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Executive Summary

This report summarizes results from a two -year
implementation evaluation of the Seattle Police

De p ar t mERD) Blisro-Community Policing Plans
(MCPP) conducted January 2015 9 January 2017. The
evaluation was independently conducted by Seattle
University Department of Criminal Justice researchers.

The SPD MCPPevaluation employed a mixed  -method
research design including participant observation ,
community focus groups , and the development and
administration of the Seattle Public Safety survey. A central
element of the MCPP initiative was the creation of research
analyst/assistant (RA) positions in each of the five Seattle
Police precincts dedicated to assisting with tasks associated
with the MCPP . The RAsserved in the dual role as SPD
research analysts a nd as Seattle University research assistant
participant observers . The initiative also in cluded the
development and implementation of the Seattle Public

Safety Survey administered as part of the evaluation in 2015
and 2016.

The results tell the story of th e evolution of the Seattle Police
Depart ment 6 s MCP Ping how the callection ef
data on community perceptions of crime at the micro -
community level provide sa comprehensive assessment of
the nature of crime in Seattle communities that can be

used in conjunction with crime data to address public

safety in Seattle. Implications for public safety and police
community engagement and recommendations for further
development of the SPD MCPP initiative are discussed.

Highlights

This report summarizes results from an

implementation evaluation of the Seattle

Pol i“ce" Depar ty@emmurdtys - Mi-C r-o
Policing Plans conducted in 2015- 2017.

ARIRI
KEYFINDINGS

The SPD MCPP facilitates police -citizen
engagement to inform public safety priorities

and strategies at the micro  -community level in
the City of Seattle. Over the two  -year
implementation period the MCPP evolved

from a ground -up initiative to an institution  ally
integrated structure for utilizing police  -citizen
engagement and data on crime and citizen
perceptions of public safety to direct police
resources and services at the micro -
community level, Triangulation of data on

citizen perceptions, crime, and poli ~ ce
activities offers a framework for further
empirical evaluation effectiveness of the

MC PP initiative.

SEATTLE PUBLIC SAFETY SURVEY
RESULT8015-2016

The top citywide public safety concern in 2015
was car prow! followed by lack of police
capacity and r  esidential burglary. These three
top concerns remained the same in 2016 with
lack of police capacity taking the place of

car prowl sthe top issue followed by car prowl
and residential burglary. Results from narrative
comments on the most prominent issues o f
concern for citizens show that lack of police
capacity and homelessness were the most
prominent themes in both 2015 and 2016.

IMPLICATIONS AND
RECOMMENDATIONS

Data collected through the MCPP initiative
provide a comprehensive picture of the

nature of crime to meaningfully address

public safety in Seattle by directing resources
and services to target the unique needs of
Seattle micro -communities.
Recommendations include further developing
the integrated data triangulation system and
ongoing evaluatio n of impact of the MCPP on
crime and public safety and expansion of

police -citizen engagement opportunities.
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INTRODUCTION

Background

On June 23, 2014, Kathleen O8Toole was sworn in as
Depart ment . One @ top Wibrities fwa 6 addresd &ime, violence , and quality of life
issues by implementing cutting edge strategies to reduce crime and increase public safety in

Seattle. In late 2014 the Seattle Police Department (SPD) in partnership with the Seattle Police
Foundation (SPF) and Seattle University Depar tment of Criminal Justice (SUCJ) received a
Community Oriented Policing Services (COPS) Office grant to implement and evaluate the Seattle
Police Micro -Communi ty Policing Plans (MCPP) initiative. The
Community Policing Pla ns initiative was implemented in January 2015 with pilot evaluation of the
implementation to span two years from January 2015 to January 2017.

The SPD MCPP is based on the premise that public safety can be enhanced and crime
reduced through collaborative police -community attention to distinctive needs of Seattle
neighborhoods with focus ed crime control, crime prevention and quality of life strategies on
neighborhood -specific priori ties. The SPD MCPP recognizes that no two Seattle neighborhoods are
alike and that citizen perceptions of crime and public safety at the micro -community level matter
The MCPPs take a three -prong approach to bring together community engagement, crime data ,
and police services. MCPPs are tailored to meet the individual needs of each micro -community
with a unique approach owned by the community. When used in conjunction with crime data,
information gathered through community engagement to develop the MCPPs that take into
account citizen perceptions at the micro  -community level provide a  much more accurate picture
of the reality of crime and public safety than does official crime data alon e. Thisutilization of citizen
feedback and community perception of crime and public safety used in conjunction with official
crime data to understand and address the reality of crime in communities makes the MCPP strategy
unique and unprecedented

The MCPP initiative implemented f ocused crime control, crime prevention , and quality of life
strategies in 55+1 Seattle neighborhoods in the five police precincts across the city. The MCPP was
developed from the bottom up with i nput and feedback from citizens at the micro -community
level, business leaders, and police officers and command staff at the precinct level . This innovative
collaborative approach to crime reduction and public safety fillsa historical planning and
implementation gap that has existedin Se at t | e ddwerseaeiglyporhoods by creating
individualized innovative solutions to reducing and preventing violence. The MCPP involved a
collaborative process including the Seattle Police Department, Seattle citizens and community
leaders, Seattle University Department of Criminal Justice researchers, and the Seattle Police
Foundation and COPS Office technical assistance team. To develop the MCPPs, community
residents work ed in partnership with their local police precinct captain and their Community

1 The 55+ micro -communities were designated through police -community engagement in the early developmental phase of
the initiative. Micro -communities were determined based on a dialogue between SPD precinct captains and personnel and
citizens and community groups wi  th consideration of historically designated neighborhoods. The SPD MCPP map is
considered a living document that can be revised and informed through ongoing police -community engagement. The
number of-commemioti esé6 defined at a miyhpgentaldorfluctuatennp/dowrsas theyplarmsmi ¢
evolve.
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Policing Team Sergeant to identify priority problems, analyze existing quality of life and crime data,
and design individualized = MCPPs to increase public safety and reduce crime

Historical and Conceptual Origins of the Seattle Micro -Community Policing Pla ns

The Seattle Micro -Community Policing Plans initiative is in line with the principles of
community justice as a strategy and philosophy of justice (Clear, Hamilton, & Cadora, 2011) and
collective efficacy (Browning et al, 2014; Wells et al, 2006; van Zomeren et al, 2013; Yili et a, 2005)
that offers an oalternative that promises a new set of
justiced ( Cl ea rCitizer2reagtion to pplice islofied yletermined by the way police
define the citizenry and  much work still needs to be done to change the nature of policing to
integrate community policing strategies into the broader community justice agenda. While police
were largely the first criminal justice agency to embrace community justice in the form of
community policing initiatives in the 1980s and 1990s, community policing and community justice
differ. Community policing is a philosophy of law enforcement and comprehensive policing strategy
(e.g., neighborhood watch, problem -oriented policing, SARA, h ot-spots policing, situational crime
prevention, and place -based initiatives, and broken -window strategies) while community justice is a
strategy and philosophy of criminal justice that applies both to crime and quality of life in
communities and embraces  non -police functions of adjudication and sentencing, corrections, and
offender reentry (Clear, 2007; Clear, Hamilton, & Cadora, 2011). The Seattle Police MCPP help move
community policing into this broader agenda of community justice. The Seattle MCPP is based on
principles of community justice and the idea that communities can be organized around place,
people, and common personal identity  to improve police -community relations through efforts to
develop trust, forge relationships, and identify shared interests and goals between the police and
the many communities they serve. The  MCPP initiative recognizes important research findings on the
criminology of place (Weisburd, Groff, & Yang, 2013) and that community concerns and citizen -
police interactions are of ten driven by shared experiences as a result of living in a particular
neighborhood with its own unique composition and issues. Community justice assumes that criminal
justice strategies are tailored to acknowledge critically important differences between communities
within cities, that the formal criminal justice system of control is not the main mechanism of public
safety, and that informal social controls such as families, friends, neighbors, business owners, and
social organizations form the foundation of public safety (Clear, Hamilton, & Cadora, 2011).

The SPD MCPPis a community justice doriented, neighborhood -based strategy that strives to
improve quality of life in neighborhoods where law enforcement work together collaboratively to
address crime and crime perceptions from a grass  -roots bottom up approach. The Seattle MCPP is
not a community policing initiative. Rather, the MCPP reflects a new era of community justice
oriented policing that builds upon theory, research, and initiatives utilized in oth er stages of the
criminal justice process that have attempted to increase understanding between traditionally
polarized groups affected by crime. For example, restorative justice initiatives such as victim -
offender mediation, peacemaking and sentencing cir cles, surrogate encounter programs, and
victim wrap -around initiatives and community justice reflect a new era of criminal justice practices
that offer alternative frameworks for understanding crime and its response. Like restorative justice
initiatives t hat bring together groups that are separated within the adversarial system, the Seattle
Police MCPP offers opportunities for citizens and police to work collaboratively to better understand
each otherds perspectives, i s sraotssground rudappraachc eThelMCPR r om a
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encourages police to work closely with the citizens and communities at the neighborhood /micro -
community | evel within each precinct jurisdiction to togeth
perceived by citizens and stakeholders within each neighborhood in conjunction with official crime
data collected through 911 calls and incident reports

Through inclusion of distinct place -based micro -communities as well as selected micro -
communities organized a round a common issue/shared interest/identity, this project provides a
unique opportunity to identify both inter and intragroup needs of place -based as well as
issue/identity -based micro -communities. This focus on the many distinct communities within
neigh borhoods in the city of Seattle provides a unique opportunity to identify how place -based and
issuef/identity ¢ ommunities present similar and different relationships to the police in efforts to make
sense of why and how those can be addressed. The Seattle Police MCPP allows SPD to begin to
identify commonalit ies and difference swithin and between communities to be efficient and
effective in problem solving while remaining attentive to unique experiences and perspectives. For
example, while the concerns raise  d by the one community subgroup may reveal patterns, it is
important to identify how patterns are the same/different across communities , to examine
differences within communities, and to determine how perceptions of crime and public safety at
the micro -com munity level can be used in conjunction with official crime data to direct police
resources and action . Thus, the overarching purpose of the MCPP is to promote efficiency while
accepting the | imits eosimeditsdbhgeappnpdaeahodmeaningluh di r e
allocation of resources and action that takes the particularities within micro -communities into
account (which may be fewer in number, but larger in consequences) with recognition of change
needed across multiple communities and/or the enti re city of Seattle

The Nature and Extent of Crime in Seattle Neighborhoods daka. OMi ecCaommunitieso

Seattle is divided into five precincts  d East, North, South, Southwest, and West. Seattle is often

referred to as the ocity of neighborhoods , 6 each with a di st icrnncetandmgalityur e i n t
of life. The MCPP initiative was implemented in response to crime concerns that characterized the

Seattle Police precincts and respective neighborhoods/micro -communities. At the onset of the

initiative, precinct captains were asked to identify micro -communities within their precincts in

collaboration with citizens and community groups with the intent of an ongoing dynamic approach

to the citywide map whereby the micro -communities would continue to be assessed and

reevaluated through police  -community engagement. At the onset of the MCPP initiative, 55 +

micro -communities were identified.  During the course of the initiative additional micro -communities

were identified , some have been dropped, others a dded with a current total of 59 officially
designated Seattle micro -communities 9 10 in East Precinct , 12 in North Precinct , 14 in Southwest
Precinct , 15 in South Precinct , and 8 in West Precinct . Figure 1 shows the current MCPP map. 2

2 There are many maps of Seattle that have been created over the years by different government and non -
profit organizations and a range of citizen opinions about which neighborhoods should be offici ally designated
as neighborhoods and identified on maps. In the development of the MCPP, SPD approached this issue with

the goal of creating a map that respected the ways in which citizens defined and understood their

neighborhoods with the idea that the M CPP map would be used to organize and report official SPD data at

the micro -community level with the understanding that the maps and the number of micro -communities is an
ongoing evolving process.
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Figure 1. Map of Seattle Micro -Communities 3
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East Precinct .

The East Precinct is comprised of 10 micro -communities: Capitol Hill, Central Area/Squire
Park, Chinatown/International District, Eastlake  -East, First Hill, Judkins Park/North Beacon Hill,
Madison Park, Madrona Leschi, Miller Park, and Montlake/Portage Bay . East Precinct saw a nearly
30 percent rise in total violent crime in 2014 prior to the implementation of the MCPP with almost
40% of all robberies and aggravated assaults. The annual crime statistics from 201 0 to 2016 in the
East Precinct are shown in  Figure 2.

3 As of January 31, 2017
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Figure 2. East Precinct Crime Annual Crime Data 2010-2016

East Precinct
2010 to 2016 Yearly Crime Comparison

15000
14000
13000
12000
11000
10000

9000
8000 6,454 7,578 7,067

7000 5,467 5.667 e
6000 5,689 e

5000 5,820 6,901 6,407 5,953

4000
3000 5,185 4,927 5,093

2000 504 540 574 634 677 660
2000 0 703

6,656

2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016

= Person Crime Total = Property Crime Total Grand Total

North Precinct .

The North Precinct is comprised of 12 micro  -communities : Ballard -North, Ballard -South,
Bitterlake, Fremont, Greenwood, Lake City, Northgate, Phinney Ridge, Roosevelt/Ravenna,
Sandpoint, University, and Wallingford.  North Precinct saw a rise in property crime in 2014 prior to the
implementation of the MCPP.  North Precinct an nual crime statistics from 2010 to 2016 are shown in
Figure 3.
Figure 3. North Precinct Crime Annual Crime Data 2010  -2016
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2010 to 2016 Yearly Crime Comparison
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South Precinct .

The South Precinct is comprised of 15 micro -communities: Brighton/Dunlap,
Claremont/Rainier Vista, Columbia City, Genesee, Georgetown, Hillman City, Lakewood/Seward
Park, Mid -Beacon Hill, Mount Baker, New Holly, North Beacon Hill, Rainier Beach, Rainier View,
SODO, and Sout h Beacon Hill. The South Precinct is one of the most diverse areas  in the United
States. Violence in the South Precinct has characterized this section of the city as having the largest

share of homicides and shootings in 2014 (35% higher than any other pre cinct). Robberies and
aggravated assaults had a higher monthly average through the first quarter of 2014, resulting in an
8% increase in the monthly average of total violent crimes in the South Precinct. South Precinct

an nual crime statistics from 2010 to 2016 are shown in Figure 4.

Figure 4. South Precinct Crime Annual Crime Data 2010 -2016

South Precinct
2010 to 2016 Yearly Crime Comparison
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Southwest Precinct .

The Southwest Precinct is comprised of 1 4 micro -communities: Alaska Junction, Alki,
Commercial Duwamish, Commercial Harbor, Fauntleroy, High Point, Highland Park, Morgan, North
Admiral, North Delridge, Pigeon Point, Roxhill/Westwood/Arbor Heights, South Delridge, and South
Park. Though overall crime dropped in the Southwest Precinct prior to the implementation of the
MCPP, inc reases in burglaries and drug crime in  the Southwest Precinct in 2014 brought residents out
to community crime prevention meetings to find solutions. Southwest Precinct an nual crime statistics
from 2010 to 2016 are shown in Figure 5.
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Figure 5. Southwest Precinct Crime Annual Crime Data 2010 -2016
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West Precinct .

West Precinct is comprised of 8 micro -communities: Belltown , Chinatown/International
District, Downtown, Eastlake -West, Magnolia, Pioneer Square, Queen Anne, and South Lake
Union/Cascade. The West Precinct has historically been characterized by entrenched quality of life
issues such as homelessness, mental illness , public urination, panhandling, drug use and drug
dealing that create fear and a sense of danger . Southwest Precinct an nual crime statistics from
2010 to 2016 are shown in Figure 6.

Figure 6. West Precinct Crime Annual Crime Data 2010 -2016
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2010 to 2016 Yearly Crime Comparison
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Prior to the implementation of the SPD MCPP, each of the SPD Precincts saw a rise in crime
with distinct crime concerns within the precincts and their respective micro -communities.

1 East and South Precincts comprise the highest documented violent crime ra tes in the City .
1 East Precinct saw a 27.7% rise in total violent crimes between 2010 and 2013 and this rise

stayed constant through the first quarter of 2014 until just before the MCPP implementation
During the same period (2010 -2013), Seattle as a whole saw a 6.9% citywide increase in total
violent crime.

1 South Precinct ha d a 100% increase in homicides, 21.5% increase in robberies between 2010
and 2013, and continued the upwards trend through the first quarter of 2014 before the
MCPP implementation . Citywid e, homicides and robberies increased 18.2% and 12.4%,
respectively during that same time period

1 Total Violent Crimes in the South and East precincts grew in the first quarter of 2014 by
exceeding their 2013 monthly averages in robberies and aggravated assaults, and
exceeding the citywide 2013 monthly averages.

1 South and East precincts account for 41% and 40% of all robberies and aggravated assaults,
respectively, in the first quarter of 2014.

1 Between 2010 and 2013, the South and East precincts account ed for 46% of all homicides in
Seattle, and 55% of all homicides with a firearm.

1 Between 2010 and 2013, the South and East precincts accounted for 41% of all robberies in
Seattle, and 48% of all robberies with a firearm.

1 Between 2010 and 2013, the South an  d East precincts accounted for 36% of all aggravated
assaults in Seattle, and 51% of all aggravated assaults with a firearm.

These examples and statistics illustrate the wide a ran
police precincts. Additiona Ily, Seattle is populated by residents who speak many languages

including Spanish, Chinese, Korean, Viethamese, Amharic, Somali and other languages as the city?o:
rapidly growing new immigrant population continues to soar with new residents from a wide rang e

of countries and cultures with varying experiences and approaches for interacting with police.

Seattle is a diverse and multidimensional city.Seatt |l eds Rai ni er hidsddeh ey f or exanm
reported as Americads most diverse zip code (98118) wit
including speakers of 59 languages with a third of the population African American who began

entering the city in the 1950s and another third white, remnants of the Italian and Irish immigrants of

the early 1900s (Seattle Times Staff, 2010 ; Stuteville, 2016 ). To address the diversity in Seattle, the

MCPP initiative set out to develop, implement, and evaluate 55+ individual Micro -Community

Policing Plans from all five precincts to address the unique neighborhood -based policing and

community issues with recognition that a  one -size fits all public safety, violence reduction , and

crime prevention approach will not work in a city rooted in vastly different contexts, geograp hic

locations, and cultural histories.
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SPD MCPP Project Goals

The overarching goal of the S PD MCPP initiative is to increase public safety, reduce crime, and
prevent violence in every community of the city of Seattle through a unique collaborative
partnership built from the bottom up by each neighborhood, their local police precinct, and local
researchers . SPD MCPP goals target COPS Office program goals to advance the practice of
community policing using evidence -based and best practice . The specifi ¢ goals of the SPD MCPP
initiative are to:

Develop Knowledge: The SPD MCPP provides opportunity for  individual neighborhoods  di.e., micro -

communities to identify their priority violence and quality of life issues. Each distinct micro -
community isprovided opportunity to work with SPD to d evelop best practices knowledge about
how to solve their priority problems by identifying the unique aspects of the micro -community and

utilizing police -citizen engagement, research , best practices , and evidence -ba sed solutions to

address identified micro -community issues. For example, under the MCPP, a micro -community that

identifies youth gangs as a priority issue might work with their Precinct personnel to identify and

reach out to youth gang experts in other pol ice agencies who have implemented and evaluated

successful gang intervention and prevention strategies aimed at younger at -risk youth. This

knowl edge would be used to develop that nMCPRRhbor hoodds
Additional knowledge would be gai ned through the evaluation component of the MCPP to share

data and successful outcomes with other jurisdictions.

Increase Awareness: T he MCPP provides increase d awareness of crime and public safety issues at
the micro -community level as well as awareness about community policing (Partnership, Problem
Solving and Prevention) by enhancing collaboration between the community and police. Under

the MCPP, collaborative partners will become aware of and test accessible best practices in a cost -
effective manner in  order to inform action steps that will be evaluated and replicated.

Increase Skills/Abilities:  Under the MCPP, community partners and officers in the precincts gather
information about successful evidence -based practices to address their particular prior ity problems .
The utilization of research to inform practice will increase officer and community  networking,

analysis and project planning and implementation skills and abilities.

Increase Practice:  Under the MCPP, the Seattle Police Department is engage  d in ongoing
assessment of the number and range of community policing problem solving activities occurring
throughout the city. Instead of one overarching community policing strategy, the MCPP involves
the development, implementation and evaluation of 55+ micro -community policing plans of
actions relying on research and evidence -based practice.

Institutionalize Practice: The MCPP individualize d problem solving process isinstitutionalized
throughout Seattle. It is anticipated that this cost -effective, focused approach will be replicated

and become the norm in other cities across the nation as one -size-fits-all approaches to increasing
public safety and reducing and preven ting crime and  violence reduction have not historically
produced and/or sustained successful longer -term crime reduction outcomes in other cities (i.e. in
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Detroit, Oakland, Chicago, to name a few.) . In addition, the ongoing data collection method used
in the MCPP (the annual Seattle Public Safety survey) to collect data on community perceptions of
crime at the micro -community level offers a model that can be used nationally to collect data that
has the potential for multisite/jurisdictional comparisons.

SHFD MCPP Components

The SPD MCPPOJ shotpm aup sapproach to public safety involved a number of
components designed for the purpose of  collecting data  to aid in the development of priority -
based strategies at the micro -community level to inform p olice allocation of resources . The SPD
MCPP implementation included the following components:

1) Police -community engagement  at the micro -community level to collect information for the
development of plans, priorities, and strategies.

2) The creation of part -time research analyst/research assistant positions in all five of the
Seattle Police precincts who serve in the dual role as MCPP research analysts to assist the
precincts with MCPP -related tasks and as SUCJ research assistants to coll  ect qualitative
data participant observation data for the SPD MCPP implementation evaluation.

3) Community focus groups facilitated by the MCPP RAs held at the micro -community level in
all designated micro -communities and with selected identity -based micro -communities
conducted for the dual purpose of ongoing police -citizen engagement and data collection
for the implementation evaluation.

4) The development and administration of the 0Seattle Public Safety Survey ,6 a non -probability
survey administered annually to citizens who work and/or live in the City of Seattle ,
administered twice over the course of the two  -year evaluation/data coll  ection period.

5) Integration of the SPD MCPP RAs/Researcht eamin SPD SeaStat meetings.

6) The development of a data collection system to collect ongoing information about
strategies and activity addressing MCPP -identified priorities logged by SPD personnel at the
precinct and micro  -community levels

7) Developmentofa public -facing SPD MCPP website to offer public access to informat  ion on
the history, objectives and components of the MCPP, the MCPP map, priorities, and
strategies, and the Seattle Public Safety Survey results: https://www.seattle.gov/seattle -
police -department/mcpp.

8) Developmentofa framework to empirically examine how triangulation of MCPP data on
citizen perceptions, police priority  /strategy /a ctivity logs, and crime  can be utilized to
reduce crime and increase public safety at the micro -community level.

Over the course of the two  -year implementation and evaluation , these MCPP comp onents were
put into place through the grass  -roots/ground up approach to allow for ownership at all levels of
the Seattle Police Department to achieve organizational stability and to establish the collaborative

infrastructure between Seatt le Police Department and Seattle University Department of Criminal
Justice to sustain the SPD MCPP as an ongoing initiative including ongoing administration and
collection of data through the Seattle Public Safety Survey

The MCPP initiative is designed to triangulate community engagement, police services, and
crime data (See Figure 7). The plans take a three prong approach that bring community
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engagement, crime data and police services together to get direct feedback on perceptions of

crime and public sa fety. MCPP are tailored to meet the individual needs of each community, with a
unique approach owned by the community based on the notion that citizen perceptions of crime

and public safety matter. When used in conjunction with crime data, citizen percepti ons at the
micro -community level provide a more accurate picture of the reality of crime and public safety

than can be seen through crime statistics alone.

Figure 7. MCPP Triangulation of Community Engagement, Crime Data, and Police Services

Community
Engagement

Micro

Community
Policing Plans

Crime Data Police Services

The SPD MCPP utilization of community engagement to develop micro -community priorities and
strategies to address them combined with ~ Seattle Public Safety Survey results on citizen perceptions
of crime and official crime data provides the Seattle Police Dep artment with a comprehensive
picture of the nature of crime and public safety . This comprehensive approach including

community engagement and data on both crime and citizen perceptions of crime at the micro -
community level takes into account what matterst o citizens who live in Seattle neighborhoods
each of which is characterized by unique -micro -community level public safety priorities to direct
police resources and services.

SPDMCPP Program Effectiveness and Evaluation

Program evaluations of law enforcement initiatives are critical to verify, document, and
guantify activities to demonstrate the benefits of committing resources that produce benefits that
are tangible for the community. Properly conducted independent assessments of law enforcement
agency initiatives help improve effectiveness and efficiency , especially those that have a strategic
i mpact on the department ds (e, 260r,2008aa2008b)pPeogrbno r ma n c e
evaluation said agencies in making informed decision s about allocating resources. Evaluations help
to describe the initiative and educate the community about its value, determine the
appropriateness of the initiative in achieving the intended goal, provide a framework to measure
program integrity to determi  ne if an initiative achieves its stated objectives, provides opportunity to
pilot innovations and mean sfor comparison of programs across jurisdictions , and contributes to the
field and the growth of the empirical law enforcement knowledge -base (Ward, Chibnall, & Harris,
2007). Implementation evaluations (also referred to as process evaluations) are a starting point for
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any new initiative to describe what the initiative looks like. Process evaluations are employed in
many fields to establishing a blue p rint to guide new and innovative initiatives to ensure
components and activities are implemented as planned, to pilot measures, and to inform future
outcome evaluation (Scarinci et al, 2017). 4

The research evaluation of the MCPP beg an in the third month of the project roll-out after
precinct Captains identified baseline priority problems utilizing a grass  -roots-b ottom up approach
which was a fundamental component of the initiative in the early stages of its development . This
bottom -up community -based approa chto the MCPP reflects a leading edge evolution of
community policing informed by historical trends that have shaped and influenced community
policin g over the years incorporating community building, problem -oriented, and broken -
window /situational and env ironmental crime prevention strategies (Clear et al, 2011), criminology of
place (Weisburd et al, 2012) and principles of restorative/community justice (Clear et al, 2011; Van
Ness & Strong, 2010; Zehr, 1990, 2002, 2005).

The research evaluation team for ~ MCPP initiative was comprised of faculty and students
from the Seattle University Department of Criminal Justice -- Dr. Jacqueline Helfgott, Professor and
Chair (Principal Investigator) , Dr. William Parkin , Assistant Professor (Co -Principal Investigator), and
student swho served as precinct research analysts/research assistants in roles as participant
observers . The utilization of the Seattle University research assistants as participant observers was a
unique element of the MCP  P. The project created sixpositions for research analysts/research
assistants (RAs) o five graduate student research analyst/assistants assigned to each of the five
Seattle Police precinctsa nd one general o f | o auhdergréduate research analyst/assistan t. The
five precinct research analysts/assistant positions were filled by Seattle University Department of
Criminal Justice graduate students and the general analyst/assistant position was filled by an
undergraduate student. During the course of the two -year project implementation and evaluation,
a total of nine graduate students and one undergraduate student were hired to fill the positions. 5

A mixed method evaluation involving quantitative and qualitative data collection
approaches was used to conductan  implementation evaluation of the SPD MCPP initiative. The
evaluation included participant observation, community focus groups, and the development and
admini stration of the 0Seattle Public SaZ0k{20l7 Surveyo6 ad

implementation evaluation/data collection period in October -November 2015 and October -
November 2016. The implementation evaluation was designed to tell the story of the development,
implementation, and evolution of the SPD MCPP initiative over t he two year implementation

period, to establish an ongoing data collection plan for the MCPP initiative, to provide

recommendation for ways in which the MCPPs could be used in conjunction with official crime

data to enhance public safety, reduce crime, and prevent violence in the City of Seattle, and to
contribute to the empirical literature and national practice on policing and public safety through
implementation and evaluation of the MCPP as an innova tive community justice initiative. The
implementation evaluation focused on  three central components: 1) Telling the Story i the
development, implementation, and evolution of the SPD initiative; 2) Measuring Citizen Perceptions

4 For description of different types of evaluation in law enforcement, illustrative case studies, data collection methods, and
thorough explanation of the advantages and disadvantages of law enforcement program evaluation, see: (Ward, Chibnall,
& Harris, 2007).

5 During the course of the two year project implementation and evaluation, there was turnover in four of the five precinct
research analyst/assistant positions as a result of students graduating.
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of Crime and Public Safety through the Seattle Public Safety Survey and Community Fo cus Groups;
and 3) Triangulation of MCPP Generated Data on Citizen Perceptions of Crime, Police Priorities and
Strategies, and SPD Crime Data to provide a framework for ongoing data collection and

evaluation.

METHOD

A mixed -method process e valuation was employed to tell the story of the development and
implementation of the SPD MCPP initiative and to pilot a data collection strategy that could be used
to collect ongoing data to measure the effectiveness of the MCPP . The objective of the evaluation
was to measure the degree to which the MCPP initiative achiev ed it goals of increasing public safety
and decreasing crime through police -community engagement that recognizes the importance of
citizen perceptions in conjunction with crime data at the micro -com munity level. The implementation
evaluation focused on three central components: 1) Telling the Story A the development,
implementation, and evolution of the SPD initiative; 2) Measuring Citizen Perceptions of Crime and
Public Safety through the Seattle Publ ic Safety Survey and Community Focus Groups; and 3)
Triangulation of MCPP Generated Data on Citizen Perceptions of Crime, Police Priorities and
Strategies, and SPD Crime Data to provide a framework for ongoing data collection and evaluation.

Research De sign

The research design involved assessing the overall SPD MCPP implementation, citizen
perceptions of crime in relation to current levels of crime, and the nature of the collaborative
relationship between citizens and police in the Seattle Police Depar tmentds 5 Precincts an
designated micro -communities 6. The overall research design involved  seven components

1) Interviews/Meetings with Stakeholders & Meetings were held with SPD personnel (command
staff, precinct captains, and public affairs) to obtain background information on the
initiative and to better understand how each of the SPD precincts and different units within
SPD approached the initiative throughout the process.

2) Participant -observation --Research Analyst/Assistants in all five of the Seat tle Police precincts
served in the dual role as participants (research analysts) to assist the precincts with MCPP -
related tasks and observers (research assistants) to collect qualitative participant
observation data for the SPD MCPP implementation evaluat ion. In this role, RAs interfaced
with Precinct Captains and personnel, citizens, and community stakeholders.

3) Community Focus Groups -- Community focus groups facilitated by the MCPP RAs were held
at the micro -community level in all designated micro -communities and with selected
identity -based micro -communities in the first and last six months of the initiative. The focus

6 The 55+ micro -communities were designated through police -community engagement prior to the beginning of the

evaluation as part of the early developmental phase of the initiative. Micro -communities were determined based on a
dialogue between the Precinct captains and personnel and citizens and community gr oups with consideration of historically
designated neighborhoods. The SPD MCPP map is considered a living document that can be revised and informed through

ongoing police -community engagement.
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groups were co nducted for the dual purpose of ongoing police -citizen engagement and
data collection for the implementation evaluation.

4) Community Survey 90 A community survey titledt he o0 Seattl e Publwiax Safety Si

developed and piloted at year one and year two dur ing the implementation evaluation.
The Seattle Public Safety Survey is a non -probability survey designed to measure citizen
perceptions of crime and public safety, police legitimacy, fear of crime, social cohesion,
social disorganization, and perception an d knowledge of the SPD MCPP initiative.

5) Review and Development of Maps, Priorities, and Strategy Logs 8 A major component of the
MCPP initiative was the development of the MCPP map with designated micro -
communities, each with a unique community -driven | ist of public safety priorities and
strategies to address them. As part of the implementation evaluation, the MCPP maps,
priorities, and strategy logs were reviewed over the two year implementation evaluation
period. In addition, as part of the review, the research team assisted with the development
of a strategy log documentation system.

6) Review of Nextdoor Activity -- Shortly after the implementation of the MCPP, SPD partnered
with Nextdoor , a social media platform that connects neighbors around issues including
crime and public safety. As part of the implementation evaluation, Nextdoor posts and
exchanges between SPD personnel and Nextdoor users within precincts micro -communities
were revie wed to determine the degree to which SPD personnel and citizens within the
precincts and the micro  -communities utilize Nextdoor , as well as the nature of the posts on
crime and public safety.

7) Review of SPD Crime Data R eporting and Intersections with the M CPP Initiative d A goal of

the MCPP initiative is to improve public safety through police -community collaboration and
the utilization of a comprehensive picture of crime at the micro -community level through
data on citizen perceptions of crime in conjuncti on with official crime data . Toward this end,
the implementation evaluation included observation of SPD SeaStat meetings 7 with
consideration of how the data collected as part of the MCPP initiative could be used in
conjunction with official crime statistics to direct SPD resources and service s. Precinct -
generated pilot protocols were created to examine how MCPP data could be utilized in
conjuncti on with official crime statistics at the micro ~ -community level.

Instruments

The Seattle Public Safety Survey

Acommunitysurvey cal |l ed the o0Seattle Public Sfarthety Surveybé
purpose of providing the Seattle Police Department with a data collection tool that could be used
annually to collect data on citizen perceptions of crime and public safety at the micro -community

7"SPD6s SeaStat meetings, hel d e vreAugust20tdao addeesskersme hotspots dasdd arucrineeh e d
data analysis and community reports of incidents. SeaStat is
other jurisdictions around the country as best practice utilizing crime data to respond to crime and public safety.

Seattl e
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level. The instrument designed specifically for the SPD MCPP initiative based on review of the
literature on community surv  eys of crime perceptions, crime victimization, fear of crime, police
legitimacy, and social disorganization . The survey inc orporated measures used in prior surveys of
aspects of interest combined with questions soliciting perceptions o f the MCPP initiative and
demographic information. The survey was developed based on the notion that citizen perceptions
of crime matter and that the reality of crime is most comprehensively represented through data on
both citizen perceptions of crime and official crime data. Thus, the intent of the Seattle Public
Safety Survey was to provide SPD with a tool to collect data on citizen perceptions of crime and
public safety to supplement  official crime data to provide a comprehensive picture of the nature of
crime in Seattle at the micro  -community level to inform police allocation of resources and services

The Seattle Public Safety Survey questions solicit response regarding demographics,
perceptions of law enforcement trust and legitimacy, crime victimization experiences, levels of
collective efficacy inthe community atthe micro -community level including f ear of crime
victimization, levels of social disorganization, and community identified top public safety
concerns. The questions are based on prior research with the addition of questions specifically
focused on the MCPP initiative . Question format include forced  -choice, 100 -point slider scale, and
open ended questions (See Appendix A for the Seattle Public Safety Survey 8). On the slider scales,
respondents were asked to identify to what extent they agree or disagree with a statement allows
for them to choose a response between 0 and 100. Question items were designed to be
combined into scale responses in data analysis to measure key constructs including police
legitimacy, fear of crime, social disorganization, informal social control, social cohesion, and

perceptions and knowledge of MCPP . For example, all of the individual questions specific to social
disorganization may be combined into a scale that measures the construct 6 soci al
di s or g a n iTheastalesantludéd in the survey focus on seven areas of interest: Police

Legitimacy, Collective Efficacy  -Informal Social Control, Collective Efficacy  -Social Cohesion, Fear of
Crime, Socia | Disorganization, MCPP Perception , and MCPP Knowledge.

Demographics

The survey include d a series of questions to assessthe demographic make -up of the
community --age, racelethnicity, citizenship status, gender, marital status, education level,
employment status, and household income. These questions allow for comparisons in survey
responses by c itizen demographics. Including demographics also provides a means to
weight responses to give more weight to populations underrepresented in the
nonproba bility sample .

Top Public Safety Concerns .

Finally, the survey asked respondents to select their top public safety concerns with
possible concerns listed as response options based on feedback from the community and official
crime statistics on the types of incidents occurring throughout the city . In addition to the presented

8 The 2016 version of the Seattle Public Safety Survey is included in the Appendix. The 2016 version was changed slightly from
the 201 5 survey with the addition of a question regarding citizen views of Seattle Police as compared to police in the United
States. In addition, a question was added regarding personal interaction with a Seattle police officer in the past year.
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responses, respondents were given the option to write -in their own public safety concerns in case
what isan issueto them wa snot provided in the list. Respondents were allowed to select as many
issuesthat are of concern to them as needed , and they were offered opportunity in an open -ended
guestion at the end of the survey to further elaborate in narrative format any additional thoughts on

public safety and security ° issues they would like to share

Crime Victimization and Interactions with Police

The survey solicited responses regarding  victimization experiences by residents w ithin the
last year. Respondents were asked if they themselves, or a member of their household, have
been a victim of specific criminal offenses (including burglary, motor vehicle theft, theft,
robbery, assault, and threat). In order to avoid unnecessary intrusion into privacy and potential
item non -response, questions about domestic and sexual violence were worded differently.
Participants were asked if they have, in the last year, witnessed or heard about the occurrence
of someone being sexually assaulted/raped, or of someone being exposed to violence within the
family & both in their neighborhood. In order to assessnon -reporting behavior, participants were also
asked to indicate ifthey have or would respond to an occurrence of the crimes listed and how
they responded, namely if they called or would call 9-1-1 or if they reported or would report the
incidence to the community police officer. Thisinformation iscrucial, aslaw enforcement resources
are often calculated taking calls for service into account. In cases in which respondents indicate
that they did not or would not notify any authorities the reason for their non -responding behavior
was assessed.

Modifications to the survey in 2016 included the addition of a question asking citizens about

their personal interactions with police. The question asked, 0ln the |l ast year, have you
a Seattl e Polandcoel no ftfhiec el ra?sét uipteracted witthaanene -Seattle police
of f i cfalow@ddwith a question asking the citizen to rate on a 0 -100 point scale the degree to

which the interaction was positive.

Law Enforcement Trust & Legitimacy

Police legitimacy isan important concept relevant to public safety as it has been
consistently found that law enforcement relies on police legitimacy in order for individuals to
cooperate/comply  with and support their departments. Gau (2014) defines police legitimacy as
0 a racceptance of the rules, laws, and precepts that define the police role in society, and a
willingness to grant deference to police as a consequence of the belief that they are the
authorized representatives who dutifully carry out the rulesand laws that make society function
s mo ot Kpl 389. Police legitimacy isan important concept to public safety as it has been
consistently found that law enforcement relies on police legitimacy in order for individuals to
cooperate/ comply with and support their departments (Gau , 2014; Reisig et al., 2007; Tyler, 2006;
Tankebe, 2013). The questions in the Seattle Public Safety survey build o n scales developed by
Sunshine and Tyler (2003) as well as other research (Gau, 2014 and Reisig et al., 2007, Tyler, 2006;

9The term O0securityd was added in addition to publ i tyfosuagromgsy based on
conducted in the early stages of the i mplementation suggesting that
for some racial/ethnic and historically disadvantaged groups (e.g., African Americans)
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and Tankebe , 2013). In addition, research shows that procedural justice presents an important
indicator of levels of police legitimacy within a community and thus questions related to
procedural justice were included in the survey (Gau, 2014; Reisig et al., 2007).Ci t i zend s
per ception of procedural justice can be informed by sources that go beyond o n e sérsonal
experience, including experiences of friends/family, as well asthe presentation of police actions in
the media (Gau, 2014). The concept isoperationalized by asking respondents to what extent they
agree with certain statements when thinking about law enforcement and how they are treated.
Finally, there questions were included related to trust and c i t i Pperoeiged obligation to
obey law enforcement officers. While the concept of trust is defined as 0 p e o p Ibeliéfss that
legal authorities are fair, are honest, and uphold p e o p | rei 6gsHTyler & Huo, 2002, p. 78-79),
perceived obligation to obey isdefined asthe extent to which people feel 60 t h shguld comply
with directives from police officers € irrespective of their personal f e e | i n g s2006,([p.T4%)! Irethe,
effort to assessresidents 8trust and the obligation to obey, a series of questions that ask about how
much respondents agree that SPD officers are honest and protect the rights of the citizens, as
well as whether citizens should obey orders and accept decisions made by law enforcement . In
the 2016 version of the survey, two additional questions were added in light of the national

discourse around police -citizen engagement soliciting responses to a question regarding personal
interactions with a Seattle police officer in the past year as well as a question asking about views of
police at the local and national levels.

The questions in the Seattle Public Safety Survey build off scales developed by other
research showing that procedural justice presents an important indicator of levels of police
legitimacy within a community. The concept isoperationalized by asking respondents to what
extent they agree with certain statements when thinking about your law enforcement agency and
how they are treated. Finally, there are also questions related to trustand c i t i Derceiged
obligation to obey law enforcement officers. Table 1 shows the question items in the Seattle Public
Safety Survey included in the police legitimacy scale

Table 1. Question Items included in the Seattle Public Safety Survey to Measure
Police Legitimacy Scale
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On a scale from 0to 100, with O being strongly disagree and 100 being strongly agree, to what extent do you agree
with the following when thinking about the Seattle Police Department and its officers?

Seattle police officers protect p e o p | basic srights in the neighborhood.

Seattle police officers are honest.

Seattle police officers do their jobs well.

Seattle police officers can be trusted to do the right thing for my neighborhood.

I am proud of Seattle police officers.
On a scale from 0to 100, with O being strongly disagree and 100 being strongly agree, to what extent do you agree
with the following when thinking about the Seattle Police Department and its officers?

I have confidence in Seattle police officers.

When a Seattle police officer issues an order, you should do what they say, even if you disagree with it.

You should accept Seattle police o f f i deeisiahbeven ifyou think t h e yvirang

People should do what Seattle police officers say, even when they do not like the way the police treat

them.

Seattle police officers treat people with respect and dignity.
On a scale from 0to 100, with O being strongly disagree and 100 being strongly agree, to what extent do you agree
with the following when thinking about the Seattle Police Department and its officers?

Seattle police officers treat people fairly.

Seattle police officers take time to listen to people.

Seattle police officersr espect ndghts.i zends

Seattle police officers treat everyone equally.

Seattle police officers make decisions based on facts and law, not personal opinions.
On a scale from 0to 100, with 0 being strongly disagree and 100 being strongly agree, to what extent do you agree
with the following when thinking about the Seattle Police Department and its officers?

Seattle police officers explain their decisions to people.

Seattle police officers make decisions to handle problems fairly.

Seattle police officers listen to all of the citizens involved before deciding what to do.

Collective Efficacy: Informal Social Control & Social Cohesion .

Collective efficacy has been defined as the connection between mutual trust and
willingness to intervene for the common good . The concept ismost often conceptualized asa
combination of informal social control and social cohesion. Collective efficacy iso t hliekage of
mutual trust and the willingness to intervene for the common good that defines the
neighborhood context of collective e f f i c éSampéon, Raudenbush, & Earls,1997, p. 919). The
concept ismost often conceptualized as a combination of informal social control and social
cohesion. Both scales, informal social control and social cohesion, are built on the work of
Uchida, et al. (2014), which represents a modified version of a scale developed by  Sampson,
Raudenbush, & Earl (1997) and Sampson & Raudenbush (1999). Toas s es s r willingmessnot 0 s
react to crime and deviancy, participants were asked to indicate how likely itis that one of
their neighbors would do something about specific incidences, such as break -ins, parking
infractions, suspicious people hanging around, loud arguments on the street, underage
drinking, juvenile spray-painting graffit, someone being beaten/threatened in front of their
house, disrespectful behavior by juveniles, juveniles skipping school, loud music/noise on their
block, gun shots fired, and drug selling. Social cohesion wa s assessed by asking participants to
indicate to what extent they agree with specific statements about their community/neighborhood

(e.g. 0 t meighborhood isa good area toraisec hi | dar @ p & o phatelive in my neighborhood
are generally f r i e n @ablg 2shows items included in the survey designed to measure the
construct of informal social control through citizen willingness to react to arange of crime and

deviancy events.
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Table 2. Question Items included in the Seattle Public Safety Survey to Measure
Collective Efficacy 0 Informal Social Control

On a scale from 0 to 100, with 0 being very unlikely and 100 being very likely, how likely isitthat someone in the
neighborhood where you live and/or work would intervene if they would witness one of the following?

Someone istrying to break into a house/business.

Someone isillegally parking inthe street.

Suspicious people are hanging around the neighborhood.

People are having a loud argumentin the street.

A group of underage kids isdrinking alcohol.

Some children are spray-painting graffiti on a local building.
On a scale from 0 to 100, with 0 being very unlikely and 100 being very likely, how likely isitthat someone in the
neighborhood where you live and/or work would intervene if they would witness one of the following?

There isa fight in front of your house/work and someone isbeing beaten or threatened.

A child isshowing disrespect to an adult.

A group of neighborhood children isskipping school and hanging out on a street corner.

Someone on your block isplaying loud music.

Someone on your block isfiring a gun.

Drugs are being sold.

Social cohesion, the second component of collective efficacy, is assessed in the survey
by asking participants to indicate to what extent they agree with specific statements about their
community/ neighborhood . See Table 3 for g uestions in the survey included to  measure collective
efficacy -social cohesion

Table 3. Question Items included in the Seattle Public Safety Survey to Measure
Collective Efficacy 0 Social Cohesion

On a scale from 0 to 100, with 0 being strongly disagree and 100 being strongly agree,to what extent do you agree
with the following about the neighborhood where you live and/or work?

The neighborhood isa good area to raise children.

People in the neighborhood are generally friendly.

I am happy |liveiwork in the neighborhood.

People in the neighborhood take care of each other.

People in the neighborhood can be trusted.

People in the neighborhood are willing to help each other.
On a scale from 0to 100, with 0 being strongly disagree and 100 being strongly agree, to what extent do you agree
with the following about the neighborhood where you live and/or work?

The neighborhood isclose -knit.

People in the neighborhood generally d o n get along with each other.

People in the neighborhood do not share the same values.

I regularly stop and talk with people in the neighborhood.

I know the names of people inthe neighborhood.
On a scale from 0 to 100, with 0 being strongly disagree and 100 being strongly agree,to what extent do you agree
with the following about the neighborhood where you live and/or work?

I share responsibility for the quality of life and safety in the neighborhood

Inthe last year, | have been active in helping to improve the quality of life and safety in the

neighborhood.

Fear of Crime..

Fear of crime iscentral to the concept of public safety, due to the argument that fear of
crime can have a negative impact not only on the individual but also on communities. Fear of
crime can influence citizensdbehaviors and movements, economics, and social life and can be
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seen asa 0 k eqyality of | i fssé(Cordner 2010). Itisalso important to understand that the effects
of fear of crime can outweigh the effects of actual crime on individuals and communities (Warr,
2000). The items utilized in the survey mirror the fear of crime scale developed by Gray, Jackson,
& Farall (2008), which was built on the work of Farrall and Gadd (2004). In order to get a better
understanding of r e s i d leveltob fear of crime participants are asked how worried they have
been in the last year about specific crimes in their neighborhood.

In the 2015 Seattle Public Safety Survey, Fear of Crime was measured without separating in
terms of fear of crime during the day and night. In the 2016 survey two identical questions w ere
included with the distinction of fear of crime during the nighttime and daytime. Table 4 shows
guestion items included to measure fear of crime.

Table 4. Question Items included in the Seattle Public Safety Survey to Measure Fear of Crime

On a scale from 0 to 100, with 0 being never and 100 being all the time, how often have you worried about the
following in the neighborhood where you live and/or work during the daytime?

Somebody breaking into your home/work and stealing or damaging things?

Somebody stealing your vehicle, things from or off it, or damaging it?

Somebody stealing from you in a public space?

You or somebody you know being sexually assaulted?

You or somebody you know being physically attacked?

On a scale from 0 to 100, with 0 being never and 100 being all the time, how often have you worried about the
following in the neighborhood where you live and/or work during the nighttime?

Somebody breaking into your home/work and stealing or damaging things?

Somebody stealing your vehicle, things from or off it, or damaging it?

Somebody stealing from you in a public space?

You or somebody you know being sexually assaulted?

You or somebody you know being physically attacked?

Social Disorganization .

To gain a better understanding about the social stability and order of the community the
concept of social disorganization, which isargued to be capable in predicting crime, wa sincluded
in the survey. The classical measures of social disorganization (e.g. r e s i d satibesodomic
status and ethnic heterogeneity) can be assessedthrough demographic questions (Shaw & McKay,
1942; Sampson & Groves, 1989). These measures can be augmented with questions regarding
the perceived level of social disorder and the perceived level of physical disorder, which are
also included to assessto what degree certain signs of disorder are a matter of concern to your
community (Weisburd et al., 2012; Steenbeek & Hipp, 2011). See Table 5 for g uestions included in the
survey to measur e social disorganization.

Table 5. Question Items included in the Seattle Public Safety Survey to Measure Social
Disorganization
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On a scale from 0 to 100, with 0 being never and 100 being all the time, how often are the following a problemin the
neighborhood where you live and/or work?

Fights on the street/threatening behavior

People loitering or being disorderly

Public alcohol/drug consumption

Public urination or defecation

Panhandling

Vandalism
On a scale from 0 to 100, with 0 being never and 100 being all the time, how often are the following a problemin the
neighborhood where you live and/or work?

Noise late at night/early in the morning

Gambling in the street

Drug sales

llegal sex work

People being bothered on the street

Buildings with broken windows
On a scale from 0 to 100, with 0 being never and 100 being all the time, how often are the following a problemin the
neighborhood where you live and/or work?

Buildings with graffiti

Abandoned or boarded up buildings

Areas with litter

Dog feces on the street or sidewalk

Street or sidewalks in need of repair

Perception and Knowledge of MCPP

A question item was included to measure opinion and knowledge o f the SPD MCPP. Table 6
shows the items included in the survey to measure citizen perception and knowledge of the MCPP.

Table 6. Question Items included in the Seattle Public Safety Survey to Measure
Opinion and Knowledge of the SPD MCPP

On a scale from 0 to 100, with O being very negative and 100 being very positive, what is your overall opinion of the Micro
Community Policing Plan (MCPP) initiative?

On a scale from 0 to 100, with 0 being nothing and 100 being a lot, how much do you know about the Micro Community
Policing Plan (MCPP) initiative?

Question items in these conceptual categories were aggregated into scales in the data
analysis to provid e a measure of the health of each micro -community around issues of public safety
with the intent to utilize scale data on the items of central interest combined with top concerns
identified and prominent themes in narrative comments to provide insight into the distinct nature of
micro -communities and their unique public safety issues. Concerns of citizens within any given micro -
community may differ in terms of perceptions of public safety with respect to police legitimacy,
informal social control, social cohesion, fear of crime, and social disorganization, perceptions of the
SPD Micro-Community Policing Plans, and knowledge of the SPD Micro -Community Policing Plans. The
survey findings on the scales can be used in conjunction with the top concerns and prominent
themes at the community and micro -community levels to inform and guide law enforcement in
developing priorities and to guide strategies in response to distinct community concerns providing a
snapshot of the nature of the precinct as a whole and the individual micro -communities regarding
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citizen views of aspects of communities related to public safety. Ideally, a healthy community with
positive police -citizen relations will have h igh police legitimacy, low social disorganization, high
informal social control, high social cohesion, low fear of crime, high MCPP perception , and high
knowledge of the SPD MCPP. Survey findings can assist communities to target areas of

improvement with r  espect to areas that stray from the ideal and negatively impact public safety.

Figure 8shows t he o0l deal 6 scale responses on the central

Figure 8. The 01 d-€amunityiScale Responses (Range 0 -100)

MCPP PERCEPTION
MCPP KNOWLEDGE
POLICE LEGITIMACY
SOCIAL COHESION
INFORMAL SOCIAL CONTROL

SOCIAL DISORGANIZATION

FEAR OF CRIME

Average Response

Finally, the survey included one open  -ended question 9 0Do you have any additional
thoughts on public safety and security issues in Seattle, generally, or your neighborhood,
specifically, that vy oThisquestiohwas indluked in th®surs heg to pravide
citizens with an opportunity to offer additional thoughts, comments, feedback, and/or concerns
about public safety in Seattle that were not addressed in the survey and/or that respondents would
like to elaborate on. The rationale for includi ng this open -ended question was that citizens taking
the survey would be most likely to take the time to offer additional narrative comments regarding
issues most salient on their minds.

Community Focus Group Questions

Focus groups were conducted in the micro -communities in all five precincts the first and last
six months of the implementation of the MCPP for the purpose of obtaining qualitative/narrative data
on citizen perceptions of crime and public safety, perceptions of SPD, and knowledge and
percept ions of the MCPP initiative. Focus groups were also conducted with select identity -based
groups including LGBTQ, racial/ethnic groups (e.qg, African -American Advisory council, Filipino
Advisory Council ), youth groups (e.g., Latino youth), business groups (e.g., Roosevelt, Downtown,
South Seattle, and International District Business Associations) , seniors (e.g., Lake City Seniors) and
disadvantaged populations (  formerly incarcerated , homeless and residents at Downtown
Emergency Service Center) . Focus groups w ere facilitated by the precinct RAs with an additional RA
taking notes. The RAs were responsible for identifying geographically -based and identity -based focus
groups within their precincts in the front  -end (first six months) and back end (last six months) of the
MCPP implementation. Attempt was made to make contact with the same groups and individuals
when coordinating the focus groups at the end of the implementation. However, prior participation
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in the front -end focus groups was not a requirement for part icipation in the back -end focus groups.
Focus group questions solicited citizen knowledge and perception of the MCPP initiative, public

safety concerns, views of the Seattle Police Department , and suggestions for improvements in the
neighborhood to improve public safety . Focus group questions for the geographically -based and
identity -based focus groups are included in Appendix B.

Precinct Captain Meeting Questions

Meetings were conducted with precinct captains for each of the five SPD precincts at the
front -end (first six months) and back -end (last six months) of the two -year MCPP implementation
evaluation. These meetings were intended to gather background informati on on the knowledge
captains, lieutenants, and sergeants charged with supervising the precinct RAs and MCPP -related
tasks had about the MCPP and their vision for how they would like to implement the plans given the
grass-roots nature of the initiative. The se meetings included the researchers (Pl and Co -PI), precinct
captains, and in some cases lieutenants, sergeants, and administrative staff. 10 Questions posed for
the front and back -end meetings are included in Appendix C.

Procedure

The implementation eval uation was initiated in January 2015 in month three of the MC PP
implementation. In the initial stage, preliminary stakeholder meetings were conducted, research
assistants were hired, and Institutional Review Board approval was obtained. Table 7 shows the
MCPP implementation and evaluation timeline and activities by month of the two year project. A
timeline including project staff responsibilities is included in Appendix D.

Table 7. SPD MCPP Timeline and Activities by Month 2015 -2017

MONTH/YEAR ACTIVITIES

October -January 2015 ‘ Preliminary stakeholder meetings ; IRB approval obtained; RAs hired; Preliminary meetings with
precinct captains;  PI/Co -Plintroduction meetings with precinct captains and RAs; RA training.

February 2015 RA training for research and MCPP precinct work; Development of protocol for RA participant
observation documentation and reporting; RA identification of geographically -based focus group
contacts; Attendance/ note -taking at SeaStat.

RA particip ant observation in precincts;  Community Focus Groups ; Attendance/ note -taking at
SeaStat; Weekly/Monthly RA reports; Quarterly report.

April 2015 Pl/Co -PI meetings with precinct captains (new re -assignments) re MCPP; RA participant

observation in precinct s; Community Focus Groups conducted ; Attendance/ note -taking at
SeasStat; Weekly/Monthly RA reports;

‘ RA participant observation in precincts; Attendance/ note -taking at SeaStat; Community Focus
Groups ; Weekly/Monthly RA reports;; Research team Nex  tdoor training.

‘ RA participant observation in precincts; Attendance/ note -taking at SeaStat; Community Focus
Groups ; Weekly/Monthly RA reports; ;

‘ RA participant observation in precincts; Attendance/ note -taking at SeaStat; Community ~ Focus
Groups ; Weekly/Monthly RA reports; Precinct  -based community surveys; RA media interviews.

August 2015 RA participant observation in precincts; Attendance/ note -taking at SeaStat; Community Focus
Groups; Weekly/Monthly RA reports; Development and tes ting of the Seattle Public Safety
instrument.

10 The SPD personnel who attend ed these meetings were determined by the Captain based on the roles/responsibilities for
the MCPP designated at the individual precincts.
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September 2015 RA participant observation in precincts; Attendance/ note -taking at SeaStat; Community Focus
Groups ; Weekly/Monthly RA reports; Development and testing of the Seattle Public Safety
instrument; R A development of plans for Seattle Public Safety administration.

October 2015 RA participant observation in precincts; Attendance/ note -taking at SeaStat; Community Focus
Groups ; Weekly/Monthly RA reports; Development and testing of the Seattle Public Safety
instrument; RA development of plans for Seattle Public Safety administrati on; translation of Seattle
Public Safety Survey into seven languages and launch of web -based survey; Marketing and
administration of the  Seattle Public Safety Survey

November 2015 RA participant observation in precincts; Attendance/ note -taking at SeaStat; Weekly/Monthly RA

reports; Administration of Seattle Public Safety Survey ; Community focus groups; Identity -based
focus groups.

December 2015 RA participant observation in  precincts; Attendance/ note  -taking at SeaStat; Weekly/Monthly RA
reports; Seattle Public Safety Survey data analysis.
January 2016 RA participant observation in precincts; Attendance/ note -taking at SeaStat; Weekly/Monthly RA

reports; Seattle Public Safety Survey data analysis; Preliminary summary report of Seattle Public
Safety survey findings and presentation at SeaStat.

RA participant observation in precincts; Attendance/ note -taking at SeaStat; Weekly/Monthly RA
reports; Seattle Public Safety Survey data analysis; Identity -based focus groups.

March 2016 RA participant observation in precincts; Attendance/ note -taking at SeaStat; Weekly/Monthly RA
reports; Seattle Public Safety Survey data analysis; Identity -based focus groups.

April 2016 RA participant observation in precincts; Attendance/ note -taking at SeaStat; Weekly/Monthly RA

reports; Seattle Public Safety Survey data analysis; Completion of 2015 Seattle Public Safety Survey
precinct and citywide reports..

May 2016 RA parti cipant observation in precincts; Attendance/ note -taking at SeaStat; Weekly/Monthly RA
reports; Developed plans for phase two of geographically -based focus groups, RAs assisted in the
development of Formstack  system to log MCPP plans, worked with SPD Public Affairs on public -
facing website presentation of Seattle Public Safety Survey data and SPD MCPP website.

June 2016 RA participant observation in precincts; Attendance/ note -taking at SeaStat; Weekly/Monthly RA
reports; Conducted phase two geographically -based focus groups, worked with SPD Public Affairs
on public -facing website presentation of Seattle Public Safety Survey data and SPD MCPP website.

July 2016 RA participant observation in preci  ncts; Attendance/ note  -taking at SeaStat; Weekly/Monthly RA
reports; Conducted phase two geographically -based focus groups, worked with SPD Public Affairs

on public -facing website presentation of Seattle Public Safety Survey data and SPD MCPP website;

RA Training for turnover in North, East, and South precincts.

August 2016 RA participant observation in precincts; Attendance/ note -taking at SeaStat; Weekly/Monthly RA
reports; Conducted phase two of geographically -based focus groups, RAs assisted with
modif ications to Formstack system to log MCPP plans, worked with SPD Public Affairs on public -
facing website presentation of Seattle Public Safety Survey data and SPD MCPP website.

September 2016 RA participant observation in precincts; Attendance/ note -taking at SeaStat; Weekly/Monthly RA
reports; Completed remaining phase two geographically -based and identity -based focus groups,
RAs prepared detailed administration plans for the 2016 Seattle Publ ic Safety Survey in all

precincts;; RAs completed reports in several precincts comparing data on crime perceptions and
strategy logs with crime data as a pilot for data presentation linkihng SPD

priorities/strategies/activity logs with crime perceptions, cr ime data.

October 2016 RA participant observation in precincts; Attendance/ note -taking at SeaStat; Weekly/Monthly RA
reports; Administration of the 2016 Seattle Public Safety Survey with RA posts in Nextdoor and
outreach to underrepresented populations; RA and PI/Co -PI meetings with media relations and
stakeholders .

November 2016 RA participant observation in precincts; Attendance/ note -taking at SeaStat; Weekly/Monthly RA
reports; Administration of the 2016 Seattle Public Safety Survey with RA posts in Nextdoor and
outreach to underrepresented populations; RA and PI/Co -PI meetings with media relations and
stakeholders; PI/Co -PI conducted follow -up/phase tw o meetings with precinct captains.

December 2016 RA participant observation in precincts; Attendance/ note -taking at SeaStat; Weekly/Monthly RA

reports; PI/Co -Pl conducted follow -up/phase two meetings with precinct captains; Completed of
remaining phase t wo identity -based focus groups; Seattle Public Safety Survey data analysis;
preparation of content for MCPP evaluation final report.

January 2017 RA participant observation in precincts; Attendance/ note -taking at SeaStat; Weekly/Monthly RA
reports; PI/Co -Pl conducted follow -up/phase two meetings with precinct captains; Seattle Public
Safety Survey data analysis; Preparation of content for MCPP evaluation final report and citywide

and precinct 2016 Seattle Public Safety Survey reports; Completion of MCPP E valuation final report.
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Preparatory Work

Preparatory work for the MCPP implementation and evaluation involved stakeholder
meetings betweenthePlandCo -Plwi t h t he SPD Chi ef OO0 T®eatle®gliceCommand st
Foundation, and precinct captains. These meetings involved discussions with SPD command staff to
obtain the history and evolution of the early stages of the SPD MCPP, goals of the evaluation, data
access, the role of the research analysts/assistants, and the role of the MCPP initiative in t he
broader SPD expansion and strengthening of evidence -based, data driven practice, data
transparency, and the utilization of real time crime data through the Real Time Crime Center and
presentation at SeaStat.

Research analyst/assistants were hired throu  gh a position announcement distributed
through the Seattle University student Listserv. Five graduate research analysts/assistants and one
undergraduate research assistants were hired, background checks conducted, and the launch of
the evaluation began in ~ January 2015 . RAs were trained in participant observation and data
collection protocol.

Data Collection

Data collection involved three main components 0 Participant observation, Community
Focus Groups, and the Seattle Public Safety Survey.

Participan t Observation.

A primary goal of the MCPP implementation evaluation was to tell the story of the
implementation process and impact of the initiative . The RA position was designed as a dual
participant -observer role that placed one RA in each of the five SPD precincts with the responsibility
of assisting their respective precinct captains, command staff, community police team, officers,
and administrative staff with the ta  sks associated with the MCPP including police  -community
engagement, development and ongoing monitoring and revision of the micro -community priorities
and strategies, logging activities related the strategies and priorities, attendance and presentations
at community meetings, reporting the MCPP log activity to SPD Headquarters, and attendance at

SeaStat as well as assistance with precinct SeaStat presentations. This RA participant -observation
role was the heart of the MCPP as a resource committed to both the Seattle Police Department
and Seattle University to implement and evaluate the initiative. Through this participant -observer

role, qualitative data was collected to aid in telling the story of the development, implementation,
and evolution of the initiati  ve and to supplement quantitative data collected through the Seattle
Public Safety Survey as a component of the overall implementation evaluation.

The participant -observation data collection involved RA weekly field notes and monthly
summary reports throug hout the two years of the implementation evaluation detailing the work they
did in the precincts, how they were used to assist with MCPP -related tasks, outreach and
engagement with the community, assisting precinct to gather micro  -community level informati on
about crime perceptions and neighborhood crime concerns to assess gaps in the assessment of
crime perceptions in each precinct and neighborhood , observ ation of interactions of police and
citizens, and their own reflections on the evolution and implement ation of the MCPP from the
perspective of participant observer. Weekly field notes included a write  -up of activities , impressions,
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and reflections of the goings on within the precinct in relation to the MCPP initiative. The monthly
summary reports included a summary of weekly activities and impressions for the month and a
report on work performed during the month such as focus groups conducted, Seattle Public Safety
Survey administration reach -out, community meetings attended , precinct activity reported on
priority and strategy logs by micro  -community, and other MCPP -related activity.

In addition to the weekly field notes and monthly summary reports, each of the precinct RAs
completed a final project precinct report providing a synopsis of how the MCPP was implemented
in the respective precincts . The reports included the following sections: Development and
implementation of M CPP within the precinct; MCPP revisions to strategies, priorities, and maps;

Internal communication regarding the MCPP; Challenges in t he implementation of the MCPP,
Seattle Public Safety Survey distribution; Community reaction to the MCPP; Utilization of the MCPP
RA within the precinct; Command staff, Community Police Team, and Officer views of the MCPP
and the MCPP RA; RA reflections on  the MCPP.

The documentation of all elements of the MCPP initiative completed by the RAs in the
participant -observer role provided ongoing qualitative to measure the ways in which each of the
precincts developed, implemented, and approached the MCPP. This gualitative data offers a
O0snap& hwoft the organi zati onal ineach afthelSPD greciocts tovereghetwoi t i at i v
year implementation evaluation period

Community Focus Groups.

Focus groups were conducted for the purpose of obtaining qualitative data  about micro -
community -level citizen concerns in the first and last six months of the two  -year implementation
evaluation period . Files were maintained including precinct, micro -community, focus group
location, and narrative comments for al | focus groups conducted for the project. As these
community focus groups were open to the public, participants were not asked to identify
themsel ves. Precinct RAOGs facilitated -—codmmunitiessecus groups
accompanied by  at least one additional RA who took notes. Names and identifiers were not
included in the data collection or documentation. Documentation included  the m icro -community
in which focus group was conducted, group or organization, location and time, crime and safety
co ncerns identified, and suggested public safety improvements. Each of the precinct RAs kept logs
of the community focus group findings for the geographically -based and identity -based focus
groups conducted in their respective precincts. Upon completion of t  he focus group logs, findings
were shared with precinct captains to provide real -time information on citizen concerns at the
micro -community level as a supplement to other forms of police -citizen engagement.

The focus groups conducted during the first six months of the initiative implementation
solicited information from participants regarding perceptions of public safety withinth  eir micro -
community , familiarity with the MCPP, fear of crime and feelings of safety, experiences with SPD
around issues of publ ic safety, top areas of concern and issues they would like to see addressed by
SPD, and knowledge and use of the neighborhood social media app Nextdoor . The same questions
were asked in the focus groups in the last six months of the initiative to supplemen t other data
collection methods (participant observation and the Seattle Public Safety Survey) to assess the
degree to which public safety concerns, interactions with SPD, and knowledge of MCPP had
changed over the course of the two -year implementation  period.
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Identity -based focus groups were included as a pilot to supplement geographically -based
focus groups to collect qualitative data on identity -based micro -communities. Questions posed in
the identity -based focus groups were the same questions as thos e in the geographically -based
focus groups with the addition of a question asking what group participants most identify with.

Seattle Public Safety Survey

A central component of the MCPP implementation evaluation research design was the
developmentand administration of the Seattle Public Safety Survey. The survey utilized a non -
probability sample to solicit perceptions of crime and public safety from all who live and/or work in
the City of Seattle. The survey was administered for the first time in October ~ -November 2015 and
then one year later in October -November 2016. The Seattle Public Safety Survey was conducted
independently by the Seattle University research team to collects data at the micro  -community
level ab out perceptions of crime and public safety, police -community interactions, and knowledge
and understanding of the MCPPs.  The survey was administered online , on tablets, and on paper
October 15, 2015 -November 30, 2015 and was available in seven languages --Amharic, Chinese,
English, Korean, Somali, Spanish and Vietnamese through multiple channels including
Nextdoor . com, Seattle Police Department, Seattl e Mayord
Groups, Flyer and business card distribution, and tablet ad ministration at community centers,
libraries, and public areas with attempt to target underrepresented communities.

The survey was launched, went live, and was publically available October 15 0 November
30in 2015 and 2016 in web -based format through Qual trics. The survey link was posted on a website
called the Seattle Public Safety Survey . The Seattle University research team worked with SPD public
affairs staff and Seattle University marketing to get the word out on the survey through emails, social
medi a postings, and web posts. Several news and radio stations announced the survey within the
context of news stories about the initiative (e.g., Kiro Radio, King 5 News, MyNorthwest.com, Capitol
Hill Times, West Seattle Blog, The Atlantic , the Seattle Post-Intelligencer )!! and/or other related news
(e.g., The Stranger). Flyers and business cards announcing the survey were distributed throughout
the city in all precincts. RAs were responsible for developing det ailed survey distribution plans which
include d sending out announcements about the survey via Nextdoor, social media (Facebook and
Linkedln), communi ty meetings, community listservs ; passing out flyers and business cards at
community events, Starbucks and other coffee shops and restaurants , public li braries, food banks,
homeless shelters and transitional housing facilities, community centers, dog parks, religious
organizations/gathering centers, and other locations throughout the city. The Pl and precinct RAs
posted notices about the survey every two weeks on Next door and social media sites and in the
final day the survey was open. Attempt was made to solicit participation from historically
underrepresented groups through targeted presentations and distributions. Hard copy surveys were
distributed to the Seattle Public elementary schools with notice for parents and flyers were
distributed to Seattle Public High Schools. The survey link was also posted on the SPD website, the
SPD Blotter, and via the SPD Twitter. Figure 9 shows the Seattle Public Safety Survey business cards
and two versions of flyers that were distributed in the various locations

11 See: Burton (July 19, 2016); Lewis (October 27, 2016); Swaby  (July 14, 2016); Oxley (April 22, 2015) Waddell (May 4, 2016) for
examples of some of the media stories done on the MCPP and the Seattle Public Safety Survey.
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Figure 9. Seattle Public Safety Survey Advertising

PUBLICSAFETYSURVEY.ORG
October 15 - November 30, 2016

Card and Flyers

PALTA PON CLUTIE PP
i A

Seattle Public Safety Survey

AE 2 2E Z2FA
Xogururinta Ammaanka Dadweynaha Seattle
Encuesta sobre la seguridad pablica en Seattle

Khao sat vé An toan Coéng cong Seattle

PUBLICSAFETYSURVEY.ORG

PUBLICSAFETYSURVEY.ORG

PALtTN  POA  PRUTHH P
PEHEE A RZ R AE
Seattle Public Safety Survey

eaetA  foA PRV PR
EHHEEARXZEHE
Seattle Public Safety Survey

Dear Community Members, please visit publicsafetysurvey.org to take part in the 2016 Seattle
Public Safety Survey. The purpose of the survey is to solicit feedback from those who live and/or
work in Seattle to increase public safety and security in your neighborhood. Through the survey
results we will provide detailed reports on the safety concerns of each neighborhood to our
partner, the Seattle Police Department, who will use that information to alter their community
policing plans in your neighborhood to address the concerns of your community. The survey is
accessible from October 15th through November 30th and is available in Amharic, Chinese,
English, Korean, Somali, Spanish and Vietnamese. Please tell your friends, family, co-workers
and community members about the Seattle Public Safety Survey and feel free to post the survey
link on your social media, Public safety and security are community concerns. Please make sure
your voice is heard by completing the public safety survey today.

ANOIE S5 4E EF &AL
Xogururinta Ammaanka Dadweynaha Seattle

Encuesta sobre la seguridad piblica en Seattle
Khao sat vé An toan Cong cong Seattle

i SEATTLEU &

Take the Seattle Public Safety Survey
October 13-November 30, 2016

Alo E D230 oA~ /\-|C’}_A|.

—] ==y el s

Xogururinta Ammaanka Dadweynaha Seattle
Encuesta sobre la seguridad piiblica en Seattie
Khao sat vé An toan Cong cong Seattle

PUBLICSAFETYSURVEY.ORG
i SEATTLEU &2

Data Analysis

The mixed method research design involved qualitative data collected through
participation -observation and community focus groups and quantitative and qualitative data
collected through the Seattle Public Safety Survey.

The qualitative dat a collected through participant observation, community focus groups,
and meetings was used to tell the story of the development, implementation, and evolution of the
SPD MCPP initiative. RA weekly field notes, monthly summary reports, and end -of -project fi nal
precinct reports were reviewed by the Pl and Co -PI. Themes were identified from these documents
reflecting key points in the development, implementation, and evolution of the initiative within the
Seattle Police Department and the ways in which the fiv e SPD precincts approached the MCPP
initiative throughout the two  -year implementation period.

Data collected through the Seattle Public Safety Survey were analyzed to measure public
safety concerns in the City of Seattle at the city, precinct, and micro  -community levels. Descriptive
analyses (frequencies, means) of survey data were conducted to report the 2015 and 2016 survey
findings. The survey was not a random sample of individuals living and/or working in Seattle, but
instead was open to all residents of Seattle as well as individuals who work in the city. The survey
data was the n weighted based on Census demographic information so the results were
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representative of the city population as a whole. In addition to demographic data, the survey
requested information specific to victimization, law enforcement trust and legitimacy, soci al
cohesion, collective efficacy, fear of crime, and public safety concerns. These questions, based on
prior public safety research in the field of criminology, were then combined to create scales
measuring each construct.  Qualitative data collected throug h the open -ended survey question
was coded for themes. A sample of 100 comments was reviewed in the 2015 and 2016 surveys and
themes were identified. Narrative comments were then randomly assigned to the six RAs who
coded the comments identifying which of the identified themes were reflected in the comments.
Descriptive analyses was then conducted to determine the most prominent narrative themes.

Following analysis of survey data for the 2015 and 2016 administrations, year -to -year
comparison of results fro m the 2015 and 2016 findings on top public safety concerns, prominent
themes, and scale ratings were conducted. Additionally, independent sample t-tests were
conducted to evaluate whether or not there was a significant difference between results on scale
items of central interest.

RESULTS

The results of the mixed method implementation evaluation & participant observation,
community focus groups, the Seattle Public Safety Survey, and review of the precinct approaches
to and activity recorded in the MCPP priority and strategy logs are presented in relation to three
central components of the implementation evaluation: 1) Telling the Story i the development,
implementation, and evolution of the SPD initiative ; 2) Measuring Citizen Perceptions of Crime and
Public Safety through the Seattle Public Safety Survey and Community Focus Groups; and 3)
Triangulation of MCPP Generated Data on Citizen Perceptions of Crime, Police Priorities and
Strategies, and SPD Crime Data

Telling the Story o The Development, Implementation,
and Evolution of the SPD MCPP

Early Development (June 2014 -December 2014)

The SPD MCPP initiative was initiated as a top priority in ~ mid -2014 shortly after Chief Kathleen
O06Tool eswomdNas SPD Chief. Chi ef O6Tool e MGEPR midative tb buildhos historical
community and neighborhood policing efforts and to develop an institutionalized framework to
triang ulate police -community engagement  -driven priorities and strategies , citizen perceptions of
crime and public safety, and crime data to direct police services

In late 2014, the Seattle Police Department (SPD) in partnership with the Seattle Police
Foundation (SPF) and Seattle University Department of Criminal Justice (SUCJ) received a
Community Oriented Policing Services (C ~ OPS) Office grant to implement and evaluate the Seattle
Police Micro -Community Po licing Plans (MCPP) initiative. Stakeholder meetings were conducted to
establish the collaborati on, roles, responsibilities, research design, and  data collection plan.  The
int i ati ve moved forward under t he | eabbputysChief@arnneh Chi ef Ka
Best, and Sergeant Adriane Diaz who served as Project Coordinator . The Seattle University research
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team was comprised of two Seattle University Department of Crimina | Justice faculty members 9 Dr.
Jacqueline Helfgott , Professor/Department Chair  who served as Principal Investigator (PI), Dr.
William Parkin , Assistant Professor who served as Co -Principal Investigator (Co -Pl), and five research
analysts/assistants and one undergraduate research analyst/assistant.

The research team submitted a  protocol to the Seattle University Institutional review Board

and received approval qualifying as exempt in October 2014. Position announcements were
developed and posted to hire the five graduate research analyst/assistants and one
undergraduate research analyst/assistant. The position announcement was posted in October 14,

2015 (See Appendix E for RA Position Announcement) . Student RAs were interviewed, hired,

completed background ch ecks, and began weekly research team meetings to prepare, discuss

their roles, and train for placement in the precincts . Preliminary meetings were scheduled and
conducted with precinct captains with the PI to discuss the initiative and the research evaluat ion. 12
The Pl and Co -PI attended meetings with SPD Command staff and Precinct captains to prepare for

the RAs to begin their roles.

Implementation (January 2015 -December 201 5)

The Seattle Police -OommanitytPolieny Pléns initMiivewas implemented
in January 2015 with pilot evaluation of the implementation to span two years fro m January 2015 to
January 2017.The initial months in implementation stage involved completing the RA background
checks, training, and getting them set up in their precinct positions. A framework of weekly research
team meetings was established where RAs and faculty PI, Co -PI, and SPD Project Manager could
meet and discuss ongoing aspects of the project related to both MCPP precinct tasks and the
research evaluation. RAs were trained at the precincts on the MCPP tasks and at Seattle University
meetings on their research roles. Meetings were scheduled and conducted with the research team
PI, Co-PI, and respective RA, and precinct captains to introduce the project and t 0 introduce
captains and precinct command and administrative staff to their respective RAs. All RAs began
working in the precincts by February 2015.

A central element of the MCPP was to provide precincts opportunity to develop their own
approach to the MCP P & to provide a framework involving police -citizen engagement at the micro -
community level giving the precinct captains, command staff, community police team, and
officers enough flexibility to determine how best to identify their micro -communities, prior ities,
strategies; to approach the tasks associated with the MCPP initiative; and how to utilize their RAs.

During the first year of the initiative, each of the precincts utilized their RAs in different ways d some
RAs assisted with the priority and strategy logs, some assisted the precincts in developing small -
precinct -based surveys, and others used the RAs to assist with preparing reports and presenting at
community meetings.  There was some confusion in the early stages of the implementation

regarding the role of the RA with some SPD personnel originally perceiving the RAs as working on

Seattle University project rather than as SPD personnel. Changes occurred in command staff during
the course of the project  with captains changing at all of the precincts toward the end of the first
12 During the course of the two  -year implementation evaluation, there was turnover in the RAs as a result of students

graduating. Position announcements were posted in October 2014, September 2016, and July 2016 with a total of nine
graduate students and one undergraduate student holding the RA positions over the course of the two year implementation
evaluation period.
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year. Turnover in precinct captains impacted the flow of the initiative as the grassroots/ground -up
approach was directed by the vision of the precin ct captain.

The first MCPP priorities and strategies were created and established by February 2015 for all
precincts (See Appendix F) .13 The plans were considered to be living documents reflecting an
ongoing dynamic relationship between the precincts and re spective micro -communities with the
goal of collecting real -time information from citizens in the distinct micro -communities about what
matters to them. Figure 10 provides a conceptualization of the MCPP model illustrating the
relationship between micro  -co mmunities, precincts, and SPD implementation of the MCPP model to
utilize timely community -based information, data, and relationships in an ongoing partnership to
manage crime and quality of life in the City of Seattle and its distinctive neighborhoods.

FHgure 10. Conceptualization of the MCPP model.
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At the onset of the initiative there were 55+ plans with changes throughout the
implementation including merging of some micro -communities and the addition of others. These
priority and strategy documents &8t he O Miocmnouni ty policing planso6 were in
documents that utilize timely and accurate crime data as performance measures as foundation of
the Seattl e Police Depart me ihe &latiorships eseblighedgordesigm gthest r at egy
policing plans are reengaged to continually refine the approach asnew trends and patterns are
identified through ongoing collaboration between the community and SPD to foster trust and an
ongoing partnership to manage crime , public safety and quality of life at the precinct and micro -
community levels .
Initial strategies and priorities were created based on historical perspectives of command
staff, Community Police Team Officers (CPT), patrol sergeants, watch commanders, and crime
prevention coordina tors. In the initial year of the project there was dialogue between SPD MCPP
project manager/ SPD headquarters and precinct captain to review submitted priority and strategy
logs and their development to ensure that the priorities and strategies  were clearl y stated and were

13 Some precincts had completed priority and strategies prior to the implementation phase, however all precincts were
asked to provide strategies and priorities for the launch of the implementation of the MCPP initiative.
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living documents informed by real time  citizen public safety concerns at the precinct and micro
community levels.

The first three months of the initiative was characterized by decentralization with the
precincts instructed to utilize the  RAs, approach the plans, community outreach, and priorities and
strategies and activities as they saw fit. In the fourth month of the implementation, internal
communication to precinct captains was sent from Deputy Chief Best outlining the role of the RA,
suggestion for assignment of RA tasks, explanation of the role of the RA as SPD -Community liaison,
suggestions for ways to integrate the RA into the precinct and micro -communities through ride -
alongs and attendance at community meetings , and the RA resear cher role and facilitation of
community focus groups.

RAs conducted community focus groups in the first six months of the initiative in all micro -

communities. In addition, selected identity -based focus groups were conducted as a pilot to
determine the degr ee to which the MCPP initiative could be informed by identity -based
communities (e.g., seniors, youth, ethnic/demographic, homeless, LGBTQ, business groups, formerly
incarcerated) in addition to the central focus on geographically -based communities. In Oct  ober

2015, internal communication was sent by Chief Best to raise the importance of identifying
demographic/ethnic communities as part of the MCPP initiative.
In the last six months of the first year of implementation, internal communication was sent to
captains articulating the integrati onirectifigChaptamstdCPP i ni t i
introduce their RAs and select one or two micro -communities to include priorities and strategies in
SeaStat presentations every other week . Following this directive, selected = MCPP presentations were
included in SeaStat meetings August through October 2015.14 Also during this time, the research
team received Nextdoor training with the goal of utilizing Nextdoor as one mechanism of police -
communi ty engagement.

Establishing Institutional Infrastructure  (January 2016 ¢ January 2017)

As the MCPP initiative moved into its second year, a number of components of the
implementation contributed to creating an institutional infrastructure that took the MCP P beyond
the initial development and implementation to become accepted and established as a part of
everyday SPD operatio ns. With any type of organizational change, there is a period of uncertainty
regarding whether or not an initiative, policy, or practic e will remain in place and be sustainable or
whether it will be launched and abandoned after a short time. In the second year of the initiative, a
number of concrete features of the MCPP initiative were further developed, put into place, and
solidifiedthe SPD MCPP initiative as a central component of the
through real -time evidence -based data driven practice.

The Role of the RAs as SPD Precinct Research Analysts and SU Research Assistants

The Research Analyst/Research Assistant roles were a key component of the MCPP initiative.
The RAs positions were newly introduced with the implementation of the MCPP. Their roles as
participant -observers who worked as SPD personnel while maintaining their status as student
researchers paid through the Seattle Police Foundation in a collaboration with the Seattle University

14 There were ¢ hanges in command staff and SeaStat structure during this time . MCPP was not included in the presentations,
and meetings were not held as regularly in November - December 2015.
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Department of Criminal Justice  put them in a position to serve as a valuable r esource within the
precincts to assist sworn personnel with MCPP  -related tasks. The MCP P RA was new position/role f or
SPD4 civilian employees trained in both community engagement and in research and data

analysis that brought a unique skillset to the precincts to join evidence -based practice with
community justice . The MCPP RAs were built i nto the MCPP to offer the precincts resources to assist
with MCPP -related tasks and to assist with the research evaluation. A primary objective of the
implementation evaluation was to examine the ways in which the RAs were utilized in the precincts,

how th ey could contribute to the day  -to-day operations of the MCPP, and the degree to which

they provided value -added to sustain and advance the initiative. Figure 11 provides illustration of
the range of activities the RAs engaged in in their MCPP assignments.

Figure 11. The RAs in their Participant -Observer Roles

The ground up/grassroots approach to the MCPP initiative meant that the RA roles would be
utilized differently in the five precincts, depending on how the precinct captains determined their
RA as a resource could be best used to assist with the tasks associated with the MCPP initiative. A
major component of the  workload resulting from the initiative for the precincts was reporting to SPD
Headquarters what the micro  -community designations/maps, priorities, and strategies were,

reporting police activities related to the priority and strategy logs in the micro -comm unities, and
community engagement to maintain a close relationship with citizens at the micro -community level
to assess in real-time any changes needed to the micro -community designations, priorities, and

strategies. With this ground -up approach to the MCP P, each precinct captain was given the
opportunity to determine who would be responsible for completing the biweekly priority and
strategy logs and how precinct activity and data would be recorded and reported to
headquarters.

The primary role of the RAs was to 1) Assist the precincts with all MCPP  -related tasks; and 2)
Assist with tasks associated with the implementation evaluation. This dual participant -observer role
engaged the RAs in the precinct  -level MCPP -related tasks and in the collection of dataf  or the dual
purpose of internal reporting of precinct MCPP -related activity in the micro  -communities and the
implementation evaluation and the development of ongoing data collection framework to inform
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