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SUMMARY Preliminary analysis led the project
team to focus on burglaries of single-family
This report describes an action research houses in one sector of the city.

project undertaken by the Savannah Police
Department (now the Savannah-Chatham
Metropolitan Police Department) to

The major findings of the problem
analysis were:

examine, with assistance from a consultant, e Daytime burglary is closely
the problem of burglary of single-family associated with truancy.
houses.
. e There is a high rate of repeat

Although, for a variety of reasons, victimization, much of it under-
few of the recommendations that emerged reported.
from this project were implemented, much
was learned about the local problem and the e Burglary victims do appear to
limits of the community’s current response heed crime prevention advice

to it. from the police.




e Very little is known about the
stolen property market in the area.

e There is little routine
communication among CIB
burglary detectives, the Pawn
Shop Detail, and patrol officers.

e Better identification and control
of repeat offenders will likely
reduce burglary rates.

The major recommendations for
improving the police and community
response to the problem were:

e Improve truancy prevention and
control.

e Improve the preliminary
investigation process (to improve
case clearance and discourage
false or exaggerated reporting).

e Improve the burglary scene
evidence collection process.

e Improve control of the stolen
goods market.

e Develop a repeat offender
initiative.
e Improve the crime prevention

advice and assistance provided to
burglary victims.

e Improve environmental design
elements (e.g., more motion-
sensitive lighting around houses
and lanes, street redesign, lane
closures and neighborhood
markers).

e Improve the UCR classification
process to reduce misclassified
and duplicate burglary reports.

The problem-oriented, action
research model was applied
reasonably effectively and smoothly
in this project. The POP Guide
proved useful for guiding the
problem analysis and the search for
viable new responses. However,
competing priorities for the time and
attention of police department staff
detracted attention from this project
such that only a few of the
recommendations were
implemented. Consequently, it was
not possible to measure the impact
the project had on the burglary
problem.

THE PROJECT
Background

Between September 2000 and January 2003
the Savannah, Ga. Police Department (SPD)
participated in a project designed to apply
information contained in selected Problem
Oriented Guides for Police (POP guides) to
two actual crime and disorder problems in
that city. The project was funded by the
Office of Community Oriented Policing
Services in the U.S. Department of Justice,
in the form of technical assistance from Mr.
Michael Scott, one of the principal
researchers on the POP guides project. This
report assesses one of those two
explorations—burglary of single-family
houses in Savannah.

Selecting the Problem

The SPD senior command staff chose to
explore burglary of single-family houses
after systematic deliberation. In September
2001 a survey instrument was administered
to all patrol, investigations, and traffic




officers in the SPD (see Appendix A). In the
survey officers were presented with a listing
of the 19 POP guides that were then either in
print or in production. They were asked to
rate the level of concern about each of these
problems in their community and to
recommend to the command staff which
problems they felt should be addressed in
this project.

Mr. Scott drafted the survey which
was reviewed, revised and administered by
the SPD, and then tabulated the survey
results and reviewed them with SPD senior
command staff in October 2001. A total of
181 surveys was completed, representing
nearly one-half of the operations staff of the
department. The scores and rankings were
cross-tabulated by levels of police
experience, officer rank, and assignmentl,
and were generally found to be consistent
across all categories with some variation
according to assignment.

Mr. Scott briefed Chief Dan Flynn,
patrol commander Deputy Chief Dan
Reynolds, and the SPD planning and
research coordinator, Mr. Brian Renner, on
the survey results, and subsequently briefed
the remainder of the senior command staff
(bureau chiefs, and precinct, investigative,
and special unit commanders) at the
conclusion of a regularly scheduled
Compstat meeting. (Chief Flynn and the
investigations bureau commander were not
present for the briefing at the Compstat
meeting, so they did not participate in the
final problem selection.) Mr. Scott briefed
the command staff on the project objectives,
described his credentials and role in the
project, and outlined the basic project
structure. He then invited the commanders
to consider the following questions in
making their selections:

e How necessary do you think it is to
change the department’s and

community’s overall response to
the problems under consideration?

e How likely do you think it is that
conducting a problem-oriented
policing study will bring about
these changes? Are certain
responses preordained or
foreclosed by other considerations?
Are decision-makers likely to be
influenced by data and analysis?
Do you think there will be
sufficient public and political
support for exploring the problems
under consideration?

e What impact does the problem
have on the community in terms of
its scope and costs?

e Are there any life-threatening
conditions at issue?

e Are there any threats to
Constitutional rights at issue?

e s there likely to be sufficient
community interest and support for
both the study and the subsequent
recommendations?

e Isthere evidence of interest and
support of officers for addressing
the problem?

e Does the problem adversely affect
the relationship between the police
and the community?

e How likely is it that studying the
problem will lead to some progress
in dealing with it?

The following problems were perceived to
be of serious concern and recommended for
exploration:
e Durglary of single-family houses
e Dburglary of retail establishments
e thefts of and from cars in parking
facilities
e drug dealing in privately owned
apartment complexes.




The commanders gave serious consideration
to thefts of and from cars in parking
facilities, but concluded that much of the
problem in the city occurred on public
streets. Similarly, while the commanders
agreed that drug dealing in privately owned
apartment complexes was a significant
problem, much of the drug dealing problem
in the city took place in public housing
complexes, on the street, and in smaller
privately owned apartment buildings.

After discussing the survey findings,
the various problems and the selection
considerations, the command staff
unanimously selected burglary of single-
family houses and loud car stereos as the
two they wanted to explore in this project
(see the report on Loud Car Stereos for
discussion of why that problem was
selected). At the time, the citywide
residential burglary rate was rising, having
increased by 32% between 2000 and 2001.
The commanders decided to address the
burglary problem at the precinct level rather
than citywide because they felt the data
would be more manageable and because the
problem varied geographically. As Precinct
3, one of the four SPD precincts, was largely
residential and accordingly had a high
proportion of the city’s residential
burglaries, the project was assigned to its
commander, Captain Dean Fagerstrom, to
manage.

The project got off to a slow start,
partly because the burglary of single-family
houses POP guide was still in draft form at
the time the problem was selected. About a
month after the project was assigned,
however, Mr. Scott provided Capt.
Fagerstrom and the then investigations unit
commander, Lt. Gary Glemboski, with a
near-final draft of the POP guide. He also
met with Maj. Reynolds to discuss project
management. They agreed that Maj.

Reynolds would have to play an active role
to keep the project moving forward. As there
were several other high-profile projects and
issues demanding commanders’ attention at
that time, it was almost six weeks before the
first project meeting took place.

STRUCTURING THE PROJECT

At the initial project meeting, the
participants decided there should be a core
project team with other key individuals
brought into the project as necessary. Capt.
Fagerstrom assigned one of his patrol
supervisors, Sergeant Greg Mitchell (soon to
be promoted to Lieutenant and assigned as a
patrol watch commander), to manage the
project. Mr. Scott and the department’s
research and analysis coordinator, Mr.
Renner, would also be part of the core
project team. It was agreed that Mr. Scott’s
role would go beyond merely advising the
core project team, and that he would conduct
or assist with problem analysis tasks as
needed. The precinct’s crime prevention
officer and a burglary detective were
expected to be part of the core project team,
but their roles eventually proved to be rather
limited.

The team then turned to two other
tasks: determining the scope of the project
and designing a project analysis plan.

The Scope of the Project

Consistent with the scope of the POP guide,
the team decided to focus on single-family
houses. Duplexes were not at first part of the
analysis, but those which were more like
detached houses than multi-unit apartment
buildings were later included. Initially, the
team planned to analyze the problem across
the entire precinct, but a review of aggregate
burglary data and maps led it to narrow the
geographical scope of the project to the




northern half of the precinct where nearly
two-thirds (62%) of the reported target
offenses occurred (see Fig. 1 below). The
plan was to analyze all incidents with the
following report classifications—burglary,
attempted burglary, trespass, unfounded
burglary, filing false police reports, and
greater included offenses such as sexual
assault, homicide, and home invasion
robbery. As burglary was a lesser-included
offense in certain other crimes, non-burglary
offenses were to be studied for what they
might reveal about the core problem, rather
than for what they revealed about those
particular offenses. Because police believed
that house burglars also tended to break into
cars, analyzing thefts from vehicles was
discussed but ultimately rejected. Houses
which were burgled while under
construction were excluded, as the offense
was considered closer to construction-site
theft than burglary. Burglary from vacant
rental properties was also excluded, because
it do not generate the same concern as
burglary of an occupied house.

A Project Analysis Plan

Problem analysis was organized along two
major dimensions—first, according to
categories of questions needing answers;
and secondly, by major analysis tasks.

Categories of questions

The following categories generally mirrored
those in the Understanding Your Local
Problem section of the POP guide:

the scope of the problem

burgled premises

incidents

burglary victims

offenders

locations and times

e current responses to the problem

e measures of effectiveness.
Mr. Scott drafted a set of analysis questions
and assessment measures drawn largely
from the POP guide, but included others not
specifically mentioned in the guide.

Major analysis tasks

The following analysis tasks were planned:

e reviewing case files

e conducting environmental surveys
of burglary sites

e conducting environmental surveys
of a random sample of houses in
the target area

e reviewing aggregate incident data
and maps

e interviewing police specialists

e interviewing offenders

e surveying victims

e tracking criminal cases through the
legal system

e surveying citizens

e surveying crime victims.

This analysis structure guided both the
substance and the methods of inquiry. (See
Appendix B for the initial set of problem
analysis and assessment questions,
Appendix C for an additional set of analysis
tasks, and Appendix D for a matrix
describing the various analysis tasks to be
completed to answer each question.)
Responsibility for these analysis tasks was
apportioned among the members of the core
project team.

ANALYSIS TASKS, FINDINGS AND
RECOMMENDATIONS

The following section summarizes the major
analysis tasks, findings and
recommendations of the project.




Major Analysis Tasks

Several different methods were used to
analyze the problem. The major analysis
tasks are described in the table below.

Major Findings from the Analysis

While the long-term trend for residential
burglary in Precinct 3 and citywide is
relatively stable, there is room for
significant improvement in the way in which
this problem is addressed. It is difficult to
determine with accuracy the real burglary
rate—there is both over-reporting (fraud,
error) and under-reporting (only about 50%
of actual burglaries are reported to police)—
but the team is confident that whatever the
real burglary rate may be, improvements in
investigation, reporting, punishment, and
prevention can reduce it.

Daytime burglary is closely associated
with truancy. Nearly three-fourths of target
burglaries occurred during daylight hours.
Few burglaries occurred on Saturdays. A
high proportion of burglaries occurred near
schools. Most juveniles arrested for burglary
were truant at the time.

There is a high rate of repeat
victimization, much of it under-reported.
While the repeat victimization patterns have
not been fully analyzed, the victim survey
revealed a significant level of repeat
victimization, which is consistent with
research findings. Nearly half (44%) of
victims surveyed said the house had been
burgled either before or since the target
burglary; some said as many as five times.
Sometimes, the repeat victimization pattern
is for the block rather than one house.

Burglary victims do appear to heed crime
prevention advice from the police. Many
burglary victims did not have effective
prevention measures in place, but seemed
receptive to advice provided by police. The
best time to provide this advice is in the
immediate aftermath of the burglary—
ideally, the next day, but certainly within
one week. Weak doors, door-frames,
window-frames, and window locks
contribute to forced-entry burglaries, but
many victims (some home-owners, others
tenants) lack the resources to improve these
house features.

Very little is known about the stolen
property market in the area. Despite this
lack of knowledge, the team identified a
number of measures that could be taken to
improve understanding of the stolen
property market and better control it.

Cash, jewelry, stereos, and VCRs were
most commonly stolen, followed by
clothing, video game systems, and guns.
Most of these items are easily transported on
foot and are readily converted to cash.

Police reports suggest there is some
false reporting (e.g., missing rental property,
supplementary missing property claims) by
victims. Only about half of victims have
property insurance, however, and only half
of those that do file insurance claims.

There is little routine communication
among CIB burglary detectives, the Pawn
Shop Detail, and patrol officers. CIB
detectives and patrol officers rarely
exchange information—for example, the
truancy patrol log maintained by Precinct 3
is not routinely checked by CIB detectives—
and CIB detectives do not routinely work
closely with the Pawn Shop Detail or the
Forensic Unit.




Better identification and control of repeat
offenders will likely reduce burglary
rates. Official data on burglary suspects was
hard to obtain because of deficiencies in the
records management system, but
investigators believed that a few high-rate
offenders accounted for many burglaries as
well as other property crimes such as thefts
from vehicles. This belief is supported by
research findings.

Criminal arrest, prosecution, and
incarceration of residential burglars is only a
small part of the response to residential
burglary. Few burglary cases are cleared by
arrest, and the sentences of those convicted
tend to be less severe than what many
people would expect from a burglary
conviction.

Recommendations for Improved
Responses to the Problem

Improve truancy prevention and control.
Savannah does not appear to run programs
to address chronic truancy. The schools,
police, juvenile court and juvenile agencies
need to collaborate to control truancy,
particularly among habitual truants.

The team recommended that truancy
patrols be continued and made less
predictable (i.e., the dates and times of the
patrols should vary so habitual truants
cannot predict when the patrols are active).
Officers should continue to field interview
truants and return them to school, home or
youth authorities as appropriate. The field
interview information should be cross-
referenced with school attendance records to
identify chronic truants so the school may
intervene. Burglary detectives should be
encouraged to use the truancy patrol log as
an investigative tool.

Truancy patrol officers should target
known truants who are also known
criminals. Arrest and probation records

should be cross-checked against attendance
records. Those found to be both frequently
absent from school and involved in criminal
activity should be targeted for extra attention
from police. When these chronic offenders
are absent from school, officers should
actively search for them (both during school
hours and in the evenings if needed).

Parents should be notified of all
truancy information, in person, by a police
officer. Officers should inform parents of
their child’s status as a truant (and possibly
as a known delinquent) and their
responsibilities as parents to ensure school
attendance. Parents should also be reminded
that they can be prosecuted for contributing
to the delinquency of a minor or for
violating the state's mandatory attendance
laws.

The School Board should be strongly
encouraged to take a more proactive
approach to controlling truancy. A change in
some school procedures may be required.
School officials should consider taking more
proactive steps to address truancy, such as
taking attendance in each period and
notifying campus police of truants, notifying
parents immediately of their child’s absence,
screening students for intervention when
arrested by police for truancy, and
alternative suspensions.

Improve the preliminary investigation
process (to improve case clearance and
discourage false or exaggerated
reporting). As many preliminary burglary
investigations are substandard, stricter
accountability for inadequate investigation
and reporting is necessary. First responders
and beat officers should become more
involved in the investigation of most
burglaries. They should actively search for
witnesses at the scene both at the time of
reporting and in a follow-up. Even if first
responders are unable to do an extensive




canvass, a mini-canvass should be
conducted. Beat officers would then do a
much more extensive canvass as soon as
possible (possibly at the same time as a
crime prevention survey). This should be
assigned with a suspense date to be tracked.
SPD should consider formally assigning
burglaries with lower loss amounts to beat
officers for follow-up investigation. This
would serve to improve preliminary
investigations and improve patrol officers’
investigative skills. Patrol officers and
burglary detectives should be encouraged to
exchange information routinely.

To discourage or uncover false or
exaggerated reporting, officers should
inquire if the property is either insured or is
rent-to-own property. If it is rent-to-own
property, police should contact the rental
company to locate serial numbers and to
determine if the account is in arrears or the
property has been repossessed. The simple
act of asking about insurance may
discourage some home-owners from
inflating insurance claims.

Officers should determine whether the
victim is the home-owner or a tenant. If the
victim is a tenant, the property owner should
be contacted and offered burglary
prevention advice, as many tenants are not
authorized or lack the resources to install
prevention measures.

Burglary detectives should be
encouraged to apply for search warrants on
burglary arrestees’ homes. Doing so might
lead to recovery of more stolen property.

The department’s computer index of
field interviews is not well known or widely
used as an investigative tool in the
department. It should be exploited more
fully. Though the existing system is not
user-friendly, the new field interview file in
the records management system should be
easier to use.

Improve the burglary scene evidence
collection process. The Forensic Unit or the
investigating patrol officer should take
photographs at more burglary scenes.
Photographs are useful for persuading juries
of the impact burglary has on victims. The
new records management system will allow
digital photos to be electronically attached to
the case file. A system should be developed
for storing the photos as evidence.

New officers should be given more
hands-on training in crime scene processing
so they develop better skills at recognizing
and collecting evidence at burglary scenes.
Patrol officers should be encouraged to call
for the Forensic Unit to process burglary
scenes only in cases where there is a high
probability of collecting useful physical
evidence. Criteria for requesting Forensics
should be established (e.g., whether the
crime scene is likely to be productive, the
value of items taken, if the burglary is part
of a pattern of repeated crimes, if it is or is
likely to be a repeat victim, if there is a
known suspect, etc.) Victims should not be
allowed to determine whether or not the
crime scene is processed for evidence; this
should be a professional judgment of
investigating officers. Properly trained
officers should be able to explain to victims
why the Forensic Unit will or will not be
requested. The reduction in overall calls for
forensics processing should allow the Unit
to do a more thorough job on the scenes they
do process.

Improve control of the stolen goods
market. The goal is to establish a level of
enforcement sufficient to make pawn shop
and second-hand dealers more careful about
buying suspicious property and prevent
thieves from selling stolen property. The
following are some measures that might be
taken to improve control of the stolen
property market:




e Conduct test sales of property to
pawn shops and second-hand
dealers to see if identification and
reporting requirements are met.

e Conduct spot inspections/audits of
pawn shop inventory.

e Post signs in licensed shops
discouraging sales of stolen
property.

e Develop a publicity campaign to
discourage buying stolen property.

e Get second-hand dealers to comply
with city ordinance reporting and
identification requirements.

e Program computer software to
automatically alert for suspicious
patterns of pawning activity (e.g.,
same person pawning a lot of
property).

e Propose a county ordinance similar
to the Savannah city ordinance to
ensure uniform requirements
across the county.

e Establish a regional stolen
property information network.

e Require pawn shops to take digital
photos of all pawned property and
submit the photos with the pawn
tickets.

At present, the Pawn Shop Detail
detective’s time is heavily consumed with
data entry and computer file review. The
detective must enter pawn shop data
submitted on paper into the computer system
without clerical assistance,. S/he rarely has
the opportunity to get into the field for more
proactive tasks.

Develop a repeat offender initiative. There
are various models for repeat offender
programs, Some more resource-intensive
than others. The most practical approach to
repeat burglary offenders is to develop a
flagging system in the records management

system by which communications specialists
could alert patrol officers and detectives to
official contacts with repeat offenders.
Flagging repeat offenders would also enable
a list of burglars to be printed, which would
include their most recent mug shot, known
addresses, and criminal histories. This
would give detectives, or patrol
investigators, access to a list of potential
suspects. The logic behind such a system is
to give patrol officers and detectives more
information about suspects to improve their
investigation and enforcement decisions.

A more proactive approach—nhaving
prosecutors ask the court for enhanced
sanctions against repeat offenders, and
corrections officials impose stricter
monitoring conditions—should be
considered after this first step, though
locating and monitoring repeaters might
require an increase in police numbers. A
more ambitious effort would require a
commitment from senior police command
staff as well as the district attorney and
corrections supervisors.

Improve the crime prevention advice and
assistance provided to burglary victims.
Police should provide burglary victims
immediate (within 24 to 48 hours in most
cases) practical advice to help them reduce
their risk of repeat victimization. The
burglary prevention advice should be
tailored to the particular victim and house;
for example, some victims might be advised
to enhance exterior lighting of the premises
in cases where nighttime burglary is likely.
New, high-quality information
brochures should be developed to inform
victims of what to expect in the criminal
investigation process, how they can assist
the investigation, how they can reduce their
risk of repeat victimization, and how to
contact key people in government (police,
prosecutors, victim advocates, etc.) to assist
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them. The information should discourage
exaggerated or fraudulent reporting.

Police should visit neighbors of
burglary victims to alert them to the crime
and to enable them to better protect their
homes and watch out for their victimized
neighbor.

Beat officers and the precinct crime
prevention officer should assume
responsibility for victim follow-up. Patrol
officers should receive additional training in
burglary prevention. An in-service training
course should be developed that would
include the findings from this project, the
content of the Burglary of Single-Family
Houses POP guide, and burglary prevention.
All patrol officers and burglary detectives
should be given a copy of the Burglary of
Single-Family Houses POP guide.

Improve environmental design elements
(e.g., more motion-sensitive lighting
around houses and lanes, street redesign,
lane closures and neighborhood markers).
The team’s analysis did not find that alleys
and shrubbery had a significant on burglary.
Lighting of the house appeared to be more
important than street lighting. More
ambitious environmental design changes to
the neighborhoods (e.g., rerouting streets,
creating more cul-de-sacs, erecting
entryways to neighborhoods, upgrading
street and residence lighting) might reduce
burglary, but would require substantial
community support and resources. There are
limited opportunities to change the physical
features of established residential
neighborhoods to discourage burglary, but
environmental changes should be
recommended at particular houses as part of
the overall burglary prevention advice
provided to victims.

Improve the UCR classification process to
reduce misclassified and duplicate
burglary reports. Many of last year’s UCR
misclassifications of burglary reports were
attributable to the crash of the records
management system. Those errors are less
likely to be repeated when the new records
management system becomes operational. A
review of 2002 residential burglary reports
in Precinct 3 found that far fewer
classification errors were made in that year
compared to 2001, perhaps because the large
number of new officers who joined the force
in 2001 had improved their skills. The new
field training program has helped in this
regard. As the classification problem
appears to have been adequately addressed,
this project need not devote any more effort
to it.

UNDERSTANDING THE LOCAL
PROBLEM

What follows is a summary of what was
learned about the problem of burglary of
single-family houses in the target area. It
was not possible to gather information to
answer every question posed in the original
analysis plan; those questions for which
information was available are presented
below.

The Scope of the Problem

What is the long-term trend for this
problem in the target area? The nine-year
trend for all residential burglaries in the
target area suggested that 2001 was a typical
year for residential burglary. The median
number of all residential burglaries in the
target area for the nine-year period was 285
(see Figure 2 below).

This generally mirrored trends elsewhere in
the precinct and across the city (see Figure 3
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below). State, regional and national
residential burglary rate trends have showed
steady declines while the trend in Savannah
as a whole, and the target area in particular,
suggested that burglary rates were holding
steady.

The complicating factor for this project was
that 2000 was an abnormally low year for
residential burglary both in the entire city
and in the target area, and what appeared to
be a dramatic spike in the rate in 2001 was
probably only a return to the norm. Indeed,
the residential burglary rate citywide rose a
modest 2.3% from 2001 to 2002, well within
the long-term norm. There is no simple
explanation for the unusually low rate in
2000.

The long-term trend was discussed.
An argument could be made that the
problem did not merit special attention
because it was not out of statistical control,
but it was felt that the problem caused
sufficient harm to victims to warrant an
effort to improve responses.

It was not possible to calculate a
useful rate for burglary of single-family
houses that would allow for better
comparisons across geographic areas.

Burgled Premises

Much of what was learned about burgled
premises in the target area was the result of
three analyses: 1) a review of 162 case files
that met the criteria for inclusion in the
study, 2) environmental surveys of all
houses burgled in these 162 cases, and 3)
environmental surveys of a randomly
selected sample of 41 houses in the target
area. (See Appendix E for the Data
Collection Instrument.) There were 282
residential burglaries in the target area in
2001, 57% of which were of single-family
houses, the focus of the study. Some

duplexes, a few apartments and one
condominium were included because of
their similarity to single-family houses. This
yielded a total of 162 cases that met the
target criteria. A random sample
environmental survey was conducted to
determine if there were any environmental
features of burgled houses that differed
significantly from a typical house in the
area.

How accessible are burgled houses? In the
target area, rear alleys (lanes) are common,
serving mainly to provide access for
sanitation and utility work. Most are
unpaved and unsecured at their intersections
to adjacent streets. About half the target
offenses (46%) occurred at properties with a
rear lane or other rear vehicle access. In
21% of them, the rear access was used either
for the burglar’s approach or exit from the
scene, but means of access was not known
in the rest. Burglary detectives expressed the
view that alleys (lanes) did contribute to
residential burglary as most entries were
from the rear of the house, but no significant
difference in rear access was found between
burgled houses and the randomly selected
control group.

As it was not possible to conclude
definitively if rear access to houses
contributed significantly to burglary, the
team decided, for the purposes of this study,
not to pursue any special measures to
control access through alleys.

How visible are points of entry to burgled
houses? Many target burglaries occurred
even though the point of entry was at least
somewhat visible to neighbors and
passersby. In fact, the burgled houses were
more likely to have clear visibility than the
random sample houses. In 53% of the cases
the yard was open to surveillance. In 54% of
cases, the point of entry could not be seen
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from the street; in about 40% of the cases,
the point of entry was at least partially
obscured by trees or shrubs; in only about
14% of cases was the point of entry
concealed by a fence or wall. In only 7% of
cases was there a significant amount of trees
or shrubs in the yard obstructing a view of
the entrance. These findings are relative,
however, as this area of Savannah is
characterized by lush foliage, particularly by
a creeping vine known as kudzu that can
blanket an area in all but a few cold weather
months (see Fig. 4 below).

While the general environment
tended to provide a fair amount of
concealment, the visibility of points of entry
did not appear to be a significant factor in
determining which houses in the area were
burgled and which were not.

The lighting at the time of the burglary
could be determined in only 38% of cases.
In 44% of these, the street was adequately
lit, but the residence was dark; in 38%, both
the street and the residence were adequately
lit, and in 18%, both the street and the
residence were mostly in the dark. In none
was the residence lit and the street dark.
This may simply be because there are few
unlit streets in the target area or it may point
out the importance of having an adequately
lit residence against a dark background.

What types of security were in place at
burgled houses? The environmental survey
of burgled houses revealed that only 12%
had signs or decals indicating the presence
of an alarm and only 7% actually had alarm
systems. Where the house was protected by
an alarm, it was activated in only 25% of
cases. This means that alarms were rare in
the target area and where they did exist, they
often did not work as intended. There was
an indication of a dog on the premises in
only 10% of cases. The environmental

survey of the random sample of houses
showed that burgled houses were more
likely to have alarms and dogs as security
measures than the random sample, while the
random sample houses were more likely to
have burglar bars on windows or doors. But
because the survey was limited to observing
the exterior of the house, it could have
missed security measures not readily visible
from the outside.

The victim survey data showed that
22% of victims’ houses had burglar alarms
when they were burgled, and 20% had dogs.
Most victims (57%) had no burglary special
prevention measures in place. Only one
victim said motion-sensitive lights were in
place and one said burglar bars were in
place. After the 2000 burglary, 41% of
victims installed better locks; 26% installed
burglar alarms; 11% installed new lighting;
11% installed burglar bars; 7% got a dog;
and one victim moved out of the house. 20%
of victims reported taking no special
preventive measures.

What house features made burgled
houses more vulnerable? According to
burglary detectives, much of the housing
stock in the target area was made from
cheap materials such as hollow core doors,
which were often kicked in to gain entry.
They believed that many property owners
lacked the resources to install good burglary
prevention measures. Analysis of case files
confirmed that a significant percentage
(35%) of entries were made by forcing open
locked doors, either in the front, side or rear
of houses, and an equal percentage (35%) by
forcing open or breaking windows. Most of
the remaining entries (30%) were through
unsecured doors or windows. In 60% of
cases, entry was made to the rear of the
house; 18% to the front; and 21% to the
side. Entry was about evenly made through
doors (47%) and windows (52%).
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Conclusion: It was likely that more secure
doors, windows, and locks would likely help
prevent burglary of single-family houses in
this area.

Incidents

What type and value of property was
stolen? In 89% of cases it was possible to
determine the property stolen (or reported
stolen). The most commonly stolen types of
property were, in declining order: TVs, cash,
jewelry, stereos, and VCRs. The next cluster
was clothing, video game systems, and
guns?, followed by food, telephones,
microwave ovens, tools, bicycles, DVD
players, cameras/camcorders, air
conditioners, compact discs, computer
equipment, furniture, and checks. Other
types of property were reported stolen in
only a single case.

The mean value of property stolen in
the target area was $812; the median value
was $450. Nationally, the average loss in a
residential burglary was $1,381 in 2000.
This suggests that target area houses
contained less valuable property than the
norm.

Burglary Victims

What were the characteristics of victims?
Burglary detectives believe that most
residential burglary victims were wholly
innocent and that few were also offenders or
gang members, as most burglars did not
want to risk retaliation by stealing from
dangerous people.

Were owner-occupants or renters more
likely to be burglary victims? The victim’s
home-owner status was determined from
case files in 43% of cases.® Of those, 67%
were renters and 33% were owners.* The
median length of time renters had lived in

the house before it was burgled was 18
months; the median time of residence for
owners was 12 years.

Conclusion: It is important to reach out to
landlords and tenants with burglary
prevention advice as well as to home-
OWners.

How much revictimization of houses and
persons occurs? The victim survey revealed
that 44% of victims said they had been
burgled either before or after the 2000
burglary, some claiming as many as five
times (11% said there had been unsuccessful
attempts; 22% said the house had been
burgled previously; 6% said the house had
been burgled since the 2000 burglary; and
another 6% said the house had been burgled
both before and since the 2000 burglary).
(See Appendix F for Victim Survey Data
Collection Instrument.) This data suggested
that repeat

victimization was significant. Of special
note was that four houses on one block (10
block of Hibiscus) were multiple burglary
locations, suggesting that giving extra
attention to entire blocks might reduce
repeat victimization.

The team hoped to analyze SPD
records to assess the level of repeat
victimization in residential burglary, with
the intention of determining which of the
houses in the 2000 target sample had
previously been burgled up to five years
before the 2000 burglary, and which had
been burgled subsequent to the 2000
burglary. Deficiencies in the records
management system made it impossible to
gather that data, however. For the same
reason it was impossible to analyze the
repeat victimization phenomenon at the
individual level to see if certain individuals
(as opposed to houses) were chronic victims
of residential burglary. It would also have
been instructive to analyze the repeat
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victimization pattern of property owners (as
opposed to houses or occupants) to see if
certain landlords were chronic victims, but
these data, too, were unavailable.

Burglary detectives did not believe
there was a high level of repeat
victimization in the target area, largely
because most victims were not insured and
could not therefore afford to replace stolen

property.

Conclusion: The repeat victimization
pattern was not widely recognized by SPD.

Did victims have property insurance that
covered their burglary losses? Victim
survey data revealed that 53% of victims
said their property was insured; 47% said it
was not. For those whose property was not
insured, 29% said the cost of the insurance
was not worth the probable loss, and 25%
said property insurance was too expensive.
(33% did not answer the question and 13%
offered another reason.) Of those whose
property was insured, 52% said they filed a
claim for the loss; 48% did not.

Did victims receive any crime prevention
advice after the burglary, and if so, did
they take any action based on that
advice? 48% of victims said they received
some crime prevention advice, primarily
from a police officer. A few received advice
from neighbors, witnesses, an alarm
company, an insurance company, or a family
member. Of the 52% of victims who
received no advice, the vast majority (82%)
said they would have liked it. Of those who
received advice, 68% said they acted on the
advice, most within a couple of days or no
more than a week. The most common
burglary prevention measure taken after
receiving advice was to install better locks.
Other prevention measures mentioned were

installing an alarm, new lighting, or burglar
bars, and getting a dog.

Conclusion: Burglary victims are receptive
to burglary prevention advice and act on that
advice reasonably quickly.

How likely are victims to report their
victimization to police? Nationally, only
about half (51%) of burglary victims report
their victimization to the police. That
percentage rises to 84% when the dollar loss
exceeds $1,000. According to a local crime
victimization survey conducted a few years
ago, only about half (47%) of property crime
victims in Savannah reported the crime to
police. Savannah residential burglary
victims’ reporting practices were therefore
typical.

Conclusion: Given that the average dollar
loss in burglaries of single-family houses in
the target area was slightly less than $1,000,
the problem is significantly underreported.

Offenders

It was not possible to gather much useful
information about offenders, as efforts to
interview convicted burglars were largely
unsuccessful. Nearly all the offenders
initially identified by probation and parole
officials as suitable candidates were either
returned to jail for violating conditions of
their release or declined to be interviewed.
The team succeeded in interviewing only
one offender, but his circumstances were
exceptional and not representative of local
offenders. (See Appendix F for the Offender
Interview Protocol). Efforts to map the
home addresses of known residential
burglars were also unsuccessful due to
deficiencies in the records management
system.
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Burglary detectives believed that
much of the problem was gang, drug and
truancy-related and that the current
responses to offenders, especially juveniles,
were largely ineffective.

What are the characteristics of offenders?
From a small sample of persons arrested
citywide for residential burglary, African-
Americans were over-represented (68%
compared to about 52% of city population).
White offenders tended to be older than
black offenders. Arrestees were
overwhelmingly male (96%). The median
age of residential burglars arrested in
Savannah was just over 19 years with a
significant portion of them under the age of
18. Detectives believed many offenders
were juveniles who were savvy about police
and the criminal justice system and did not
fear its consequences. They believed many
young burglars worked for drug dealers.

Where do offenders live, work or hang
out? Forensics Unit investigators believed
most offenders committed burglaries close
to where they lived. Detectives believed
many young offenders were chronic truants,
many barely literate. Due to limitations of
the department’s records management
system, residential burglars’ addresses at the
time of their arrest could not be analyzed.

What is the repeat offending pattern?
Forensics Unit investigators believed many
burglaries were committed by repeat
offenders, and arrest records confirmed this.
Burglary detectives believed house burglars
also tended to break into vehicles.

What, specifically, motivates burglars?
Detectives believed many residential
burglaries in the target area were committed
by youth gang members to finance gang
activities. They also believed that some

offenders were drug addicts stealing to
support their addictions. Some offenders
apparently liked to hang out in houses they
burgled—eating food, using the telephone,
and watching television.

How do burglars dispose of stolen
property? The team learned surprisingly
little about how the stolen property market
operated in the area. Burglary detectives and
the pawn shop detective believed they
understood some typical patterns, but all
admitted they did not know as much as they
would like. Detectives believed that some
crack houses pawned stolen goods or
accepted them as payment for drugs, and
that crack house operators in turn pawned
the property at pawn shops or package
stores, some of which accepted stolen goods
as payment for their products. Some
offenders stashed their stolen property in or
under houses in the area. The pawn shop
detective believed that all 17 pawn shops in
the city trafficked to some degree in stolen
property and that certain pawn shops
specialized in certain types of stolen goods.
He said some burglars went directly from
the crime scene to a pawn shop. He believed
there were not many professional fences in
the city, and that jewelry was commonly
sold on the streets rather than pawned.
Younger thieves—those under 18 who can’t
legally pawn property— tended to find
someone older to pawn the property for
them. Those with transport