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Rainier Beach: A Beautiful Safe Place for Youth

Summary of Findings

What is Rainier Beach: A Beautiful Safe Place for Youth?
Rainier Beach: A Beautiful Safe Place for Youth (ABSPY) is an innovative community-led, place-
based violence prevention initiative. The goal of the program is to reduce youth victimization
and crime in the Rainier Beach neighborhood. The program is named for the vision set out
by the Rainier Beach community in its Neighborhood Plan Update, which is to make Rainier
Beach a Beautiful Safe Place. ABSPY is happening in five small groups of street blocks in the
neighborhood—“hot spots”—where about half of all youth crime incidents in Rainier Beach
happened in 2012. The five hot spots are Rose Street, Rainier and Henderson, Rainier Beach Light
Rail Station, Lake Washington, and Our Safe Way.

Project Background
ABSPY is based on a number of research studies, including one from Seattle by David Weisburd
and his colleagues, showing that about half of all crime in cities comes from a very small number—
typically about 5 percent—of street blocks. Crime involving young people is even more likely to
come from a small number of places because youth typically spend most of their time in specific
places like schools, parks, and other public spaces, so youth crime is highest in these types of
places. Research shows that police efforts to reduce crime at hot spots through crackdowns and
arrests are effective at reducing crime. However, arrest and prosecution can increase the chance
of reoffending among high-risk youth. Because of this, ABSPY focuses on non-arrest strategies to
reduce crime, such as building community leadership and capacity to help solve problems and
addressing environmental risk factors for crime to promote community safety.

Project Leadership and Support
ABSPY started as a result of a $1 million grant in 2012 from the Byrne Criminal Justice Innovation
Program, an initiative of the U.S. Department of Justice’s Bureau of Justice Assistance. The Byrne
Criminal Justice Innovation Program supports partnerships between cities, communities, and
researchers to develop community-led, place-based, data-driven problem solving efforts. ABSPY
is advised by a Core Team consisting of representatives from the City of Seattle, the Seattle
Neighborhood Group, Seattle Police Department, the Boys and Girls Club of King County, and
the Rainier Beach Action Coalition. However, what makes ABSPY unique is that the Rainier Beach
community itself has taken the lead in developing evidence-informed strategies to address the
root causes of youth crime in the neighborhood.

Community-Led Problem Solving
The heart of the ABSPY approachwas the development of the Community Task Force (CTF), a team
of over 100 community members who reflect the diversity of the Rainier Beach neighborhood.
With the support of the City of Seattle’s Public Outreach and Engagement Liaisons, this team was
recruited directly from the five hot spots and consisted of residents, business owners, employees,
students, and others with a connection to those places. The ABSPY Core Team worked with the
Community Anti-Drug Coalitions of America (CADCA) to develop a one-day training session in Oc-
tober 2013, where the CTF learned a systematic community problem-solving framework from the
field of public health to identify solutions to crime problems and risk factors using local data, com-
munity experience, and research evidence. The training was followed by a series of six workshops
in which the CTF divided into five teams—one for each hot spot—and developed a set of related
interventions tailored to the unique conditions of each hot spots. These interventions focused on
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four key areas:

• increasing supervision and providing structure for youth
• changing the physical environment
• changing policies and rules
• building collective efficacy (“it takes a village”).

Through the CTF workshops community members were asked to “tell the story” of youth crime at
each location by describing the relationship between problems and identified risk factors at each
place, considering desired outcomes, proposing solutions informed by research evidence, and
assessing the feasibility of each approach. When the workshops were complete, the proposed
interventions were presented to the Rainier Beach community at an interactive event called “The
Gathering.”

Interventions
The work of the Core Team and CTF led to the development of an implementation plan that
directly addressed the risk factors for youth crime identified at the five hot spots and built on
the expertise of a range of city and community partners. Each proposed intervention in the plan
addressed one or more of the four focus areas described above, complemented and built upon
the other interventions, and was designed to be implemented at either some or all of the hot
spots, depending on the specific conditions at each location.

Many of the proposed interventions focused on engaging community members in Rainier Beach
to break down barriers between neighbors and build relationships and problem-solving capacity.
These ideas came from CTF findings that some community members were afraid to interact with
each other, and particularly with young people. Starting in the summer of 2014, a number of
Corner Greeter events were held in the community, where stations offering refreshments and
fun activities were set up in each hot spot to engage the community and “activate” places that
were previously considered to be unsafe. A number of other activities and events were held in the
community during the project period, many of which were planned by youth with coordination
from grass roots community organizations such as Rainier Beach Action Coalition. The goal of
these neighbor and youth engagement activities was to reduce crime by “rebranding” the hot
spots as positive places and developing a stake in the community for young people.

Small, locally owned businesses are central to Rainier Beach. Another set of interventions focused
on business engagement. Coordinated by Seattle Neighborhood Group with support from
the Rainier Beach Merchants Association, Seattle Police Department, and local community and
economic development organizations, the goal of business engagement was to learn about the
concerns facing local businesses, build relationships between businesses and with the police,
and increase business owners’ ability to prevent and report crime. Crime Prevention Through
Environmental Design (CPTED) interventions and resources were provided to businesses to
improve design, layout, and place management.

TheRainier Beach campus at Rainier andHenderson,where four schools are located, is a hub for the
community. ABSPY brought together key stakeholders to form a Rainier Beach Campus Safety
Team, through which the City and Seattle Public Schools collaborated with community partners
to develop ongoing ideas for improving safety, such as staggering school release times to ensure
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large crowds of young people could not converge at the hot spots. A key focus of interventions
on the Rainier Beach Campus was the Safe Passage program, led by the Boys and Girls Club of
King County. The Safe Passage team provided guardianship, supervision, and encouragement to
young people as they left school. Dressed in bright blue shirts printed with “Be Safe,” the team
acted as visible supportive adults and role models.

Evaluation Findings
The Center for Evidence-Based Crime Policy at George Mason University has provided research
and evaluation support throughout the project. To assess the effectiveness of the program, we
tracked calls for police service and reported crime incidents in the five hot spots from September
2011 to August 2016. We also matched each hot spot with a comparison hot spot—a similar
location elsewhere in Seattle Police Department’s South Precinct—and assessed crime rates in the
Rainier Beach neighborhood overall compared to trends in the South Precinct. We also conducted
two community surveys in the hot spots and comparison areas—one in the summer of 2014
before the interventions began and a follow-up in the summer of 2016.

Our findings show that:

• The hot spots have become less “hot” over time.
• Crime in the South Precinct declined overall, and at a greater rate than the rest of the city.
• The hot spots saw greater declines in serious violent crime than the overall neighborhood or
the South Precinct.

• In some of the hot spots calls for service, police activity, and reported incidents increased.
This is not necessarily a cause for concern—it could indicate that ABSPY met its goals of in-
creased community engagement and trust in the police.

• The number of people surveyed in the ABSPY hot spots who believed that crime had gone
down in the past year increased in the 2016 survey.

• ABSPY is associated with modest but promising improvements in people’s perceptions of
collective efficacy and disorder, and their impressions of the police.

While we did not find statistically significant reductions in crime overall, note that full imple-
mentation of the interventions did not get under way until June 2016 due to the complexities of
launching innovative, community-based strategies. Itmay takemore time to see a crime reduction
effect. For example, it took three years for Communities That Care, a well-known evidence-based
community problem-solving framework, to show statistically significant evaluation results.

Sustaining the Effort
Changing places and communities is a long-term effort. Our evaluation results are a promising
start, particularly the level of community engagement in the problem-solving process and during
implementation and the framework it has provided for coordination of ABSPY intervention activi-
ties with other neighborhood stakeholders, such as the business community and schools. There is
morework todo tomake sure Rainier Beach continues tobeABeautiful Safe Place for Youth. Efforts
to engage the community, such as the Corner Greeters initiative, business engagement, and Safe
Passage are still under way at the hot spots and several large scale CPTED streetscape improve-
ments leveraged through public resources will occur in early 2017. ABSPY has been successful in
building capacity for positive change, and as a result the community andCore Teamcame together
in 2015 to successfully obtain support from the City of Seattle for 2016. The City has now fully
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funded ABPSY through 2018. ABSPY has also been able to continue through in-kind donations
andmatches frommany of the organizations involved. And our initial success has opened up new
opportunities for related funding and research, such as a new National Institute of Justice grant
of $3.8 million to enhance Positive Behavioral Interventions and Supports and restorative justice
on the Rainier Beach campus and the wider community. We have also worked with Seattle Police
Department to build their capacity for identifying hot spots and working with the community to
address problems. ABSPY is becoming well established in the Rainier Beach community and the
team will be tracking outcomes and benefits into the future.
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Rainier Beach: A Beautiful Safe Place for Youth

1. The Research Basis for ABSPY

Crime is not evenly spread across cities or neighborhoods. Inmost cities, a small number of “hot spots”—
micro-places such as single addresses, street blocks or segments,1 or small clusters of blocks—tend to
have greater than average numbers of crime and victimization. A growing body of research from the
United States and around the world indicates that about half of all crime incidents or calls for police
service recorded in a city may be concentrated at a very small number of hot spots. For example, studies
in Seattle, Minneapolis, Vancouver (Canada), and Tel Aviv, among other locations, have found that 50
percent of crime in those cities occurred at just 3 to 6 percent of addresses or blocks (Curman, Andresen,
& Brantingham, 2015; Pierce, Spaar, & Briggs, 1988; Sherman, Gartin, & Buerger, 1989; Weisburd, 2015;
Weisburd & Amram, 2014; Weisburd et al., 2004; Weisburd & Green, 1995; Weisburd, Groff, & Yang, 2012).
These studies also indicate that this degree of concentration is relatively stable over time, even during
periods of sustained declining crime in the city overall (Curman et al., 2015; Weisburd, 2015; Weisburd &
Amram, 2014; Weisburd et al., 2004).

Despite the strength of this evidence for overall crime, few studies have examined its applicability to in-
cidents involving young people.2 Weisburd, Morris, and Groff (2009) have conducted the only study to
date that specifically focuses on juvenile crime concentrations, based on data from Seattle. They found
that one-third of all arrests of juveniles in the city occurred at just 86 of more than 26,000 street seg-
ments in the 14 years from 1989 to 2004. In other words, juvenile crime appears to be even more highly
concentrated at places than crime in general.

Environmental theories of criminology provide some insights into why certain places have higher crime
rates than others, and why these differences appear to persist over time. People’s daily routine activities,
which are partly determined by the types of places they frequent, shape opportunities for crime and
affect people’s risk of victimization or decisions whether or not to commit crime (e.g. Cohen & Felson,
1979; Felson, 1987; Felson & Boba, 2010). While these ideas apply regardless of the person’s age, they
suggest that the specific types of activities engaged in by young people influence the types of places in
which they are likely to spend time and commit crime (Felson, 2006).

For example, juveniles are required tobe in school at certain times, and juvenile offending tends to cluster
around schools during the timeswhen students are arriving or leaving (Gottfredson, Gottfredson, &Weis-
man, 2001; Roman, 2002, 2005). Young people’s routes of travel to and from school tend to bemore pre-
dictable and specifically defined than the commutes of adults and can produce opportunities for crime
when potential victims and offenders cross paths (Brantingham & Brantingham, 1995). Juveniles, to a
much greater extent than adults, are also subject to restrictions onwhere they congregate—they cannot
go into bars, or they may be subject to a curfew during certain times of the day. These factors also de-
termine patterns of juvenile offending at particular places and times—a bar district at night is unlikely to
experience a high rate of juvenile crime. The relationship between crime and these juvenile and youth
“activity spaces” is supported by the study by Weisburd et al. (2009), who found that the Seattle street
segments with the highest numbers of juvenile arrests were the types of places where young people
tend to hang out without supervision or structured activity—shoppingmalls, outside schools, and other
public spaces—while streets with concentrations of private homes or bars and nightclubs had the low-

1Street segments are defined as the two block faces between two intersections (e.g. Weisburd, Bushway, Lum, & Yang, 2004).
2In this report we define youthful offenders as individuals aged 25 and under, unless otherwise stated. While the juvenile justice
system focuses on youth under 18, there is increasing recognition that the 18-25 age group should also be considered youthful
offenders, given that the brain is not fully developed until around age 25, impacting decision-making and risky behavior (e.g.
Steinberg, 2008).
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est rates of juvenile crime. These findings fit with research by Osgood, Wilson, O’Malley, Bachman, and
Johnston (1996) showing that unstructured, unsupervised socializing is linked to higher rates of juvenile
delinquency and violence.

The evidence for high levels of crime concentration at hot spots indicates that interventions can be effec-
tively targeted in just a few small areas. For example, interventions that focus police resources at micro
places are effective (e.g. Braga & Bond, 2008; Braga, Papachristos, & Hureau, 2014; Braga et al., 1999; Groff
et al., 2015; Lum, Koper, & Telep, 2011; Ratcliffe, Taniguchi, Groff, & Wood, 2011; Sherman & Weisburd,
1995; Skogan & Frydl, 2004; Telep, Mitchell, & Weisburd, 2014; Weisburd & Eck, 2004; Weisburd & Green,
1995). These approaches, which include preventive vehicle or foot patrol, crackdowns, problem-oriented
policing, increasing placemanagement, and focusing on high-risk offenders at places, also appeal to po-
lice leaders because they allow the police to deal with a large proportion of crime by tackling a smaller
number of places compared to traditional beat patrol, thus increasing the efficiency as well as the effec-
tiveness of policing (Weisburd & Telep, 2010). Furthermore, there is little evidence that focusing police
efforts at micro places displaces crime to neighboring street segments. Conversely, studies suggest that
a diffusion of crime control benefits to surrounding streets is more likely (e.g. Bowers, Johnson, Guerette,
Summers, & Poynton, 2011; Braga et al., 2014; Weisburd et al., 2006).

However, very little of this evidence has examined the application of these approaches to places where
there is a high concentration of juvenile or youth crime. Given the specific characteristics of these places
and the types of activities youth engage in there, different policing strategies may be warranted. Fur-
thermore, police-led crime prevention efforts, particularly deterrence-based hot spots policing that em-
ploys crackdowns and “busts” to clear offenders from high-crime places, may not be appropriate for
dealing with crime involving young people. Juveniles who are arrested and processed through the for-
mal juvenile justice system—especially those involved in less serious crimes—aremore likely to reoffend
than their counterparts who are diverted to needed services (Petrosino, Turpin-Petrosino, & Guckenburg,
2010). Arrest, court adjudication, and incarceration may stigmatize youth and lead to exclusion from
school andpositivepeergroup influences aswell as increased scrutiny fromthe justice system. Youthmay
continue their delinquencywhen their social ties to positive institutions such as school and the family are
weakened (Lowenkamp& Latessa, 2004; Lundman, 1993; Petrosino et al., 2010; Shelden, 1999). However,
there is evidence that community-based interventions that focus on supervision, problem-solving, and
reintegration are effective for young people (e.g. Braithwaite, 1989; Gill, 2016; Greenwood, 2008; Lipsey,
2009).

While the police can (and should, in our opinion) still have a stake in community-based crime prevention,
the premise of the Rainier Beach: ABeautiful Safe Place for Youth initiative is that communitymembers and
groups can take the lead in providing effective, evidence-based prevention strategies based on theories
of juvenile activity spaces and hot spots. Given that youth crime hot spots tend to arise where unstruc-
tured, unsupervised socializing is common (Weisburd et al., 2009), the community can play a key role
in crime control by providing guardianship, creating supervised, pro-social socializing opportunities for
youth, and getting involved in the provision of activities such as education, employment, and volunteer
service opportunities. Interventions involving community partnerships, multi-agency working groups,
and civil remedies rather than criminal penalties may be more conducive to community reintegration
(e.g. Braithwaite, 1989; Lum et al., 2011; Mazerolle & Ransley, 2005; Taxman &McEwen, 1997; Weisburd &
Eck, 2004) and take advantage of the informal social control—the ability of communities to regulate their
residents—inherent at places, which is often overlooked in police-led interventions (Weisburd, Davis, &
Gill, 2015; see also Bursik Jr., 1988; Kubrin &Weitzer, 2003; Sampson&Groves, 1989). Approaches to crime
prevention that involve the community in taking ownership of its own space, looking out for each oth-
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ers’ children, and so on can help to build collective efficacy, or “the willingness [of residents] to intervene
for the common good” (Sampson, Raudenbush, & Earls, 1997, p. 919), and social ties or cohesion among
community members. Weisburd et al. (2012) find that levels of collective efficacy, social disorganization
(the lack of social cohesion), and informal social control vary across street segments in the same way as
crime, and that the level of collective efficacy is a key social factor in explaining whether or not a place
becomes a hot spot.
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2. The ABSPYModel

2.1. Program History and Goals

Rainier Beach: ABeautiful Safe Place for Youth (ABSPY)was developed as a collaboration between commu-
nity stakeholders, local government, grass-roots community organizations, and researchers as a program
that would build on the theories and research described in the previous section to deliver community-
led, place-based, data-driven andnon-arrest based interventions to hot spots of juvenile and youth crime
in the Rainier Beach neighborhood of Seattle. ABSPY was initially funded by a 3-year, $1 million Byrne
Criminal Justice Innovation (BCJI) grant from the Bureau of Justice Assistance, U.S. Department of Justice,
which was awarded in 2012. BCJI funds collaborations between researchers, practitioners, and commu-
nity members to develop community-led, place-based, data-driven approaches to reducing crime and
improving public safety, and therefore fit extremely well with the vision for ABSPY.

The project planning phase ran from January to September 2013, and the BCJI implementation phase
began in October 2013 and continued through September 2016 (with a one-year, no-cost extension).
Beginning in January 2016, implementationwas also supported by the City of Seattle through its Human
Services Department. Implementation funding from the City is reviewed on an annual basis, and ABSPY
is currently funded through 2018 (more details on sustainability are provided below).

ABSPY was designed to build on two existing community processes—the 2012 Rainier Beach Neighbor-
hood PlanUpdate (RBNPU) and the Seattle Youth Violence Prevention Initiative (SYVPI), which at the time
the grant beganwas a programwithin the City of Seattle’s Department of Neighborhoods—and the city’s
thendeveloping researchpartnershipwith theCenter for Evidence-BasedCrimePolicy (CEBCP) atGeorge
Mason University.

Rainier Beach Neighborhood Plan Update. Since the late 1990s the City of Seattle has supported a
neighborhood planning process in a number of communities across the city. The goal of this process
is for community members and local organizations to come together to develop a vision and strategic
plan for improving the neighborhood. In 2011 participating neighborhoods, including Rainier Beach,
undertook an update of the plan. Rainier Beach’s plan, which is implemented by the Rainier Beach Action
Coalition (RBAC), a grass-roots community organization andkeypartner inABSPY, aligns closelywithBCJI.
The community priorities set out in the RBNPU center around addressing the root causes of violence
through community-led approaches and improving community health through changes to the physical
environment, economic development, community-building, and providing activities and supervision for
youth, and the plan explicitly calls for a hot spots approach. The ultimate goal of RBNPU is to rebrand the
neighborhood as “A Beautiful Safe Place.” This was the inspiration for branding the youth-focused efforts
of ABSPY.

The Seattle Youth Violence Prevention Initiative. SYVPI was a multi-disciplinary initiative of the City
of Seattle, which involved the Departments of Neighborhoods, Human Services, and Parks; the Seattle
Police Department (SPD), and local public and nonprofit partners such as the Boys andGirls Clubs of King
County, Seattle Public Schools, and the juvenile court. SYVPI was created in 2008 by the Mayor’s Office
in response to the murders of five teenagers in the city that year. The Initiative focused on outreach
and services to at-risk youth, connecting evidence-based prevention and intervention strategies with
innovativegrassroots services. SYVPI focusedon three “neighborhoodnetworks”within Seattle thatwere
believed to be most affected by youth violence:
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• Central, which fully overlaps with SPD’s East Precinct and also contains part of the West Precinct
(excluding downtown Seattle) and the northwest portion of the South Precinct;

• Southwest, which aligns with SPD’s Southwest Precinct; and

• Southeast, where Rainier Beach neighborhood is located, which aligns with most of the South
Precinct and the stadium/industrial areas on the edge of the West Precinct.

SYVPI was thus well-placed to serve as the fiscal agent for the BCJI grant, given its interagency team and
existing links with the Rainier Beach neighborhood and other project partners.

The Center for Evidence-Based Crime Policy. CEBCP is a research center within the Department of
Criminology, Law and Society at George Mason University. The mission of CEBCP is to make scientific
research a key component in decisions about crime and justice policy, and to promote collaboration and
research translation with policymakers, practitioners, and community members. The CEBCP’s research
focuses specifically on place-based crime prevention, policing, and community collaboration. Prior to
joining George Mason University, CEBCP’s Executive Director Professor David Weisburd led extensive re-
search on hot spots and patterns of crime at place in Seattle, which forms the core of much of the em-
pirical research basis for place-based approaches (e.g. Weisburd, 2015; Weisburd et al., 2004; Weisburd
et al., 2012; Weisburd et al., 2009). These studies came to the attention of Seattle’s Office of City Auditor
in 2010 while that office was conducting a research report into best practices for tackling crime and dis-
order in the city’s hot spots. The Office of City Auditor, along with Seattle Police Department and other
city government agencies, thenbegandeveloping a researchpartnershipwith CEBCP to conduct applied
research into place-based crime prevention strategies.

2.2. Project Team

A unique feature of ABSPY is that the Rainier Beach community itself has been at the forefront of iden-
tifying place-based risk factors for youth crime at hot spots within the neighborhood and developing
evidence-informed strategies to address them. Efforts to engage and advise community members in
theseactivities are ledbya “CoreTeam”—arobust cross-sectorpartnership thatprovidesexpertise, strate-
gic planning, and implementation support in order to empower residents to build their own capacity for
crime prevention. In addition to SYVPI and CEBCP, the Core Team comprises:

Seattle Neighborhood Group. SNG is a non-profit organization with expertise in community engage-
ment and crime prevention. The mission of SNG is to prevent crime and build community through
partnerships with residents, businesses, law enforcement, and other organizations, Crime Prevention
Through Environmental Design (CPTED) strategies, training, and community organizing. SNG provides
overall coordination and project management for the planning and implementation of ABSPY, as well as
implementing crime prevention strategies such as CPTED, contracting with other providers for interven-
tions, and engaging community members in the process. We provide more specific information about
the interventions and community engagement strategies used in ABSPY later in this report. SNG also
manages the Public Outreach and Engagement Liaison (POEL) team, which was developed by the City of
Seattle and housed within the Department of Neighborhoods. The POEL team is modeled after the An-
nie E. Casey Foundation’s Trusted Advocate model and consists of representatives from Seattle’s various
linguistic, ethnic, and cultural groups who provide translation, interpretation, and facilitation to ensure
that historically under-represented communities are engaged in civic processes. The POEL team was
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central to the community outreach and engagement process for ABSPY. Rainier Beach is a highly diverse
community and over 160 languages are spoken in the Rainier Valley, so the POELs played a crucial role
in ensuring that the community stakeholders who were involved in ABSPY were truly representative of
those who live and work in the community.

Rainier Beach Action Coalition. RBAC is a local alliance of Rainier Beach residents, community organi-
zations, businesses, agencies, and institutions that collaborate to build the neighborhood’s capacity to
improve quality of life and the status of local youth and families. RBAC oversees the RBNPU and works
to ensure that ABSPY and RBNPU are aligned and supported by the community. RBAC is also involved in
ABSPY interventions to activate hot spots and engage residents.

Seattle Police Department. SPD is engaged with ABSPY at both the precinct and command levels. At
the precinct level, SPD officers are involved in business and community engagement intervention activi-
ties and crime analysts support data tracking efforts. At the command level, SPD’s strategic crime analysis
unit provides CEBCP with crime incident and calls for service data on a monthly basis for evaluation pur-
poses and assists with other ad hoc data requests. A key part of the sustainability of ABSPY relies on SPD
building its own internal capacity to conduct hot spots analysis and implement place-based policing, as
we describe later in the report.

Boys and Girls Club of King County. The BGC, located at the Joel E. Smilow Clubhouse and Teen Cen-
ter at Rainier Vista, is the lead implementation agency for SYVPI’s Southeast neighborhood network, in
which the Rainier Beachneighborhood is located. BGC is a key partner in implementing crimeprevention
strategies, particularly those that provide supervision and activities for youth.

City of Seattle Office of City Auditor. OCA acts as the research liaison for research-based initiatives
across the city andhas an established relationshipwith CEBCP, the research partner. OCA also has a broad
overview of the activities of other City departments and facilitates contacts and collaboration between
departments for implementation and planning.

AdditionalCityPartners. Officeof EconomicDevelopment; SeattleDepartmentof Transportation; Seat-
tle Parks and Recreation; Seattle Public Library; Seattle Public Utilities.

Additional Community Partners. Aki Kurose Middle School; Atlantic Street Family Center; Catholic
Community Services Youth Tutoring Program; Dunlap Elementary School; Emerald City Bible Fellowship;
Ethiopian Community Services of Seattle; Fathers and Sons Together (FAST); Feet First; HomeSite; Lake
Washington Apartments; Oromo Center; Rainier Beach Campus Safety Team; Rainier Beach Community
Center Advisory Committee; Rainier Beach High School; Rainier Beach Merchants Association; Rainier
Beach United Methodist Church; Rainier Valley Chamber of Commerce; Rainier Valley Community De-
velopment Fund; Rainier Valley Corps; Seattle Police Foundation; Somali Community Services of Seattle;
South East EffectiveDevelopment (SEED); South LakeHigh School; South Seattle Crime Prevention Coun-
cil; South Shore K-8 School; The Mission Continues (veterans service organization); United Story; Urban
Impact.

2.3. The Problem Solving Process

ABSPY is unique because of its community-led approach to problem-solving around youth crime. Sys-
tematic problem solving efforts are increasingly common in crimeprevention settings and can effectively
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build justice system and community capacity to reduce crime. Examples include the SARA (scanning,
analysis, response, assessment) model of problem-oriented policing (Goldstein, 1990; Weisburd, Telep,
Hinkle, & Eck, 2010), the Communities That Care prevention science model (e.g. Hawkins, Catalano, &
Arthur, 2002), and the Substance Abuse andMental Health Services Administration’s (SAMHSA) Strategic
Prevention Framework. These approaches guide participants through a series of steps to examine and
analyze the evidence for a problem and identify the risk factors that drive it, develop tailored strategies
to address the risk factors, and engage in continuous assessment and evaluation to refine the strategies.
However, the extent to which community members are involved in these processes or have opportuni-
ties to lead them varies. The ABSPY model ensured that community members were fully involved in the
process of identifying the specific places and problems that needed to be addressed. The community
was also at the forefront of decidingwhich strategies should be implemented to address the problems at
each place, within a broad evidence-based framework and with facilitation and guidance from the Core
Team.

During the first 9 months of the initiative (January–September 2013), the Core Team and research part-
ners engaged in a comprehensive planning process to:

1. Identify youth crime hot spots within Rainier Beach and gather data about their characteristics and
potential risk factors for crime;

2. Build a “Community Task Force” (CTF) of Rainier Beach community members and train them in the
problem-solving approach; and

3. Work with the CTF to develop a set of evidence-informed interventions to address the specific risk
factors for crime at the identified hot spots.

Both the training in Stage 2 and Stage 3 took place at the beginning of the implementation period once
the planning phasewas complete (beginning inOctober 2013). Whilewe initially envisaged that all three
stageswould fall within the planning phase, we came to view the community outreach and engagement
involved in building the CTF andworking with that team to develop the interventions as an intervention
in itself. The process of identifying and building community capacity to intervene and problem-solve
ties closely to the concept of collective efficacy—one of the key theoretical bases for ABSPY—and the
enhancement of informal social control.

2.3.1. Identifying the hot spots

CEBCP undertook a street-by-street analysis of recorded crime incidents in SPD’s South Precinct, where
the Rainier Beach neighborhood is located, to identify “hot spots” of incidents involving youth. Following
the prior research described above, we defined a hot spot as a single street segment at which crime was
disproportionately concentrated. However, the final hot spots we selected for the intervention could
either be single street segments or small groups of several contiguous street segments, recognizing that
crime activity could be linked across several blocks (Weisburd et al., 2009). This approach also allowed us
to include incidents occurring in the intersections between blocks, which are typically excluded in street
segment analyses because they cannot be attributed to a specific block.

We used police incident reports to identify hot spots rather than calls for service data because the latter
do not include information about the ages of people involved. Calls for police service (which typically
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include both 911 calls from the public and police-initiated activities or “on-views”—problems that police
officers come across during the course of their patrol) provide a broader view of community concerns
and police observations than incident reports. Incident reports are taken when an officer responds to
a call and finds sufficient evidence of a crime or problem to make a record (even if nobody is arrested).
These reports usually contain information, including the age, of suspects, arrestees and victims, but are
limited to the information theofficer has available at the time the report ismade. However, using incident
reports is preferable to arrest records, which place the focus on individuals rather than places, especially
in the case of youth crime where officers may exercise considerable discretion in determining whether
to arrest (e.g. Skogan & Frydl, 2004).

Our hot spots analysiswasbasedon twodatasets providedbySPD for 2012 for the entire city. Onedataset
containeddetails of all incidents that generated a police report in that year: offense type;3 date, time, and
day of the incident; location (including full address and X-Y coordinates); roles of people involved in the
incident (arrestee, victim, suspect, subject, witness); andother pertinent information. The seconddataset
contained information about each person involved in an incident, and could be linked to the first dataset
byunique identifyingnumbers for each incident andperson. Thepersondataset contained eachperson’s
role, date of birth, demographic and physical descriptors, occupation, and the city, state, and zip code
of their home residence. We calculated the individual’s age at the time of the incident using the date of
birth and incident date. The dataset did not allow us to identify specific individuals.

We selected incidents involving juveniles and youth up to and including age 25 as suspects, subjects,
arrestees, and/or victims. We dropped any reports that were not crime or disorder-related (e.g. accidents,
suicides, natural deaths), traffic-related incidents, and those that could not be linked to a specific place
(e.g. DUI). We considered all offenses within incidents to provide the most accurate picture of crime at
each location, but the incident, not the offense was our primary unit of analysis so we selected a single
offense type to represent the report. Weprioritizedperson, thenproperty crimesover other offense types
(for example, a report of an assault where the arrestee was also carrying illegal drugs would be counted
as an assault). According to our data sharing agreement with SPD, as well as Washington state privacy
laws, wewere not allowed to share details of certain sensitive offense typeswith the community because
of the specific geographic focus of our project. These offense types were: domestic incidents, arson,
child abuse, suspicious circumstances, disturbances (if related to a death), weapons offenses, homicide,
kidnapping, witness intimidation, rape, sexual offenses, stalking, and threats (if related to death). Other
non-criminal or disorder-related issues are also non-reportable: deaths, runaways, mental health crisis,
missing person, overdose, and suicide. However, we did not exclude these incidents from our hot spots
identification or evaluation, as the findings are not broken out by offense type.

Wegeocoded the addresses of eligible incidents in ArcMap 10.2.4 Over 99 percent of addresseswere suc-
cessfully matched for the entire city after removing non-addresses such as “Seattle area.” We geocoded
incidents by address rather than X-Y coordinates because the coordinates located incidents at the center
of land parcels, making it impossible to determine whether the incident occurred on the block in front of
the parcel or on an adjacent cross street. Incidents occurring at intersections comprised about 10 percent
of the citywide total.

After geocoding the incidents, streets in the South Precinct were joined to the points and mapped. We

3Each incident report could containmultiple offenses; for example, if the police responded to a report of an assault and arrested a
subjectwhowas found to be carrying heroin, both the assault and the drug offensewould be recordedwithin the same incident
report.

4Full technical details of this approach are available in a separate report (Gill, Vitter, & Weisburd, 2015).
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used the borders of Rainier Beach as described in the Rainier Beach Neighborhood Plan Update to de-
termine which street segments fell within the neighborhood.5 In the maps referenced below (Figures
1–3) we use a 5-color scheme created using the natural breaks (Jenks) method in ArcMap to assess the
degree of youth-involved crime concentration at each street segment. Although the number of crimes
in each category varied depending on whether we examined juvenile (under 18) or youth (age 18-25)
incidents, Category 1 (green) represented street segments with no or very little crime and Category 5
(purple) represented those with the most crime. We examined street segments that fell within Rainier
Beach and Categories 3, 4, or 5 to focus in on five target hot spots for intervention. We also examined
street segments in those categories outside the boundaries of Rainier Beach to identify five comparison
hot spots that were matched to the target hot spots (see below). We do not identify the exact locations
of the comparison hot spots in this report as data collection and comparison efforts are still ongoing at
the time of writing.

We used a variety of additional sources to assemble information about the hot spots. Map layers from
King County and Google were included to identify land parcels, major buildings, transit lines and stops,
bodies of water, streams, parks, and schools. We also used Google Street View to visualize each location
and followed up with in-person site visits. We also used Census data (at the block group level) on demo-
graphics, poverty, employment, education, and number of households with juveniles as a further point
of comparison between the Rainier Beach hot spots and the comparison sites (in addition to the number
and types of incidents occurring there) in order to narrow down the remaining South Precinct sites to
find matches. While Rainier Beach is in many ways unique, we were able to match each of the five hot
spots with comparison sites that were similar in terms of crime rates, demographics, and land use charac-
teristics (such as the presence of schools, residential and commercial properties, Light Rail stations etc.).
Finally, we validated the five target hot spots in an informal focus groupwith the Core Team. This allowed
us not only to ensure that the locations we identifiedmatched the community’s perceptions of the high-
est crime areas, but also to gather additional qualitative information about the places from those who
were familiar with them, including historical context, land use and population, and existing revitalization
efforts. Later in the process, additional data collection was undertaken by the research team, Core Team,
and community partners toprovide further context for intervention. These efforts includedaCommunity
Appearance Index, Crime Prevention Through Environmental Design (CPTED) assessments, focus groups
with youth, and the two-wave community survey described later in this report.

Figures 1 and 2 show the results of the South Precinct hot spots mapping for juveniles and youth age
18-25 respectively.6 The Rainier Beach neighborhood is shaded in pink. Consistent with the research
on crime concentration at micro-place, the majority of incidents were concentrated on specific street
segments spread around the precinct—note that most of the street segments had few to no reported
incidents in 2012. We identified 21 individual or small clusters of street segmentswith disproportionately
high numbers of incidents across the precinct. These “hot” locations tended to be nearmajor roads, such
as Rainier Avenue South and Martin Luther King Jr. Way.

Figure 3 zooms in on the hot spots in and around the Rainier Beach neighborhood. In this map, both
juvenile and youth incidents are shown, with the color on the outside of the street segment representing
the number of incidents involving youth and the color on the inside representing juvenile incidents. Our
analysis revealed six clusters of street segments in Rainier Beach, of which we selected five according to

5Wenote that SPDusesdifferentboundaries to identify Rainier Beach for itsmicro-community crimeanalysis approach; therefore,
our analysis of crime trends in Rainier Beach does not necessarily match SPD statistics.

6For the remainder of this report, we use the term “juvenile” to refer to children under the age of 18 and “youth” to refer to young
adults age 18-25.
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our original proposal. We included more than one street segment in each hot spot to increase the num-
ber of offenses for statistical analysis and also to account for the fact that contiguous “hot” segments
likely have linked crime problems. During our focus group with the Core Team we also assigned recog-
nizable names to each hot spot that would make sense to the community. Figure 4 shows the five hot
spots as theywere presented to the community, and places themwithin the context of other geographic
features and community resources in the neighborhood, including the “Rainier Beach Pearls”—locations
identified in the Rainier Beach Neighborhood Plan as community hubs and targets for economic revital-
ization.

Location #17/A: Rose Street. The two street segments of Rainier Avenue S. immediately south of S.
Kenyon Street (orange and red-orange in Figure 3 and the small orange-red segment immediately south
of the intersection of Rainier Avenue S., Wolcott Avenue S., and Wabash Avenue S.

Location #18/D: Rainier &Henderson. The four segments of Rainier Avenue S. and S. Henderson Street
that radiate out from the intersection between the streets (red, orange-red, and orange).

Location #20/E: The Light Rail. The four segments of S. Henderson Street and Martin Luther King Jr.
Way S. that converge on the intersection (orange and yellow-orange) where the Rainier Beach Light Rail
station is located.

Location#19/B: LakeWashingtonApartments. The purple-red segment of Seward Park Avenue S. and
the orange segment immediately north. A large apartment complex sits behind the purple-red segment,
alsoboundedbyS.HendersonStreet and52ndAvenueS. (S. Fisher Place iswithin theapartment complex,
which is gated).

Location #21/C: Our SafeWay. The purple-red segment of Rainier Avenue S. The name is a play on the
Safeway grocery store at the location and 52nd Avenue S., which appears as a street on the map but is
actually a pedestrian alley known locally as Mapes Creek Walkway or “The Cut.”

We produced detailed profiles of each of these hot spots for the Community Task Force training (de-
scribed below), which took place inOctober 2013. These profiles, which contain descriptions of the phys-
ical location, history, and community resources at each hot spot and data on crime and safety for January
2012 through August 2013, can be accessed via the ABSPY website.

2.3.2. Building the Community Task Force

As previously noted, the development of the Community Task Force (CTF) was the key innovation of
ABSPY and the initial stage of our intervention process. During the planning phase, Seattle Neighbor-
hoodGroup (SNG) took the lead on developing an inclusive community outreach and engagement strat-
egy to ensure not only that community members from each of the five hot spots were involved in the
process, but also that those who were identified and engaged truly represented the diversity of these
“micro-communities.” This involved outreach to apartment complexes, places of worship, businesses
and schools with whom SNG had existing contacts through its crime prevention work; asset mapping of
existing and new contacts; and door-to-door visits. The POELs played a crucial role here in identifying
and engaging members of their respective ethnic and cultural communities (in particular, the African
American, Ethiopian, Filipino, Somali, Spanish, and Vietnamese communities).
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These efforts led to the development of a CTF made up of over 100 community members, who formed
the five hot spot teams that engaged in a series of problem solving workshops over the next six months
(see below). One long-termmember of the communitywho attended the initial CTF training session told
us she had been tomany community meetings in the neighborhood over the years, but this was the first
time she felt the full cultural and ethnic diversity of the community was authentically represented. Our
efforts to engage the community—particularly thosemembers who are traditionally under-represented,
including youth—did not stop at the CTF workshops and we used creative approaches beyond simply
inviting people to meetings to include their voices in our problem solving activities, including police-
community panels and focus groups with young people in schools and through the Rainier Valley Boys
andGirls Club. Ourmost innovative outreach effortwas a collaborationwithUnited Story, a civic engage-
ment organization, called Breaking the Pane, which provided an opportunity for community members to
use art as a vehicle to express their perceptions of crime, safety, collective efficacy, and neighborhood
pride by decorating panes of glass with images and words. Breaking the Pane consisted of a series of
outdoor workshops culminating in a large Gathering event in which over 120 people—mostly youth—
engaged in dialogue and enjoyed performances inspired by the art they had created. The panes of glass
were then assembled to create a large,moveable installation thatwas displayed at bothGathering events
and has also been showcased at Seattle City Hall and in local schools.

CTF activities began with a full-team, 7-hour training session developed as a collaboration between the
Core Team, research partners, and our technical assistance partner, Community Anti-Drug Coalitions of
America (CADCA). The curriculumwas adapted from SAMHSA’s Strategic Prevention Framework (see also
Yang, Foster-Fishman, Collins, & Ahn, 2012) to fit the place-based approach of ABSPY and BCJI, and was
designed to be culturally appropriate to the Rainier Beach community. The adapted problem solving
approach encouraged community members to develop a “logic model” for each hot spot, starting with
identification of the problem and culminating in a set of tailored strategies to address it:

1. What is the problem? The comprehensive data reports created for each hot spot were provided
to participants in workbooks to provide an overview of incidents recorded by police in each hot
spot. Community members were encouraged to go beyond the data, recognizing that police data
only represent a snapshot of concerns among sections of the community that are more likely to
call the police and may not reflect lower-level problems that contribute to fear of crime.

2. Why is the problem occurring? What are the “root causes” of the crime problems identified?
These are not necessarily micro-place specific, but reflect underlying theories of why crime might
be more likely in some communities than others (for example, poverty, unemployment, and lack
of opportunities).

3. Why here? What are the place-based risk factors that drive the crime problem at the specific hot
spots? How do the root causes of crime manifest in those places? Examples include social and
environmental factors such as a lack of supervision of youth, poor lighting, physical disorder, and
so on.

4. What can we do about it? Which evidence-informed strategies could be applied at the specific
hot spots to address the place-based risk factors? This stage is described in more detail below.

5. Why do we think it will work? What are the mechanisms that connect the identified strategies
back to the risk factors and root causes?

6. What is the expected outcome? What specific outcomes will be affected if the strategies are im-
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plemented successfully? Examples include reductions in specific crime types, increases in collec-
tive efficacy and neighborhood capacity, reduced fear of crime, and so on.

The training sessionwas pilot-testedwith the Core Teamandother project stakeholders in June 2013 and
feedback from that session was used to refine the curriculum. The full CTF training was held in October
2013. Thedaybeganwith introductions from theCaptain of SPD’s SouthPrecinct (at the time, theCaptain
was Carmen Best, who went on to be promoted to Deputy Chief—she was greatly liked and respected
by the Rainier Beach community), then-SYVPI Director Mariko Lockhart, and the research partners. The
remainder of the training day consisted of a mixture of short presentations on the program theory, data,
and problem solving process, and group exercises in which participants applied what they had learned
from the presentations to each stage of the problem solving process (up to stage 3). The training session
was intended as a “dry run” of the process rather than a definitive problem analysis; each stage of the
process was covered in detail in a series of follow-up workshops as described below.

In addition to the diversity of the CTF, the fact that over 100members attended a full-day training session
on a Saturdaywas further testimony to both the success of our outreach efforts and thewillingness of the
community to get involved. This level of involvement can be partially attributed to the amount of collec-
tive efficacy already present in the community. We introduced them to this concept, whichwe described
as “neighborliness” and defined as the principle of “it takes a village…”, during the training session and
it resonated strongly with many of the attendees. In addition, several practical factors increased atten-
dance. The POELs again played a vital role during the training, especially those who worked with non-
English speaking communitymembers. Weorganized tables for different non-English speakinggroups in
addition to hot spot-specific tables, at which the POELs provided simultaneous interpretation and group
activity facilitation in six different languages for the duration of the training session. The sessionwas held
at South Shore K-8 School, which is at the heart of Rainier Beach and within the Rainier & Henderson hot
spot, so it was easily accessible for most community members. While giving up a Saturday was still a big
ask for the community members, it was easier than trying to schedule the training on a weekday when
manypeoplewould be atwork, or spreading it out across a series ofweekday evenings. However, we also
ensured that the training was recorded (by a local multimedia company) for those who were interested
but could not attend, and provided copies of all training materials on the ABSPY website. Finally, SYVPI
tapped non-federal resources to provide food from local restaurants and free child carewithin the school
building so that families with children could attend and participate.

The full CTF problem solving process consisted of a series of five workshops held between December
2013 and May 2014, and a final sixth workshop in October 2014 to assess new data, including SNG’s
comprehensive CPTED assessments of the five hot spots and the first wave of the community survey
(described below). This workshop calendar roughly corresponded to each stage of the problem solving
framework (some workshops on the same topic were repeated because of scheduling challenges). Each
workshop began with a team building exercise to reinforce the sense of community and collective effi-
cacy within each hot spot group and introduce new participants. The CTF began in the first workshop
by examining the SPD data as presented by the research partners in the initial community reports. The
research partners attended the workshops (either in person or via video conference) to provide support
and assistance as the teams attempted to make sense of the police data. From there, the CTF was asked
to “tell the story” of youth crime at each hot spot, taking into account their own experiences as com-
munity members and the additional qualitative data. This allowed the CTF to develop a picture of the
unique local conditions at each hot spot, placedwithin the cultural and historical context of the location.
In subsequent workshops the CTF identified the place-based risk factors tied to the problems they had
identified and developed a set of strategies within a broad framework of evidence-informed principles
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(described below). In each subsequent workshop the definitions of the problem and place-based risk
factors were refined to take into account updates to the SPD data provided by the research partners, and
the additional data collection efforts including the youth focus groups and police-community panels.
The agendas, notes, and products of each workshop are archived on the ABSPY website.

The problem solving process culminated with the final workshop at the end of May 2014, which was
presented as a community event called TheGathering. Thiswas anopportunity for theCTF topresent the
results of the problem-solving process to the broader community, and celebrate themove fromproblem
solving to implementation and all the progress that had been made so far. The Gathering was attended
by the Mayor of Seattle. The Gathering was followed up in December 2015 to celebrate the end of the
first full year of implementation and present preliminary findings, and the CTF met on an ad hoc basis
several times during the implementation period to plan for implementation and assess newdata (such as
the first wave of the community survey described below, which was conducted in the summer of 2014).

2.3.3. Developing the interventions

TheCTFwas given broad discretion in selecting interventions to address the specific risk factors for youth
crime at their hot spots. However, in order to ensure that the interventions selected were in line with
either evidence-based strategies or theoretically informed innovations, the research partners created a
Strategies Guide that set out four broad categories within which interventions were to be developed.
The Strategies Guide described the research basis for these categories (and for the overall concept of
addressing crime by focusing on micro-places) in plain language and included examples relevant to the
local area to inspire and guide the CTF. The four categories were as follows:

1. Increasing supervision and providing structure for youth. This area of intervention builds on
the research cited above indicating that unsupervised, unstructured socializing among youth is
linked to higher levels of youth violence in communities, and that hot spots of juvenile crime tend
to be those places in which youth engage in unsupervised, unstructured activities. Strategies that
increase supervision tie into routine activities theory, which posits that opportunities for crime are
generated when a motivated offender and a suitable target or victim converge at places in which
there is a lack of guardianship (people—or non-human guardians such as security cameras—who
can protect victims and targets through their presence and watchfulness), place management
(people who control activities and behavior at certain places), and/or handlers (people who in-
fluence offenders to avoid crime) (Cohen & Felson, 1979; Eck, 1994; Felson, 1986).

2. Changing the physical environment. Environmental approaches, including situational crime
prevention and Crime Prevention Through Environmental Design (CPTED), are well-established
strategies for reducing crime at places (e.g. Bowers & Johnson, 2016; Clarke, 1983, 1995; Guerette &
Bowers, 2009; Welsh & Farrington, 2008;Welsh, Mudge, & Farrington, 2010). Environmental change
ties into the “broken windows” theory (Wilson & Kelling, 1982), which proposes that if small exam-
ples of visible physical disorder such as graffiti, trash, discardedneedles, or brokenwindows are not
quickly addressed, more serious crime can result as potential offenders learn that community ca-
pacity to prevent problems is lacking (for example, people are afraid or unwilling to call the police).
Signs of physical disorder and poor design (such as inadequate street lighting) can cause residents
and visitors to feel unsafe, increasing the likelihood that they will stay inside and thus be unable to
act as “eyes on the street.” Again, this ties back to the routine activities theory and the protective
effect of guardianship against crime. Another advantage of environmental approaches is that they

13

http://safeplaceforyouth.weebly.com/community-workshops.html
http://safeplaceforyouth.weebly.com/uploads/2/5/6/6/25669462/evidence-informed_strategies.pdf


Rainier Beach: A Beautiful Safe Place for Youth

are intended to encourage all space users to look out for each other and behave positively, rather
than to target specific individuals or groups.

3. Changingpolicies and rules. Changing policies and rules are related to environmental strategies,
but the focus is on either revising or improving the enforcement of existing civil regulations and
law to encourage positive behavior or hold accountable those peoplewho contribute to crime and
disorder by breaking rules. This area is related to the “place management” element of routine ac-
tivities theory. Place managers are not necessarily directly responsible for preventing crime, but
their behavior and activities in relation to their role at a place can affect crime opportunities. For
example, a shopkeeper whose counter has a clear view to the street can act as an additional pair
of eyes to deter illegal activities that might be occurring on the street outside. However, a shop-
keeper who routinely sells alcohol to minors or a landlord who neglects his or her building may
be contributing to problems. Cities often have ways to hold such people responsible using civil
remedies. Enforcing these rules and developing multi-agency partnerships between communi-
ties, government agencies, and regulators to encourage compliance and reporting of problems
can be effective at reducing crime (e.g. Eck & Wartell, 1999; Mazerolle, Price, & Roehl, 2000; Maze-
rolle & Ransley, 2005; Sherman, Farrington, Welsh, & MacKenzie, 2006; Taxman & McEwen, 1997;
Weisburd & Eck, 2004).

4. “It takes a village:” Building collective efficacy. Collective efficacy is defined as “the willingness
[of residents] to intervene for the common good” (Sampson et al., 1997, p. 919). It is closely related
to social cohesion—the social bonds or ties between community members—and describes the
mechanism by which a community can work together to prevent crime through enhanced formal
rather than informal social controls. There is a long theoretical tradition in criminology suggest-
ing that crime rates at places are linked to socially disorganized communities in which the abil-
ity of residents to self-regulate and take action to improve safety are weakened by the stresses of
poverty, isolation, and residential turnover (Bursik Jr., 1988; Kubrin & Weitzer, 2003; Sampson &
Groves, 1989; Shaw & McKay, 1942; Weisburd, 2012; Weisburd et al., 2015; Weisburd et al., 2012).
On the other hand, research also shows that even at the street block level, places with high rates
of collective efficacy tend to have lower crime rates over time and are unlikely to become crime
hot spots (Weisburd, 2012; Weisburd et al., 2012). The strengthening of informal social control—
the informal rules by which community members regulate each other (as opposed to formal social
control, which is the enforcement of law by agents of the legal system)—is also related to the con-
cept of guardianship. Residents know and trust each other, look out for each other, and take pride
in and ownership of their space, which may explain the lower crime rates. A further benefit of
building collective efficacy is that it ties into the research cited above suggesting that young peo-
ple respond better to services and support provided in the community. In addition, when young
people know, trust, and respect their family members and neighbors they have an incentive not to
let these people down. Building collective efficacy is at the heart of the ABSPY strategy, including
the CTF process, and engages all members of the community in looking out for youth.

While each hot spot team worked to develop interventions that were specifically tailored to the “logic
models” of problems, risk factors, and local conditions they had developed for each hot spot, there were
a number of similarities between the five locations in terms of the specific problems and the community’s
ideas for how to address them. Thus, theCore Teamdeveloped the community’s recommendations into a
set of interventions that were applied at some or all of the hot spots depending onwhether they aligned
with the logic models. These interventions are described below. The logic models for each hot spot, and
for the overall ABPSY strategy, were finalized in the fifth CTF workshop and can be downloaded from the
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ABSPY website.

Corner Greeters.* The Corner Greeters are a signature intervention of ABSPY. Corner Greeters is a series
of “pop-up” events and activities that began immediately after theGathering, over the summer of 2014. It
was designed to build collective efficacy among residents by giving residents a reason to come together
and get to know each tother, and to provide guardianship by “activating” public spaces in the hot spots
where young people might otherwise gather in unstructured and unsupervised activities. Community
events were held in each hot spot on a rotating weekly basis. Examples included origami-making (a
quick activity for passengers waiting for the Light Rail), hula hoop making, and other art, craft, music,
and cultural activities.

Involvement of youth was key to the success of Corner Greeters. The intervention specifically aimed to
build collective efficacy and community ties among younger residents in Rainier Beach and to involve
youth in productive activities. Each pop-up event is organized by young people, with support from the
Rainier Beach Action Coalition (RBAC). Youth who participate recruit other youth and volunteers from
around the neighborhoods to bring awareness to and sustain the Corner Greeter effort. RBAC has also
sustained community engagement through Town Hall events to raise awareness of and participation in
issues and activities that affect the community, and “citizen journalism” by young people. The latter is
used to publicize events and spread positive messaging about the neighborhood through both tradi-
tional and social media outlets.

Plaza activation. The plaza outside South Shore K-8 school and the Rainier Beach Community Center
at the Rainier and Henderson hot spot offered a gathering space for community events, but was under-
utilized and had become a “hang-out” spot for youth. A local police officer also pointed out problems
with the environmental design of the space to one of the research partners—it was not clear where the
public plaza ended and the private school property began, which made it difficult to enforce trespass
laws tomove groups of youth off the property. The CTF extended the collective efficacy and supervision
aspects of the Corner Greeters initiative to “activate” the plaza for the community over the summer of
2014. This period also coincidedwith the Seattle Mayor’s Office’s “Summer of Safety” initiative across the
city, which provided additional resources for youth to plan and lead events at the plazawith support from
Seattle Parks and Recreation and the Core Team. These events involved food, art, music, and drill team
competitions, and provided an opportunity for youth to become positively involved in the community
and contribute to prosocial activities.

Campus Safety/Safe Passage. A key risk factor for youth crime at the Rainier and Henderson hot spot
was the convergence of large numbers of young people on school days at one of the many schools lo-
cated around the intersection. The intersection is home to the Rainier Beach campus, which includes
Dunlap Elementary, South Shore K-8, Rainier Beach High School, and South Lake alternative school. An
additional middle school, Aki Kurose, is not physically located at the intersection but is considered to be
part of the campus. The Rainier Beach Community Center, which had historically been a hub for crime
and disorder involving youth, was closed for renovations in 2011 and reopened at the end of September
2013, shortly before our interventions began. The community center is also located on the campus, di-
rectly adjacent to South Shore K-8 School and connected by the plaza as described above. Rainier and
Henderson is also a major transit hub for students traveling to and from school as well as other com-
muters from the neighborhood. The problem-solving process revealed that youth crime was highest
around the campus in the after-school hours. One local condition identified by many community mem-
bers was the fact that the school day ended at the same time in all the schools, leading to large groups
of young people converging on the community center, plaza, and intersection. This was associated with
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spikes in crime and, in at least one case, a mass brawl involving up to 60 students.

Interventions on the Rainier Beach campuswere supported by the Campus Safety Team (CST), amonthly
multi-agency planning and communications team hosted by Seattle Parks and Recreation and involving
Seattle Public Schools, the Community Center, Rainier Beach Library, Seattle Police Department, and the
Boys and Girls Club of King County. The CST was crucial to the success of interventions at Rainier and
Henderson, as it brought together entities that did not previously have any systematic approach to com-
munication and strategic planning. Two creative interventions were developed by the CTF, Core Team,
and CST at the campus, which drew on the supervision and structure and policy change intervention
themes. The Safe Passage team, named for similar programs in Chicago and Los Angeles, provides su-
pervision, guardianship, and a friendly face on the streets during the after-school hours when students
are leaving school. Safe Passage staff are also authorized to break up fights and disturbances, but have
typically been a positive presence and are well-loved by the students. The team is clearly identifiable by
bright blue jackets labeled “Be Safe,” which students often shout to them and each other as they pass
by. The second intervention, also recommended by the CTF, was a successful request to change school
release times to stagger the flow of youth moving through the campus. Instead of everyone leaving
school at the same time, younger students now remain in school later to give older students a chance to
disperse.

Early on in the implementation process, the CST also explored CPTED strategies to discourage youth
from congregating, especially in areas where guardianship is limited, and to address the lack of a clear
boundary between the school property and public plaza described above. The team’s efforts resulted in
the installationof a fence to separate theplaza and school areas fromtheadjacentbus stops and sidewalk,
and signage to distinguish between school and park property. In addition, the Rainier Beach Community
Center staff began locking the doors that face out to the plaza during certain high-traffic times and days
to reduce pedestrian traffic and force community center users to enter through the front door, where
there is always adult supervision.

Businessengagement. Theproblem-solvingprocess revealed that business owners,managers, andem-
ployees are key stakeholders at almost all of the five hot spots, many of which are characterized bymixed
residential and commercial land use. The CTF recognized their role in improving youth and community
safety and developed several interventions to engage with businesses, with the goal of helping them to
better prevent crime. These interventions built on all four intervention themes: improving supervision
by building guardianship and place management capacity among businesses, environmental and pol-
icy improvements, and building collective efficacy within the business community. A Business Outreach
and Crime Prevention Education Team was developed through the Seattle Neighborhood Group. This
was a multicultural and multilingual team that conducted surveys to assess business stakeholder con-
cerns about crime and safety. The survey revealed several key needs. First, business owners reported
that they often experienced victimization at their place of work but rarely reported the crime because
they believed the police did not follow up or would not take them seriously. Second, business owners
were not always aware of steps they could take, including CPTED and target hardening efforts, to protect
their businesses and reduce opportunities for crime. The team used the findings of this outreach effort
to develop partnerships between SPD and the local business owners to help them learn more about the
process of crime reporting. SPD has stepped up its efforts to engage with local businesses in a timely
manner after a crime is reported, and the precinct crime analysts are working to develop an alert system
that will notify precinct supervisors when a crime is reported at a business within Rainier Beach to facil-
itate this follow-up. The team is also working to implement CPTED improvements with local businesses
(see below) and has developed crime prevention information and education resources in the languages
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most commonly spoken by business owners in the hot spots: Amharic, Oromo, Somali, Spanish, and
Vietnamese.

CrimePrevention Through Environmental Design (CPTED). CPTED improvements on both public and
private property are the focus of the final category of interventions, which address the themes of envi-
ronmental and policy change. To assess the need for such changes, in 2014 the Seattle Neighborhood
Group conducted comprehensive CPTED assessments of each hot spot location, all of which are available
at the ABSPY website, and community teams conducted Community Appearance Index assessments for
each location to assess visible signs of disorder (Figures 5–11). CPTED interventions on public property,
such as improvements to the streets and bus shelters, property owned by the schools, and parks and
trails around the neighborhood, have taken longer to implement because of the complexity of making
oftenmajor physical infrastructure changes in partnership with other local government institutions, and
these changes were just getting off the ground at the time of writing this report. However, the Busi-
ness Outreach Team has worked closely with local businesses to help them make smaller changes to
their storefronts, including clearing posters and stickers and painting out graffiti. For more substantial
CPTED improvements, SNG partnered with South East Effective Development (SEED) to provide financial
resources and technical assistance to implement CPTED storefront improvements for a handful of small
family andminority-ownedbusinesses in the hot spots. SEEDworkedwith business andproperty owners
and independent contractors to remove security bars from windows to improve sight lines, install fenc-
ing to limit access to less visible areas, improve curb appeal through exterior lighting upgrades, paint,
and install new signage. ABSPY mobilized teams of community volunteers, including youth and service
organizations such as The Mission Continues, a veterans’ organization, to join forces with local business
associations such as the Rainier Valley Chamber of Commerce and the Rainier Beach Merchants Associa-
tion to remove litter, clear storm drains, and improve landscaping in the surrounding neighborhood.

2.4. Implementation

ABSPY is a complex, multifaceted set of interventions requiring coordination and contracting across a
wide range of planning and implementation partners from numerous local government agencies, non-
profitorganizations, andcommunitymembers. Asnoted, someof the interventionswereable toprogress
organically, such as the Corner Greeters initiative, while others like CPTED improvements to public prop-
erty at the hot spots took years of planning to get off the ground. The business engagement intervention
required several sequential steps, with the implementation and analysis of the needs assessment survey
a necessary prerequisite to any substantive changes. The level of implementation also varied across the
five hot spots, with some interventions applied only at specific hot spots (such as Safe Passage at Rainier
and Henderson) and others covering all five target areas. As a result, ABSPY had a “rolling start” in May
2014 with The Gathering and the first Corner Greeter and plaza activation events, and full implementa-
tionwas finally achieved in June 2016with the first CPTED improvements in certain hot spots. In addition,
there was a break in implementation of all interventions for the first three months of 2016 due to delays
in the contracting process for the calendar year. A detailed timeline showing the progress of implemen-
tation and themonths duringwhich each type of interventionwas active and inactive is shown in Figures
12 and 13.

TheCore Team, including the researchpartners, remained actively engaged throughout the implementa-
tion process. Core Team meetings were (and continue to be) held monthly, and a separate Intervention
Team, consisting of the contractors and community members responsible for implementing the inter-
ventions and facilitated by the Project Coordinator, also beganmeetingmonthly to discuss progress and
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concerns specifically related to implementation. Intervention Team meetings initially took place toward
the end of the Core Team meeting, but eventually a separate meeting time was organized to allow both
teams more time for discussion and planning.

In December 2015 a second Gathering event was organized to celebrate ABSPY’s progress during the
first full year of implementation. The event involved music; dancing; presentations and exhibitions from
Core Teammembers, SPD, and various community organizations; activities for participants, including an
interactive display of statements made by attendees about what makes Rainier Beach great and what
they looked forward to in 2016; and food donated by community partners.
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3. The ABSPY Evaluation

The Center for Evidence-Based Crime Policy (CEBCP) at George Mason University conducted a two-part
evaluation to assess the effectiveness of ABSPY at reducing youth andoverall crime. Weusemonthly data
on crime and calls for police service to both descriptively and statistically assess the impact of ABSPY
in the hot spots relative to their comparison areas, the Rainier Beach neighborhood, and SPD’s South
Precinct. Second, we conducted a two-wave, door-to-door street and household survey in the five hot
spots and their comparison areas in the summer of 2014 and again in the summer of 2016 to assess
community perceptions of crime, safety, and collective efficacy.

3.1. Analysis of Crime and Calls for Service

Data for our evaluation of ABSPY’s impact on crime and calls for service came from the same SPDdatasets
provided for the initial hot spots identification described above. SPD expanded the initial 2012 data to
include 2011 through August 2016 (during the ABSPY planning phase, SPD and CEBCP entered into a
monthly data sharing agreement), as well as a separate database from SPD’s Computer Aided Dispatch
(CAD) system, which captures calls for police service. We selected January 2011 as the start date because
changes in SPD’s data collection and recording methods prior to this date increase the risk that earlier
data are not comparable. For the evaluation we assessed the impact of ABSPY on several different crime
outcomes, as follows:

1. Calls for police service. Calls for service data reflect both 911 calls from the public and police
“on-views”—situations that officers log as they come across them in the course of their patrol. We
examined calls for service because they provide the largest number of units of analysis at each loca-
tion (not all calls for service result in a police incident report), so offer themost statistical power for
analysis. They also reflect the concerns of the community; i.e., what community members are call-
ing the police about. However, they do not contain reliable information about the age of suspects
or victims as this is verified by the officer if and when a report is taken. It is also important to note
that just because someone calls the police it does not necessarily mean that a crime occurred, and
that the nature of the call can change from the initial call to the final investigation. Reflecting this,
SPD’s CAD database classifies calls as “initial” and “final,” and within each of these two categories
are three further subcategories: “translation,” “rollup 1,” and “rollup 2.” Final Translation provides
the largest number of calls and themost detail; however, wemade the decision to use Final Rollup
2 in our analysis because this category excludes traffic calls, police checks (such as abandoned ve-
hicles), and non-crime-related police activity logs (for example, when an officer logs that they are
on a break a CAD record is created) that are not relevant to our evaluation. Note that Final Rollup 2
also excludes the offense types we are not authorized to report to the public as discussed above.

2. Police incident reports. As described earlier, police incident reports are taken when police re-
spond to a call and find some substantive evidence that a crime may have occurred (such as a
victim or witness willing to make a report). We evaluated the impact of the evaluation on all inci-
dent reports at each location (juvenile, youth, and adult), and because we are reporting combined
crime numbers we use non-reportable incident types in these analyses.

3. Juvenile/youth incident reports. Wealsofilteredout those incident reports that involvea juvenile
or youth (age 18-25) as a suspect, arrestee, or victim and analyzed the impact of the interventions
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on that subset of reports. Typically in our data reports to the Core Team and community during
the ABSPY intervention period we have separated out these two age groups, but due to the small
number of crimes overall we have combined them in our evaluation to reduce challenges with the
statistical analysis.

4. Part I violent and property crimes. Most police agencies report their crime numbers to the FBI’s
UniformCrime Reporting (UCR) program. TheUCR requires the reporting of eight “index crimes”—
four violent crime types and four property crime types—that are considered to be serious crimes
that occur regularly in all areas of theUnited States and are likely to be reported to thepolice. These
are also known as Part I crimes. Part I violent crimes are homicide, rape, robbery, and aggravated
assault. Part I property crimes are burglary, larceny-theft, motor vehicle theft (counted separately
from larceny-theft), and arson. Following the logic that these crimes are likely to be reported to
the police and thus reflect a fairly accurate picture of serious crime in the hot spots, we assess the
impact of the interventions on each category of Part I crime. We caution thatwedonot have access
to the criteria SPD uses to determine which specific violations of Washington state criminal law are
counted in each of these eight categories; we did our own classification based on the offense type
descriptions provided in the SPDdataset. Thus, our counts of Part I crimes donot necessarilymatch
those that may be provided by SPD.

5. Violent crime. We also combine Part I violent crimes and simple assault in a separate analysis.
While the hot spots selection for ABSPYwas based on all crime types due to relatively low numbers
of all crimes at the street block level, the original concern of the communitywhenABSPYwasdevel-
oped was juvenile and youth violence. Thus, we examine the impact of ABSPY on a broader range
of violent crimes. We decided to use all violent incident reports rather than limiting our analysis to
those including juvenile and youth due to the small number of crimes overall.

6. Part II crimes. The UCR also collects arrest data only for a set of less serious crimes, known as
Part II crimes. These are simple assault, forgery and counterfeiting, fraud, embezzlement, stolen
property, vandalism, weapons, prostitution, sex offenses (except rape and prostitution), drug and
liquor violations, gambling, offenses against the family and children, driving under the influence,
drunkenness, disorderly conduct, vagrancy, suspicious circumstances, curfew and loitering viola-
tions, juvenile runaways, and all other offense types except traffic violations. We hypothesized that
if ABSPY reduces serious crime but increases collective efficacywemight in fact see increases in the
number of Part II crimes reported, as community members become more likely to call the police
and more empowered to take action against minor quality of life issues. Note that while police
departments are only required to report arrest data for Part II crimes, we use all incident reports in
our analysis. We also exclude driving under the influence as explained above.

3.1.1. Analytic strategy

The rolling intervention start date and breaks in the interventions present a challenge for the analysis
because there is no clear distinction between “pre” and “post” implementation. This makes it impossi-
ble to directly assess a change in crime rates in the post-implementation period that could be attributed
to the interventions. However, with access to a long time-series of monthly data we were able to use a
difference-in-differences modeling approach using Poisson regression with robust standard errors to es-
timate the effects of the interventions onmonthly crimeoutcomes in the treatment and comparison sites
according to whether the treatment was active or inactive in a given month. The Poisson difference-in-
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differences model followed the methodology described in Kondo, Keene, Hohl, MacDonald, and Branas
(2015) and the recommendations of Berk and MacDonald (2008). The robust standard errors provide a
more conservative estimate of statistical significance, given overdispersion in the model and the depen-
dencybetween treatment-active and treatment-inactiveobservations in each treatment andcomparison
site.

We first present a time series graph showing the monthly numbers of each crime outcome alongside
key project milestones. We then report on a series of difference-in-differencesmodels to estimate causal
effects of the interventions on each of the outcomes described above (calls for police service, all reported
incidents, reported incidents involving youth, Part I violence, Part I property crime, and violent crime) at
the Rainier Beach hot spots compared to the comparison sites. We examined the overall effect of all the
interventions at the pooled treatment (hot spot) and comparison sites, using the timelines in Figures 12
and 13 to identify periods when at least one intervention was active or no interventions were active. We
alsoassessedeach treatment-comparisonpair separately, using the intervention-active and intervention-
inactive dates for only those interventions that were applied at the specific hot spot, and the impact of
each typeof intervention at thehot spots inwhich itwas applied (for example, the analysis of thebusiness
engagement intervention was conducted using pooled crime outcomes for the Rose Street and Light
Rail hot spots and their respective comparison sites). Finally, we present percentage change graphs for
the pooled hot spots relative to the Rainier Beach neighborhood as a whole, and for the Rainier Beach
neighborhood relative to the South Precinct.

In each difference-in-difference model, the unit of analysis is the number of each type of outcome (i)
per month in each treatment and comparison site (t) from January 2011 to August 2016 (68 months).
Each model includes, at minimum, a crime outcome, an intervention active/inactive term, a treatment
assignment term, and a difference-in-differences interaction term, Pit xAit, wherePit indicates whether
the intervention period was active (1) or inactive (0) and Ait indicates assignment to the treatment (1)
or comparison (0) condition. Some of the models also control for seasonality and/or the overall crime
trend over time through the inclusion of monthly indicator variables. However, where these controls
did not significantly improve model fit or predictive value we opted for the simplest model. We use
exponentiated coefficients from the Poisson regressionmodels, which represent the Incidence Rate Ratio
(IRR). The IRR, which is a number between zero andwith no upper boundary, represents the ratio of crime
counts in the treatment area to crime counts in the comparison area associated with the intervention
period. An IRR of 1 indicates no difference between the treatment and comparison areas. In this report
we simplify the IRR by describing it as a percentage difference in crime rates. For example, an IRR of 1.25
indicates that the crime rate in the treatment area is 25 percent higher than the comparison area, while
an IRR of 0.75 indicates that it is 25 percent lower. All analyses were conducted in Stata 14.

3.2. Community Surveys

In addition to the analysis of crime, we also conducted a two-wave community survey in the hot spots
and comparison areas to assess community perceptions of crime, safety, collective efficacy and social
cohesion, the police, and ABSPY itself. The survey took the form of in-person interviews with residents,
business owners and employees, and other space users in residences, businesses, and on the street in
each location. The first (baseline) survey was conducted in the summer of 2014, coinciding with the
initial Corner Greeter events, and the second (follow-up) survey was conducted in the summer of 2016.
In our discussion of the survey findings belowwe label the baseline survey results as “pre” and the follow-
up results as “post,” even though we recognize that the first survey was not conducted before all the
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interventions began. However, we believe the rolling start and increasing dosage of interventions in
between thebaseline and follow-up surveyswould have created a sufficient difference in local conditions
in the treatment hot spots between 2014 and 2016 to detect some change through the surveys.

The survey methodology was essentially the same in both waves. Our original plan was to collect 10 to
20 household surveys in each site in each wave, depending on the size and residential/business density
of the location. For several reasons, we changed our strategy to collect a mixture of household, street,
and business surveys. First, once the hot spots were selected it became clear that not all of our sites
were primarily residential. Some, like Rose Street, also offered a number of businesses in addition to
residential dwellings that could be sampled like households, but others, like the Light Rail, had a few
businesses (andno residences) butweremostly characterizedby foot traffic (for example, peoplewalking
to or waiting at the Light Rail station). Second, our baseline survey period coincided with the Mayor’s
Office’s “Summer of Safety” in Rainier Beach and other areas in the South Precinct. One event that was
held as part of this initiative was a “find it, fix it” walk in a number of micro-locations, including several
of our treatment and control hot spots. This involved representatives from the Mayor’s Office walking
the blocks with neighborhood residents and hearing their suggestions for environmental changes that
needed tobemade, such as street light replacements. Because thiswas not anABSPY initiative and risked
contaminating our survey data we had to begin our baseline survey more quickly than anticipated. We
decided that a street survey would provide an opportunity to reach a larger number of participants in
a shorter period of time, as it did not involve having to create a sample of addresses and then return to
those addressesmultiple times in order to get a response. To encourage participation in the street survey
we set up “pop-up” tents in the hot spot and comparison site blocks, and Seattle Neighborhood Group
donated lemonade and granola bars to persuade people to stop as they were passing through. Because
we had used this process in the baseline survey, we replicated it again in the follow-up wave.

In addition to the street surveys, we also used a traditional household sampling approach to identify
residences for door-to-door surveys. We obtained lists of addresses at each hot spot and removed va-
cant properties through a visual inspection. Based on the research team’s prior experience conducting
household surveys in other areas, we estimated that it was necessary to sample 2.5 times the number of
non-vacant addresses in order to meet our target number of surveys. Thus, we sampled up to 25 house-
holds in each location (and businesses, in commercial or mixed-use locations) in an effort to meet our
minimum target of 10 surveys. We aimed for our minimum rather than maximum target because of the
opportunity to increase our sample size through street surveys. This meant we did not have to release
toomany addresses in our sample, allowing us tomaintain a reasonable contact and response rate in the
household survey. In the follow-upwavewe returned to the same addresses we surveyed in the baseline
wave rather than resampling.

Surveys were conducted by a team of local researchers hired from universities in the Seattle area and the
Rainier Beach community. We hired several Rainier Beach High School students (who were at least 18
years old) to assist with survey data collection in both waves. Two researchers acted as team coordina-
tors in each wave and were responsible for organizing schedules, setting up the tents and refreshments
for the street survey, and ensuring the paper surveys and consent forms were properly documented and
stored. The researchers were trained according to existing data collection and safety protocols devel-
oped by CEBCP, which included a requirement to work in pairs and communicate by text message when
they entered and left someone’s residence, and if a household survey was taking longer than expected.
Researchers were trained to begin the survey by showing participants maps of the sites to orient partici-
pants to the specific hot spot of interest when answering questions about their place-based perceptions.
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We collected a total of 300 valid surveys in each wave (600 in total) across the ten sites (Table 1). Most
of the surveys were collected on the street. While we made an effort in the follow-up wave to return
to households surveyed in the baseline wave, we collected fewer household surveys in the follow-up
wave—13 in the hot spots and 16 in the comparison sites—compared to the baseline wave, in which we
collected 34 in the hot spots and 38 in the comparison sites (Table 2).

While ABPSY has a youth focus, we decided not to seek participation of juveniles under the age of 18 in
our surveys due to the additional requirement of obtaining parental consent to participate in research.
We believed this would be impractical given that most of the surveys would be occurring on the street.
Thus, all participants had to be 18 years old or over, although we were successful in identifying younger
participants. Approximately one-quarter of respondents in both waves and across all sites were in the
18 to 25 age group (although our baseline comparison site sample skews slightly older; Table 3). The
gender distribution of the sample skewedmale in the baseline survey but was balanced in the follow-up
(Table 4). A majority of respondents in both waves identified as Black or African American, followed by
White (Table 5). In the first wave, around 60-65 percent of respondents stated that they were born in the
United States. This percentage was slightly higher in the follow-up survey, although respondents in the
hot spots were slightly less likely to have been born in the United States than those in the comparison
sites (Table 6). The majority of those who were born overseas had typically lived in the United States
for ten years or more. Respondents were slightly more likely to have children than not (Table 7). Most
respondents had at least a high school or some college education; the number of respondents with a
bachelors or higher degree was slightly higher in the comparison sites than the treatment sites (Table 8).
Around one-quarter of the baseline sample was not working; this proportion had reduced to less than
one-fifth in the follow-up sample (Table 9). Most of those who were not working stated that they were
in school. In the first wave around half of respondents stated that their main activity at the hot spot was
living there; this decreased to around one-third in the follow-up, likely reflecting the smaller number of
household surveys conducted in that wave (Table 10). Around one-fifth to one-quarter of respondents
in all waves had been doing their main activity at the location for 10 years or more; the same proportion
had been there for less than one year. About one-third had been doing their main activity for between
one and five years.

In this report we use simple descriptive statistics to explore the survey responses across the pooled treat-
ment and comparison groups. The relatively small number of responses limits the value of between-site
comparisons and more complex statistical methods. Most of the response options to our survey ques-
tions were in the form of Likert scales—scales of 1-4 or 1-5 assessing agreement, frequency, or likelihood.
Higher numbers reflected higher levels of agreement or greater frequency/likelihood. For ease of presen-
tation, we have combined responses such as “agree” and “strongly agree” in our discussion of the results
and simply indicate the percentage of respondents giving a “positive” (shown in green on the following
graphs) or “negative” (grey) response. Classification of responses as positive or negative depends on the
framing of the question; for example, if a respondent agreed (3 on our scale) or strongly agreed (4) with
a statement relating to improvements, greater feelings of safety, higher levels of collective efficacy, and
so on (such as “This place is becoming safer”), this would be classified as a positive response. However,
if the respondent believed it was likely or very likely that a violent crime would occur on their block or
said they were worried about violent crime (also a rating of 3 or 4), this would be classified as a negative
response.

In some cases, we askedmultiple survey questions to assess underlying concepts such as social cohesion,
collective efficacy, fear of crime, and satisfaction with/legitimacy of police. In the following discussion
we have combined these responses into scales to reflect each concept by taking the average of each

23



Rainier Beach: A Beautiful Safe Place for Youth

respondent’s answers to the series of questions. We used Cronbach’s alpha (α) to assess the extent to
which each question in the scale was capturing the same underlying concept. We consideredα = 0.70 as
theminimum cut-off for an acceptable scale. We recoded scale responses as negative if the respondent’s
average response across all the questions was less than or equal to 2; neutral if their average was greater
than 2but less than 3; andpositive if their averagewas greater thanor equal to 3. For scales that indicated
frequency we kept the original coding scheme, where 1 indicated “less than once a month,” 2 = “a few
times a month,” 3 = “a few times a week,” and 4 = “every day.” The averages of each response in the
frequency scales were recoded as follows:

• Average of less than 1.5: recoded to 1

• Average of 1.5 or more, but less than 2.5: 2

• Average of 2.5 or more, but less than 3.5: 3

• Average of 3.5 or more: 4
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4. Discussion of Findings

4.1. Analysis of Crime Data

In the following sections we discuss our analyses of each of the crime outcomes described above for
the pooled treatment and control sites, each separate treatment and control pair, and each intervention
type. For each outcome and location/intervention we present a detailed graph showing the fluctuation
in crime rates by month as they relate to significant events during the course of ABSPY’s development
and implementation. We also present the difference-in-differences analyses estimating the effects of
ABSPY on crime outcomes according to the specificmonths inwhich the treatmentwas active or inactive
in a simplified table showing the percentage difference between the rate of the crime outcome in the
treatment and comparison sites.7 This section concludes with a descriptive analysis of the impact of
changes in the hot spots on crime in Rainier Beach, and of changes in Rainier Beach on crime in the
South Precinct overall.

4.1.1. Calls for police service

Figure 14 shows a slight downward trend in calls for service in the combined treatment sites and a more
substantial decline in the combined comparison sites over the project period. The ABSPY interventions
are associated with a statistically significant 33 percent higher rate of calls for service in the treatment
sites relative to the comparison sites (Table 11). It is important to note that a higher crime rate in the
treatment sites does not necessarily mean the interventions caused calls for service or crime to increase;
it can simplymean that thedecrease in the comparison siteswas larger than thedecrease in the treatment
sites. In this casewe can use the visual depiction of the data in Figure 14 to conclude that calls declined in
bothgroupsof sitesbut the rateof thedeclinewas slower in the treatment sites. Interestingly, thenumber
of calls in the treatment and comparison siteswas relatively even before the initial ABSPY process started,
and then diverged after the planning and implementation began. It is possible this stemmed from the
reopening of the Rainier Beach Community Center, whichwould have broughtmanymore people to the
neighborhood, but the difference could also reflect a greater willingness to call the police or get involved
in local issues as a result of ABSPY (however, we caution that we cannot make this claim with certainty).

Breaking out the hot spots and their matched comparisons individually provides somemore insight into
these findings. The rate of calls was significantly higher at Rainier and Henderson (21%), Lake Washing-
ton (58%), and Safeway (71%) relative to their comparisons (Figures 16–19; Table 11). From the graphs
it appears that the number of calls declined slightly at Rainier and Henderson and remained relatively
stable at Lake Washington, but that these sites were not well-matched with their comparisons in terms
of calls for service. Both hot spots hadmanymore calls for service in general than their comparison sites.
However, at Safeway calls appear to have increased after ABSPY began. This is interesting because it co-
incides with the arrival of a new Safewaymanager, whowas extremely proactive about crime prevention
and willing to work with the ABSPY team and SPD to improve place management at this location. The
manager was certainly more willing to call the police to shut down problems before they got out of con-
trol. The rate of calls decreased by 16 percent at the Light Rail and by 9 percent at Rose Street, but these
decreases were not statistically significant (Figures 15–17).

7Tables showing the full statistical models and associated statistics are available on request from the first author.
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With the exception of CPTED, each of the individual ABSPY interventions was also associated with higher
rates of calls for service at the locations in which they were applied, although not all of these these rela-
tionships were statistically significant (Table 11). The rate of calls for service was 26 percent higher when
the Corner Greeters were active at the hot spots, 36 percent higher during the Plaza Activation period
at Rainier and Henderson, and 55 percent higher during the business engagement at Rose Street and
the Light Rail. However, the graphs do not indicate any clear increase in calls during these periods, so it
may simply be the case that calls for service were decliningmore rapidly at the comparison sites (Figures
20–23). The Safe Passage/campus safety interventions were associatedwith a non-significant 12 percent
higher rate of calls (Figure 22). CPTEDmade no difference to the rate of calls, but we note that the CPTED
interventions did not start until June 2016, just two months before the end of the evaluation period.

Shortly after we completed our analysis of police calls for service, SPD advised that they had discovered a
new officer had inadvertently beenmiscoding police-initiated checks as trespass calls for several months
during2016, potentially affectingour assessmentof Part II calls at theRainier andHendersonandOur Safe
Way hot spots. We conducted a sensitivity analysis to examine whether this error had any impact on our
findings. We examined the total number of trespass calls at these two locations and the proportion that
were police-initiated. Overall, only 90 calls at the two affected hot spots were police-initiated trespass
calls. These numbers did not substantially differ from the number of trespass calls at these sites in 2015,
andwedidnot findany indicationof a spike inpolice-initiated trespass calls during themonths theofficer
was working. On this basis, we concluded that the impact of the error was likely minimal and would not
affect our findings. According to SPD, none of the miscoded calls resulted in an arrest or an incident
report being written, so our analysis of crime incidents is not affected.

4.1.2. Crime incidents

The trend in crime incidents over time reflects that of calls for service (Figure 25). The number of incidents
was similar in the treatment and comparison sites and then diverged around the time the ABSPY CTF
work began, with a larger number of reports being taken at the hot spots. ABSPY is associated with a
statistically significant 20 percent higher rate of incidents in the hot spots relative to the comparison sites
(Table 12). It appears from the graph that the number of incidents was relatively stable in the treatment
sites, but reduced in the comparison sites. Thedifference could alsobe related to thehigher rate of calls in
some of the sites—if residents are calling the police more often, the police will have more opportunities
to take incident reports.

The rate of incidents was higher in the hot spot relative to the comparison in all but the Light Rail site,
where it was 10 percent lower. The differences ranged from 5 percent higher at Rose Street to 26 percent
at Lake Washington. However, none of these differences was statistically significant. The graphs suggest
that the actual numberof incidentsdid fall duringABSPY inmost of thehot spots, except Safeway (Figures
26–30).

Each interventionwas associatedwith between 7 (Business Engagement) and 48 percent (CPTED) higher
rates of crime in the hot spots (Figures 31–35); however, only the difference in the CPTED sites was statis-
tically significant (Table 12). This is interesting given that the rate of calls for service was not significantly
higher in the CPTED sites, but it is difficult to draw any conclusions about the impact of CPTED in the
short time those interventions have been active. Figure 35 suggests that incidents increased in the final
month of the evaluation—the secondmonth that CPTED interventions were active—but it is too early to
tell if this is a longer-term trend or just random fluctuation.
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4.1.3. Youth incidents

We also examined incidents involving juveniles under 18 and youth age 18-25 as suspects, arrestees,
or victims. Again, the trends in youth incidents over time in Figure 36 look similar to those for calls for
service and overall incidents. ABSPY is associated with a 39 percent higher rate of youth incidents in the
hot spots relative to the comparison sites, which is statistically significant (Table 13).

The rate of youth incidents was higher in each hot spot relative to its comparison site, but these differ-
ences were statistically significant only at LakeWashington and Safeway, where the rate differences were
substantial (273% and 103% respectively). However, while these increases appear to be extremely large,
we note that the actual number of youth incidents in the sites overall was very small—Figure 36 shows
that therewerenomore than25youth incidents in anygivenmonthover the courseof the analysis period
in all five hot spot sites combined (see also Figures 37–41). Thus, even small fluctuations can be magni-
fied. This is likely the case at Safeway, where the graph shows a very small number of youth incidents in
both the hot spot and the comparison site, and there does not appear to be an actual increase in crime
(Figure 41). However, youth incidents do appear to have increased at LakeWashington (Figure 40). There
are three possible reasons for this: first, the graph suggests that LakeWashington and its comparison site
were not well-matched in terms of youth incidents. The number of incidents at the comparison site was
consistently low and did not vary much. Second, Lake Washington apartments were renovated during
the project period and the complex was only at around 50 percent occupancy for some of the time. To-
ward the end of the analysis period more people started moving back in, which would have raised the
population (and, potentially, the youth population), increasing the likelihood of youth incidents occur-
ring. Third, LakeWashington received the lowest dosage of interventions during the project period, with
only the Corner Greeter interventions active there. This may have been insufficient to create longer-term
change.

Nonetheless, the Corner Greeter intervention was associated with a statistically significant 43 percent
higher rate of youth incidents (Figures 42–46; Table 12). The rate of youth incidents was also significantly
higher during the plaza activation intervention at Rainier and Henderson, and non-significantly higher
rates were associated with Safe Passage and the CPTED interventions. The business engagement inter-
ventionmade no difference to youth incidents, which is not surprising given that youth crime prevention
was an indirect rather than direct goal of the business outreach. As before, it does not appear that crime
actually increased when the Corner Greeter or plaza activation interventions were happening. The num-
ber of crimes was just much higher in the hot spots than the comparison sites. It is also worth noting
that these two interventions happened primarily during the summer months when crime was higher,
although our difference-in-differences models for these two analyses did control for seasonality.

4.1.4. Part I crimes

ABSPY had no statistically significant effects on rates of Part I violent (Table 14) or Part I property (Table
15) crime incidents in the hot spots (see also Figures 47 and 58). Nonetheless, there are some promis-
ing findings. For example, ABSPY was associated with a 44 percent lower rate of serious violent crime at
Safeway, which is notable given the much higher rate of calls and overall incidents there. The business
engagement intervention was also associated with a 21 percent lower rate of violent crime in the hot
spots where it took place. ABSPY was also associated with lower rates of serious property crime at Rose
Street (29 percent) and Lake Washington (25 percent), and the business engagement intervention was
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associated with a 16 percent lower property crime rate. Overall, this suggests that our business engage-
ment efforts may be beginning to have an effect on helping business and property owners take steps to
reduce crime problems (see Figures 48–68).

4.1.5. Violent crime

As with Part I crimes, there were no statistically significant effects of ABSPY on violent crime overall (Part
I violence and simple assault; Table 16 and Figure 69). However, some of the same promising effects are
visible in the site-by-site and individual intervention analyses. Violent crime rates were lower at Rose
Street (25%), Light Rail (47%), and Safeway (29%), and 31 percent lower while the business engagement
intervention was active at Rose Street and the Light Rail (Figures 70–79). We caution that again, the
actual number of crimes at each site is very low so it is not possible to conclude with certainty that the
interventions are driving these changes. However, the direction of some of the effects is promising.

4.1.6. Part II crimes

Finally, we examined the impact of ABSPY on Part II crimes. There were some statistically significant ef-
fects here, likely reflecting the larger number of Part II crimes relative to more serious issues (it is more
difficult to detect statistically significant effects when the outcome is relatively rare). ABSPY was associ-
atedwith a statistically significant 30percent higher rate of crime in the combined treatment sites relative
to the comparison areas (Table 17). Figure 80 suggests that the number of Part II crimesmayhave actually
increased, although the number appears to have declined since interventions resumed after the break in
early 2016. The Part II crime rate was also significantly higher at Lake Washington (116%), but the num-
bers are fairly small and the comparison site had a very low, stable crime rate. We caution that the 74
percent decline at the Light Rail is based on nomore than 3 crimes per month and is not reliable (Figures
81–85). It is interesting that the rate of Part II crimes was higher at Safeway even though Part I violent
crimes declined. This could suggest that the management’s focus on place management led to more
reporting of lower level crime problems that ultimately impacted more serious crimes, in line with the
“broken windows” theory (Wilson & Kelling, 1982).

There were no statistically significant effects associated with any of the interventions, although the im-
pactof theplaza activation,which is associatedwitha125percent increase inPart II crimes,wasmarginally
significant (p = .051). Similar to the findings at Safeway, the rate of Part II crimes in the business engage-
ment sites was higher even thoughmore serious crimes declined, perhaps suggesting amore aggressive
focus on disorder and quality of life issues (Figures 86–90).

4.1.7. Neighborhood effects

We also examined how crime trends in the hot spots compared with those in the overall Rainier Beach
neighborhood and the South Precinct overall. Due to the large number of unmeasured factors external
toABSPY that could affect crime rates in thebroader geographic areaswedonot statistically assess causal
effects in this analysis.
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Figures 91–97 show how the percentage change in each crime outcome in the hot spots before and af-
ter the interventions compares to the change in the neighborhood and South Precinct. To simplify the
rolling intervention start dates and changes in implementation we simply use May 2014 as the cut-off
date between pre-intervention and post-intervention, reflecting the end of the CTF planning work and
beginning of the first interventions. Each crime outcome type was lower in the post-intervention period
for the hot spots, the neighborhood, and the precinct, but in most cases the neighborhood and precinct
experienced a larger reduction in crime than the hot spots. This correspondswith information fromSPD’s
South Precinct captain indicating that crime in the precinct overall has declined at a faster rate than the
rest of the city in the last few years, which complicates our analysis. In addition, the Rainier Beach hot
spots were among the “hottest” and most persistent hot spots in the precinct, so it may not be reason-
able to expect their crime rates to decline very rapidly in a relatively short period of time. Nonetheless,
one very positive finding is apparent in Figure 94: the decline in serious violent crime in the hot spots
(by 43 percent) was larger than the corresponding declines in the neighborhood and the precinct (39
percent and 35 percent respectively). While we again caution that we cannot prove that this change
was caused by ABSPY, it is promising considering that ABSPY’s ultimate goal was to reduce violent crime
among youth.

4.2. Community Survey

Like the analysis of crime outcomes, our survey revealed promising findings but fewmajor changes asso-
ciated with ABSPY. Again, it is likely that the existing differences between the treatment and comparison
sites (particularly the extent to which our comparison sites have “gentrified” in recent years; this is dis-
cussed more below) may have diluted any changes in the hot spots.

One finding that is very positive for ABSPY is the proportion of respondents who believed crime in the
hot spot had gotten better in the past year (Figure 98). We asked this question in both waves of the sur-
vey. In the follow-up, the proportion of respondents in the treatment sites who answered this question
positively (i.e. they believed crime had gotten better) increased by 24 percentage points. There was an
increase in the comparison sites too, but only by 15 points. Perceptions of crime also improved from a
lower baseline in the treatment hot spots compared to the comparison areas. Overall, it appears that
more people in the Rainier Beach hot spots perceived that crime had gone down even though our police
data analysis indicated that on most measures crime reductions in the comparison sites and elsewhere
in the South Precinct were larger. There was also a fairly high degree of recognition of key ABSPY inter-
ventions among respondents in the treatment sites in the follow-up survey, and a very high level of sat-
isfaction with those interventions among those who said they were aware of them. Sixty-nine percent
of respondents had noticed the improvements to local businesses, 51 percent had noticed the Corner
Greeters, and 68 percent were aware of the Safe Passage program.8 Of those who had noticed the inter-
ventions, 78 percent (of 98 respondents) said they were satisfied or very satisfiedwith the improvements
to businesses, 77 percent of 64 respondents were satisfied with the Corner Greeters, and 90 percent of
77 respondents were satisfied with Safe Passage.

ABSPY did not appear to have an impact on feelings of safety (Figure 99). We asked respondents if they
felt safe walking on the street during the day and at night, in their school (if applicable), while waiting for
the Light Rail and/or bus, in their homes, and at their job. We also asked if they agreed that the location

8The lower level of recognition of Corner Greetersmay be due to thewaywe asked the question—while the Core Team is familiar
with the “Corner Greeters” name, it is possible that residents may not be aware that the program is so named. Had we asked
about pop-up activities or described the program in some other way the responses may have been different.
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was becoming safer and is a safe place for youth. Each of these items was combined into a “feelings of
safety” scale with α = 0.86. In general, fewer respondents in the Rainier Beach hot spots said that they
felt safe than those in the comparison sites. However, the proportion of respondents saying they felt safe
increased by 7 percentage points between the baseline and follow-up surveys in both the treatment and
comparison sites.

We constructed a “concerns about crime and disorder” scale based on questions that asked if respon-
dents were worried about gangs, drugs, violent crime, property crime, guns, graffiti and vandalism, peo-
ple from other neighborhoods coming in to commit crime, or local services closing and a loss of oppor-
tunities for youth because of crime problems at the hot spot; and the extent to which they agreed that
broken windows, graffiti, vacant lots, trash and broken glass, poor street lighting, and signs of drug or
alcohol use were a problem (α = 0.91). Figure 100 shows that the proportion of people in the treatment
sites who said they were not very concerned about crime and disorder actually decreased slightly from
42 to 38 percent from the baseline to follow-up periods, while the proportion in the comparison sites
increased very slightly from 33 to 36 percent. On the other hand, the number of people in the treatment
sites who were more concerned also decreased from 14 to 8 percent—more people gave a “neutral” re-
sponse in the follow-up survey. The scalemasks some interesting differences in the individual questions:
for example, there was a 10 percentage point increase in the number of respondents who were more
concerned about vacant properties in the treatment sites from the baseline to the follow-up survey, from
46 to 56 percent (compared to a 3 percent increase in the comparison sites from 47 to 50 percent). How-
ever, in the comparison sites respondents’ worries about gangs increased substantially from 39 percent
at baseline to 51 percent in the follow-up, but respondents from the Rainier Beach hot spots were less
concerned about gangs (34 percent were concerned at baseline and 36 percent in the follow-up). While
we cannot prove a causal relationship, it is possible that ABSPY activities focused attention on crime and
disorder in Rainier Beach and helped residents become more aware of these issues, which could be pos-
itive if those residents then felt empowered to join the efforts to reduce them.

We also asked respondents how frequently they believed various signs of disorder—people arguing
or fighting, groups of youth hanging out and causing problems, people drinking in public or acting
drunk/high, people making too much noise at night, people selling or using drugs, prostitution, and
vandalism—had occurred at the hot spot over the past year. These were combined into a disorder fre-
quency scale with α = 0.93 (Figure 101). It appears that respondents in both the comparison and treat-
ment sites perceived that disorder problems occurred less frequently in the follow-up survey compared
to baseline. However, respondents in the treatment sites perceived a much larger reduction in the fre-
quency of disorder than those in the comparison sites. For example, the percentage of respondents who
thought disorder occurred every day halved from 35 to 16 percent in the treatment sites in the follow-up
survey.

However, this perceived reduction in the frequency of lower-level disorder problems did not translate
into a perception that more serious crime would be less likely to occur at the hot spots (Figure 102).
Respondents indicated how likely they thought it was that someone could be injured or killed with a
weapon, sexually assaulted, injured in a fight, or robbed at the hot spots; that shots would be fired; that
a purse, phone, electronic device, vehicle, or property from a vehicle would be stolen; or that shoplifting
or burglary could happen. The combined “likelihood of crime” scale had an α value of 0.94. While the
proportion of respondents who believed these crimes would be likely or very likely at the hot spots de-
creased from baseline to follow-up in both the treatment and comparison sites, in both waves and both
sites over half of respondents still believed that these crimes were likely to occur and very few thought
that they were unlikely.
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While there did not appear to be any effects on feelings of safety or perceptions about crime in the hot
spots, wedid find that the percentage of peoplewho said they had ever beenpersonally victimized at the
hot spot decreased in the treatment areas, from 27 percent of treatment site respondents at baseline to
17 percent in the follow-up survey, while the percentage of comparison site respondents who had been
victimized in their hot spots increased from 15 percent at baseline to 25 percent in the follow-up. While
this is promising as it suggests that the individual risk of victimization may have fallen in the ABSPY hot
spots, we caution that different people were interviewed in eachwave and it may simply be the case that
our follow-up sample had different characteristics unrelated to ABSPY that impacted their victimization
risk. For example, our follow-up respondents were slightly more likely to be female (which increases the
risk for some types of victimization but not others) and White.

We asked respondents a number of questions to assess social cohesion, an important precursor to col-
lective efficacy. Our social cohesion scale (α = 0.84) reflects the extent to which respondents agreed
that there were good stores, services, and activities for young people at the hot spot; whether residents,
business owners, and property owners at the hot spot cared about the community; whether there were
opportunities to get involved in community activities; whether people watched out for each other and
knew each other by name; and whether people helped each other out, trusted each other, and would
call the police if there was a problem. Overall, there was little change in perceptions of social cohesion
across each wave in the treatment or comparison sites (Figure 103); however, there was a slight increase
in the percentage of respondents in treatment hot spots who had positive or neutral rather than nega-
tive attitudes toward levels of social cohesion at the hot spots, while the proportion of positive responses
declined slightly in the comparison areas.

To assess collective efficacy we asked respondents how likely they thought it was that someone at the
hot spot would do something if young people were skipping school and hanging out on the street; a
young person was showing disrespect to an adult; a fight happened; or people were spraying graffiti
or vandalizing property. On the collective efficacy scale (α = 0.77) there were no differences between
the treatment and comparison sites or between the waves in the percentage of respondents giving a
positive response (i.e., saying that it wasmore likely that someonewould step in; Figure 104). In both the
treatment and comparison sites the proportion of positive responses increased slightly between the two
waves, but only by a few percentage points. However, there were some interesting differences between
the individual questions. In both the treatment and comparison sites respondentsweremore likely to say
that someonewould intervene in a fight or vandalism than if youngpeoplewere skipping school or being
disrespectful. The percentage increases between baseline and follow-up were also larger for treatment
site respondents than for those in the comparison sites for intervening in vandalism (10 percent vs. 6
percent) and disrespect (6 percent vs. 1 percent).

Finally, we asked respondents a number of questions about the police. First, we created a scale based
on how frequently respondents said they saw the police engaged in certain activities at the hot spot
(walking or biking on the street, driving in patrol cars, making an arrest, making a traffic stop; checking on
abusiness; or involved in community activities;α=0.80). Wealso created apolice satisfaction scale based
on whether respondents agreed that the police did a good job preventing crime and controlling drug
activity at the hot spot (α = 0.86),9 and a police legitimacy scale that combined respondents’ perceptions
of whether police at the hot spot treated people fairly, treated people with respect, and cared about
solving problems (α = 0.88).

9We excluded an additional question about whether respondents thought the police did a good job enforcing traffic laws as it
reduced the reliability of the scale.
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There was very little change in either the treatment or comparison sites in respondents’ perceived fre-
quency of police activity (Figure 105). Treatment site respondents were slightly less likely to say they saw
the police every day and slightly more likely to say they saw them a few times a week in the follow-up
survey compared to the baseline survey. However, the findings for police satisfaction and legitimacy are
very interesting. While satisfaction with the police was slightly higher in the treatment sites than the
comparison sites in both waves, there was a 6 percent increase in the number of respondents reporting
that they were satisfied with the police in the treatment sites, compared to a 1 percent decrease in the
comparison sites. Furthermore, 10 percent fewer respondents in the follow-up period said they were not
satisfied with police in the treatment sites compared with baseline (Figure 106). The findings for police
legitimacy are very similar. Perceptions of legitimacy decreased slightly in the comparison sites between
baseline and follow-up, but increased by 6 percentage points in the treatment sites.
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5. Conclusions

The ABSPY initiative delivered a community-led, place-based, data-driven approach to reducing crime
and public safety in five hot spots of juvenile and youth crime in the Rainier Beach neighborhood of
Seattle. Over the four years since the programwas first awarded federal funding by the Bureau of Justice
Assistance, ABSPY has enhanced capacity among an extensive network of community members, local
stakeholders, and local government and police agencies to work together to identify crime problems
and develop innovative, evidence-informed responses.

As we have described, ABSPY is a complex intervention with many moving parts, intermittent breaks in
activities, and variable levels of application at the different locations and at different times of the year.
As a result, it was extremely challenging to evaluate the program and it is difficult to say conclusively
whether or not it “worked.” The rolling start and multifaceted nature of the interventions did not lend
themselves to conventional analytic strategies that rely on a clear division between “pre” and “post” in-
tervention periods. We also faced other statistical limitations—in particular, the low absolute numbers
of crime outcomes in the hot spots. It is difficult to detect statistical significance when assessing rare
events, and crime rates in the hot spots were susceptible to large fluctuations on a month-by-month
basis, which—as we noted above—can skew the estimates of our models. There are also a number of
unmeasured factors that influence crime rates at the hot spots that are not captured in our models. The
amount of variance explained by each of our statisticalmodelswas extremely low inmost cases, suggest-
ing that ABSPY was just one of a multitude of other factors that shape patterns of crime and behavior at
each location. Furthermore, complex interventions like ABSPY can take years to show strong effects, es-
pecially when they are implemented in communities that are already facing significant challenges. For
example, the well-known evidence-based Communities That Care framework only showed statistically
significant results after three years of full implementation. Given that ABSPY only reached full imple-
mentation in June 2016, we may see the promising findings strengthen after three or four more years of
implementation.

Across almost all of the crime outcomes we examined, there was a decline in the rate in the hot spots,
but also a larger corresponding decline in the comparison areas. As we discussed in the previous section,
this meant our statistical models indicated that the treatment hot spots had higher rates of crime than
the comparison areas, but it does not mean ABSPY did not work or that crime increased in the treatment
areas. As we have noted, crime has been consistently falling across the neighborhood and the entire
South Precinct during the evaluation period at a higher rate than in the city as a whole. The hot spots
we selected for the ABSPY intervention had experienced higher concentrations of crime thanmost other
street segments in the precinct for a number of years, and the neighborhood character and dynamics are
unique in the city—from the diversity of the community to the concentration of multiple schools in the
same area at the Rainier Beach campus to the history and culture of the place. Thus, we knew from the
outset that it would be difficult to find adequate comparison sites. A number of our analyses revealed
that the individual comparison siteswere generally notwell-matched to their Rainier Beach counterparts.

In addition to the unique nature of Rainier Beach, there has been a significant amount of gentrification
in other areas of the South Precinct during the evaluation period, including in our comparison hot spots.
For example, the comparison site for the Light Rail is now a hub of residential and retail activity, with
new apartment complexes and restaurants that have been built even since we started the ABPSY initia-
tive. Gentrification and revitalization efforts have been moving south along the Light Rail line from the
northernmost part of the South Precinct, but have not yet reached Rainier Beach (there is also a strong
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feelingwithin the Rainier Beach community that while the economic revitalization that other parts of the
South Precinct have seen would be welcomed there, this should not come at the expense of long-term
residents or businesses who could be forced out by increased property values or cultural change).

One limitation of our evaluationwas that we only used data from 2012 to identify our hot spots. Thus, we
did not do a good job of capturing all of these changes or the declining trends in crime. Even though the
locations of the Rainier Beach hot spots reflected known long-term crime attractors and were validated
by the community, some of the blocks appear to have cooled over the years, and this has happened to an
even greater extent in the hot spots we identified as comparison sites. We recommend that researchers
who intend to use hot spots analysis to support communities or police in identifying locations for in-
tervention avoid these limitations by employing longer-term methods such as group-based trajectory
analysis (e.g. Gill, Wooditch, & Weisburd, 2016; Weisburd et al., 2004) to assess not only where crime is
most concentrated, but how crime trends at those places are changing over time. For example, which
street segments are hot but cooling? Which places have increasing crime trends as a result of changes in
population and land use?

The dosage and intensity of the interventions presented further challenges for our analysis. The rolling
start to the interventions, the breaks in interventions (whether intended or enforced as a result of con-
tracting problems), and the length of time it took to bring the more complex changes such as CPTED
improvements to fruitionmeans that theremay not have been sufficient time for the impacts of the inter-
vention to take hold. For example, while our analysis shows that theCPTED interventionswere associated
with significantly higher rates of crime incidents, these interventions only began in the last two months
of the evaluation period. Across a 68-month period it is impossible to conclude that these changes were
related toCPTED. Furthermore,manyof our interventions involvedbuilding collective efficacy and capac-
ity for crimeprevention over time—theywere not activities that could be expected to have an immediate
effect on crime. We do not know howmany Corner Greeter events or connections with business owners
it takes to have an effect on crime, or how frequently and for how long they need to occur. Some of our
interventions were also more “visible” than others, which could also impact how they affect crime. For
example, Safe Passage, which put friendly faces in bright blue jackets on the streets every day, could be
expected to have a larger impact on community perceptions of safety or on guardianship at the hot spots
than the extensive behind-the-scenes planning that went into developing the CPTED interventions. It is
positive that the City of Seattle has provided support for ABSPY beyond the federal funding period, as
discussed below. This will allow us to monitor additional developments in the program and give us a
longer follow-up period to assess whether any more positive effects can be detected in the longer term.

Related to these issues, we believe that it simply takes a very long time to produce real change in a
neighborhood—especially in places within a neighborhood that have been entrenched hot spots for
manyyears, evendecades, andhavenot enjoyedan influxof resourcesor capacity-buildingefforts among
residents. This is a constraint of all research and evaluation efforts, especially those supported by grant
funding. Even longer-term grants like BCJI still do not allow sufficient time to address the complex set of
risk factors and local conditions that drive crime—even in a “micro-place”—or to develop and implement
tailored interventions with sufficient time to conduct a meaningful evaluation. We have really only been
able to scratch the surface.

There are certainly a number of promising findings in our evaluation. Calls for service have increased
in the treatment hot spots even as more survey respondents reported that they believed crime had de-
clined in the past year. Coupled with small improvements in social cohesion and collective efficacy, and
improved perceptions of the police, this suggests that residents in Rainier Beach may be more willing to
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take action and call the police when crime problems arise. The hot spots saw greater declines in serious
violent crime than the overall neighborhood or the South Precinct, and at Safeway serious violent crime
declined even as calls for service and lower-level crime incidents increased, suggesting that improve-
ments to place management are driving increased attention to disorder and quality-of-life issues that
can lead to more serious problems. And there have been some positive preliminary impacts of ABSPY’s
business engagement efforts, which engage the people who live andwork at the hot spots on a daily ba-
sis to both take responsibility for crime and take steps to improve their businesses and community in the
longer term. The community survey also revealed high levels of satisfaction with the core interventions
of ABSPY—the Corner Greeters, business engagement, and Safe Passage. Safe Passage in particular had
a 90 percent satisfaction rate among those treatment group survey respondents who were aware of the
program.

Having spent time in Rainier Beach it is also clear that there have beenmany other positive changes over
the last few years that are difficult to quantify even in a community survey. Examples include increased
engagement and activism among students at Rainier Beach High School (in one example, school stu-
dents campaigned to the City Council on issues of “transit justice” and persuaded council members to
provide free transportation for students using public transit to get to school), community volunteerism
through clean-ups and revitalization efforts, and the way the community rallied around a beloved local
business owner who was the victim of a violent crime. The capacity-building efforts of ABSPY have cre-
ated sustainable partnerships between service providers, government agencies, and police that did not
exist before. These partnerships are also meaningful—for example, the development of the Core Team
means that there is now a dedicated group of people that is empowered by the community to take ad-
vantage of funding and other opportunities for neighborhood improvements, to respond creatively to
problems (such as implementing restorative justice responses to significant crimes in the hot spots), or
to campaign against political or policing changes that could disadvantage Rainier Beach residents. Thus,
while ABSPY may not have had enough time to make significant changes to crime rates, it has sown the
seeds of positive change in the community and residents are taking note. Evidence of the increased ef-
fectiveness of partnerships established or strengthened through the ABSPY effort includes the increased
number, frequency, and scale of collaborative community events to “activate” or improve the hot spots
(for example, the Bridge-to-Beach Community Clean Up, the Rainier Beach Arts and Culture Festival or
BAAMFest, the Back2School Bash, Boo Fest, and BIG Night Out). These events drew hundreds of people
from the local and surrounding communities to celebrate and improve their neighborhood.

The findings of our community survey about the potential impacts of ABSPY on satisfaction and police
legitimacy are particularly interesting. Despite much lower crime rates and gentrification/revitalization
efforts in the comparison areas, satisfaction with and perceived legitimacy of the police fell slightly in
those areas while small improvements were observed in the treatment sites. What makes these changes
even more striking is that the surveys were conducted during a period of great turmoil in policing both
locally andnationally. The firstwaveof the surveywas completed just amonthbefore thepolice-involved
shooting in Ferguson, MO, while the second wave was conducted in the summer of 2016 at a time when
police shootings, racial inequality in policing, and the Black Lives Matter movement were at the forefront
of the nation’s political agenda. In Seattle, the Police Department entered into a consent decree with the
Department of Justice related to excessive use of force (particularly as it related tominority communities)
in 2012, just as the BCJI grant for ABSPY was awarded. This preceded a period of intense change and
instability in SPD. During ABSPY’s short existence there have been four police chiefs and eight South
Precinct commanders. For all of these local and national changes to coincide with an improvement in
resident perceptions of the police in a highly diverse neighborhood that has not historically had a good
relationshipwith thepolice is remarkable. It is especiallymeaningful becausewhile the policewere at the
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table in theABSPYprocess, they did not lead it. The positive relationship betweenABSPY and SPDdid not
develop immediately and took a great deal of perseverance, a number of false starts, and the willingness
of one precinct captain in particular to engage with the team and encourage his officers to do the same.
However, SPD eventually took their lead from the community and the ABSPY Core Team in reaching out
to residents and businesses and trying to improve their relationship with youth. The current command
staff and the South Precinct community policing team have been actively involved in the Core Team and
havemade an effort to provide a continuous presence as much as possible despite all the administrative
changes.

Gill, Weisburd, Telep, Vitter, and Bennett (2014) proposed a “logic model” for community policing which
starts with police officers working to build relationships with community members—especially in lo-
cations where relationships between the police and the community do not already exist—and helping
residents to connect with each other in order to build collective efficacy. Once these relationships have
developed, community members should be empowered to work with the police on problem-solving ef-
forts. They describe problem-solving as the “tactical” element of community policing (see Cordner, 1999)
that could ultimately lead to longer-term impacts on crime. ABSPY suggests that the responsibility for
starting this process does not necessarily have to fall to the police. Community members can start the
process of building trust, social cohesion, and collective efficacy between themselves andwith social and
government institutions, including the police. This allows the community to draw on needed resources
from a range of providers rather than relying solely on the police to identify and solve problems. This
empowerment of the community could in itself have a protective effect on future crime. Existing aca-
demic literature on community policing notes that it makes sense for the police to lead public safety
efforts, given the range of tools and powers they have at their disposal to stabilize places and bring re-
sources to deal with problems (e.g. Trojanowicz & Bucqueroux, 1994). But ultimately the police cannot
make all of the changes on their own, even if they are in charge of the process, and especially if there is
still work to be done to gain the trust of the community. This is where the ABSPY approach provides real
strength. At the beginning of the BCJI grant period we were concerned that a community-led problem
solving process would lack the structure and hierarchy of a police department. In fact ABSPY, which has
balanced flexibility with strength and stability that contrasts substantially with all the changes in SPD,
has successfully built capacity by drawing upon multiple areas of expertise, enabling authentic commu-
nity engagement, and developing a core group of stakeholders that can provide support, information,
and encouragement to other key agencies like the police even when those agencies are facing barriers
to long-term participation.

In conclusion, ABSPY needs more time to reap the benefits of the stable, dedicated group of commu-
nity stakeholders that has come together around the initiative. Going forward, the key priorities for the
program should be to continue seeking opportunities for sustainability, ensure that interventions are im-
plemented with adequate dosage and intensity at the hot spots, and follow up on evaluation efforts in
an attempt to better distinguish any causal effects of the program.

The Core Team has focused on the sustainability of ABSPY beyond the federal funding (which ends in
September 2016) since the early stages of the planning process. In 2015 the team developed a success-
ful proposal to the Seattle City Council to request continued funding for project coordination, imple-
mentation, and research activities through 2016, and subsequent requests have resulted in City support
through 2018. The positive community feedback and commitment of the ABSPY partners, including in-
kindmatching from the Core Team and implementation partners, helpedmake the case for the proposal.

Our original BCJI proposal also called specifically for capacity building within SPD, to institutionalize the
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process of hot spot crime analysis and targeted problem solving. In line with BCJI requirements, ABSPY
has always been a heavily data-driven process, both in the planning and the implementation phases.
However, this process has relied on the research partners, whomanipulatemonthly downloads provided
by SPD to provide information on each hot spot. As noted elsewhere in this report, the procedures used
by the researchpartners donot (and cannot) always reflect standard SPDpractice. Independent of ABSPY,
SPDhas focused its efforts over the last fewyears onbuilding its crimeanalysis anddata-driven capacities,
giving us an opportunity to transfer knowledge generated from the ABSPY efforts to the police depart-
ment. CEBCP collaborated with national experts in crime analysis to develop a training program for SPD
analysts on hot spot identification and mapping methods, which was delivered in May 2016. This was
followed by a second training session for command staff, delivered in September 2016, which focused
on the strategic importance of crime analysis and problem solving efforts at micro-geographic places.

The capacity ABSPY has built between local government and community partners has also allowed Core
Team members to identify additional funding opportunities to extend and/or expand upon the strong
network of partnerships and interventions in Rainier Beach. In particular, theCity of Seattle has partnered
with Seattle Public Schools and the community at the Rainier Beach campus on an initiative called Rainier
Beach: Beautiful!, which is funded by a one-year grant from the U.S. Department of Justice, Office of Ju-
venile Justice and Delinquency Prevention. Rainier Beach: Beautiful! builds on the collective efficacy and
youth engagement pieces of ABSPY as well as encouraging positive compliance with policies and rules
through an approach called Positive Behavioral Interventions and Supports (PBIS). PBIS is an evidence-
based framework from the education field that aims to improve school climate and student outcomes by
setting school-wide expectations for positive behavior and offering a tiered support system to respond
to violations in a way that reflects the level of need of the particular student (e.g. Bradshaw, Mitchell, &
Leaf, 2010; Horner & Sugai, 2015; Horner, Sugai, & Anderson, 2010; Horner, Sugai, & Lewis, 2015; Horner
et al., 2009; Sugai & Horner, 2006). Rainier Beach: Beautiful! provides PBIS training and development sup-
port to both school staff and community stakeholders in the five schools on the Rainier Beach campus
and in other community institutions that provide services and support for youth, including the Rainier
Beach Community Center, the Rainier Beach Public Library, Seattle Parks and Recreation, SPD, the Boys
and Girls Club of King County, and the Rainier Beach Merchants’ Association. The goal of the program
is for these school and community partners to develop a set of behavioral expectations that would be
shared and communicated across all of the organizations involved.

Building on the strengths of both ABSPY and Rainier Beach: Beautiful!, CEBCP, in collaboration with OCA,
has also received a $3.8 million grant from the U.S. Department of Justice, National Institute of Justice to
develop and evaluate a “campus safety continuum,” which combines PBIS with restorative justice princi-
ples to both encourage positive behavior and provide supportive interventions to reduce problem be-
havior. Like Rainier Beach: Beautiful!, the “continuum” will set expectations and provide resources to
support those expectations in both the schools and public spaces within the community. The Campus
Safety Continuum initiative will begin in January 2017with a one-year planning phase, followed by three
years of implementation, evaluation, and sustainability planning. CEBCP looks forward to continuing to
work with the Rainier Beach campus and community in their efforts to make Rainier Beach “A Beautiful
Safe Place for Youth.”
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Table 1: Number of surveys collected in each site by wave

Baseline Follow-up

Treatment sites
Rose St 27 32
Rainier & Henderson 37 30
Light Rail 25 31
Lake Washington 26 26
Safeway 31 35
Total 146 154

Comparison sites
Rose St comparison 27 21
Rainier & Henderson comparison 42 26
Light Rail comparison 31 33
Lake Washington comparison 30 32
Safeway comparison 24 34
Total 154 146

Grand total 300 300

Table 2: Number of surveys collected by setting and wave

Baseline Follow-up

Treatment sites
Household 27 21
Street 37 30
Business 42 26

Comparison sites
Household 31 33
Street 26 26
Business 30 32

Setting was not recorded in 4 baseline sur-
veys (1 treatment site and 3 comparison
sites).
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Table 3: Age of survey respondents, frequency and percentage by wave

Baseline Follow-up

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent

Treatment sites
18 to 25 34 28 38 25
26 to 35 31 25 24 16
36 to 45 22 18 25 16
46 to 55 14 11 26 17
56 to 65 17 14 31 20
66 to 75 4 3 4 3
Over 75 0 0 5 3

Comparison sites
18 to 25 25 17 30 22
26 to 35 34 23 42 31
36 to 45 19 13 24 18
46 to 55 27 19 20 15
56 to 65 24 17 11 8
66 to 75 10 7 7 5
Over 75 6 4 2 1

Percentages based on valid responses.

Table 4: Gender of survey respondents, frequency and percentage by wave

Baseline Follow-up

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent

Treatment sites
Male 71 57 75 49
Female 54 43 78 51

Comparison sites
Male 80 55 70 51
Female 64 44 65 48
Other 1 1 1 1

Percentages based on valid responses.
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Table 5: Race of survey respondents, number by wave

Baseline Follow-up

Treatment sites
Black/African American 57 61
African immigrant/refugee 13 23
White 22 37
Asian 12 10
Native American/Alaska Native 5 5
Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 5 5
Other 23 15

Comparison sites
Black/African American 46 62
African immigrant/refugee 8 12
White 48 34
Asian 25 10
Native American/Alaska Native 2 6
Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 3 3
Other 12 14

Respondents could select multiple races. Some respon-
dents who identified asmixed-race selected each category
with which they identified, while others selected “other.” A
number of respondents selecting “other” identified as His-
panic.

Table 6: Survey respondents born in the United States, frequency and percentage by wave

Baseline Follow-up

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent

Treatment sites
Yes 75 60 102 67
No 49 40 50 33

Comparison sites
Yes 96 65 104 75
No 52 35 35 25

Percentages based on valid responses.
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Table 7: Survey respondents with children, number by wave

Baseline Follow-up

Treatment sites
No children 56 54
Children under 18 43 58
Children age 18-25 11 22
Children over age 25 23 33

Comparison sites
No children 61 58
Children under 18 36 55
Children age 18-25 24 12
Children over age 25 37 17

Respondents could select multiple categories.

Table 8: Education level of survey respondents, frequency and percentage by wave

Baseline Follow-up

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent

Treatment sites
Primary/elementary school 7 6 2 1
Some middle/high school 10 8 8 5
High school diploma 39 31 32 21
Some college 27 22 54 36
Associates degree 17 14 19 13
Bachelors degree 17 14 23 15
Masters/graduate/professional degree 8 6 13 9

Comparison sites
Primary/elementary school 1 1 3 2
Some middle/high school 10 7 8 6
High school diploma 31 22 29 21
Some college 34 24 43 31
Associates degree 24 17 18 13
Bachelors degree 26 19 21 15
Masters/graduate/professional degree 14 10 16 12

Percentages based on valid responses.
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Table 9: Employment status of survey respondents, number by wave

Baseline Follow-up

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent

Treatment sites
Full-time employment 46 32 62 42
Part-time employment 23 16 36 25
Retired 10 7 8 5
Not working 36 25 25 17
Other 0 0 7 5

Comparison sites
Full-time employment 61 40 63 41
Part-time employment 24 16 33 21
Retired 15 10 21 14
Not working 37 24 30 19
Other 0 0 4 3

Percentages based on valid responses.
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Table 10: Main activity of respondents at the hot spot, frequency and percentage by wave

Baseline Follow-up

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent

Treatment sites
Live 72 49 58 38
Work 25 17 15 10
Go to school 1 1 1 1
Own business 1 1 4 3
Own property/land 0 0 1 1
Shop 21 14 30 19
Use public transit 18 12 17 11
Use local resources 3 2 14 9
Walk or drive through 3 2 11 7
Other 2 1 2 1

Comparison sites
Live 72 47 49 34
Work 15 10 15 10
Go to school 0 0 0 0
Own business 4 3 0 0
Own property/land 1 1 0 0
Shop 17 11 37 25
Use public transit 28 18 30 21
Use local resources 2 1 4 3
Walk or drive through 9 6 8 5
Other 6 4 3 2

Percentages based on valid responses.

Table 11: Differences in rates of calls for service associated with ABSPY, by site and intervention

Difference in rate, Direction Statistical
treatment vs comparison of difference significance

Combined sites 33% higher +++
Rose Street 9% lower no
Rainier and Henderson 21% higher +
Light Rail 16% lower no
Lake Washington 58% higher +++
Safeway 71% higher +++

Corner Greeters 26% higher ++
Plaza activation 36% higher +++
Safe Passage/campus safety 12% higher no
Business engagement 55% higher +++
CPTED 2% lower no

+ p≤ .05 ++ p≤ .01 +++ p≤ .001
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Table 12: Differences in rates of crime incident reports associated with ABSPY, by site and intervention

Difference in rate, Direction Statistical
treatment vs comparison of difference significance

Combined sites 20% higher ++
Rose Street 5% higher no
Rainier and Henderson 18% higher no
Light Rail 10% lower no
Lake Washington 26% higher no
Safeway 17% higher no

Corner Greeters 13% higher no
Plaza activation 30% higher no
Safe Passage/campus safety 12% higher no
Business engagement 7% higher no
CPTED 48% higher +

+ p≤ .05 ++ p≤ .01 +++ p≤ .001

Table 13: Differences in rates of youth incidents associated with ABSPY, by site and intervention

Difference in rate, Direction Statistical
treatment vs comparison of difference significance

Combined sites 39% higher ++
Rose Street 1% higher no
Rainier and Henderson 42% higher no
Light Rail 17% higher no
Lake Washington 273% higher +
Safeway 103% higher ++

Corner Greeters 43% higher +
Plaza activation 138% higher +
Safe Passage/campus safety 12% higher no
Business engagement 1% higher no
CPTED 44% higher no

+ p≤ .05 ++ p≤ .01 +++ p≤ .001
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Table 14: Differences in rates of Part I violent crimes associated with ABSPY, by site and intervention

Difference in rate, Direction Statistical
treatment vs comparison of difference significance

Combined sites 23% higher no
Rose Street 33% higher no
Rainier and Henderson 68% higher no
Light Rail 22% higher no
Lake Washington 17% higher no
Safeway 44% lower no

Corner Greeters 18% higher no
Plaza activation 119% higher no
Safe Passage/campus safety 42% higher no
Business engagement 21% lower no
CPTED 47% higher no

+ p≤ .05 ++ p≤ .01 +++ p≤ .001

Table 15: Differences in rates of Part I property crimes associated with ABSPY, by site and intervention

Difference in rate, Direction Statistical
treatment vs comparison of difference significance

Combined sites 9% higher no
Rose Street 29% lower no
Rainier and Henderson 19% higher no
Light Rail 20% higher no
Lake Washington 25% lower no
Safeway 3% lower no

Corner Greeters 1% lower no
Plaza activation 29% higher no
Safe Passage/campus safety 15% higher no
Business engagement 16% lower no
CPTED 7% higher no

+ p≤ .05 ++ p≤ .01 +++ p≤ .001
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Table 16: Differences in rates of violent crimes associated with ABSPY, by site and intervention

Difference in rate, Direction Statistical
treatment vs comparison of difference significance

Combined sites 19% higher no
Rose Street 25% lower no
Rainier and Henderson 52% higher no
Light Rail 47% lower no
Lake Washington 108% higher no
Safeway 29% lower no

Corner Greeters 8% higher no
Plaza activation 198% higher no
Safe Passage/campus safety 17% higher no
Business engagement 31% lower no
CPTED 7% higher no

+ p≤ .05 ++ p≤ .01 +++ p≤ .001

Table 17: Differences in rates of Part II crimes associated with ABSPY, by site and intervention

Difference in rate, Direction Statistical
treatment vs comparison of difference significance

Combined sites 30% higher +
Rose Street 9% higher no
Rainier and Henderson 18% higher no
Light Rail 74% lower no
Lake Washington 116% higher +
Safeway 31% higher no

Corner Greeters 21% higher no
Plaza activation 125% higher marginal
Safe Passage/campus safety 1% lower no
Business engagement 30% higher no
CPTED 46% higher no

+ p≤ .05 ++ p≤ .01 +++ p≤ .001
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Figure 1: Hot spots of juvenile incidents, Seattle South Precinct, 2012
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Figure 2: Hot spots of youth incidents, Seattle South Precinct, 2012
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Figure 3: Hot spots of juvenile and youth incidents, Rainier Beach area, Seattle South Precinct, 2012
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Figure 4: Target hot spots identified for intervention
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Figure 5: Community Appearance Index results, Rose Street, 2014
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Figure 6: Community Appearance Index results, Rainier & Henderson (east side), 2014
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Figure 7: Community Appearance Index results, Rainier & Henderson (west side), 2014
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Figure 8: Community Appearance Index results, Light Rail (east side), 2014
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Figure 9: Community Appearance Index results, Light Rail (west side), 2014
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Figure 10: Community Appearance Index results, Lake Washington, 2014
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Figure 11: Community Appearance Index results, Safeway, 2014
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Figure 12: ABSPY implementation timeline, 2013-2014
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Figure 13: ABSPY implementation timeline, 2014-2016
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Figure 14: Calls for service in treatment and comparison sites, January 2011–August 2016
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Figure 15: Calls for service at Rose Street and comparison site, January 2011–August 2016
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Figure 16: Calls for service at Rainier and Henderson and comparison site, January 2011–August 2016
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Figure 17: Calls for service at Light Rail and comparison site, January 2011–August 2016

71



Rainier Beach: A Beautiful Safe Place for Youth

Figure 18: Calls for service at Lake Washington and comparison site, January 2011–August 2016
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Figure 19: Calls for service at Safeway and comparison site, January 2011–August 2016
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Figure 20: Calls for service at Corner Greeter and comparison sites, January 2011–August 2016
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Figure 21: Calls for service at Plaza Activation and comparison site, January 2011–August 2016
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Figure 22: Calls for service at Safe Passage/Campus Safety and comparison site, January 2011–August
2016
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Figure 23: Calls for service at Business Engagement and comparison sites, January 2011–August 2016
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Figure 24: Calls for service at CPTED and comparison sites, January 2011–August 2016
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Figure 25: Crime incident reports in treatment and comparison sites, January 2011–August 2016
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Figure 26: Crime incident reports at Rose Street and comparison site, January 2011–August 2016
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Figure 27: Crime incident reports at Rainier and Henderson and comparison site, January 2011–August
2016
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Figure 28: Crime incident reports at Light Rail and comparison site, January 2011–August 2016
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Figure 29: Crime incident reports at Lake Washington and comparison site, January 2011–August 2016
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Figure 30: Crime incident reports at Safeway and comparison site, January 2011–August 2016
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Figure 31: Crime incident reports at Corner Greeter and comparison sites, January 2011–August 2016
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Figure 32: Crime incident reports at Plaza Activation and comparison site, January 2011–August 2016
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Figure 33: Crime incident reports at Safe Passage/Campus Safety and comparison site, January 2011–
August 2016
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Figure 34: Crime incident reports at Business Engagement and comparison sites, January 2011–August
2016
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Figure 35: Crime incident reports at CPTED and comparison sites, January 2011–August 2016
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Figure 36: Youth incident reports in treatment and comparison sites, January 2011–August 2016
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Figure 37: Youth incident reports at Rose Street and comparison site, January 2011–August 2016
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Figure 38: Youth incident reports at Rainier and Henderson and comparison site, January 2011–August
2016
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Figure 39: Youth incident reports at Light Rail and comparison site, January 2011–August 2016
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Figure 40: Youth incident reports at Lake Washington and comparison site, January 2011–August 2016
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Figure 41: Youth incident reports at Safeway and comparison site, January 2011–August 2016
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Figure 42: Youth incident reports at Corner Greeter and comparison sites, January 2011–August 2016
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Figure 43: Youth incident reports at Plaza Activation and comparison site, January 2011–August 2016
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Figure 44: Youth incident reports at Safe Passage/Campus Safety and comparison site, January 2011–
August 2016
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Figure 45: Youth incident reports at Business Engagement and comparison sites, January 2011–August
2016
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Figure 46: Youth incident reports at CPTED and comparison sites, January 2011–August 2016
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Figure 47: Part I violent incidents in treatment and comparison sites, January 2011–August 2016
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Figure 48: Part I violent incidents at Rose Street and comparison site, January 2011–August 2016
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Figure 49: Part I violent incidents at Rainier and Henderson and comparison site, January 2011–August
2016
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Figure 50: Part I violent incidents at Light Rail and comparison site, January 2011–August 2016
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Figure 51: Part I violent incidents at Lake Washington and comparison site, January 2011–August 2016
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Figure 52: Part I violent incidents at Safeway and comparison site, January 2011–August 2016
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Figure 53: Part I violent incidents at Corner Greeter and comparison sites, January 2011–August 2016
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Figure 54: Part I violent incidents at Plaza Activation and comparison site, January 2011–August 2016
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Figure 55: Part I violent incidents at Safe Passage/Campus Safety and comparison site, January 2011–
August 2016
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Figure 56: Part I violent incidents at Business Engagement and comparison sites, January 2011–August
2016
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Figure 57: Part I violent incidents at CPTED and comparison sites, January 2011–August 2016
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Figure 58: Part I property incidents in treatment and comparison sites, January 2011–August 2016
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Figure 59: Part I property incidents at Rose Street and comparison site, January 2011–August 2016
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Figure 60: Part I property incidents at Rainier and Henderson and comparison site, January 2011–August
2016
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Figure 61: Part I property incidents at Light Rail and comparison site, January 2011–August 2016
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Figure 62: Part I property incidents at Lake Washington and comparison site, January 2011–August 2016
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Figure 63: Part I property incidents at Safeway and comparison site, January 2011–August 2016
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Figure 64: Part I property incidents at Corner Greeter and comparison sites, January 2011–August 2016
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Figure 65: Part I property incidents at Plaza Activation and comparison site, January 2011–August 2016
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Figure 66: Part I property incidents at Safe Passage/Campus Safety and comparison site, January 2011–
August 2016
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Figure 67: Part I property incidents at Business Engagement and comparison sites, January 2011–August
2016
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Figure 68: Part I property incidents at CPTED and comparison sites, January 2011–August 2016
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Figure 69: Violent incidents in treatment and comparison sites, January 2011–August 2016
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Figure 70: Violent incidents at Rose Street and comparison site, January 2011–August 2016

124



Rainier Beach: A Beautiful Safe Place for Youth

Figure 71: Violent incidents at Rainier and Henderson and comparison site, January 2011–August 2016
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Figure 72: Violent incidents at Light Rail and comparison site, January 2011–August 2016
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Figure 73: Violent incidents at Lake Washington and comparison site, January 2011–August 2016
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Figure 74: Violent incidents at Safeway and comparison site, January 2011–August 2016

128



Rainier Beach: A Beautiful Safe Place for Youth

Figure 75: Violent incidents at Corner Greeter and comparison sites, January 2011–August 2016
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Figure 76: Violent incidents at Plaza Activation and comparison site, January 2011–August 2016
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Figure 77: Violent incidents at Safe Passage/Campus Safety and comparison site, January 2011–August
2016
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Figure 78: Violent incidents at Business Engagement and comparison sites, January 2011–August 2016
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Figure 79: Violent incidents at CPTED and comparison sites, January 2011–August 2016
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Figure 80: Part II incidents in treatment and comparison sites, January 2011–August 2016
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Figure 81: Part II incidents at Rose Street and comparison site, January 2011–August 2016
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Figure 82: Part II incidents at Rainier and Henderson and comparison site, January 2011–August 2016
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Figure 83: Part II incidents at Light Rail and comparison site, January 2011–August 2016
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Figure 84: Part II incidents at Lake Washington and comparison site, January 2011–August 2016
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Figure 85: Part II incidents at Safeway and comparison site, January 2011–August 2016
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Figure 86: Part II incidents at Corner Greeter and comparison sites, January 2011–August 2016
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Figure 87: Part II incidents at Plaza Activation and comparison site, January 2011–August 2016
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Figure 88: Part II incidents at Safe Passage/Campus Safety and comparison site, January 2011–August
2016
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Figure 89: Part II incidents at Business Engagement and comparison sites, January 2011–August 2016
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Figure 90: Part II incidents at CPTED and comparison sites, January 2011–August 2016
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Figure 91: Percent change in calls for service pre- and post-intervention in the hot spots, Rainier Beach
neighborhood, and South Precinct
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Figure 92: Percent change in incident reports pre- and post-intervention in the hot spots, Rainier Beach
neighborhood, and South Precinct

146



Rainier Beach: A Beautiful Safe Place for Youth

Figure 93: Percent change in youth incident reports pre- and post-intervention in the hot spots, Rainier
Beach neighborhood, and South Precinct
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Figure 94: Percent change in Part I violent crimes pre- and post-intervention in the hot spots, Rainier
Beach neighborhood, and South Precinct
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Figure 95: Percent change in Part I property crimes pre- and post-intervention in the hot spots, Rainier
Beach neighborhood, and South Precinct
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Figure 96: Percent change in violent crimes pre- and post-intervention in the hot spots, Rainier Beach
neighborhood, and South Precinct
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Figure 97: Percent change in Part II crimes pre- and post-intervention in the hot spots, Rainier Beach
neighborhood, and South Precinct
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Figure 98: In the past year, has crime gotten better, worse, or stayed the same?
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Figure 99: Pre-post change in feelings of safety in the hot spots and comparison sites
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Figure 100: Pre-post change in concerns about crime and disorder in the hot spots and comparison sites
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Figure 101: Pre-post change in perceived frequency of disorder in the hot spots and comparison sites
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Figure 102: Pre-post change in perceived likelihood of crime in the hot spots and comparison sites
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Figure 103: Pre-post change in social cohesion in the hot spots and comparison sites
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Figure 104: Pre-post change in collective efficacy in the hot spots and comparison sites
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Figure 105: Pre-post change in perceived frequency of police activity in the hot spots and comparison
sites
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Figure 106: Pre-post change in satisfaction with police in the hot spots and comparison sites
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Figure 107: Pre-post change in perceived legitimacy of police in the hot spots and comparison sites
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