It reports findings from interviews with co-ordinators and assistant co-
ordinators, uses data from the programme’s management information systcm
an«! drarws upon records of Home Office advice ro co-ordinators.

The paper looks at the decision making process which determined where
money was spent and on what type of crime prevention schemes. Some
powerful influences were found to determine where money was assigned
and the type of cnme preventon projects funded.

A aumber of lssucs are idencified, some of which seem to run contary to the
design of the Safer Citles programme. Overall, there was considerable
variation between projects in terms of following both the 'mtional’ crime
prevention method, and the partnership approach - which lic at the core of
the Safer Citles programme design. Co-ordinators differed In several respects:
some tended o concentrate spending in small areas, others spread resources
more vwidely; opinions differed as to what constituted 'deserving” and
‘undeserving® schemes, some were attracted to existing funds while others
were not; areps with the very worst crime problems were avoided by some
while others sought them out. Finally, there was a wide varlation in the
amount of levered-in funds obtuined. If the implications of these fiadings arc
properly addressed, it should help in the development of crime prevention
policy and practice. Future partnership programmes may then build upon
the experiences of such pionecr programmes as Safer Chics.

Selection of preventive methods

Inirially, there was a very strong bias towards using situational prevention,
rather than offender-oriented schemes. There are several possible reasons for
this:

» the area basis of crime profiles may have biased the perception of
crime probiems towards offences, not offenders
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¢ dam on offender residence were (and remains) very hard to get

= pressure for quick spend Initfally, and rapid implementation and
demonstration of results encouraged co-ordinators to focus on
situatdonal methods.

Subscquently, there was a shift towands offenderoricnicd methods
which followed the relaxation of pressure for speedy results once
initial schemes were under way

= there was no evidence that co-ordinarors found situational
approaches ineffective, but lack of “what works' informarion, plus
concern about possible crime displacement, led some to favour
offender-oriented methods or those with a ‘community’ appeal.

Tarpet selection
Spread

* Some coordinarors and steering committecs were concerned about
targeting areas. They felr it would lead o inequalities, particularly if
the more vociferous residents had undue influence. These co-
ordinators favoured ‘thinspreading' of resources across the whole

project area.

«  Other co-ordinators were "concentmators' ~ targeting resources in
particular areas and wishing t0 make a mark with limited resources.

Avoidance of areas with worst probiems

* In some cases, areas with the worst problems were avoided because
It was judged by co-ordinators that schemes could not be given
sufficient resources to make an impact.

* Some areas were avolded to prevent displacement of very public
problems such as drugs or prostitution into other areas.

= Some projects avoided areas where residents had less capacity 1o help
produce and implement suitable proposals for crime prevention.
There was often a0 attempt to develop community structure or
encourage key individuals to create a favourable contexr for
prevention where it was perhaps most needed.



Deservedness of schemes

There was a firm principle that car-park companics or pubs shoull
pay for upgrading prevention in and around their premises.

There was an aveidance of substitution. Schemes would not be
funded if they would normally have been paid for by another agency
or local authority.

But In some cases it was seen as acceptable ro fund strategic
exemplars 1o encourage a local authority to follow exampie schemes.

Relationship with non-SC programmes
(crime prevention or broader programmes)

Avoldanuce

Some co-ordinators preferred areas untouched by other programmes.
They felt better able to make a mark.

Some co-ordinators felt SC resources, spent in cermain arcas, would be
minuscule in comparison with funds from other programmes.

Spending in areas already recelving funds from elsewhere was seen a8
politically difficult by some co-ordinators and steering committees.

Altraction

Some co-ordinators targeted areas where other action 'was present, to
try to capture resources and co-ordinate energy in areas with multiple
problems.

Some tried 1o attract other programmes to target thelr action in SCP
scheme areas.

Development of local crime prevention policy

A common theme underlies the issues of targeting and
implementarion listed above. As a consequence of the innovative
pature of the programme, In seting up nevw local roles, co-ordinators
gnd their steering committees appear to have been plunged into a
kind of policy vacuum which they had to All in their own way, by
extemporisation. Not surprisingly, they developed a range of
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inconsistent solutions, and sometimes constrained themselves

unnecessarily by rigid principles.

= ‘There Is, therefore, a need for furure partnership-based community
safety projects to draw out the dimensions and alternative choices of
local policy. This would cover the Issues owtlined above, and would
empower amkl encourage co-ordinarors and steering commitiees to
adopt a more gystematic approach to strategic decision making. To
begin the process of policy development In this area it Is
recommended that workshops should be held - using input from
experienced co-ondinators, SC members or managers.



| Introduction

The Safer Cltles (SC) programme ‘was set up as part of Action for Cines, the
Government's wider programme of co-ordinated action aimed at dealing
wizth the multiple soclal, physical 2nd sconomic problems of some of our
larger urban areas. Phase 1 of the SC programme was launched in 1988. It
covered 20 cities or boroughs and was wound up in September 1995, Phase
II of the SC programme commenced in December 1993, Phase H la
supervised by the Department of Environment (DoE) who will supcrvise and
monitor contractors managing Individual projects and, to date, covers 29
projects in England which zre part of the Single Regeneration Budget
administered by DoE; there are a further three projects in Wales funded and
administrated by the Home Office. This report is concemed only with Phase

1 of the programme.

The abjectives of SC were to reduce crime, to lessen the fear of crime, and
to create safer citles within which economic enterprise and community life
could flourish. Bullding upon experience from an cagfier programme, the S
Towns® initlative (Home Office, 1988; Liddle and Bortoms, 1996, the SC
programme adopted a multi-agency 'partnership’ approach to crime
prevention.

SC formed part of the Government's Action for Citles inidative, which was
established Lo reverse social and economic decline, and strengthen
regeneration in some of the country’s most hard-pressed urban areas (Home
OQffice, 1990). In each of 20 areas - covering cities or boroughs - a Iocal 5C
project was set up. The fiact that SC initdatives were locally-based, reflects an
understanding developed since the 1980s that crime is best tackled ar local
level. Each project was established with a locally recruited co-ordinator,
appointed or seconded from a local authority, the police or other relevant
agency. The Home Office met the salaries and overheads of each co-
ordinaror and a small team of assistants within each project. Each project
was guided by its own local steering committee representing local
government, police, probation, voluntary bodies and commerce. The
steering committee was meant to set the priorities for the project and also
oversee implementation of schemes.

A wide range of activities featured in the projects, including awareness-
raising among citizens and local agencies, and the fostering of community
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safety strategies in Jocal government. But at the core of each project was the
initiation of local preventive schemes - averaging 180 per project. These
schemes were implemented on the ground by a variety of local
organisadons, Invited to bid for funds. The schemes drew on grants from SC
through the Home Office - up to £250,000 annually per project - and other
local or national respurces. Depending on the size of the grant sought,
approval could be given by the project steering commitiee itself (for
schemes under £500), or referred up successively to the Home Office and @f
approved) Treasury. Altogether, SC Initlated some 3,600 schemes at a cost of
around £22 million of Home Office funding. With the additlon of
admindstration costs the cost was around £30 million. Taking account of
money leveredin by co-ordinators from external sources (local authurities,
police, charitable bodies and other Government progmmmes etc.), the total
amount spent on SC Phase 1 exceeded £42 million.

Some schemes focused on the city/borough as a whole (e.g., through
publicity campaigng and information initdatives such as crime prevention
buses). Many schemes, however, focused on vulnerabie individuals, groups
of homes, particular instirutions {such as schools and clubs). or localities
(c.g., housing estates, car parks or city centres). This followed the
understanding that most crime probliems are local In mature and need local
soludons.

SC prevendve action was intended, by the programme's designers, to take
the mtional, problem-oriented approach developed within crime prevention

* gpalysing crime data and related information to identfy kcal patterns
of crime

+ setting objectives

* selecting appropriate preventive measures (tallor-made rather than
off-the-sheld

* implementing measures

¢ evaluating what had been done and making changes where necessary.

To take forwand this problem-oriented “preventive process’ (Ekblom. 1988),
co-ordinators werce given a limited amomnt of training and support [rom

professionals in the Home Office and elsewhere (few co-ordinarors had
much background in criminology).



Introducton

Evaluating the Safer Cities Programme

Coming in the wake of the Government’s Flnancial Management Initiative,
the SC Programme was meant to offer value for money and be subject to
rigorous evaluaton.

Evaluation of SC has been conducted at a oumber of Ievels. Co-ordinators
themselves were responsible for ensuring that ar least a minimal assessment
was made of each scheme for which they were responsible (this was part of
the conditions of grant). What is now the Pollce Research Group in the
Home Office evaluated 2 number of 'themes’ such as SC schemcs using
CCTV in car parks (Tilley, 1993), or burglary (Tilley and Webb, 1994). They
also conducted an assessment of the success which projects had in fostering
local community safety strategies. This was to easure co-ordinated crime
prevention continued locally after projects closed (Tilley, 1992).

The Home Office Research and Statistics Directomate (RSD) focused on the
performance of the SC programme as a whole. The main thrust of this
evaluation looked at SC impact upon crime levels in the first 16 Phase [
projects, between 1987 and 1992, using survey and recorded crime data
(Ekblom et al., 1996).

For the SC impact evaluation, the main focus lay in determining the extent to
which the presence of SC schemes, at the neighbourhood level, was
differentially associated with falls in the numbers of crimes. While issucs of
process were therefore not central, it was thought that an understanding of
‘cg-ordinator effects’ or ‘steering committee effects’ in determining where
money was spent, how it was spent, and what it was spent on, would be
vital for interpreting cause and effect. For example. it was important to
know whether or not co-ordinators were assigning schemes to neighbour-
hoods in which there was already action from other Government crime
prevention programmes such as Estate Action; or whether they were
assigning action to areas on the basis of shortterm *highs® in crime, or more
stable indicators. Such processes could mask or mimic impace effects: jt
would be hard 1o pick out SC impact in areas where other programmes wWere
implementing crime prevention measures, and temporary ‘highs’ would by
thelr very nature fall regardless of SC action. Therefore, semistructured
interviews, lasting around three hours per project, were conducted in 1994
with the co-ordinators of 12 of the 16 projects in the study (four projects
had closed by this time), to throw Hght upon these assignment processes.

It should be emphasised at this point that the report relies heavily on co-
ordinators’ conceptions or reconstructions of what was done. Being major
plavers, co-ordinators could not be neutral observers.
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Before each interview began, co-ordinators were told that any “sensitive’
information they provided would be described in such 2 way that it could
not be used to idendfy their city in the report. The level of detail provided
was found to be richer than was originally envisaged. Many unexpected
points emerged during interviews which are impormant for both policy and
practice, and this informadon forms the main body of the report.

As supplementary data, scheme types and scheme funding were examined
from the extensive database within the SC management iaformation system.
Home Office guidance 1o co-ordinators was scrutinised. There was also
RSD’s extensive experience of evaluating SC to draw upon. The information
assembled sheds considerable light on the process of crime prevention in
the SC progranmume and the way individual projects evolved over the period
of study.

As this study is concerned with implementation igsues it focuses mainly
upon schemcs. However, 5C was obviously more than the sum of the
schemes put into place: It established multiagency collaboration, put crime
preventon on local agendas and established exir strategies (Tilley, 1992).

Beginning with an examination of che Hmirations and Biascs of particular
sources al types of crime data used by co-ordinators to inform planning
and guide 1mplementation, it Is acgued that differcent types of crime data will
suggest different types of solution. The Home Office had some influence on
what types of crime data were collected and what types of schemes wene
implemented. but there were also significant ‘external” constraints. All these
factors are looked at in some detall. Moving on to consider the dynamics of
the partnership approach, differences between co-ordinarors, steering
commitiees and approaches to spending ar¢ examined In terms of their
influence upon where SC schemes were located and what types of crime
prevention activity were funded.
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2 The Preventive Process:
influences on the type of
data gathered and schemes
Implemented

The need 1o collect relevant and reliable information on crime has been
emphasised within ideal models of what is now known as tbe crime
prevention planning process (Frishie, 1982) or the preventive process
(Ekblom, 1988). By analysing and interpreting this information practitioners
can determine the places and problems most in need of particular crime
prevention schemes and ensure that appropriate preventive methods are
applied:

“Basic to preventing crime is understanding bow and when it
occurs. Programmes often fall not because tbey are bad
pmgranincs but because the problem bas not been adequately
identified. As a restlt, good programimes are somctimes malcbvd
with ibe wrong problem. For example a burglary prevention
programme directed at single family dwellings wounld be
misdirected if inost burglaries occurred in apariment unils, And
because the nature and extent of the problem changes, it is
necessary tbat crime analysis be done on an ongoing basis.”
(Frisbie, DX 1982).

This systemaetic approach is based upon the simple concept that schemes
should only be implemented in a particular place if they are both necessary
and suitable (see Goldsteln, 1979; Gilling, 1994). Goldstein - the originator
of the problem-oriented zpproach to policing - recommended 8 crime
specific focus with syscematic planning, Implementation and evaluation
(Gakistein, 1979: 243,244).
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Sources and types of data are particularly important as they have
implications not only for the type of crime prevention method chosen but
also where it is located:

“..{f an area bas a bigh offence rate bt o lou: offender rate then
this suggesis tbhat efiber the majorily of offences are being
committed by people from oulside the area, or a small niinber of
offenders anre committing a large number of offéntes. On tbe otber
band if an area bas botb a bigh offence and offender rate tben tbis
suggests tbat most of the offences in an area are probably being
commiitted by thuse who live in tbe area,” (Sbapland et al,
1994:22).

Different types of crime data can be used to identlfy problems that, taken at
face value, call fur specific types of solution. For éxample, information from
the probation service, social services and the police about where offenders
live (offender areas) can more readily be used to justify places where money
should be spent on offender-oriented schemes. Police crime data can be
used to pinpoint aress suffering from high levels of recorded crime such as
burglary or car crime.

Particular types of crime, such as domestic violence and racially motivated
threats, are known o be underrecorded and so analysis and interpretation
of police dara may not reveal the extent of problems [n particular arcas (Aye
Maung and Mirdees-Black, 1994). Similarly, [evels of vandalism and disorder
may not be adequately represented by police data - elther due to lack of
reporting, or police territorial buundaries not matching ‘real’ neighbour
hoods (this is discussed in more detall below). Fear of crime can mean that
people avoid particular activities such z2s using town centre car parks, or
going into the town centre at night - although the crime statistics may show
no particular problem because the perceived threat of crime has driven
potential victims away. To cope with these limirations, houschold crime
surveys, pedestrian surveys and records of local authoritles can all be used to
identify arczs with particular problems (e.g., domestic violence, mcially
motivated violence and threats, fear of crime, levels of vandalism and
disorder).
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Influences on data gathered in the Safer Cities
Programme

Rather thun starting immediately with scheme implementation, co-ordinators
In the frst year of the SC programme were required to creme a crime profile
of their city/borough to provide a systemate and rational framework to
guide spending decisions. At the same time, due to Treasury rules, they had
to spend funds for which provision had been made, by the end of the first
financlal year After these first-year 'bedding-in" pressures, co-ondinators had
to address certain shortcomings in thelr existing crime profiles. Some of the
inidal weaknesses of early crime profiles combined with other factors to
create a panticular emphasis on the need to implement situational schemes.
The rcasons for these shortcomings, along with some imaginative
approaches taken by the various co-ordinators and stecring commitrees to
deal with crime profile limitations, and the way their decisions affected the
implementation process, are discussed below.

As said, co-ordinators were provided with guidance from the Home Office
regarding the need to adopt a systematic approach to crime prevention
planning and implementation. Al the core of this was the requirement, spelt
out In some detall, to create a crime profile of their area, consisting of
recorded crime rares in each police beat of thelr city or borough. This was
quite thoroughly covered In induction sesslons for new co-ondinators.

Crime profiles had three main purposes: first, to identify high crime areas
within a ciry; second, to identify particular types of crime to be targeted by
crime prevention activity; and thind, to act as a baseline against which future
change could be measured for evaluation at the project and scheme level,

At a minimum, proflles were mcant to utilise national Census data (on
population) and police recorded crime at beat level (territories up to a few
thousand houscholds) w identify the rare of particular crimes per 100,000
population per vear. Census data also had the potential to identify
demographic characteristics of nelghbourhoods with particular erime

problems.

This was not meane, by the programme's designers, to be 2 one-off exercise:
in dme, more detall would be added, for example from local surveys. local
authority departments, local hospitals, victim support co-ordinators, the
probatdon service and schools.

Due to annuity pressure 1o spend the first year budget by early March, it was
important to avold cdelays in completing crime profiles. For this reason, the
Home Office instructed co-ordinators that, for the first year, crime profiles
should be based on the bare minimum of informadon - a decision ‘which
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stemmed from concems about the time taken to produce profiles in the 5
‘Towns initiative.!

Crime profiles. as sald, were necded to assist co-ordinators with two main
Fnancial considerations: where to spend SC money and what to spend it on.
However, other issues tended to muddy the waters and additional
considerations affected pursait of the preventive process.

It would have been prohibitively expensive to build an inftial picture of
crime from surveying residents across a large area, such as a whole SC
project. Realistically, local crime surveys can only be undertaken in areas
wherc other sources (such as police statistcs) have already indicated that
crime problems exist. Although survey data is particularly sensitive to local
concermns - and can measare both fear and the type of schemes residents
wish to see implemented in thelr area (see, Hunter, 1978; Home Office,
1991: 22; Liddle and Gelsthorpe, 1994: 5-6) - surveys on this scale were not
undertaken in the first year.

Reliance upon limited data was scen as unavoidable if schemes were to be
implemented within a reasonable timescale. Indeed, Frisbie's idcal moded of
the crime prevention planning process (Frisbic, 1982) begins with:
"Determine Data Needs and Sources® and recognises the need for
practitioners to "... assess the availability and Iimits of existing resources to
collect data®. This same pragmatic approach was behind Home Office
guidance to co-ordinators to complete initial crime profiles using police
recorded crime dara only.

In effect, coohdinators were expected to put together basic crime profiles as
soon as possible. This meant that spending decisions in the first year were
guided by interpretation of police recorded crime data.

Any tendency towards procrastination was discouraged by a further policy
which allowed co-ordinators who had spent their budger to ‘mop-up’ the
annual underspend of those from other areas. This effectively created a
climate of competition with some co-ordinators relishing the chance to have
more funding, and others expressing bitterness about being penalised for
local difficulties. .

1 The neview of the 3 towoe peogrenme cooviuded (Hume OGice, 1988, 13).
"Prodoution of cach profile twroed out to be 3 e consumlog execcies and, by ol luge, e sclection of ranpe:
crimes s the shape of preveniive sciwemes io ench of the fve asess did ot apyesr v delfer sgaificanty from wbar
woukl have resulted from the axalysis of police staistics slooc While haal sarveys are knporoan & & mous of
assensing residents’ concerns abuut crinee ead the exient of unrecordey crlwie, the experience of the 3 Towm
Inlibath e soggeses that prujects which sne e coasrained and pressed far resoaeces woulkd do better to e InkElly
on police stiwics. which If necesmry, e be mepplenenied by uiher Infurmmtion ss the project peogresses.”
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Despite directives from the Home Office to minimise delays, many co-
ondinators faced quite a fewr problems in constructing thelr 'basic’ crime
profiles. Some SC reams experienced difficulties in obtaining usable data
from police records. And though the original intention was for SC teams to
construct thewr own profiles. most co-ordinators lacked the neccssary
resources and sometimes the skills: 13 of the 16 chies studicd had to rely on
extensive assistance from Home Office (RSD) researchers anl stutisticians.

Co-ordinators generally felt it would have been better if they could have
developed a more structured and co-ordinated programme of prevention
before Implementing schemes in the first year. Some reconciled the need 10
spend money with the need to establish a strategy by awarding small
contracts before the crime profiles were completed. One co-ordinator
complained that he was summoned to the Home Office “..for assistance”®.
Although he did not wish to spend money until an action plan was in place
he fel compelled to "...shp small grants through to keep the Home Office
happy™.

After the pressures and constraints of the first year had eased somewhat, co-
ordinators were able to collect data from differcnt sburces. However,
considerable differences now arose between cities in terms of how co-
ordinators identified areas to be mrgeted for action and the scrategies they
adopted to deal with crime and fear of crime. While some stuck more rigidly,
or superficially, to the ‘ideal’ preventive process (which was never meant to
be a ‘cook book™ slavishly followed: Ekblom, 1988: p1), other co-ordinarors
saw shortcomings In what they felt to be a parrow approach and adopted
imaginative solutions to deal with them (discussed In more detall below).
This Issue has been identifled by other studies of crime prevention
programmes. Frisble (1982) notes that such differences in approach are

hardly surprising given:

“The difficulty of selecting appropriate crime prevention strategies
is componnded by the diversily of crimes, offender metbods, victim
characteristics, and the environmental settings in wbich crimes
occur. Furtber compounding the difficully is the profusion of
inconsistent opinions aborit which siraiegies are besi.”

As sald, the initial stages of the preventive process require that before
preventive strategies can be devised, particular types of crime must be
selected for action on the basis of police statistics, local surveys and the
concerns of particular agencies. And It Is necessary 10 derermine whether
local crime problems are a reflecdon of long-term ‘problem’ arcas with
notorious reputations, as opposed to mere remporary 'blips’. Depending on
how it is used, crime data can have some repercussion on subsequent
measurement of crime reduction. If, for instance, co-ordinators had
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responded to sudden peaks In recorded crime, and assigned crime
prevention activity accordingly, there was some cause for concern that the
evaluation would attribate success to SC schemes in places where the short-
term peak would (by its very naturc) drop anyway, a so-called ‘regression-to-
the-mean® effect (Ekblom, et al. 1996).

Co-ordinators suggested thar the regression-to-the-mean effect was not a
cause for concern, as they generally assigned 5C crime prevention actlvity to
arcas with entrenched high crime problems, often on the basis of 'arca
Jeputation'. Indeed, data collection and analysis was not sophisticated
cnough 10 have been responsive to shortterm fluctuations in crime, co-
ordinators often preferring to spend 2 Iot of SC money in a few small
‘problem’ areas. rather than trying to track [ocal changes in crime (discussed
in more detafl below).

Using police recorded crime data to determine where situadonal crime
prevention measures should be implemented can be probiematic when the
scmallest unit of geographical aggregation is the police beat. In one city the
co-ordinator said thar Tevels of ccime, on a bear basis, were used to identlfy
nelghbourhoods where they should implement target-hardening schemes to
reduce burglary lewels. The problem was, that by deciding to target-handen a
whole neighbourhiood on a street-by-strect basls, they inadvertemly target-
hardened the wrong streets. By chance alone, tarpet-handening was not done
in the streets where vicums lived, but in areas where (the co-ordinatog
subsequently discovered) offenders hved! This only came to light when the
SC team closely examined data supplied by the community policeman - wha
brought them street by strect updates of victimisation for monthly mectings.
The 5C team were three years into the project before they saw the picture,
The co-ondinator saki: *We learned from this: if people rarger-harden estates
then It is not sufficient for them to work off the beat data. You need to more
systematically address the question of which part of the estate should you
start with and who you arc alming at™ (see also Home Office, 1991: 21). In
other words, It wus a mistake to wiendfy an arca suffering from burglary
problems and then arbitrarily begin to tackle the problem street-by-strect.

Several observations from reseanch on burglary and its prevention throw
further light on targetlog issues. Some focus on areas as a2 whole, others on
Individual dwelllngs at risk. It 13 worth first of all notng the areslevel Anding
from the SC impact evaluation of domestic burglary schemes (Ekblom ¢t al.,
1996). thar it is cheaper to prevent burglaries by spending a given amount of
resources in areas where more were occurring. But in the absence of readily
available streetdevel data, another method of targeting would have been to
concentrate on individual victimised houscholds so that scarce rcsources
could be spent where most needed. This Is becanse existing victims are now
wellknown to be at significant extra risk of repeat incidents (although this
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did not receive wide exposure until Safer Cities had been running some
years). Allocating rescurces to existing victims is certainly readily defensible
as a “fair” strategy. However, In many police forces, idemification of repeat
victims Is not possible as 2 matrer of routine from local crime dara.

It is of course possible 1o combine both strategles by targeting high-risk
victims within high-risk areas. This would make particular sense given the
finding that repeat victims account fur 2 greater proportion of Incidents in
high-risk arcas (Trickert et al., 1995; Ellingworth et al., 1995; Farrell and
Pease, 1994).

Another prohlem that is not directly identifiable from rnalysis of police
recorded crime is fear of crime (Liddle and Gelsthorpe, 1994) and avoldance
behaviour. Fear of crime can affect people’s lives and behaviour in many
ways. One example of this was provided by a co-ondinator concerned with
the reasons for high pedestrian fatalities in the town centre. He
commissioned a survey of pedestrians and It transpired that they werc
avoiding subwazys, due to fear of crime, preferring inscead to negotlate
dangerous roads. This level of fear was greater than the small number of
recorded subwgy crimes would indicate. Either the extent of pedestrian fear
way not justified ~ and the real risks were small - or the incidence of crime
was low because few potential victims were exposing themselves to risk
(see Ekblom, 1988: 31). The co-ordinator adopted the same systematic
approach advocated by the preventive process: collecting data on the
pedestrian farality problem, then analysing and interpreting the data to
devise the best strategy to reduce the problem. The fear of crime problem in
the subways was therefore stumbled upon by an alert co-ordinator,
exploiting pure serendipity!

In the same city, the co-ordinator rejected proposals by the police to
implement schemes in car parks where cars were being stolen. Because of
the Andings from the pedestrian survey he concentrated instead on the car
parks that were being avolded. A survey of shoppers in the town centre
revealed that the most convenient car parks in the city centre were being
avoided through fear, As a result, crime prevention schemes were sef up in
these car parks so shoppers would be less afiraid of using them.

Data were sometimes collected for exclusive use by onc scheme, rather than
strategic use across the profect as a whole. In Hartiepool, the co-ordinator
developed an imaginative approach to the shortcomings of the crime data.
Here, elderly owneroccupiers were targeted because, unlike those living on
council estates, they never received crime prevention help from the local
authority and lived in arcas with relatively low crime mates. Such areas would
not have been prioritised by crime pattern analysis of police recorded
burglary data. The scheme used victim support information to identify
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privately owned houses that had been burgled, and SC resources were used
to targetharden them against repeat victimisaton. In both conceiving and
implementing the Hartlepool Elderly Owner-occupier Burglary Prevention
Scheme, the co-ordinaror deliberutely avoided slavish pursuit of the
preventive process as a fixed routine because of the limitations of the data.

By way of conteast, in Roclulale a three-stage process was adopted which (1)
‘zoomedHn® on crime problems. (2) located crime prevention workers In
these areas, and (3) implemented target-haniening schemes on a response
Jbasis in the particular high crime areas where crime prevention workers
were located (they relied mainly upon referrals from SC-funded crime
prevention workers or Victim Support).

Crime pattern analysis of police-recorded burglary data provides particularly
efective Information to inform decislons about which ureas within a city
should be targeted for crime prevention expenditure, but it does not contain
enough detail to reveal which (or indeed whether) pacticular households
should be individually targered. Police data are of course collected at the
household level, but - for technical reasons andd those of confidentiality - it
is not always possible to make It avajflable to co-ordinators cxcept perhaps
through arrangements with Victim Support, with the victim’s consent.

Prevention programmes operate, of course, under conditlons of finite
resources and any declsion 1o prioritise certain types of Individuals rather
than places, or one type of place rather than another, should not be based
upon haphazard guesswork. Ideally, there should be 2 systematic basls for
such targeting decisions. This is important, as It will help to ensure that
priority is given to those individuals and areas most at risk of being
victimised, which Is important in cost-effectiveness terms (Ekblom et al.,
1996). But, it has been shown that adherence to such “ideal’ systematic
targeting was weakened by scveral factors: the pressure to spend before
crime profiles were complered; mitations of police-recorded crime darta,
the unfamilarity of some co-ordinarors with the systematic appraach of the
preventive process; the need sometimes to step outside of the systematic
approach and a2pply imaginative zlternatives; and even arriving upon
important crime problems by chance.

Whether the co-ordinators had difficulty in collecting and using the data well
or whether they were aware of, and were trying to bypass inherent data
limitations, there remained a large clement of guesswork or “flying blind'.
The advent of geographic information systemns able to link natonal Census
data by enumeration districts (territories of around 200 houscholds) with
police data at address level may solve some of these problems. Another
complementary solution o the problem of local rargeting could be found by
devising statistical models at the area and individual level to predict, on the
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basis of readily available Census data (which covers all areas at the
enumeration district leveD), the areas and types of individual across a given
city most at risk of particular types of victimisation. This could complement
purely individual level argeting basecd upon repeat victimisation, although it
would need to draw on professional expertise.

Early emphasis on situational measures

As can be seen from Table 2.1. many more situational crime prevention
schemes were Implemented in the Safer Cities programme than other types
of crime prevention activity:

Table 2.1
Total money spewnt by Iypre qf scheme
Number of Schemes | Total Cost Averape Cost
& (7Y

Total Money spent by type of scheme
Offender 613 3,054,000 5,000
Stuational 1,575 8,497.000 5,400
Other 245 1,536,000 6,300

To some extent. this reflects 2 movement away from longterm solutions to
the problems of cidme (Fiope, 1985):

“Criminological research in the past bas tended fo concentrile on
the search for longerm soliilions io the problems aof crime and fo
the conditions wbich create and sustain offenders” criminal
identities and dispositions. This approdach bas a valuable
contribution to make to a better understanding of tbe
characteristics of crime and tbe circimstances in uwbich il lakes
Dplace; but ‘solutions' bave been difffcult tv find and the product of
such research bas been of Iittle practical bencfit (o those wbo are
Irying to preveni or reduce crime in their owrn particilar area.”

This general movement, andi the reasons for it, was Iliustrated in the first year
of Safer Cities when situational schemes were encouraged at the outset
because they were seen as quicker to implement and maorc likely to impact
upon crime as soon as they were in place. Offendder-oriented schemes were
mostly revenue funded (salaries) and sometimes it took time to necrult and
get scheme workers in place. Despite these differences, there was little
difference in the average cost of offenderorlented and situational schemes
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(Table 2.1). Further, police crime data records the time and place where
particular reported offences take place, such as addresses of burglary victims
or car parks from which cars are being stolen, Thercfore, preventve
strategies based upon these data will be biased towards situational
prevention, precisely because the information is about the places where
recorded crime is happening most and not necessarily where offenders Jive
or who they are (Bakiwin and Bortoms, 1976). As Gilling (1994) succincty
puts It:

“This [police recorded] geograpbical information records the
number of explofied oppornimities in a given area - it says nolbing
about the nature of criminal inotivations in that area, becarise tbe
criminals do not necessarily live in tbe areas in whbich they offend
Thus, if tbe information Is principally aboui exploited
opportunities, it should come as no surprise thul the methods
wbich appear to offer the best prospect of preventire success are
those of apportunily rediction - again the situational approach.”

This essential emphasis on situational erime prevention measurcs, in the first
year of Safer Cities, was reinforced by further concerns that initial delay
would result in loss of confidence in the ghility of the programme to ‘deliver
the goods'. For the same reason, co-ordinators wexe discouraged, In the first
year, from commissioning local surveys, which might have suggested
alternarive approaches (Home Office nternal document):

“tv 3ec1tre tbe confidence of the conununity in a pmject area ibere
must be very early evidence of wortbinbile activity. That will alinost
ceriainly mean the cboice of some largel-bardening bhpe of crime
brevention initiative wbich involves a lot of people and bas «
vaiuable effect. The commissioning of a crime survey will not bave

this confidence-building cffect”

In the 5 Towns initiatdve, co-ordinators had faced quite severe probicms
trying t0 secure exrra resources to get schemes off the ground (Liddle and
Botoms, 1994). To alleviate effort on fund-raisiog, and conscequential delay
in implementation of schemes, SC co-ordinators were given more money
than their predecessors. However, due to annuity pressures to spend SC
money by the end of March, most co-ordinators said they felt pressurised to
spend money “too quickly™ in their first year of operation and that the
caslest way to do this was to implement target-handening measuces, rather
than other community safety initatives (see also Tllley, 1992: 13). Inidal fears
that constructing crime profiles would be a difficult and lengthy process
were confirmed. The delays involved here further heightened the pressure
for quick action and hence the preference for situarional measures. Attempts
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to reduce Implementation-lag influenced the overall predominance of
situational crime prevention schemes.

Co-ordinators’ background.

It is appropriate at this point to consider if the professional background of
co-ordingrors had amy bearing on the type of schemes implemented in their
project area. Previous studies have concluded that the professional
background of those participating in multi-agency crime prevention
programmes can influence the type of schemes Implemented (Gllling, 1994):

"... agencies will scek solutions which square with their ouwn
concepiions of wbat crime prevention is about - typically social
Drevention for tbe probetion sertice and sitncaiional prevention jor
the police”

Tilley suggests that this was also the case in the SC programme (Tillcy, 1992):

“.Safer Cities, coming from tbe Home Qffice, bas been somewbat
suspect to parts of probation on tbat account. AMore specifically,
there was initial suspicion in some areas becaise of tbe perceived
association of ibe Crime Prevention Unil in tbe Home Office with
situational crime prevention. There were tbree elenients to ibis
stgpicion. First, situational crime prevention seemed 10 biamne the
victim for jfallure adequaiely to protect bim or berself from
Dredation. Second, it disregarded tbe social condilions and
motivations of tbe offender and those at risk of offending. Third, it
Jormed part of a movement lowards crime reduction tbrough
Jortress creation, which was deemed socially rindesirable”

The sample is small but if the professional background of co-ordinators had
any discernible influence on the type of scheme initiated, it was, if anything,
in the opposite direction from what might have been expected from an
interpretation of Gifling's and Tilley's findings (Table 2.2). While both Gilling
and Tilley were writing about the alternzative agendas of the agencies
themselves, in the Safer Cities programme the co-ordinatars had been
appointed or seconded from such agencles and were effectively employed a8
civil servants.
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Table 2.2
Perceniage of annual Home Qffice grant spent on offender-
orienied scbemes
1989 - 90 1990-91 1991-92 1992-93
Co-ordinators’ backgrounds (seconding body) and proportion of
money spept on offender-oriented schemes
POLICE:
Birmingham 46.1 204 329 339
Beadford 205 26.6 41.4 628
Salford 308 17.1 298 446
Sunderiand 83 169 31.0 46.2
PROBATION:
Coventry 11.8 185 12.2 116
Rochdale . 273 3.6 12.9 1£.4
T. Hamlets 0.8 0 10.0 125
Wandsworth 15.9 12.6 208 25
LOCAL AUTHORITY:
Islingron 0.5 219 37.2 3.7
Nottingham 24 35.0 22.7 32.3
SOCIAL SERVICES:
Hartdepool 15.0 30.9 25.1 £7.8
Hull 0 0.1 3.5 17.6
Lewisham 9.4 247 20.3 34.3
Wolverhampron 8.0 125 1.9 0.7
NACRO:
Bristol 47.1 52.9 8.5 281
Wirral 64 225 399 41.9
OVERALL 13.8 214 25.2 30.2
Nawe-

1  Tew couniinaions lek (Io 199T) and thelr neplacaments were seconded by Jilierent budier i Sanderiand, 3 new
coondinator came from Chunsher of Comaeres conscancy, md L Roscheale firors the Loeal uschastey

Other factors besides co-ordinators’ professional backgrounds will have

contributed to the pattern in Table 2.2 Explanatfons might include: co-

ordinators trying out approaches favoured by profussions other than their

own; previous or subsequent saturation by one approach ar city or

nelghbourhood level; steering commitiec Influence; policies of
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Implementing schemes In zreas funded by other programmes -
coincidentally favouring particular scheme types; changes in project stuff,
setting up offender-oriented schemes may take longer, and the level of co-
operation and additional funding supplied by other agencies such as police
and local authorities which might carry with it a bias towards particular
types of scheme.
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Geavitation towards offenderoriented schemes

3 Gravitation towards
offender-oriented schemes

The early emphasis on situational crime prevention measures resulted in
their being the most frequently implemented type of activity. However,
with each subsequent year of the programme, situational action showed
a gradual decrease in terms of the money spent and number of schemes,
while offenderoriented action grese (Table 3.1).

Table 3.1
Proportion qf money spent on particular scheme types by year
1989-19%0 | 1990-1991 | 1991-1992 | 1992-1993
Offender 13.8 21.4 25.2 30.2
Situational 73.3 70.3 628 54.6
Other 12.8 83 119 15.1

Table 3.2 shows some rather dramatic variations between different Safer
Cites, with three cities (Birmingham, Bristol and Rochdale) clearly spending
less on offender-oriented schemes towards the end of the programme.
Nevertheless, the general trend with the remaining 13 was to implement
more offenderoriented schemes with each passing year. For some citics, this
change stemmed from a marked shift in local policy.

In one city, the co-ondinaror said that there had been an early preference for
targer-hardening. However, this changed because he said: “It 'was felt that
mrget-hardening slmply led 1o displacement.” At the time of the interview
(1994%) the co-ordinator sald that some 70 per cent of their money was being
spent on revenue funding of “people-based schemes®,

In another city, the co-ordinator said that at the start of the project target-
hardening ‘was the preferred approach. Then. over a period of tme, there
was 2 move towards “social schemes® - due to an easing of control by the
Home Office and a preference for community development.
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Perhaps the strongest feclings were expressed by the co-ordinator who said:
=If I was given my time over again ] would not spend money on target-
hardening schemes™.

This is a strikingly thought-provoking result, given that the situational

measures adopted were subsequently found to have been cost-effective in

reducing burglary (Ekblom et al, 1996): L _
“Target-bardening reduced burglary under all conditions. Prirely
comnnunity-oriented burglary action only worked In landem with
action againil olber crimes. The best combination was wben all
elesnents were preseni”

Looking at why this change came about, there was certainhy no evidence to
suggest that co-ordinators actually found situational crime prevention
schemes were not effective. Indeed, from the co-ondinators’ perspective
their own scheme evaluation centred far more upon evidence of effective
implementation than of crime reduction. Where the move rowards
implementing more offender-oriented schemes was mentioned by co-
ordinators it was mainly in terms of the co-ordinators' personal development
into 'more rounded crime prevention professionals’, ‘seeing the wider
picture’ and tackling crime problems with 2 broader brush (see Laycock and
Tilley, 1995). Although some co-ordinators belicved situationsl crime
prevention measares led 1o a degree of crime displacement, tackling the
motjvations of offenders was, in the main, described as a calculated
counterweight 1o situational measures.

It is worth mentioning at this point that the Scottish Safer Cides projects also
drifted away from targer-hardening schemes (Carnle 1995

“.. there Is evidence lo stiggest that Scottish Offtce officials were
concerned that tbe drift lowards community safely became oo
prononunced. Some unease exisied abotil crime prevention money
being spent on things such as fire safely and road safety: Greater
intervention on the part of ibe Scollish Office wniay bave left it open
fo criticism for beinig overly directive, but clearer guidance on tbe
balance to be siruck belween crime prevention and community
safely would bave been belpyfud for co-ordinalors™
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‘Table 3.2
Percentage of total SC money spent on offender-oriented schemes by
Safer Citles team,

1989- 1990 | 1990-1991 { 1991-1992 | 1992-1993

Birmingham 46 20 33 34
Bradford 21 27 41 @
Bristol 47 53 2 28
Coventry 12 19 12 12
Hartlepool 15 31 25 48
Hull 0 <1 4 18
Islington 1 22 37 4

Lewisham 9 25 20 34
Nottingham 2 35 23 32
Rochdale 27 4 13 15
Salford 3l 17 30 45
Sunderiand 8 17 31 46
T. Hamiets 1 0 10 13
Wandsworth 16 13 21 23
Wirral '3 23 40 42
Wolvrhmptn. 8 13 2 1

All 14 21 25 30

Some cities, such as Birmingham and Bristol, spent a much larger proportion
of their budget on offender-oriented schemes. This was, at least in part, due
to delays in creating their crime proflles and meant there was not the same
in built bias towards situational schemes. However, in one city, 2 erime
profile was never constructed due to the co-ordinator's reluctance 1o accept
thar police recorded crime data should be used o gulde decision making at
all. Here, the SC ream relied solely upon local knowiedge to declde where
schemes should be implemented, and yer this city spent less than average on
offenderoriented schemes In the frst year. This suggests that, at the clty
level, early preference for situational schemes was oot simply caused by
limited crime profiles or Home Office policy: rather, there was a complex
pattern of influence and tensions berween Home Office policy, the
preferences of SC co-ordinators and project steering committees. These
Issues are discussed in more detail in the following chaprer.
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4 Influence and tensions within
the partnership approach

The: Safer Cities programme was designed to foster crime prevention activity
by other Jocal institutions and individuals; this approach applied o scheme
implementation in particular. The main principles thar might be expecred tv
underlie decisions abowt where to implement action are the severity of
crime, fear of crime, and the vulnerability of individuals and arcas and their
lack of power to do anything about it. However, as outlined above, there had
been delays in completing crime profiles and limitations placed upon their
initial comprehensiveness. And sometimes co-ordinators pald little attention
to the profiles. Even where high crime areas (or areas otherwise in necd)
were ldentified, their selection for targeting was not always straightforwand.
Targeting criteria used by SC co-ordinarors were actually more complex.

In some cliles, rather than identlfying and deweloping the potential of key
individuals/groups to run particular schemes, co-ordinators simply
responded to the scheme proposals that were submitted. In other words,
they walted for communitics 1o come to them with ideas rather than
strategically ‘pump priming’ local people in "problem’ areas. This meant that
areas with particularly high crime problems (sometimes the worst in the
<iry) wexe not targeted for crime prevention activity because there was an
expectation that schemes would only work if residents had an cxisting
capability to 'pull themselves up by their own bootstraps’. Not oaly did
some co-ordinators report an expectation that the local community should
propose schemes to help their area but also that these schemes should from
the start be workable and well thought-out solutions to local problems.

In one city, the SC team had selected priority areas but these were bypassed
by the steering commirtee which had a policy of responding to the
applications which were senr in rather than pro-actively targeting particular
areas and developing the abilities of key individuals and organisations to
submit them. In the first year the steering committee determined that they
would fund malnly scheme applications from the Local Authority, Education
Offices and churches. The co-ordinator described these schemes as: “fire-
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fighring rather than trywng to nwn particular areas around™. By the second
year, however, things were different. One part of this city was described as
"...an area chamcterised by guns, masks, hatchets and general disorder.
There 'was an undercurrent of fear where victims and witnesses to crimes
were afraid even to telephone the police. Some chikdren in the area looked
to successful criminals as role models. It was so bad that survey interviewers
in the area were driven out.” And yet, the SC 1eam implemented a lot of
mrget-hardening in the area, without waitng for local people to Initiate the
plans. In addhtion, they spent funds on providing a secure/separate ‘waiting
area at the magistrates’ court 50 that wimnesses of crime in the area would
not be intimidared by suspected criminals (see Maynard, 1994).

In another city, the possibility that area targeting would lead to inequalitics
was considered. Here, the steering comminee did not wish to approve
funding for area targering because it was felt thar any decisions would be
arbitrary and unfait: the less vociferous and Jeast powerful would be
overiooked while those better equipped to mobilise resources for their arca
would bencfit. However, the co-ordinator worked to change this perception
by reassuring committee members that all sectlons of the city could access
Safer Cities money. After consultations with local groups, an area was
rargered for quite extensive expenditure. However, it woukl seem that some
of the committee members’ fears ‘were substantiaved. The co-ordinator said
she would have preferred to trget a different, poorer area, which had more
problems, but could not because *... the residents were unenthusiastic and
did not have the same level of organisation and commitment in the
community”.

In another clty, the co-ordinator chose an area because it had very high
levels of burglary. However, funding was discontinued after the fiest year
because: “There were few jdeas coming from the community™ and the SC
team felt they could not impact on the area as it was too larpe for their
budget. And again, the co-ordinator of another city explained why a
notorious area was not targeted: "... because It was difficult to get crime
preventdon recognition in the commumity”. Simifar expianations were given
by another co-ordinator, where a neighbourhood, described as 93 per cent
Asian, had suffered from a spate of jewellery thefts from households with
larpe dowries. Here the co-ordinator said: “We had difficulties getting the
community to accept a Home Watch scheme, they dida't ke the jdea and so
n the end nothing was done™.

Hope (1985) notes the importance of Jdentifylng key individuals In the
community who are capable of managing schemes on a day-to-day busis:

“ ...local crime anmalysis oughbt not to resirict itzelf to the
examinagtion of crime patierns and trends - important lbough ibis
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is - but shouid also seek to identify tbe opportunities and
constraints which relevant bodles and organisations fuce in
implementing crime provention initiatives”

Co-ordinators may be under pressure to implement schemes, and while
nurturing Individuals and groups in the community is expensive in both time
and funds, such considerations have to be weighed against the
consequences of choosing one area over another on the grounds of
expedlency. Some of the reasons why it is more difficult for residents in
certuin areas to organise ‘acceptable’ proposals for funding, or to be seen 28
effective practidoners, have been outlined by Crawford (1995):

“..the ability of certain interest groups to organtre around and
define, issues of crime Is of paramount importance in attalning
woice. The exclusion of disorganized interests impacis differently on
the politically marginalised and soclally disadvantaged: the
unemployed, the bomeless, black and lowenrclass youtbs and
women trapped in abusive familial relationsbips. This process
involves, in pDeirl, a redefinition of the purticipatory traphings of
‘cltizenship’ in which tbe least powerful sections™of soclety are
berng marginalised to the point of exclusion.”

Certain SC co-ordinators were more proactive and, having Identified arcas
with particular problems, sought to eliclk proposals for schemes from the
community. One co-ordinator mentioned this as an additional consideration
when deciding where resources should be spent, namely: “... knowing who
in the area could produce the goods™. On the other hand, as outlined above,
other co-ordinarors said that some particularly high crime areas were not
targeted because no one in the community had aay realistic proposals, When
asked why a particularly notorious estate was not targeted, the co-ordinator
said that it was simply because the residents were both “rude and lacking in
social skills®. The exclusion of certain interest groups has been outlined
elsewhere (Crawford, 1995):

“Ybe social processes of inclusion into tbese communily
parinerships clearly involve tbe exclusion of ceriain Interesis.
Importanih;, they involve a process of “soclal closure™ as opposed to
Dluralistic competition. They exclude as well as inclnde. Being
organised is a prerequisite for any interest being represented. This
raises himplications for those interests which are not incorporaierd or
cannot effectively be organised.”

The reasons given for not targeting high crime areas varied sharply between
different SC co-ordinators. As outlined above, they were sometimes avolded
because it was felt that problems were 30 great thar SC money would 0ot be
able to make an impact (see also Tilley and Webb, 199-). And in another city,
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the co-ordipator ¢xplained that an area with a poor national reputaton was
not targered because the schemes proposed by residents were
inappropriare: “... residents wanted moncy to buy a camcorder so they could
fiim drug dJeaiers operating in their neighbourhood and use this to provide
the police with evidence™. The real reasons for not targeting this arca were
achmilly decper and more complex than those given by the co-ordinator -
illustrating the context of constraints and Interests within which the co-
ordinator had to operare: carlier interviews with the assistant co-ondinaror
suggested that there were problems associated with the possibility of
displacing prostitution and drug related crime into surrounding areas (sec
also Crawford, 1995). Such places of crime containment have been
described elsewhere as "fuse arcas™ (Barr and Pease, 1990):

“The term is used as an analogy o an elecirical circuell, in wbich a
deliberately weak puint, the fuse, Is inclndéd 50 1hat a Dotver sirge
will bave quite minor conseguences. Similarly, one can choose 1o
concentrate the crime in particular areas, imiling the number of
areas that bave o be conirolied and making an obeious starting
polint for Inguiries once an event bas nccurred”

Most SC teams used crime statistics ro identify high crimie arcas. However,
different methads were adopted to Justify where to marget resources. Some
used ‘reputztion’ alone. One co-ordinator stressed that his city was a
relatively small place and that relevant agencies knew where the problem
areas were. Here, one particular area was selected for considerable SC
funding because it suffered from a greater level of problems than police
figures suggested. On the basis of Census information, it had the third
highext mare of unemployment amd the third lowest level of car ownership in
the city. The co-ordinator suspected that low crime figures were due to
underreporting and said the belief was in fact endorsed by a local victim
sarvey.

With 8Snite resources, co-ordinators were faced with declding, stmtcgically,
whether to concentrate spending and so attempt to *turn an area around’, ot
to adopt a2 more everrhanded approach and spend money more thinly across
the city. These decisions could not be made on the basis of crime pattern
analysis alone, since they raised issues of both practce and policy. Some co-
ordinators consistently favoured one approach over the other. referring to
these alternative approaches as “targeted spending” and “thin spreading®.
However, most saidl they tried to achieve an even balance between the two
approaches. Co-ordinators favouring the targeted spending approach, said
they wished 1o see SC money make a discernible mark upon the crime
problem in thelr city. Those who preferred thin spreading were particularly
influenced by sensitive local political considerations, which were said to
have determined either the need or desire to appear even-handed to diverse
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interest groups. In one city, the co-ordinator tried to spread money thinly
because he fek it =... would be unfair 1o show favouritism to any one area®.

In another city, much of the money was spent on projects operating on a
city-wide basis. The original co-ordinator was said to have laid down a legacy
of long-term projects which effectively constrained other expenditure., The
new co-ordinator said: “Even in the final year much of the budget was being
soaked up by six or seven larpe, ongoing schemes.” Although the new co-
ordinator had wanted to stop all small grants and adopt a targeted action
approach he had been persuaded not to do so by the assistnt co-ordinator,
who felt small schemes solved problems of jealousy.

Co-ondinators who preferred targeted spending, often aimed to *turn around’
particular streets or estates. In one city, crime statistics were used to find the
most burgied streer, and £25,000 was subsequently spent there on security
window locks and mortice locks. Another city (albeit a relatively small one)
spent more than half {ts entire project money on just three estates. The
subsequent SC impact evaluaton of domestic burglary schemes (Ekblom ct
al., 1996) found such intensive schemes were particularly cost-cffective in
high risk areas - reducing crime, fear of crime, other types of property crime
and crime displacement to other areas.

A less concentrated form of targeted spending was adopted In one city,
where SC money was spent within 10 police beuats. Analysis of police
recorded crime statistics revealed thut these beats contained nearly all the
crime in the project arca. However, money was spent evenly within these
beats andd the co-ordinator said * ...this was not an attempt to turn any of the
estates in these beats around™. While on balance Ekblom et al. (1996) come
down in Evour of more intense action, such 'thin spreading’ of resources
can also be said o offer good value for money (Ekblon et al., 1996):

“..even tbe less intense aclion achieved an impact. So reducing
scheme intensity (by reducing tbe spend per scheme, or increasing
the area each scheme covered) wonld alfow a greater coverage of
areas and/or bousebolds.”

Sometimes It was difficult for crime prevention co-ordinators to strike out’
against current crime preventon practice and to targel resources on crime
problems that were unrecorded. In one city, the new co-ordinator said that
women’s safety issues had “...not been properdy deah with by Safer Citles™.
and thought this might have had something to do with the fact that the
steering committee and project team had previously been all male, This
poiat is linked with Liddle and Gelsthorpe's (1994) explanation for why
some crimes are targeted, often with particular approaches, and other
crimes are not:



Iimplementing cme pravanton schemes i A Mult-agency settng: aspects of process in the Safar Cibes programme

“The fucts of crime will not make it obriotrs to a crime prevention
group ibat they sbould intervene in neigbbourbood x ratber than 3,
unless they sbare assumpiions about ibe seriowsness of particular
Iypes of victimisation or the efficacy of intervention ifself; and tbese
things are not theinseives decided simply by Ibe collection of more
sopbisticated information... The thrust of policy in this spbere miust
arguably come from élsewbere, and information collection be
barnessed o shed greater and more delalled light upon priorities
which are themselves a result of consuliation and political deberte”

This is particularly important in relation to schemes almed at preventing
domestic violence (which accounted for 3.6% of specified SC funds) Lack of
reporting by vicrims of domestic violence means it might be assumed to
occur with similar frequency in all places (Smirh, 1989) This makcs it
difficult to target parcicular places (see: Morley and Mullender, 1994).
Indecd, where one project in particular sought to reduce domestic violence,
all the schemes operated on a city wide basis and werc cither concerned
with publicity or providing hostels for victims. Recent research suggcsts
domestic violence probably does occur more often among particular sub-
groups of the population than others (Mirriees-Black, 1995) and so a case
might be made for 2 more targeted approach. However. because the
predominant aim In Safir Cities has been to prevent repeat victimisation by
providing safe places for victims from wide carchment areas, opportunity
reduction and diversionary schemes for potential offenders are rarcly seen as
the most appropriate approach 10 preventing domestic violence (Moricy and
Mullender 1994: 11). In Hght of what some co-ordinators have said about
their gravitation towards offender-oriented approaches and/or preference for
targeted spending, it seems that implementarion policies can colncidentally
affect cholces in terms of what crimes to tackle and how to tackle them and
thar particular types of crime, such as domestic violence, may get
overiooked.

Co-ordinators also distinguished between what they seemed to think of as
“deserving” and “undeserving™ schemes. In one city, auto-crime in car parks
operated by one particular company was not targeted, because the co-
ordinaror thought it was an example of substitute funding: “...these car parks
were 100 expensglve and the company should be able to pay for their own
security arrangements®. Similar reasoning by another co-ordinator
determined that certain ‘hot spots’ for car crime and violence shouk! not
receive SC funding - despite the wishes of the local police force - because
they were centred around pubs: “... which, because of thelr commercigl
starus, should do something about the problem themselves™.

In one ciry. funding commuanity football teams was discouraged because the
co-ordinator said it was “... difficult to draw the line here between Youth
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Service type work and crime prevention®. The co-ondinator did not think
¢, .Jootball schemes are what the [Safer Cides] funds arc about™, because:
=Safer Cities Is not just abour picking up the rab for someone else.”
Somewhat ironically, another co-ordinator who sakkl he particularly favoured
*... Youth Service type schemes” had a warking policy of not supporting
proposals by individuals (they only funded established organisations) and so
could not fund locally organised football teams. In stark contrast to these
citles, other co-ordinators were very passionate about the virtues of funding
individuals, and small neighbourhood organisations - whether to set up local
football teams to divert young peopie from crime or to install sitnational
measures.

Perhaps more than anything else these examples lllustrate the nezrvacuum
of local crime prevention policy and practice principles into which co-
ordinators were thrown and which, through extemporising, they were
required to AL

Exemplar schemes

Where local authorities applied for funding, some co-ordinators adopted
morc flexible approaches towards the problem of avoiding “picking up the
ub for someone else” (see Carnie, 1995: 23). One SC team funded extensive
crime prevention work on just one car park to show the local authority how
‘good schemes' could be Implemented. Described as strategic/exemplar
work, the aim was to do something only once and then persuade the local
authority to follow their example. Using the same approach, they also
funded the design of a burglar-resistant door for council houses. The local

authority adopted the design and installed the doors in all their housing
stock.

Attraction to other funds

Co-ordinators were also divided over the issue of implementing schemes In
areas where other agencies were already speading moncy to prevent crime.
In one city the co-ordinator adopted an underdying policy of preferring to
spend 5C money on new and diverse ideas across the clty. However, this was
balanced by kecping a small number of projects on which they could spend
a lot. One such estate was chosen for action because it had not recetved any
money in the past but was surrounded by two estates which had received
money from other agencies. The co-ordinator s2id the residents in the other
estate received 5C action because their crime problems were ignored.

Other projects aimed t implement schemes in arcas already targeted by

»
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other programmes. In Hartlepool. the co-ordinator said he was: ~...not Just
intcrested in responding to crime problems ...things in isclation have litile
effect”. He wanted to deliver properly orchestrated packages and for this
reason he wanted to "piggy-back™ on existing projects such as the Urban
Programme and Estate Action. The co-ordinator in Rochdale sald few
schemes werc funded entirely with SC money. In Wolverhampton, the co-
ordinator had a firm policy of implementing schemes in areas where action
already existed. The thinking behind this was that If other areas had been
properly targeted by the Urban Programme, all agencies would be looking to

sperd money in the same arcas.

Avoidance of other programmes

in other projects, existing or proposed funding from other bodics deterred
SC spending. The co-ordinator in Sunderiand avoided areas recelving Cloy
Challenge money since SC money would be a ‘drop in the ocean'. In one
city, an estate which was adjacent to another recetving SC funuling, 'was not
tarpeted because Estate Action money was to pay for a complete refit of the
estare and it was thought that this woull overshadow smaller scale SC work.
In another city. a particular area was avoided because it alrcady had a major
Estate Acton programme of security measures. It was feh that spending
money here would have been politically difficutr.

The Wlrral co-ordinator adopted a policy of not spending in areas with
existing funds, but tried wherever possible o get existing funds for 8C
schemes. Nottingham adopted a co-ordinated approach by setting up a
funders’' forum comprising representatives from organisations such as the
Local Authority, health service, City Challenge. Task Force etc. The aim was
10 look strategically across the region to avoid duplication of cffort. In
general, the Nottingham cc-ordinator steered away from cxisting funds,
unless it was as part of a2 co-ordinared approach. On balance then, sHghily
more co-ordinators shied away from existing funds than were attracted to
them.

Levering-in resources from other bodies

The development of interagency co-operation is undoubtedly important to
foster an effective long-term community safety strategy. It is probably also
impormant (but perhaps not essental) for the Implementation of effective
crime prevention programmes, since those with more conncctions can
probably lever in more ourside resources.

Co-ordinators varied widely in terms of how much Home Office moncy they



Influenca and tensions within the partnership approach

succeeded in spending, and bow much additional funding they leveredin
from other sources (Table 4.1). On the whole, those who spent most SC
money tended to penerate more external funding - with three of the top five
SC spenders also in the top five for levered-in gains. The association was
even more pronounced for those who spent the least SC money: four of the
bottom five SC spenders were also in the bottom five for Ievered-in gains.
Quite what this means is not clear, but small measares of levered-in gains do
not necessarily indicate poor performance. Indeed, Ekblom et al. (1996)
found no special boost in effectiveness of burglary schemes associated with
the inclusion of levered-in funds.

Possibly, some cities levering in large amounts of external funds were
investing more effort in securing money for longer term community safery
strategies. Some co-ordinators also sought to match Home Office funds with
those from external bodies wherever possible. This may have influenced the
overall finding that, in terms of broad types of preventive action, levered-in
money was spent in much the same way as SC money (Table 4.2).

Table 4.1
Amount of SC anid levered-in finds spent (1989 - 1993)
Safer Citles Levered-in
& &

Lewisham 1,195,759 Wolverhampron | 1,792,268
Bradfond 928,883 Sunderjand 1,698,066
Bristol 894,864 Wirral 1,692,081
Coventry 879.573 Lewisham 1,318,822
Wirral 855,624 Bradford 1,105,612
Hartlepool 806,087 Nottingham 1,067,024
Rochdale 796,574 Hartlepool 939,404
Sunderiand 774,052 Coventry 842,512
Nottingham 709,839 Rochdale 595,860
Hull 697,480 Hull 528,942

__Islington 642,200 Bristol 245,563
Birmingham 628,915 Birmingham 191,678
‘Wolverhampton 595,950 Islington 177,033
Salford 496,704 Salford 162,867
Wandsworth 495,781 Wandsworth 79,810
Tower Hamlcts 134,365 Tower Hamlers 19,405
Total 11,532,740 Toral 12,456,947
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Table £.2
Safer Cities and levered.-in funds by type of scheme 1989 - 92
Scheme Type | Safer Cities % | LeveredHn %
Percentage of money spent by scheme type
Situational 66 67
Offender 23 22
Other 11 11
Total Percentage 100 100
The steering committee effect

The SC programme design specified that each co-ordinator would be
responsible to a local sicering committee comprising representatives of local
agencies and community groups chaired by a senlor Jocal official or member
of 2 voluntary organisation. While the Home Office retzined overall control
of the Safer Cities Programme, it was envisaged that the local stecring
commitree should normally set internal priorities, facilirare communication
and oversee the implementartion of measures against crime.

Thus the ratdonal, problem-solving approach was meant to extend to steering
committees. There is evidence to suggest that in many cases it did not. Or, at
least, interviews with co-ordinators suggested there was a great deal of
variation between projects in terms of the quality and the amount of steering
committee influence (see also Carnie, 1995: £-8). Steering committees had
the capacity to influence decisions regarding where to target resources and
the crime prevention methods used. Some co-ordinators said their stecring
commitiees were “consultative’; others, which sought to control
implementation 1ssues as much as possible, were described as "dominant’,
while the majority was extremely passive and more or less ‘rubberstamped’
all proposals put before them. There were two cities where the co-
ordinators described thelr steering commibttee as dominant, four consultative

and six passive,

Dominant

In one dity, the steering committee had been in place before the SC project
ream had been appointed. It was believed (by the assistant co-ordinator) that
this led to problems with the steering comminee secking to dominate the
co-ordinator. In this city, some siecering commitiee members had zpplied for
the co-ordinator’s job when the Home Office was first recruiting and this
was believed to have caused many problems steraming from professional
jealousy. This was said to have led to schemes being forced upon the co-
ordinator by a powerful minority. As a result, the SC weam operated a rather
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{nefficient syseetn whereby unworkable schemes were submbtted to the
Home Office so it, rather than the co-ordinator, would be blamed for
rejection. This ploy to send unworkable proposals to the Home Office was
described pacdy as & devioe 1o avoid personally discouraging local Inftlatives
and partly as a wiay of avolding further conflict with the steeriog committee.

In both citles with dominant steering comrnittees, the committee insisted on
seeing all proposals that came into the local SC office. In one of these clties,
the co-ordinator only rejected schemes without putting them to the steering
commitee by using filtering criterla determined by the committee. In this
way, some G0 - 70 per cent of proposals were rejected on the basis that the
steering committee would not support them anyway. Once filtered in this
way, only a small proportion of those put before the committec was then
rejected. However, the co-ordinator sald that after aendiog a conference on
youth crime in 1993, the steering commirtee proposed 1o fund only social
crime prevention, ruling that pure target hardening would not be
considered. This led to their rejecting all target hardening proposals, which
comprised 15 - 20 per cent of schemes placed before them - the most
striking case of steering committee influence. The co- ordinator said:

*Tbis conference played a key part in progressing lowards tbe
Jorimuintion of o copmunily sqfely sub-commiitee and changed the
attitudes of many decision makers aivay from one of tunnel t'i3ion. - -
Now the Council are not just concerned with bousing stock biit are
interested in communily sdfely” } -

Of course, It might be argued that such ao a priorf rejection of target
bardening hardly constitutes a move away from tunnel visionl Indced,
Ekbiom et al. (1996} conclude that at least for action aimed at preventing
domestic burglary:

"It is best tv go for a comprebensive sirtegy. This sbould combine
action against burglary with action against crime in general. In
Darticular ‘community oriented’ action agrinst burglary sbounld
not be introduiced alone”

Comsultative

In one city, some appilcarions would be filtered out belore going to the
steering committee but only using criterla approved by the committee. All
proposals put before this committee were acceptéd. However, some
probkmswe:e:cponedﬁompmsmbysomecommiueemembemmﬁmd
what the co-ordinator termed "pet schemes™. One of these was passed by
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the committee even though the co-ordinator felt strongly that it could have
heen done more cheaply.

One co-ordinator revealed that few initiatives came from the steering
committee, who looked to the co-ordinator to provide all the initiatives.
However, committec members from the local authority and the police would
often “work up” a particular scheme with the co-ordinator and then put Lhe
proposal before the committee with members thus involved decharing thelr
interest.

In another city the co-ondinator said that the “sieering committee had few
personal axes to gnnd. Some projects emerged from the interests of the
steering committee, others from the co-ordinator™,

Passive

The Home Office publication: A Practical Guide io Crine Prevention for
Local Partnersbips (Home Office, 1993: {) suggests that the best practice
for steering commitiecs is:

.. thal the Chair adapts a problem-solving approach, in wbick
members are encouraged 1o play an active role In identifyring
Droblems and finding solutions. IThis style is preferable io one
which confines tbe Group’s role lo passively recefring reporis from
tbe co-ondinator and ‘rubberstamping’ bis/ber decisions.”

Of the 12 cities where co-ordinators were imérviewed, half described thelr
stecring committees as either weak or as a “rubber stamp' for co-ordinator
recommendations (sec also Carnie, 1995: 5). In one ciry, the co-ordinartor
thoughe the steering committee was “ ...weak, too cosy, and just went along
with whatever was put before them™. He went on to describe it as: “.. a
rubber stamp, hand picked by the previous co-ondinator to agrec with his
[deas”. Other co-ordinators gave similar descriptions. One sald the stecring
committee: “did little more than formally approve the SC teum's proposals™,
And: “The committee’s own proposals were genenally ignored®. This co-
ordinator also sald that she was “...not entircly sure that such a diverse body
of people could ever be 2 committee collective™.

Elsewhere, 2 co-ordinazor said: “Few ideas came from the commitiee.” Here,
there were no cases where the steering committee suggested schemes that
the co-ordinator did not want to take up; nearly all schemes were: developed
by the SC team and then simply approved by the commitiee. In another ciry,
the co-ordinztor described the committee as merely reactive to his
proposals. Here, the co-ordinator said he wounld often talk people out of
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applying for funds for schemes and 80 they would never appear before the
stecring commitiee. Where dominant steering committees would have
insisted on seeing all proposals or specified which type of proposals could
be rejected by the co-ordinator, heve the steering committee was so weak it
'was often by-passed altogether.

The co-ordinator In one city said thar the steering committee had 1o be
developed to the point where members felt able to advise the 5C team.
Much of this lack of drive 'was blamed on the weakness of the Jocal authority
(the LA was described as being: “...hung and capped and having no
particular direction™.). Other co-ordinators sald they had ro make their
steering commitices more functional: "The committee was very weak to
begin with. When we (the SC team) put recommendations on bids and the
committee passed these on the nod, we stopped putting on
recommendatlons in order to encourage discussion of bids."

Powerful and dominant members of muithagency parmerships, particularly
co-ordinatars, often determined nat only where money was spent but what
it was spent on. This has been identified a3 a problem in other studlics of the
partnership approach and has generated quite severe criticism (Crawford
and Jones, 1995):

“Ouir research leads s tu the conclusion ibat the manner in which
interagency and inlercommunal conflicts are presenily managed
in multi-agency forums increasingly resembles neo-corporatist
arrangemenis for the administralion of crime control, In wbich
muisible and unaccouniable discretion is the order of the day. In
this context porver differentials remain largely unregulated beliveen
agencles. This Impacts upon local policy definitions of 'localily’ and
‘communily’ as well as crime problems’ and tbeir ‘appropriate’
social intervention. It resulls, we wouid suggest, in tbe
prioritization of ceriain kinds of crime and forns of intervention
at the expense of otbers that all birt remain silericed.”

One question Is whether centrally funded multiagency crime prevention
programmes should permit the degree of autonomy found among SC co-
ordinators. On the one hand, locally ‘owned’ schemes ~ propnsed and
supported by key local players - may be easier to implement with better
targering of local problems supported by a high kevel of commitment and
ability among those managing the scheme on a day-to-day basis. But, relying
wo much on existing organised groups to come up with adequate proposals
may mean that those most in need of particular schemes will not always
receive them.

Crime prevention programmes operate with finite resources and the
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preference to fund locally proposed indtiatives, complemented by motvated
and capable peaple, should be balanced against a reqmirement to spend
resources where they are most needed and using the most appropriate
methods. In the future, co-ordinators adopting a systematic approach to
crime pattern analysis, and the preventive process as a whole, will be
empowered to make authoritative and informed decisions, jointly as
necessary ‘with other agencies, regarding what crime problems to tackle, the
most sultable pype of crime prevention schemes, and where they shoukl be
implemented



5 Conclusions

The prime concem of the RSD evaluation of Safer Citles is with programme
impact. The material resulting from interviews with co-ordinators, which
comprises the main body of this report, was initally intended to be used to
understand assignment processes and aid the Interpretation of causes and
effects. However, many unexpected points emerged during Interviews with
co-ordinators which were important in their own dght.

Perhaps the most significant indings were the considerable differences
berween SC projects in terms of how they decided where to target crime
prevention measures, how thinly to spread resources, which measures to
adopt, and which crime types they should concentrate upon. These
decisions were not always mutually exclusive: a policy formed for one could
Incidentally influence others.

It was not only the organisations represented on steering committees that
determined how SC projects operated (see Tllley, 1992: 19; Shapland et al.,
1994: 2), but also whether the committecs themselves were powerful In
relation to the co-ordinaror. Ultimately, it appeared that half of the steering
committees were described by co-ordinators as elther weak or as “just a
rubber stamp”.

Untl]l more is known zbout the effectiveness and displacement effects of
sltuatonal measures, members of Jocal crime prevention projects such as SC
will most likely seck to balance the numbers of such schemes against
offender-oriented measures, or passibly vour one over the other simply on
the basis of preference. However, it should be noted that considerable -
roads have already been made by the Home Office cvaluation of Safer Cites
residential burglary schemes (Ekblom et al., 1996) which examines the
Impact and cost-effectiveness of different approaches to targeting and
spending to reduce burglary at the local level

This report on aspects of process raises more questions than it answers.
Indeed, to do qtherwise would have Involved a research study fully focused
on the implementation process. However, some recommendations follow:
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General

s There is 2 need to set the right balance between local autonomy,
professional crime prevention skills, and central guidance in
programmes such as SC. This also applies to decislons regarding
which crime problems are best addressed by particular crime
prevention methods. Establishing 'good pracrice” and ‘whar works’
guidance iIs imporiant here (see Ekblom et al., 1996). More widely,
the development of crime prevention as a professional discipline
(Ekblom, 1994) is needed to provide a Brm basis for both training and
opcrations.

» It is necessary to develop policy dimensions on local tzrgeting and
implementation where it is unclear at present what the best appmach
is in particular local circumstances. This would empower future
programmes to make decisions regarding how best to deal with:
equity (targeted spending or thin spreading); ‘deserving’ and
'undeserving’ schemes; ateraction to other funds; avoiding places
with very worst problems; funding individuals and organised groups,
and [evering-in external funding. One way of taking policy
articulation forward would be through setting up ‘workshops using
experienced co-ordinators, programme members and (where
applicable) central management to try to codify the alternatives of
local policy choice.

Specific

* The development of good practice guidelines would cnable co-
ordinators to prioritise individuals and areas most at risk of
victimisation. On the individual side, repeat victimisatlon is one
concern which emerged late on In the SC programme. On the area
side, given limited time and resources it Is Important to determine
good practice concerning the degree of effort co-ondinators should
devote to areas with high crime problems, where reskients seem least
able to help themselves. This shoukd be weighed against targeting
areas where local crime prevention activity is easier 10 establish and
schemes can be more readily implemented.

* Crime prevention programmes, particularly those adopting the
partersinp approach, must find a balance between spending money
quickly - invoking confidence and being seen as a mover and a shaker
- with the need to collect proper data and to Justify targeting
particular areas and crime types. Again, the development of good
practce guidelines are required.



» Management information systems could supply useful feedback to co-
ordinators regarding how their performance reflects both policy
guidance and that of other co-ordinators in the same programme,
provided that the system is capable of rapidly delivering quick and
simple analyses of the dara It contains.

= Sreering committees should be carefully consoructed and periodically
monitered by central or regional management to avoid both the
‘rubber stamp' problem and arbitrary rejection of particular crime
prevention approaches,
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