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Executive Summary

1996 represents the second year of “fighting back”. This follows the 1994 reversal where sig-
nificant manpower reductions in the Wilmington Police Department and stretching of Weed &
Seed funds to cover a larger target area resulted in a 43 percent increase of drug related calls
for police service.

In 1996, progress in the Weed & Seed area is evident when it is observed that drug related
calls for service decreased from 2,039 in 1995 to 1,659 in 1996, a reduction of 19 percent.
Likewise, calls relating to burglary decreased by 19 percent.

1996 was characterized by “saturation police efforts” that emphasized increased police pres-
ence and special investigative activities. For example, the Delaware State Police maintained
Operation Joint Venture in the summer of 1996. Through the use of $200,000 of Weed &
Seed Asset Forfeiture Funds the Wilmington Police Department was able to create a task force
with federal agency participation. The Reactionary Drug Enforcement Team focuses on vice
activity and the Warrant Execution team focuses on the identification and arresting of offend-
ers with outstanding warrants. During this period the city also received a special $75,000
Weed & Seed grant for gun abatement where the Federal Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco, and
Firearms assisted the Wilmington Police Department at reducing the availability of guns in the
neighborhoods. Two community police officers also worked in the Weed & Seed area during
this period.

Despite the signs of progress, the in-depth interviews of community and police showed a high
level of frustration and concern about the level of success. Citizens recognize the efforts of
the police but they also report that the intense law enforcement activities have not resulted in
the level of communication and confidence that they had in 1993 and 1994 when there was a
heavier community policing orientation. They also report from the neighborhoods that there is
still a high level of addiction which continues to create a demand for illicit drugs. The immi-
gration of more people from out of state who become involved in the illicit drug trade, the be-
ginnings of gang activity, and a continued high level of violence are viewed as danger signs.

As has been the case over the years, the observations and worries of citizens point to a particu-
lar truth, Where drug activity and burglary showed a significant decrease, calls related to as-
sault and robbery decreased by a much smaller extent. Assault related calls decreased by nine
percent and robbery decreased by two percent. What was paramount in citizen’s concern,
however, was the record number of shootings. Of the 108 Wilmington shootings in 1996,
about one-third occurred in the Weed & Seed area. Citizen comments focused intently on the
youthfulness and impulsiveness of the shooters. In-depth analysis supports these observations.
Special activities such as the joint project with the Federal Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco, and
Firearms and Operation Safe Streets which started in the summer of 1997 have not been able,
yet, to reduce the level of shootings as the toll for 1997 is 108,




Seeing the Issues in More Detail

Operation Weed & Seed in 1996 might be best described as “holding the line”, which presents
a picture of frustration. Part of the problem is knowing what to do next.

Three types of new analysis are provided in this report which might help us to understand and
deal with the community crime problem more effectively.

An Annotated History of Illicit Drug Crime in Qur Communities

Mary Mande, in addition to the 1997 in-depth interview results, has provided an annotated his-
tory of interview results since 1990 relating to Weed & Seed and community policing. This is
a rare opportunity to examine the ebb and flow of community crime issues as seen through the
eyes of the people who live and work in the Weed & Seed area. The open sharing over the
years has provided a rich context that enhances the analytical work we prepare. In fact, our
understanding and our reactions to unfolding situations is greatly aided by this “Qualitative”
approach.

Hilicit Drug Hot Spots are HOT

Second, we conducted a special analysis relating to illicit drug events for each year between
1992 and 1996. This study of five full years of arrests portrays a discouraging picture. Hot
spots are proving to be geographically well defined and persistent. When increased police ac-
tivity reduces illicit drug activity at the main hot spot it is usually displaced a block or two
aweay or at most three or four blocks. When things return to normal, activity at the old hot
spot picks up again.

In the Weed & Seed area, there are three main hot spots. The corner of 7th & Jefferson in
West Center City, only a city block away from the William “Hicks” Anderson Community
Center (aka the Safe Haven) has ranked as the number one hot spot for three of the past five
years. The second and third most active hot spots are located in the Westside/Hilltop area—
N. Franklin Street between 3rd & 4th and Delamore Place between 3rd & 4th.

Journey to Crime—People Don’t Just Trade Drugs in Their Own neighborhood

This new mapping analysis documents the extent that people come to the Weed & Seed site to
trade in illicit drugs. The Weed & Seed area is not having difficulty just because the perpetra-
tors come only from within the neighborhood. At least 45 percent of the persons arrested in
the Weed & Seed area for illicit drug sales and possession of drugs reside outside the neigh-
borhoods. Twenty percent of those arrested live elsewhere in the City of Wilmington, 16 per-
cent live in suburban New Castle County or other Delaware counties and 6.5 percent reside
out of state. The reported level of outside illicit drug traffic is an underestimation. The police
tell us that arresting buyers is only a by product because they do not have sufficient resources
to routinely pursue “outsiders” in the neighborhood buying drugs. Likewise, citizens report
that some of the people we count as residents have only recently moved in from out of state.

ii



Taking into account the amount of crime that is brought into the “at risk™ neighborhoods by
outsiders provides a new policy issue. How would the quality of life in a neighborhood im-
prove if people from outside areas were somehow dissuaded from coming into the
neighborhood?

Jack O’Connell
Director
Delaware Statistical Analysis Center
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Introduction

Operation Weed & Seed is a federally funded initiative to reduce illicit drugs and violent crime
in targeted inner-city neighborhoods. The intent of the Weed & Seed strategy is to “Weed”
out the negative elements in the targeted neighborhood (crime, drugs) through increased drug
suppression and community policing efforts while “Seeding” the neighborhood with an array
programs in the areas of prevention, intervention, treatment, and neighborhood restoration.

The Weed & Seed program consists of four elements. Law Enforcement constitutes the
“weeding” aspect of Weed & Seed. The focus of the law enforcement element is the suppres-
sion of illicit drug activity and crime through increased enforcement, prosecution, adjudica-
tion, and supervision of offenders.

Community-Oriented Policing serves as a bridge between “weeding” and “seeding”. Walk-
ing patrols, bicycle patrols, and other implementations of community policing increase the
level of police visibility and presence, which in itself can have a deterrent effect on criminal
activity. Perhaps the most important role of community policing is that it can help foster co-
operative relationships between the police and area residents.

The Prevention, Intervention, and Treatment element involves “seeding” the target neigh-
borhoods with programs and services geared towards preventing problem behaviors from oc-
curring, eliminating harmful behaviors before they become entrenched, and reducing
involvement for those who partake in behaviors that adversely impact the community.

The fourth element of the Weed & Seed strategy is Neighborhood Restoration. According to
the Weed & Seed Implementation Manual (U.S. Dept. of Justice, 1992), the neighborhood res-
toration element “is designed to revitalize distressed neighborhoods and improve the quality of
life in the target communities. The neighborhood restoration element will focus on economic
development activities designed to strengthen legitimate community institutions. Resources
should be dedicated to economic development, provision of economic opportunities for resi-
dents, improved housing conditions, enhanced social services, and improved public services in
the target area”.

Wilmington’s Weed & Seed program was implemented in July 1992 with an initial $1.1 mil-
lion award from the Bureau of Justice Assistance, Funding for the program continues under
the auspices of the Executive Office of Weed & Seed (EOWS). Three Wilmington neighbor-
hoods have been officially designated by EOWS as Weed & Seed sites—Westside/Hilltop,
West Center City, and Browntown/Hedgeville, The West Center City and Westside/Hilltop
neighborhoods have historically been two of city’s most crime and drug-infested neighbor-
hoods, based on the number of calls for police service. Browntown/Hedgeville, while not
considered a high-crime area, was designated as a Weed & Seed site in 1995 because of the its
close proximity to the West Center City and Westside/Hilltop neighborhoods and the likeli-
hood that it would be adversely affected by the displacement of drug activity from these areas.




Overview of the Problem - The Illicit Drug Trade in Wilmington, Delaware

Over the past decade many cities throughout the nation have had to cope with problems associ-
ated with the illicit drug trade such as increased fear of crime and victimization, disruptive liv-
ing environments, and physical decay. Since the late 1980’s, the City of Wilmington,
Delaware has been struggling with the adverse impact that open-air drug sales have had on the
quality of life in many of the city’s neighborhoods. With a residential population of just over
72,000, Wilmington is a small city with big city drug problems. Located midway between
New York City and Washington D.C., and 30 miles south of Philadelphia, Wilmington is ide-
ally located for interstate drug traffic. Easily accessible by both train and automobile, Wil-
mington is located on Amtrak’s northeast corridor, and I-95, one of northeast and mid-atlantic
region’s major north-south thoroughfares, cuts a swath directly through the center of town and
is bounded on both sides by the Weed & Seed target area.

Wilmington’s central location and ease of access lie at the core of the city’s drug problem.
Residents and police officials agree that Wilmington’s proximity to larger drug markets in
Philadelphia and New York City are to blame for much of the city’s illicit drug problem.
Drug traffickers from larger metropolitan areas view Wilmington as an “easy” location to es-
tablish their narcotic operations because the city’s drug markets are less organized (MIM Con-
sulting, 1997). Much of the drug related violence that began in the early 1990’s is related to
the influx of out of state drug traffickers that occurred during that period. Profits from drug
sales are also higher in Wilmington than in larger cities. An ounce of cocaine that wholesales
for $400 in New York would sell for $1,000 in Wilmington (News Journal, May 16, 1996).

Chart 1
City of Wilmington - Drug Related Calls for Police Service

1,400

1,200 —

1,000 -

Crack Epidemic ___
Hits Wilmington

800

600 —

400 —

200 —

0 i T H T I 1] T T I T T l L ¥ 3 I 1 T T I T T T i ¥ T T I T T T i T T T I T T T I
Q1'87 Q1'88 Q1'88 Q1'90 Q191 Q1'92 Q1'93 Q1'94 Q1'95 Q1'96 Q1'97




While the use and sale of llicit drugs is certainly ot new o certain neighborhoods in Wil-
mington, the magnitude of the problem as it exists today is relatively new. Chast 1 shows that
prior to 1989, there were comparably few drug related calls for service. In the 3rd quarter of
1989, Wilmington reached a new milesione in terms of drug related calls for service—for the
first time more than 300 drug related calls for service were received in a single quarter. With
the exception of the seasonal dip in the 4th quarter of 1989, drug related calls haven't dropped
below the 500 per uarter threshold since 1989,

The escalation in drug activity during this period is not unique to Wilmington. Many jurisdic-
tions in the region experienced a similar increase in reported open-air drug sales during
roughly the same period. The most fikely explanation for the increase is that erack cocaine
was introduced to the region at this time, and it's low cost and popularity among users led o
an increase in open-air drug sales. The increase in reported drug gctivity was mostly confined
to six neighborhoods in Wilmington. Most affected were the Eastside, Westside/Hilltop, and
West Center City neighborhoods. Reported drug activity also escalated in the Price’s Run,
Boulevard, and Riverside neighborhoods during this period, but to & much lesser degree. Po-
lice officials have also expressed concerns that the illicit drug problem in the Weed & Seed
area has been compounded by an influx of Caribbean international drug traffickers, which has
added a new dimension to the city’s drug trade (MIM Consulting, 1997).

Recently, Wilmington has seen a rise in drug related violence. In 1996, there were 108 shoot-
ing incidents in Wilmington that resulted in injury or death, more than double the 1995 total of
47 shootings and the highest yearly number of shootings on record. Thirty-seven of the 108
shooting incidents occurred in the Weed & Seed neighborhoods (34 percent). Police depart-
ment statistics estimate that illicit drugs were definitely involved in at least 21 of the 108
shootings and were most likely involved in another 14 cases. A report released jointly by the
Delaware Statistical Analysis Center and the Criminal Justice Council found that 44 percent of
the shooting victims and 49 percent of the suspects had ar least one drug related arrest on their
criminal records. In 1997, the number of shootings in Wilmington continues at a pace which
may equal the previous year's record (DELSAC/CIC, 1997y,

Illegal handgun sales is another growing problem in Wilmington. According to officials from
the IFederal Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco and Firearms, “straw purchases™ are responsible for
much of the increase in the number of illegally procured handguns on the street. A straw pur-
chases refers to instances where an individual without a criminal record purchases a firearm
for someone who because of their criminal background probably wouldn’t be able to buy it
themselves. The firearm is then sold on the street o anyone who is willing to pay for it, in
many cases to drug dealers or juveniles.

Lad
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Program Overview

The goal of the Weed & Seed program is to reduce the incidence of violent crime, drug traf-
ficking, and drug related crime in the targeted neighborhood, thus providing a safe environ-
ment for Jaw-abiding citizens to live, work, and raise families. To realize this goal, the Weed
& Seed strategy emphasizes interagency collaboration, integration of multiple resources, and
community mobilization. The three primary objectives of Weed & Seed are:

Objective 1. To develop a comprehensive, multi-agency strategy to control violent crime,
drug trafficking, and drug related crime in the target neighborhood.

Objective 2. To coordinate and integrate existing and new Federal, State, local, and private
sector initiatives, criminal justice efforts, and human services, and to concen-
trate those resources in the targeted neighborhoods.

Objective 3. To mobilize residents of the targeted sites to assist law enforcement in identify-
ing and removing violent offenders and drug traffickers from the neighborhood,
and to assist human service agencies in identifying and responding to the service
needs of the area (U.S. Dept. of Justice, 1992).

The Wilmington Weed & Seed program was established in July 1992, with an initial award of
$1.1 million from the Bureau of Justice Assistance. The program was continued with a
$500,000 award in 1994 and 1995, a $200,000 award in 1996, and a $175,000 award in 1997,
Two working committees guide the overall development and implementation of the program
and provide direct oversight and management of program goals and objectives. The Joint Law
Enforcement Committee plans and implements narcotics enforcement strategies in the targeted
area. The committee’s membership includes representatives from the Federal Bureau of Inves-
tigation, the Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco, and Firearms, the Department of Corrections, the
Wilmington Police Department, the Drug Enforcement Administration, and other Federal and
State criminal justice agencies. The Weed & Seed Executive Steering Committee is responsi-
ble coordinating policy, management, and implementation activities. The Executive Commit-
tee is chaired by the U.S. Attorney for Delaware and includes representatives from the
Wilmington, Police Department, State and local government agencies, local human service
providers, and community leaders. A Weed & Seed program coordinator provides staff sup-
port to the committees and performs other related administrative duties as required.

In general, the initial “Weeding” activities funded by Weed & Seed were in the areas of law
enforcement (community policing and traditional narcotics enforcement), prosecution, and cor-
rections, while the “Seeding” activities focused on victim services, substance abuse education
and treatment, recreation, tutoring programs, and parent training. Administering agencies for
the “Weeding” programs include the Wilmington Police Department, the state Department of
Justice, and the state Department of Corrections. Most of the “Seeding” programs are admin-
istered by the area’s four community centers—West End Neighborhood House, Wil-
liam“Hicks” Anderson Community Center, Hilltop Lutheran Neighborhood Center, and the
Latin American Community Center.




Table 1 provides a summary of the programs that were established in the Westside/Hilltop,
West Center City, and Browntown/Hedgeville neighborhoods with Weed & Seed funds. The
table also shows how the programs relate to the four Weed & Seed elements. Funding for the
Community Policing and Law Enforcement components was reduced significantly in second
funding cycle. However, federal assistance in the form of Asset Forfeiture Fund (AFF) mo-
nies were awarded to Wilmington’s Weed & Seed program in April 1995. These funds were
subsequently used to pay overtime for Weed & Seed area vice operations and to fund two
additional law enforcement initiatives, the Warrant Execution Team (WET) and Reactionary
Drug Enforcement Team (RDET). Wilmington’s Weed & Seed program was also awarded a
$75,000 supplemental grant in 1996 to implement a gun abatement program.

Weed & Seed Components and Implementation

Paramount to the Weed & Seed strategy is the linking and integration Federal, State and local
law enforcement efforts with Federal, State, and local social services, private sector, and com-
munity efforts to maximize the impact of existing programs and resources. According to the
federal Operation Weed & Seed Implementation Manual (U.S. Dept. of Justice, 1992), the
three primary components of the Weed & Seed program are:

1. Coordination and Concentration of Resources in a Specific Geographic Area -
Services provided to target neighborhoods are often fragmented, inadequate, an in-
consistent. Weed & Seed is designed to focus existing resources on a well defined
geographic area that is experiencing high levels of violence and drug trafficking.
This requires the coordination of existing criminal justice and human services to en-
sure that they are consistent and provide a comprehensive approach to meeting the
neighborhood’s needs. These services should be concentrated intensively in the se-
lected neighborhood and then maintained at a level sufficient to ensure that the resi-
dents can live, work, and raise their families in a safe environment,

2. Private Sector Investment - Private sector investment is essential to ensuring the
success of the Weed & Seed Strategy. Representatives from the private sector
should work closely with public agencies to design, develop, and implement “weed-
ing” and “seeding” activities. Weed & Seed will directly affect the private sector
by improving the economic conditions of the neighborhood and the economic status
of the residents, creating jobs and more skilled potential employees, and providing
safer areas more conductive to business operations. In return for such benefits, the
private sector should dedicate resources that will expand and enhance entrepreneu-
rial opportunities, job training, recreation, and health services.

3. Community Involvement - Apathy, fear, and hopelessness keep many neighbor-
hood residents from becoming invelved in community life. An integral part of
Weed & Seed is the mobilization of neighborhood residents to assist in designing,
developing, and implementing Weed & Seed activities. Residents need to be em-
powered to take responsibility for the neighborhood. Resident involvement can be
encouraged through activities such as neighborhood watches, marches and rallies,
and neighborhood “cleanup™ parties to remove graffiti.




The Wilmington Weed & Seed program has been plagued by two persistent problems as they
relate to the program’s three components. First, coordination among various government
agencies has been most effective in the law enforcement area, less so in the social services
area. Social service agency involvement is mostly limited to agencies who receive Weed &
Seed funds for programming. Participation from agencies who do not receive Weed & Seed
funds is very limited.

Secondly, not much has been done in economic development/private sector investment area.
Representatives from a few local businesses attend Weed & Seed steering committee meetings
intermittently, yet economic or business development issues are seldom discussed at these
meetings. Weed & Seed funds were used to establish a program that would have provided as-
sistance for small businesses via “loan peer groups”, however this program was discontinued
because the program’s coordinator wasn’t able to recruit enough participants. Also, there has
been little collaboration between Weed & Seed and another federally funded economic devel-
opment initiative, the Empowerment Zone/Enterprise Community program. In 1994, a large
section of Wilmington was designated by the federal government as an Enterprise Community.
As a result, the city received federal grants to provide residents of the area with services such
as job training, job search assistance, and family support programs. Below market rate bond
financing and a 5-year corporate employee tax abatement is available for businesses which lo-
cate in the area, provided that at least 35 percent of their hires live in the area. Most of the
Weed & Seed area lies within Enterprise Community boundaries. Still, while both programs
have similar objectives, there is essentially no collaboration between the two.

Police report that community involvement in some of the more troubled sections of the Weed
& Seed area has waned, possibly in reaction to the increase in shootings that started in 1996.
Attendance at Westside Neighborhood Coalition meetings, once the most well attended meet-
ings in the Weed & Seed area, is down. Meanwhile, attendance has increased at meetings held
in Cool Springs, a more affluent section of the Wetside/Hilltop neighborhood located north of
the high-crime area. Many of the Weed & Seed area residents and community leaders who
participated in panel interviews believed that the reduced police presence in the neighborhood
which resulted from cutbacks in community policing had allowed conditions in the neighbor-
hood to deteriorate. At best, most of those interviewed conceded that the area hadn’t im-
proved in the past year. When told that drug related calls for service from the Weed & Seed
area were down in 1996, some of those interviewed explained that reduced reporting of drug
activity did not necessarily indicate that drug activity was decreasing. Instead, they believed
that residents had become discouraged because of a lack of police response to their calls and
therefore had stopped reporting drug activity to the police.

Despite the disheartened outlook displayed by those interviewed, residents of the area contin-
ued to take steps to rid their neighborhood of drug dealers and street crime. A series of highly
publicized drug marches organized by the area’s city council representative were held during
the summer of 1996. Churches Take A Corner (CTAC), a coalition of 40 area churches, held
several vigils in some of the area’s most active drug corners. City government also took a
more aggressive stance towards the area’s drug problem by targeting the landlords of four
rental properties which were the source of numerous citizen complaints about drug activity for
prosecution under Delaware’s nuisance abatement statute.
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Assessment of Weeding Activities

The Weed & Seed program’s “weeding” strategy combines increased law enforcement efforts
with community policing to target and eradicate open-air drug sales. The Law Enforcement
Steering Committee is responsible for planning and implementing narcotics enforcement strate-
gies for the Weed & Seed area. This committee includes representatives from the Office of
the U.S. Attorney, the Drug Enforcement Administration, the Federal Bureau of Investigation,
the U.S. Marshall Service, the Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco and Firearms, the Department of
Corrections, the Division of Probation of Parole, the Office of the Attorney General, and the
Wilmington Police Department.

During the first 18-month funding cycle, Weed & Seed monies were used to pay for an over-
time contingent of undercover officers in the Wilmington Police Department’s Drug, Organ-
ized Crime and Vice Division, who serve as the primary unit responsible for the investigation
and apprehension of drug dealers. Among the strategies utilized in this effort are video sur-
veillance of known drug hot spots and suspected dealers, undercover purchases of drugs from
low-level dealers, establishing an informant pool of low-level dealers, and targeting the upper-
eschelon traffickers for arrest based on intelligence information obtained from the informants.
Federal agencies, including the FBI and ATF, may either participate directly in investigations
or provide support to investigating officers in the form of equipment or technical assistance.

After funding for Weed & Seed area vice operations was reduced in 1995, funds slated for
Weed & Seed enforcement were only used for buy money. In 1995, Delaware received
$200,000 in Weed & Seed asset forfeiture funds which were used to pay for more overtime
and investigative equipment. Asset forfeiture funds were also used to create the Reactionary
Drug Enforcement Team (RDET), a new unit of the police department formed to supplant the
Weed & Seed vice contingent.

Another law enforcement initiative that resulted from Weed & Sced is the Warrant Execution
Team (WET). This unit of the Wilmington Police Department is responsible for identifying,
locating, and arresting offender with outstanding warrants. The WET was also established us-
ing Weed & Seed asset forfeiture monies, however, unlike RDET, the WET doesn’t restrict its
activities to the Weed & Seed area.

Between 7/1/92 and 12/31/96, 2,388 drug related arrests were made in the Weed & Seed area.
One of the largest drug busts in the area was made on 11/16/95, when Weed & Seed officers
made a record 3.5 kilogram crack cocaine bust at an apartment on Lancaster Avenue. This
was the largest cocaine seizure on record in Wilmington. Overall, fewer drug arrests were
made in the Weed & Seed area in 1996, however, the number of cocaine trafficking arrests
made in 1996 actually increased by 58 percent.

Information provided by residents has helped the police to identify troublemakers, nuisances,
and other problem areas. One Weed & Seed community police officer estimated that about 80
percent of his tips about drug activity comes from citizens. Resident complaints about rental
properties that were being used as drug dens ultimately led to the city taking legal action
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against the owners. Under a two-year old nuisance abatement statute, the city can petition
Chancery Court to shut down problem businesses and dwellings in neighborhoods plagued by
drug activity, Four properties in the Weed & Seed area were targeted by the city in 1996 be-
cause of the number of complaints that the police received about drug activity in the dwellings.

When Weed & Seed community policing started in July 1992, five officers were assigned to
patrol the Westside/Hilltop and West Center City areas. In 1995, the Browntown/Hedgeville
area was designated as a Weed & Seed target neighborhood because of concerns that drug
dealers who usually worked in the adjacent Westside/Hilltop and West Center City neighbor-
hoods were starting to move south of Lancaster Avenue because increasing pressure by the po-
lice was forcing them out of the area. This expansion of the Weed & Seed area occurred
towards the end of the program’s second 18-month funding cycle, when funding for commu-
nity policing officers was reduced. Consequently, the number of community policing officers
assigned to the area was reduced from five to three, while the area that they were assigned to
patrol increased because of the inclusion of Browntown/Hedgeville. In 1996, the number of
Weed & Sced area dedicated community policing officers was further reduced to two.

In 1996, the number of shooting incidents in Wilmington more than doubled compared with
the previous year. Of the 108 shootings that occurred citywide that year, 37 were in the Weed
& Seed area. In one incident, two juveniles who lived in the Weed & Seed area were shot to
death and their bodies dumped in a park in one of Wilmington’s most affluent neighborhoods.
In response to the escalating street violence, the Wilmington Police Department formed a ten
officer Violent Crime Suppression Task Force in May 1996. The city also received assistance
from State and Federal law enforcement agencies. In May 1996, a $75,000 grant from the
U.S. Department of Justice was awarded to fund the Weapons Reduction, Interdiction, and
Seizure Team (WRIST), a five officer surveillance unit of the police department that worked in
conjunction with the Federal Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco, and Firearms. Another initiative to
reduce street crime, Operation Joint Venture, began in August 1996. This project teamed the
Delaware State Police K-9 and Aviation units with the Wilmington P.D. Vice unit.

Weed & Seed dedicated state level prosecution and post-trial supervision were discontinued in
1994. Initially, monies were used to hire a state Deputy Attorney General to deal exclusively
with Weed & Seed cases. This position was not renewed after the first 18 months. Likewise,
a Weed & Seed dedicated state Probation and Parole Officer position was not renewed. Nei-
ther of these positions were funded by their respective agencies (the state Departments of Jus-
tice and state Department of Corrections), so Weed & Seed cases that are prosecuted at the
state level are treated essentially the same as other state prosecuted cases.
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Measuring the Impact of Weeding Activities on Area Drug Markets

The primary goal of Operation Weed & Seed is to reduce illicit drug activity and crime within
the target neighborhoods. The following section provides a detailed quantitative analysis of il-
licit drug and crime trends in Wilmington’s Weed & Seed target area to assess how effective
Weed & Seed narcotics enforcement efforts were at disrupting the area’s open-air drug mar-
kets and reducing the incidence of violent crime.

The level of illicit drug activity will be measured using three indicators. The first indicator is
the number of drug related calls for service that residents of the area made to the police de-
partment. Depending on the circumstances, a change in the volume of drug related calls that
police receive from an area can be either positive or negative. An increase in drug related
calls can be indicative of citizen’s growing intolerance towards illicit drug activity and the dis-
ruption that it creates. It may also indicate that resident’s are becoming more confident that
the police will actually respond to their complaints. It can also reflect growing disillusionment
with the police if their calls for service receive no response.

The second indicator used for this analysis is the number of drug related arrests that were
made in the area. The number of arrests can be affected by the amount drug activity, intensity
of policing or investigative activity, or changes in police staffing levels.

Factors that can cause an increase or decrease in the number of drug related calls for service

and drug related arrests can vary and are subject to different interpretations, so using each in-
dicator alone can be problematic. Therefore, the method used for this analysis takes into ac-

count the interrelationship between calls for service and arrests.

Drug trends for the Weed & Seed area are compared with trends in other Wilmington neigh-
borhoods. Since displacement is a major concern for anti-drug initiatives like Weed & Seed,
this analysis will also look at displacement of drug activity both within the target area and out-
side to other Wilmington neighborhoods.

The incidence of violent crime will be measured using calls for police service data for the fol-
lowing offenses: Assault, Homicide, Rape and Robbery. These five categories approximate
the Uniform Crime Reporting (UCR) definition of Part I Crimes.

Topics to be discussed in this section include:

1. IHicit Drug Trends in the Weed & Seed Target Area
Weed & Seed Area Drug Hot Spots
Calls for Police Service in the Weed & Seed Area
Weed & Seed Area Drug Arrests
Journey to Crime

Weed & Seed Area Shooting Incidents

A o

[llicit Drug Trends in Wilmington
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Summary of Research Findings

The Delaware Statistical Analysis Center has conducted yearly evaluations and crime analysis
for Wilmington’s Weed & Seed program since its inception in July 1992. The 18-month
evaluation report, which looked at neighborhood crime trends from July 1992 through Decem-
ber 1994, found that the combined law enforcement and community policing effort had made
significant progress towards reducing the number of drug related calls for service that were re-
ceived from the area in 1993, although some problem areas still remained (DELSAC, 1994).

The 30-month report told a very different story. Citizen complaints concerning drug activity
rose sharply in 1994, especially in the Westside/Hilltop area. Interviews with residents and
community activists indicated that they were becoming discouraged by the areas escalating
drug trade and continuing deterioration of their neighborhood (MJM Consulting, 1994). The
30-month report concluded that the re-entry of previously incarcerated drug offenders back
into the community, reduced funding for community policing and undercover vice operations
in the target area, and an overall reduction in police manpower resulting from the city’s fiscal
constraints led to a recurrence of the problems that were suppressed during the earlier phase of
Weed & Seed (DELSAC, 1995).

The 1995 report found that the police had once again made some headway at reducing area
drug sales, despite the fact that police manpower was still 48 officers below their authorized
staffing level of 289. Drug related arrests in the Weed & Seed area rose by 42 percent in
1995, mostly as a result of increased enforcement in the Westside/Hilltop area and three new
police initiatives-—the Reactionary Drug Enforcement Team, the Warrant Execution Team
(both funded with Weed & Seed asset forfeiture monies), and the Strategic Community Action
Team, which was established as part of the city’s Comprehensive Crime Prevention and Con-
trol Program (DELSAC, 1997).

In 1996, there was a substantial decrease in drug related calls for service and drug arrests in
the Westside/Hilltop and West Center City areas while drug related calls and arrests increased
in Browntown/Hedgeville. This may indicate that conditions in the Westside/Hilltop and West
Center City areas had improved and conditions worsened in Browntown/Hedgeville because of
displacement. However, a decrease in drug related calls for service doesn’t necessarily mean
that less drug activity is occurring. Many of those who participated in the 1997 panel inter-
views believed that drug related calls for service from the area were down in 1996 because po-
lice response was too slow. On the other hand, the decrease in drug related calls did not occur
across the board since the number of calls concerning 4th & Franklin Streets nearly tripled in
1996.

The decrease in drug related arrests is also subject to different interpretations. Drug arrests in
the Weed & Seed area fell by 13 percent overall in 1996, but cocaine trafficking arrests in-
creased by 58 percent, from 67 in 1995 to 106 in 1996. Over half of the cocaine trafficking
arrests were in the Westside/Hilltop area, which is also where the largest decrease in drug re-
lated calls for service occurred. Therefore, one could reasonably argue that at least part of the
decrease in drug related calls in 1996 was related to an actual decrease in drug activity, since
more drug traffickers were arrested during this period.
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Illicit Drug Trends in the Weed & Seed Target Area

Table 2 shows drug related calls for police service and drug related arrests for the three Weed
& Seed neighborhoods from 1991 through 1996. Reported drug activity was mostly restricted
to Census Tracts 16, 22, and 23. Combined, the three census tracts accounted for 76 percent
of all drug related calls for service that were received from Weed & Seed area in 1996.

Drug related calls for police service from the Westside/Hilltop area totaled 981 in 1996, a 26
percent decrease from the 1995 total of 1,333 calls. Drug related arrests in the area also fell
by 22 percent, from 369 in 1995 to 288 in 1996. Reported drug activity in Westside/Hilltop
peaked in 1995, when 1,333 drug related calls for service were made to the police. Drug re-
lated arrests were made in the area also peaked in 1995, after declining for two consecutive
years. Most illicit drug calls for police service from the Westside/Hilltop neighborhood con-
cerned areas located in Census Tract 22, which is bounded by W. 6th Street, Lancaster Ave-
nue, N. Jackson Street, and N. Broom Street, and Census Tract 23, which is bounded by W.
6th Street, Lancaster Avenue, N, Broom Street, and N, Union Street. Some of the city’s most
active drug hot spots are located in within these two census tracts, including N. Franklin Street
between W, 3rd & W. 4th Streets, and Delamore Place between W, 3rd & W. 4th Streets.
Drug related calls for service from Census Tract 22 and 23 fell by 29 percent and 23 percent
respectively in 1996, Drug related arrests in Census Tract 22 fell by 45 percent in 1996,
while arrests in Census Tract 23 increased slightly, from 135 arrests in 1995 to 142 in 1996.

Drug related calls for service from West Center City fell by 21 percent in 1996, from 594 in
1995 to 468 in 1996. There was also a 32 percent decrease in drug related arrests made in the
area, from 137 in 1995 to 93 in 1996. West Center City has reported decreasing numbers of
drug related calls for service and drug related arrests for two consecutive years. West Center
City’s most active drug area lies in Census Tract 16, which is bounded by Pennsylvania Ave-
nue, W. 6th Street, Tatnall Street, and N. Monroe Street. For years, the most troublesome
drug hot spot within this area has been at 7th & Jefferson Streets. This corner alone has gen-
erated 442 drug related calls for service between 1992 and 1996, more than for any other sin-
gle corner in the Weed & Seed area.

Far fewer drug related calls for service were received from Browntown/Hedgeville than from
Westside/Hilltop or West Center City. In 1996, a total of 210 drug related calls for service
were received from Browntown/Hedgeville. This represents an 88 percent increase over the
1995 total of 112 calls. Drug arrests in the Browntown/Hedgeville rose by 78 percent in
1996, from 58 arrests in 1995 to 103 in 1996. Drug activity in Browntown/Hedgeville is
mostly limited to the area’s northernmost boundary, particularly Read Street and the south side
of Lancaster Avenue. Census Tract 26, which is the area bounded by Lancaster and Maryland
Avenues, Maple and S. Broom Streets, was responsible for 150 of the 210 drug related calls
for service received from Browntown/Hedgeville in 1996 (71 percent).

Charts 2 through 5 show drug related calls for police service and drug related arrests for the
entire Weed & Seed target area and for each of the three Weed & Seed neighborhoods for
1991 through 1996. The charts show that both drug related calls for service and arrests de-
creased in the Westside/Hilltop and West Center City neighborhoods in 1992 and 1993. This
period represents the initial 18 months of Weed & Seed. During this period, the Weed & Seed
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community policing component was staffed with five walking patrol officers and undercover
vice operations were fully funded.

In 1994, the charts show that drug related calls for service from the Westside/Hilltop and West
Center City neighborhoods increased significantly, while drug related arrests decreased.
Funding for the Weed & Seed community policing and vice components were substantially re-
duced in 1994, resulting in the loss of two walking patrol officers. In addition, the Wilming-
ton Police Department lost about 20 percent of its officers 1994 because the city could not
afford to replace positions that were vacated by officers who retired, At its low point in 1994,
Wilmington’s police force numbered 235 officers, down 54 officers from it’s authorized staff-
ing level of 289, Together these two occurrences had reduced the level of police presence in
the area to a level where the area’s drug trade was able to reestablish itself,

Increased drug enforcement efforts, including the formation of the Strategic Community Ac-
tion Team (SCAT) and the Warrant Execution team (WET) fueled an increase in Westside/
Hilltop area drug arrests in 1995. Browntown/Hedgeville, which was designated as a Weed &
Seed site in 1995, also saw an increase in drug arrests. Drug related calls for service and drug
related arrests in West Center City decreased slightly in 1995.

Three additional policing initiatives aimed at reducing street crime—the Violent Crime Sup-
pression Task Force, the Weapons Reduction and Interdiction, and Seizure Team (WRIST),
and Operation Joint Venture—were implemented during the summer of 1996 in response to the
increase in firearm related violence that occurred that year. In addition, regular patrol officers
were required to work 12 hour shifts during this summer months to heighten police visibility
during this difficult period. The number of drug related calls for police service from the
Westside/Hilltop and West Center City neighborhoods in 1996 decreased by 26 and 21 percent
respectively. Likewise, fewer drug arrests were made in both areas. Browntown/Hedgeville
did not fare as well, however. Drug related calls for service from the area increased by 88
percent while drug arrests rose by 78 percent.

The Ertel-Fowlkes Spline Regression is a method for plotting trends over a period of time.
This technique creates a series of best-fit trend lines based on historical data, the turning points
of which represents periods when a statistically significant change occurs. Charts 6 through 9
show drug related calls for service that were received from the Weed & Seed area from Janu-
ary 1987 to December 1996 by quarter. Superimposed on each graph are spline regression
plots for each time series. These plots are shown on the graphs as a solid line. The charts
show that drug related calls for service from the Westside/Hilltop neighborhood increased dur-
ing the 3rd quarter of 1992 (when Weed & Seed was implemented), and drug related calls
from all three neighborhoods dropped significantly in the following quarter. This temporary
increase was followed by a pronounced drop in drug related calls in the 4th quarter of 1992.

The graphs also show the impact that the reduced police presence in the Weed & Seed area
had on drug related calls for service. Reported drug activity in the area rose sharply in 1994
when police department staffing levels were at their lowest. The spline regression plots show
a significant reduction in the number of that drug related calls from the Westside/Hilltop and
West Center City neighborhoods after the second quarter of 1995, when the police stepped up
drug enforcement in the area.
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Chart 2

Weed & Seed Area - Drug Related Calls and Arrests
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Chart 3

Westside/Hilltop - Drug Related Calls and Arrests
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Chart 4
West Center City - Drug Related Calls and Arrests
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Chart 5
Browntown/Hedgeville - Drug Related Calls and Arrests
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Chart 6

Weed & Seed Area - Drug Related Calls for Police Service
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Chart 8

West Center City - Drug Related Calls for Police Service
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Chart 9

Browntown/Hedgeville - Drug Related Calls for Police Service
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Weed & Seed Area Hot Spots

Table 3 displays the five most reported drug corners in the Weed & Seed area for each year
from 1992 through 1996. Table 4 and Map 1 displays the 16 most reported drug corners in
the Weed & Seed area from 1992 through 1996. The corners in Table 4 are ranked by the
number of calls that were received about it during the entire four year period and in 1996.
The bold numbers represent the year that a specific corner received more calls than any other
and the underscored numbers represent the year that a particular corner peaked in terms of the
number of drug related calls that were received about it.

Twelve of the 13 most reported corners are located in the Westside/Hilltop neighborhood, and
the remaining four in West Center City. The corner of 7th & Jefferson Streets, which is lo-
cated in West Center City, generated 442 drug related calls for service, more than any other
corner in the Weed & Seed area during this period. It was also the most reported drug corner
for three years of the five year period from 1992 to 1996. The corner of 4th & Franklin
Streets, located in the Westside/Hilltop neighborhood, ranks second in drug related calls for
service overall during this period, and was the most reported drug corner in 1992 and 1993.
Calls concerning this corner decreased significantly in 1994 and 1995, but started to rise again
in 1996.

The tables also show how drug activity has been displaced within the Weed & Seed area. In
1992, the most frequently reported corners in the Weed & Seed area were 4th & Franklin, 3rd
& Franklin, 6th & Jefferson, 2nd & Franklin, and Conrad & Franklin Streets. In 1993, after
Weed & Seed had been fully operational for 18 months, drug related calls for service from all
of these areas dropped significantly, but at 7th & Jefferson, 3rd & Rodney, and 7th & Wash-
ington, reported drug activity was increasing.

In 1994, when funding for Weed & Seed community policing and drug enforcement was re-
duced, drug related calls for service concerning 4th & Franklin and 3rd & Franklin Streets
continued to drop, while reported drug activity at 7th & Jefferson, 4th & Delamore, 3rd &
Delamore, 3rd & Connell, 8th & Monroe, and 4th & Harrison Streets rose significantly. In
1995, 7th & Jefferson Streets continued to be the area’s most reported drug corner. Drug ac-
tivity in the Westside/Hilltop area began to migrate north of W. 4th Street, as drug related
calls for service concerning 6th & Harrison and 6th & Van Buren Streets began to increase.
In 1996, drug related calls for service decreased for 14 of the 16 corners listed in the table.
The exceptions were 4th & Franklin and 2nd & Franklin Streets.
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Map 1

Weed & Seed Area Hot Spots - 1992 through 1996




Calls for Police Service from the Weed & Seed Area

Weed & Seed area calls for police service for Assault, Burglary, Drug, and Robbery related
incidents are shown in Tables 5 and 6 and Charts 10 through 13. More calls were received
about drug offenses from the Westside/Hilltop and West Center City areas than for any of the
other five categories. The most frequently reported offenses from the Browntown/Hedgeville
area were assault related.

An increase in drug activity may fuel similar increases in reported assaults or robberies. As-
sault related calls for service fell in both the Westside/Hilltop and West Center City areas after
three consecutive years of increases, but rose by 16 percent in Browntown/Hedgeville. This
mirrors a similar the trend in reported drug activity from the three areas. Robbery and bur-
glary related calls for service from West Center City both decreased in 1996 after increasing
significantly the previous year. Burglary related calls also decreased in the Westside/Hilltop
and Browntown/Hedgeville areas, but robbery related calls from both areas increased slightly.

Table 5
Weed & Seed Area - Calls for Police Service
Weed & Seed Total

Code Offense 1993 1994 1995 1996
108 Assault in Progress 224 253 274 213
106  jAssault in Progress w/Weapon 12 12 12 5
145 [Assault Investigation 954 959 1,034 975
148 Cutting Investigation 52 56 59 43
147 Shooting Investigation 22 48 46 59
149 Offensive Touching 147 207 193 174
Total Assault Related Calls 1,411 1,535 1,618 1,469
110 Burglary in Progress - Commercial 40 26 25 23
111 Burglary in Progress - Residential 171 191 201 186
170 Burglary Investigation 548 482 586 451
Total Burglary Related Calls 759 699 812 660
117 Drug Sales in Progress 1,264 1,845 1,711 1,400
190 Drug Violation 183 183 329 259
Total Drug Related Calls 1,417 2,028 2,040 1,659
167 Homicide Investigation 3 4 4 4
130 Rape in Progress 1 0 4 0
160 Rape Investigation 27 21 22 21
Total Rape Related Calis 28 21 26 21
1285 Robbery in Progress 24 34 29 36
126 Robbery in Progress w/Weapon 11 13 5 15
165 Robbery Investigation 191 146 2486 223
Total Robbery Related Calis 226 193 280 274
Grand Total 3,844 4,480 4,780 4,087
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Chart 12
Drug Related Calls for Police Service
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Weed & Seed Area Drug Arrests

Drug related arrests in the Weed & Seed area fell by 14 percent overall in 1996, from 564 in
1995 to 484 in 1996. Sixty percent of these arrests were made in the Westside/Hilltop area.
Drug arrests in the Westside/Hilltop area fell by 22 percent overall, from 369 in 1995 to 288
in 1996, although arrests increased slightly in Reporting Areas 15-02 (bounded by W. 6th, N.
Broom, W. Sth, and N. Adams Streets) and 23-01 (bounded by W. 3rd, N. Union, W. 6th,
and N. Broom Streets). The number of drug arrests in West Center City were down 32 per-
cent, from 137 in 1995 to 93 in 1996. Browntown/Hedgeville area drug arrests rose by 78
percent overall in 1996. Drug activity in Browntown/Hedgeville is mostly restricted to Re-
porting Area 26-01 (bounded by S. Broom Street, Lancaster Avenue, Maryland Avenue, and
Maple Street). The number of drug arrests made within this area increased by 330 percent,
from 10 in 1995 to 43 in 1996.

Table 7 displays Weed & Seed area drug arrests from 1990 to 1996 by charge, ethnicity, and
gender. Most drug arrests in the area involved cocaine, mainly in crack form. Marijuana was
the second most commonly sold and/or used drug, followed by hercin. Possession with Intent
to Deliver Cocaine continues to be the most frequently charged offense Iodged against Weed &
Seed drug offenders. In 1996, 22 percent of Weed & Seed area drug arrests were for cocaine
trafficking, compared with 12 percent of drug arrests in 1995, A total of 106 cocaine traffick-
ing arrests were made in the Weed & Seed area in 1996, a 58 percent increase over the 1995
total of 67 arrests.

Eighty of the 489 Weed & Seed area drug arrests made in 1996 involved juvenile offenders.
This represents 16 percent of all Weed & Seed area drug arrests. Of the 489 persons arrested
in 1996, 283 were Black males (58 percent), 87 were White males (18 percent), 54 were His-
panic males (11 percent), 38 were Black females (8 percent), 23 were White females (5 per-
cent), and 4 were Hispanic females (1 percent).

Sentences received by Weed & Seed drug offenders are shown in Table 8. The data presented
in this table is based on 705 Weed & Seed area arrests that were made between 7/1/92 to
12/31/94. This represents approximately 37 percent of the 1,899 drug related arrests that
were made in the Weed & Seed area during this period. The table only includes offenders
who were prosecuted at the state level. The dispositions of the remaining 1,194 cases were
not found because the cases were prosecuted at the Federal level, the cases are still pending, or
offender disposition information wasn’t found in the state courts system database.

In Delaware, convicted offenders can be sentenced to incarceration (Level 5), supervised cus-
tody, home confinement, or work release (Level 4), intensive probation (Level 3), regular pro-
bation (Level 2), or unsupervised probation (Level 1). Approximately 45 percent of the Weed
& Seed cases in this sample were sentenced to incarceration. Cases resulting in Level 1
through 4 sentences typically received suspended Level 5 sentences.

Based on the available data, the most comumon conviction charge was Possession of a Schedule
I-II Narcotic (199 cases), followed by Possession with Intent/Delivery of a Schedule I-II Nar-
cotic (142 cases), Possession/Delivery of Drugs Within 1,000 ft. of a School (128 cases). In
99 cases, offenders were convicted for charges that were not drug related (15 percent).
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There were 37 cocaine trafficking cases in the sample. Offenders convicted for trafficking
were more likely to be sentenced to incarceration than those convicted for any other drug re-
lated charge—79 percent of those convicted of trafficking were sentenced to incarceration.
The longest prison term was given (o a major cocaine trafficker who was convicted for selling
over 50 grams. This individual was sentenced to 10 years at Level 5, suspended after 5 years
for probation. On average, cocaine traffickers convicted for selling less than 50 grams re-
ceived prison sentences of 32.7 months.

Most street level cocaine dealers were convicted for Possession/Delivery of Drugs Within
1,000 ft. of a School, Possession with Intent/Delivery of a Schedule I-II Narcotic, or Posses-
sion of a Schedule I-II Narcotic. These three charges alone account for 66 percent of the sam-
ple cases. The 128 offenders convicted for Possession/Delivery of Drugs Within 1,000 ft. of a
School had the second highest incarceration rate—67 percent of those convicted for this of-
fense were sentenced to incarceration for an average of 30.3 months. There were 142 convic-
tions for Possession with Intent/Delivery of a Schedule I-IT Narcotic. Half of those convicted
for this offense were sentenced to incarceration for an average of 19.6 months.

Possession of a Schedule I-II Narcotic was the most frequent conviction charge—199 offenders
in the sample were convicted for cocaine or heroin possession. About one-third of those con-
victed for possession were sentenced to incarceration for an average of 14.7 months. Of the
199 convictions for Possession of a Schedule I-IT Narcotic, 51 were originally charged at arrest
with Delivery (7 cases), Possession with Intent to Deliver (42 cases), or Trafficking (2 cases).

Approximately 4 out of every 5 Weed & Seed offenders in the sample entered plea agreements
where in most cases all but a single charge was nolle prossed or dismissed. A state prosecutor
was hired fo deal exclusively with Weed & Seed cases during the first 18 months of the pro-
gram but the position was eliminated when federal funding was reduced. Currently there was
no discernible difference in how Weed & Seed cases are handled compared with regular drug
cases that are prosecuted at the state level.
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Table 7

m

Profile of Weed & Seed Area Drug Arrests

1892 1993 1994 1995 1996
All Weed & Seed Area Drug Arrests 284 589 463 564 489
Adult Arrests 256 492 386 478 411
Juvenite Arrests 28 97 77 88 78
% Juvenile 8.9% 16.5% 16.6% 15.6% 16.0%
Mean Age at Arrest 26.7 25.4 24.8 25.8 256
Black Male Arrests 187 410 320 373 283
% Black Male 65.8% 69.6% 69.1% 66.1% 57.9%
Black Female Arrests 35 65 40 57 38
% Black Female 12.3% 11.0% 8.6% 10.1% 7.8%
Hispanic Male Arrests 35 81 29 48 54
% Hispanic Male 12.3% 13.8% 6.3% 8.5% 11.0%
Hispanic Female Arrests 2 g 1 4 4
% Hispanic Female 0.7% 1.5% 0.2% 0.7% 0.8%
White Male Arrests 22 20 65 72 87
% White Male 7.7% 3.4% 14.0% 12.8% 17.8%
White Female Arrests 3 4 8 10 23
% White Female 1.1% 0.7% 1.7% 1.8% 4.7%
Total Charges 932 2,085 1,666 1,856 1,686
Drug Related Charges 595 1,430 1,085 1,267 1,147
Trafficking Cocaine 27 89 86 67 106
PWID/Delivery of Cocaine 163 373 246 296 221
Possession of Cocaine 81 128 95 128 13
Total Cocaine Related Charges 271 590 427 495 440
Trafficking Heroin 0 1 ¢ 0 K
PWIiD/Delivery of Heroin 13 44 44 55 41
Possession of Herain 13 17 33 34 25
Total Heroin Related Charges 26 62 77 89 69
Trafficking Marijuana 0 0 0 4 2
PWID/Delivery of Marijuana 19 g0 51 67 70
Possession of Marijuana 21 77 65 83 &7
Total Marijuana Related Charges 40 167 116 154 139
Trafficking Other Drugs 0 0 0 1 0
PWID/Delivery of Other Drugs 10 12 9 4 35
Possession of Other Drugs 5 5 2 5 10
Total for Other or Unspecified Drugs 15 17 11 10 45
Poss./Delivery of Drugs Within 1000° of School 134 344 209 184 106
Poss./Delivery of Drugs Within 300° of Park 0 0 66 132 118
PWID/Delivery of Fraudulent Substance ¥ 0 3 2 4
Maintain Dwelling for Use/Sale Drugs 21 69 54 55 2
Maintain Vehicle for Use/Sale Drugs 15 38 30 47 58
Poss. of Drug Paraphanalia 44 125 79 74 76
Poss. of Hypodermic Needle/Syringe 29 18 10 26 77
Loitering for Drug Activity 0 0 3 3 13
Total for Miscellaneous Drug Related Charges 243 594 454 523 454
Weapons Charges 11 27 52 29 76
Other Charges 326 628 529 560 473
Average No. of Charges at Arrest 33 3.5 3.6 3.3 35

1992 column only includes arrests made after 6/30/92
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Journey to Crime

Table 9 shows drug arrests made in the Weed & Seed area between 1993 and 1996 by neigh-
borhood of arrest and offender home address. A total of 2,104 persons were arrested in the
Weed & Seed area on drug related charges during the three year period. Of this total, 1,174
gave an address within the Weed & Seed area as their home address (56 percent). One out of
every three persons arrested in the Weed & Seed area on drug charges during this period lived
in the Westside/Hilltop area. West Center City residents accounted for 17 percent of Weed &
Seed area drug arrests. Seven percent were from Browntown/Hedgeville.

Nineteen percent of those arrested in the Weed & Seed area lived in other parts of Wilming-
ton, mainly from the Eastside, Boulevard, and Price’s Run areas. West Center City had the
largest proportion of drug arrests who lived in other parts of the city. About one out of every
four West Center City drug offenders arrested during this period lived in neighborhoods out-
side of the Weed & Seed area.

About 23 percent of those arrested in the Weed & Seed area on drug related charges did not
live in Wilmington. Residents of New Castle County (excluding Wilmington) accounted for
16 percent of Weed & Seed area drug arrests. Eleven residents of Kent County and five resi-
dents of Sussex County were arrested in the Weed & Seed area during this period. Combined,
Kent and Sussex County residents accounted for less than one percent of all Weed & Seed area
drug arrests. Just over 6 percent of those arrested in the Weed & Seed area were residents of
other states. Most of those arrested from out of state were from New York City, Philadelphia,
and northeastern Maryland.

Browntown/Hedgeville had the largest proportion of drug offenders who lived outside of Wil-
mington. Forty percent of Browntown/Hedgeville drug arrests were not residents of Wilming-
ton; 16 percent were from another state. One explanation for the disproportionate number of
out of state drug arrests in Browntown/Hedgeville is that the Wilmington Amtrak station is lo-
cated there. Police often receive tips from informants about drug traffickers who arrive by
train to deliver drugs in Wilmington. Thirty-three of the 47 Browntown/Hedgeville area ar-
rests of out of state residents occurred as the offenders exited the Wilmington Amtrak station.
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Map 2

Journey to Crime - Weed & Seed Area Drug Arrests from 1/1/93 to 12/31/96
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Map 3
Journey to Crime

Weed & Seed Area Drug Arrests from 1/1/93 to 12/31/96
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Weed & Seed Area Shootings Incidents

In 1596, the number of shooting incidents in Wilmington which resulted in injury or death
rose by 130 percent compared with the previous year, from 47 in 1995 to 108 in 1996. A re-
port released jointly by the Delaware Statistical Analysis Center and the Criminal Justice
Council revealed that 56 percent of the shooting victims and 91 percent of the suspects had at
least one violent felony arrest on their criminal record, and that 44 percent of the victims and
46 percent of the suspects were arrested at least once on drug related charges. Additionally,
the police had determined that 22 percent of the shootings that occurred in 1996 were drug re-
lated and an additional 15 percent were possibly drug refated. (DELSAC/CJIC, 1997)

The shootings continued into 1997 at a pace which nearly equaled 1996°s record total. 107
persons were killed or injured by firearms in Wilmington between 1/1/97 and 12/31/97. Chart
14 shows Weed & Seed area shooting incidents by quarter. The highest incidence of shootings
occurred during the 3rd quarter of 1996, when there were 17 shootings in the area. The sec-
ond highest incidence of shootings occurred during the second quarter of 1997, when 16 per-
sons were shot.

Table 10 shows Wilmington shooting incidents in 1996 and 1997 broken out by neighborhood.
Between 1/1/96 and 12/31/97, 215 persons were killed or injured by guns in Wilmington.
Most of the city’s shootings in 1996 and 1997 occurred in the Boulevard, Eastside, Price’s
Run, Riverside, West Center City and Westside/Hilltop neighborhoods. Seventy-five of the
215 shootings occurred in the Weed & Seed area. This represents 35 percent of all shootings
citywide. Thirty-eight of the Weed & Seed area shootings occurred in the Westside/Hilltop

Chart 14
Weed & Seed Area Shooting Incidents
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neighborhood (51 percent), 30 were in West Center City (40 percent), and seven were in
Browntown/Hedgeville (9 percent). Map 4 shows the locations of Weed & Seed area shooting
incidents and their proximity to the area’s 16 most reported drug corners. Thirteen of the 67
Weed & Seed area shootings occurred within 100 ft. of a drug hot spot.

Table 11 and Charts 15 through 18 display the age, ethnicity, and gender distribution of shoot-
ing victims and suspects. Seventy-three percent of Weed & Seed area shooting victims and 82
percent of shooting suspects were 25 years old or younger. Compared with the city as a
whole, juveniles accounted for a larger proportion of shooting victims in Weed & Seed area
shooting incidents. Twenty-seven percent of Weed & Seed area shooting victims were under
18 compared with 21 percent of shooting victims citywide. Nineteen of the victims in Weed &
Seed area shootings during this period were under 18, the youngest of whom was 7 years old.
Four shootings in the Weed & Seed area resulted in death; two of the four victims in the fatal
shootings were juveniles. All four fatal Weed & Seed area shootings occurred in the West
Center City area.

Forty-eight of the 71 Weed & Seed area shooting victims were Black males (68 percent), 12
were Hispanic males (17 percent), eight were Black females (11 percent), and three were
White males (4 percent). Ninety-two of the 109 Weed & Seed area shooting suspects were
Black males (84 percent), 11 were Hispanic males (10 percent), four were White males (4 per-
cent), and two were Black females (2 percent). Nearly all of the city’s shooting incidents that
involved Hispanic victims or suspects occurred in the Weed & Seed area.

Table 12 displays the race and ethnicity of Weed & Seed shooting suspects with that of their
victims. Black males were both suspects and victims in about half of the Weed & Seed area
shooting incidents. Sixty-one of the 92 Black male Weed & Seed area shooting suspects were
involved in shooting incidents where another Black male was the victim. Eleven cases in-
volved Black male suspects and Black female victims. In 13 cases Black males were suspects
in shooting where Hispanic males were victims. Hispanic males were suspects in shootings in-
volving Black male victims in six cases, Hispanic male victims in three cases, and Black fe-
male victims in two cases. White males were suspects in two cases which involved Black male
victims, one case involving a Hispanic male victim, and one case involving a White male
victim.,

Table 13 shows the age distribution of Weed & Seed shooting suspects and victims. A smaller
proportion of suspects in Weed & Seed shootings were juveniles compared with shooting sus-
pects citywide. Twenty-three percent of Weed & Seed area shooting suspects were juveniles,
compared with 31 percent of shooting suspects citywide. Eighty-two percent of Weed & Seed
area shooting suspects were between the ages of 18 and 25. The most common suspect/victim
age profile in Weed & Seed area shootings involved a suspect between the ages of 18 and 25
shooting a victim who was 25 years old or younger. The next most common suspect/victim
age profile involved a juvenile suspect shooting a victim who was 25 years old or younger.
These two profiles apply to 71 percent of all Weed & Seed area shooting incidents and 59 per-
cent of all shooting incidents citywide.
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Table 10
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Table 11
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Chart 15

Ethnicity/Gender of Weed & Seed Area Shooting Victims

Black Male 64%

Black Female 11%

N=75

Unknown 5%

White Male 4%

Hispanic Male 16%

Chart 16

Ethnicity/Gender of Weed & Seed Area Shooting Suspects

Black Male 79%

N =116

Unknown 6%

White Male 3%

Hispanic Male 9%
Black Female 2%
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Chart 17
Ages of Weed & Seed Area Shooting Victims

Under 18 25%

Unknown 5%

@,
181025 44% Qver45 3%

36to45 8%

261035 15%

N=75

Chart 18 _
Ages of Weed & Seed Area Shooting Suspects

Unknown 52%

Qver45 2%
36tod5 2%

26035 5%

Under 18 11%

18t0 25 28%

N =116
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Table 12

 ermeoeePre e 24441281kttt — T

Race/Ethnicity of Weed & Seed Area Shooting Suspects and Victims
Race/Ethnicity Weed & Seed Area Citywide
Suspect Victim No. | Pect. | Valid Pct, No. | Pct. | ValidPct,

Black Female Black Male 0 0.0% 0.0% 5 1.6% 1.9%
Hispanic Male 1 0.9% 1.0% 1 0.3% 0.4%
Unknown 1 0.9% 1 0.3%

Total Suspect Cases 2 1.7% 1,9% 7 2.3% 2.7%

Biack Male Asian Female 0 0.0% 0.0% 2 0.6% 0.8%
Asian Male 0 0.0% 0.0% 8 2.6% 3.1%
Black Female 11 9.5% 10.6% 29 9.4% 11.1%
Black Male 61 52.6% 58.7% 179 58.1% 68.3%
Hispanic Male 13 11.2% 12.5% 13 4.2% 5.0%
White Female 0 0.0% 0.0% 1 0.3% 0.4%
White Male 3 2.6% 2.9% 6 1.9% 2.3%
Unknown 4 3.4% 8 2.6%

Total Suspect Cases 92 79.3% 88.5% 246 78.9% 93.9%

Hispanic Male Black Female 2 1.7% 1.9% 2 0.6% 0.8%
Black Male 6 5.2% 5.8% 6 1.9% 2.3%
Hispanic Maie 3 2.6% 2.9% 3 1.0% 1.1%
Unknown 0 0.0% 1 0.3%

Total Suspect Cases 11 9.5% 10.6% 12 3.9% 4.6%

White Male Black Male 2 1.7% 1.9% 2 0.6% 0.8%
Hispanic Male 1 0.9% 1.0% 1 0.3% 0.4%
White Male 1 0.9% 1.0% 4 1.3% 1.5%
Unknown 0 0.0% 0 0.0%

Total Suspect Cases 4 3.4% 3.8% 7 2.3% 2.7%

Unknown Biack Female 0 0.0% 3 1.0%
Biack Male 6 52% 32 10.4%
Hispanic Male 1 0.9% 1 0.3%

Total Suspect Cases 7 6.0% 36 11.7%

\Victim and Suspect Ethnicity/Gender Known 104 89.7% 100.0% 262 85.1% 100.0%

Victim and Suspect Ethnicity/Gender Unknown 12 10.3% 46 14.9%

Grand Total 116 100.0% 308 100.0%

Pct. - All cases are included in percent distribution including cases where victim or suspect information is unknown
Valid Pct. - Cases where either the victim or suspect information is unknown are excluded from percent distribution
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Table 13

Ages of Weed & Seed Area Shooting Suspects and Victims

Ages Weed & Seed Area Citywide
Suspect | Victim No. Pct. | ValidPet.| No. | Pct. | Valid Pet.

Under 18 Under 18 5 4.3% 9.6% 14 4.5% 10.7%
18 to 25 7 6.0% 13.5% 16 52% 12.2%
26t0 35 1 0.9% 1.9% 6 1.9% 4.6%
36 to 45 0 0.0% 0.0% 7 2.3% 5.3%
Unknown 0 0.0% 0 0.0%

Total Suspect Cases 13 11.2% 25.0% 43 14.0% 32.8%

1810 25 Under 18 13 11.2% 25.0% 20 6.5% 16.3%
181025 12 10.3% 23.1% 27 8.8% 20.6%
26t0 35 3 2.6% 5.8% 9 2.9% 6.9%
36 to 45 0 0.0% 0.0% 1 0.3% 0.8%
Over 45 2 1.7% 3.8% 2 0.6% 1.5%
Unknown 3 2.6% & 1.9%

Total Suspect Cases 33 28.4% 63.5% 65 21.1% 49.6%

26 to 35 Under 18 3 2.6% 5.8% 3 1.0% 2.3%
18t 25 1 0.9% 1.9% 7 2.3% 5.3%
26 to 35 1 0.9% 1.9% 4 1.3% 3.1%
361045 1 0.9% 1.9% 2 0.6% 1.5%
Over 45 0 0.0% 0.0% 1 0.3% 0.8%
Unknown 0 0.0% 1 0.3%

Total Suspect Cases 6 5.2% 11.5% 18 5.8% 13.7%

3610 45 18t0 25 0 0.0% 0.0% 2 0.6% 1.5%
26 to 35 0 0.0% 0.0% 1 0.3% 0.8%
36 to 45 2 1.7% 3.8% 5 1.6% 3.8%
Qver 45 0 0.0% 0.0% 1 0.3% 0.8%
Unknown 0 0.0% 0 0.0%

Total Suspect Cases 2 1.7% 3.8% 9 2.9% 6.9%

Over 45 181025 1 0.9% 1.9% 1 0.3% 0.8%
Qver 45 0 0.0% 0.0% 2 0.6% 1.5%
Unknown 1 0.9% 1 0.3%

Total Suspect Cases 2 1.7% 3.8% 4 1.3% 3.1%

Unknown Under 18 14 12.1% 32 10.4%
18to 25 28 24, 1% 81 26.3%
26 to 35 12 10.3% 34 11.0%
361to 45 4 3.4% 9 2.9%
Qver 45 1 0.9% 5 1.6%
Unknown 1 0.9% 8 2.5%

Total Suspect Cases 60 81.7% 169 54.9%

\Victim and Suspect Ages Known 52 44.8% 100.0% 131 42.5% 100.0%

Victim and Suspect Ages Unknown 64 55.2% 177 57.5%

Grand Total 116 100.0% 308 100.0%

Pct. - Al cases are included in percent distribution including cases where victim or suspect information is unknown
Valid Pct. - Cases where either the victim or suspect information is unknown are excluded from percent distribution
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Illicit Drug Trends in Wilmington

Table 14 displays drug related calls for service and drug related arrests for each of Wilming-
ton’s 15 neighborhoods. Drug related calls throughout Wilmington rose by 282, from 3,656
in 1994 (0 3,938 in 1995—an & percent increase. The Boulevard, Price’s Run and
Westside/Hilltop neighborhoods were responsible for most of this increase. The
Westside/Hilltop area continues to surpass all other neighborhoods in Wilmington in drug re-
lated calls, accounting for one out of every three drug related calls that the police department
received in 1995,

Maps 7 through 10 show the 90 Wilmington reporting areas color coded for each category for
the years 1988 to 1995. The 1988 map shows that reported drug activity in Wilmington was
mostly restricted to the Riverside, Eastside Westside/Hilltopand West Center City neighbor-
hoods. In 1989, drug activity in northeast Wilmington began to spread from the Riverside
area westward towards N. Market Street, into the Price’s Run and Boulevard neighborhoods.
Reported drug activity also escalated in the Eastside, Westside/Hilltop, West Center City and
South Wilmington neighborhoods during this period.

The 1990 map shows that reported drug activity in Wilmington continued to spread into previ-
ously “Stable Areas”, especially in the Westside and West Center City neighborhoods, It
should be noted however that drug related calls for service from two Eastside reporting areas
actually fell in 1990. The Eastside Substance Abuse Awareness Program (ESAAP), a precur-
sor to Wilmington’s Weed & Seed effort, was credited for the reduction in drug related calls
that occurred in parts of the Eastside during this period. Like Weed & Seed, ESAAP com-
bined narcotics enforcement with community policing, substance abuse prevention, treatment,
and youth-oriented programming. Although some headway was made at quashing the drug
trade in the Eastside area, conditions in the Boulevard, Price’s Run, Westside/Hilltop, West
Center City and South Wilmington neighborhoods continued to worsen. It was also during
this period that drug activity from the Westside/Hilltop area began to spill over into the adja-
cent Browntown/Hedgeville neighborhood (DELSAC, 1994).

The 1991 map illustrates how drug activity throughout Wilmington escalated that year. Drug
related calls for service increased in all but four Weed & Seed reporting areas. 1991 was the
first year that “Saturated” reporting areas began to appear. The “Saturated” category refers to
areas that experienced an increase in the number of drug related calls for service while drug
related arrests were decreasing, a trend that could indicate that drug activity in the area had es-
calated to the point where the police were unable to curb the problem with existing resources.

Although most reporting areas in Wilmington saw illicit drug activity escalate in 1991, the
number of drug related calls for service from reporting areas in the Riverside, South Wilming-
ton, and the Eastside neighborhood decreased. Some form of community policing activities
had been implemented in all three neighborhoods—a police mini-station was housed in the Riv-
erside public housing development and walking patrols were deployed in the South Wilming-
ton and Eastside neighborhoods. During this period, drug related calls for service and arrests
stabilized or declined in the areas where the walking patrols were mobilized, while arrests and
calls for service increased in the surrounding areas,
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Many of the areas which were classified as “In Transition” in 1990 became “Hot Spots” in
1991, and some previously “Stable Areas” became “In Transition”. This is especially true in
the northeast Wilmington’s Price’s Run and Boulevard neighborhoods. Much of the increase
in reported drug activity may have been due to displacement of out of the Riverside area into
these nearby neighborhoods.

The 1992 map shows a considerable reduction in drug activity throughout Wilmington. Many
of the reporting areas that were previously categorized a “Hot Spots”, “In Transition”, or
“Saturated” saw reductions in both drug related calls for service and arrests. Wilmington’s
Weed & Seed effort began in July 1992. Drug related calls for service and arrests fell in most
Weed & Seed reporting areas except those within and/or adjacent to Census Tract 22.

In 1993, drug related calls for service throughout Wilmington fell by 16 percent. Twelve re-
porting areas that were categorized as “In Transition” or “Good News” areas in 1992 had
dropped below the two call per month threshold and became “Stable Areas”. Most of these
areas were located in the South Wilmington, Riverside, Price’s Run, Eastside and Boulevard
neighborhoods. Reported drug activity also declined in the Weed & Seed area overall, but ar-
eas where drug activity had been displaced to continued to experience problems. For example,
drug related calls from Reporting Area 26-01 in Browntown/Hedgeville continued to increase
in 1993. This was also the case for Census Tract 22 in the Westside/Hilltop neighborhood.

In 1994, drug activity escalated in many of Wilmington’s neighborhoods. The number of re-
porting areas that were categorized as being “In Transition” increased from three in 1993 to
six in 1994, while “Saturated” areas increased from one to five. All five “Saturated” areas
were in the Weed & Seed neighborhoods—three in the Westside/Hilltop area and two in West
Center City.

Reporting area 15-01 in the Westside/Hilltop area was categorized as “In Transition” in 1994,
mainly resulting from an increase in drug related calls for service concerning the area sur-
rounding 7th & Harrison Streets. Conditions in three Weed & Seed reporting areas that
seemed to be making some progress in 1993 worsened considerably in 1994. Reporting areas
22-01, 22-02, and 16-02 were all categorized as “Good News” areas in 1993 because drug re-
lated calls and arrests were both on the decline. In 1994, all three areas were categorized as
being “saturated”, i.e., drug related calls were increasing while drug related arrests fell.

Illicit drug activity also escalated in the Eastside, Price’s Run, Boulevard and Riverside neigh-
borhoods in 1994, In the Eastside neighborhood, an area that was categorized as “Saturated”
in 1993 (Reporting Area 17-02) saw a decline in both drug related calls for service and drug
related arrests in 1994. However, an adjacent reporting area and two reporting areas in Cen-
sus Tract 9 worsened in 1994, possibly a result of displacement from Reporting Area 17-02.

Conditions in the Boulevard neighborhood also deteriorated in 1994. Reporting Area 05-02
continued to be a problem area, especially near the park at 24th & Tatnall Streets and on N.
Market Street between 23rd and 30th streets. Drug Related calls for service also rose in Re-
porting Area 03-02, which is located directly north of Reporting Area 05-02. In the Price’s
Run area, Reporting Area 06-02 became a “Hot Spot” in 1994. Drug related calls for service
also increased in Reporting Area 06-04. There was a substantial increase in drug related
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arrests in Reporting Area 06-03, which includes the open-air drug markets at 24th & Jessup
Streets and E. 23rd Street between Market and Lamotte Streets.

In 1995, Wilmington police intensified their efforts at suppressing the city’s drug trade. Drug
related arrests rose in the Price’s Run, Riverside, South Wilmington and Westside/Hilltop
neighborhoods. Drug related calls for service from these areas also increased. The 1995 map
shows that drug arrests increased in all but one of the Weed & Seed reporting areas catego-
rized as “Saturated” in 1994. Drug related calls for service and arrests fell in West Center
City’s Census Tract 16 and in Browntown/Hedgeville’s Reporting Area 26-01.

Reported drug activity continued to increase in Wilmington’s Boulevard, Price’s Run and
South Wilmington neighborhoods. According to 1995 Wilmington Police Department records,
major drug markets in these neighborhoods included 24th & Tatnall Streets (Boulevard), the
area bounded by E. 22nd Street, E. 24th Street, N. Market and N. Pine Streets (Price’s Run)
and the 900 block of S. Claymont Street (South Wilmington). Although drug related calls for
service from the Eastside neighborhood did not increase significantly in 1995, reported drug
activity on E. 8th Street between Kirkwood and N. Pine Street continued to be a major prob-
lem for the area.

The 1996 map shows that drug related calls for police service and drug related arrests were
down in three of the eight Westside/Hilltop reporting areas and in all four West Center City
reporting areas. For the second consecutive year, the two reporting areas in West Center City
north of W. 6th Street (16-01 and 16-02) were in the “Good News” category. Fewer calls for
service were received concerning all of the major “Hot Spots” within these reporting areas,
e.g. 6th & Jefferson, 7th & Jefferson, 7th & Washington, and 8th & Monroe Streets. Three
Westside/Hilltop reporting areas--22-01, 22-02, and 23-02—were also in the “Good News”
category in 1996. Twelve of the Weed & Seed area’s 16 most frequently reported drug cor-
ners are located within these three areas. The “Hot Spots™ at 2nd & Franklin and 4th &
Franklin Streets were the only two corners where reported drug activity increased. Drug re-
lated calls decreased for each of the ten remaining hot spots.

Two Westside/Hilltop reporting areas—23-01 and 15-02, became the focus of intensified polic-
ing activity in 1996 to prevent displacement of drug activity from the known hot spots. Mean-
while, conditions in Browntown/Hedgeville worsened. Drug related calls for service and drug
related arrests both increased in Reporting Area 26-01, placing it in the “Hot Spot” category.
This area, which is bounded by Lancaster Avenue, Maryland Avenue, Maple Street, and N.
Broom Street had been in the “Good News” category in 1994 and 1995. Read Street between
Harrison and Franklin Streets continued to source of most of the complaints in this area.

In other parts of the city, some neighborhoods had made some gains at reducing illicit drug
sales. Reported drug activity and drug related arrests were down in the Boulevard and South
Wilmington neighborhoods. On a less positive note, drug activity continued to escalate in the
Eastside and Price’s Run areas. In particular, two reporting areas in Price’s Run were “Satu-
rated”, meaning that drug related calls for service increased while arrests decreased. The
boundaries of the “Saturated” area are N. Market Street, Vandever Avenue, E. 26th Street,
and Northeast Boulevard.
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Geographic Analysis of Wilmington’s Hlicit Drug Markets

The following color coded maps demonstrate how illicit drug markets have been affected by
various drug enforcement efforts throughout Wilmington. Each of the city’s 90 reporting ar-
cas (grids) have been assigned a color which represents a category that was derived by analyz-
ing trend data on drug related calls and arrests for each reporting area and then comparing the
most recent year’s trend with the previous year. Trends described by each category are ex-
plained below.

+*

Stable Areas (Blue): This category refers to reporting areas that reported 25 or
fewer drug related calls and/or arrests per year during the observation period. Many
of the residential areas in this category have average household incomes that are well
above the city average and tend to be located on the outer perimeter of the city.

Good News (Green): Areas in this category experienced a simultancous decline or
stabilization in both the drug related calls for service and drug related arrests.

Intensive Policing (Green/Black): These are areas where the number of drug related
arrests are relatively high compared to the number of drug related calls from the area.
This may indicate that proactive measures were taken by the police to prevent dis-
placement of drug activity from nearby areas.

Hot Spots (Yellow): Areas that fall in this category experienced a simultaneous rise
in both drug related calls and arrests. The “hot spot” category also includes areas
where the number of drug related calls exceeded 25 per month. Most of these areas
are well known illicit drug markets where police, residents and customers know that
illicit drug activity occurs on a regular basis,

In Transition (Red): Reporting areas in this category are best described as being “in
transition”. The number of drug related calls received from these areas are rising
while the number of arrests remain at roughly the same level. These neighborhoods
tend to lie contiguous to areas with more severe drug related problems and frequently
lie adjacent to relatively stable areas on the other side. The increasing number of
calls may indicate that residents are aware that the character of their neighborhood is
changing.

Saturated (Red/Black): This category is similar to “hot spots” in that both refer to
areas with extremely high levels of drug activity. What differentiates “saturated” ar-
eas from “hot spots” is that in saturated areas the number of drug related calls con-
tinue to increase while the number of arrests decline or remain at roughly the same
level as the previous year.
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Summary of Interviews with Key Weed & Seed Program Participants

The previous analysis looked at crime trends in the Weed & Seed area and the impact that dif-
ferent policing initiatives have had on illicit drug markets using calls for police service and ar-
rest statistics as indicators. The analysis of quantitative data, while an important tool for
measuring the effect of policing efforts on the prevalence, intensity, and spatial distribution of
drug markets, tells only one side of the story. The perceptions of those who live and work in
the community can also be an important indicator of Weed & Seed’s success. Since 1992,
MIM Associates has conducted yearly panel interviews as part of a longitudinal study of com-
munity policing in Wilmington and its impact on the city’s drug trade, the most recent of
which were held in Spring 1997. The resulting report has been integrated into this evaluation.
Entitled “The Eight Year War Against Drugs in Wilmington, Delaware” this qualitative as-
sessment of community policing in Wilmington details the responses of those who participated
in the five panel interviews. Following is a summary of some of the report’s key findings.

+ Residents in the Weed & Seed area have been very receptive to community policing.
Both police and residents felt that assigning foot patrols to an area on a long-term ba-
sis was the most effective community policing strategy, since officers who are famil-
iar with the community are far more likely to be aware of neighborhood issues like
who the troublemakers are, which house is frequented by drug users, which families
allow their children roam the streets unsupervised at night, etc.

+ In Wilmington’s experience, the use of long-term walking patrols was realized only
during periods when sufficient community policing dedicated funds were available
and the regular patrol division was adequately staffed. Over the past few years, the
Wilmington Police Department’s Patrol Division has been understaffed because the
city could not afford to replace officers as they retired. As a result, it became in-
creasingly difficult to maintain the level of police visibility needed to keep the drug
trade from escalating. In the Weed & Seed area, police visibility was further reduced
by cutbacks in federal funds for community policing and vice operations.

+ Reduced funding for Weed & Seed community policing officers, combined with insuf-
ficient staffing levels in the police department’s patrol division has hindered efforts to
suppress the area’s drug trade. Those interviewed said that police visibility in the
area is noticeably less since the number of dedicated Weed & Seed officers was re-
duced from five to two. Residents and community activists generally felt that the
drug problem in the neighborhood had worsened in the past year. Police, on the
other hand, felt that the area’s drug problem is about the same as it was a year ago.
The police’s perception that the area was stabilizing was possibly influenced by the
fact that they had made more and better quality drug arrests in the area.

+ A common perception among those interviewed is that drug trade in Wilmington is
becoming increasingly more violent, and that drug involved youths sporting handguns
and “short fuses” are responsible for much of the increase in shooting incidents.
Those involved in the drug trade have become more sophisticated, abandoning public
pay phones in favor of portable cellular telephones to make transacttons or shuttling
their stash of drugs between different houses to make it more difficult for police to
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raid them. In response to increasing police pressure, drug dealers have moved their
operation indoors or to different locations. Dealers have become more cautious, hid-
ing their cache of drugs in a nearby trash can or on someone’s porch rather than carry
it with them. Police report that they are having a more difficult time arresting dealers
because many have moved their operations indoors to evade police.

Some of those interviewed reported an increase in juvenile involvement in the street
drug trade. In some instances, entire families are involved in selling drugs. For
those households, the drug economy provides employment for household members
who, because of their age, lack of marketable job skills, or lack of experience, feel
that there are no other employment opportunities available. A lack of parental guid-
ance in some households also creates problems for the neighborhood. Drug dealers
often recruit local youths to sell drugs or act as lookouts for them. Parents may look
the other way when their children come home with large amounts of cash, especially
when the family is struggling financially. In some cases, the parents themselves may
be addicted to drugs or alcohol.

Over the past several years, the Wilmington Police Department has implemented two
major community policing initiatives—the Eastside Substance Abuse Awareness Pro-
gram and Operation Weed & Seed. The programs are similar in that they both tar-
geted open air drug sales within a well defined geographic area; both programs had
experienced a period of success initially; and in both cases, much of the problem re-
surfaced as funding for law enforcement and community policing diminished. When
the level of police presence and visibility in the area’s was sufficient, residents be-
came less fearful of the drug dealers and street thugs, and life in the area became
more bearable. As police presence decreased, the criminal element reclaimed the
streets again. Thus, a common theme for both programs is that their outcomes were
dependent on the availability of adequate police resources. Those interviewed agreed,
however, that the police cannot do the job alone. One thing that was mentioned
throughout the interviews was that residents need to make more of an effort to keep
the neighborhood clean. Others suggested that Weed & Seed should place more em-
phasis on drug rehabilitation. A substance abuse treatment counselor who partici-
pated in the panel interviews said that there was shortage of treatment facilities in
Wilmington, given the magnitude of the city’s drug problem. Another issue is that
many of those who need treatment are unemployed and do not have health insurance.
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Assessment of Seeding Activities

The “seeding” component of Wilmington’s Weed & Seed program offers programs in the ar-
eas of tutoring, recreation, parent training, and substance abuse education and counseling, and
victim services. Since July 1992, Weed & Seed funds have been used to:

+ augment existing tutoring programs at the area’s community centers

+ provide additional recreational opportunities for residents, including the development
of a community fitness center

+ establish parent training and support programs
+ provide counseling and support to crime victims
+ hire a substance abuse outreach worker

+ provide financial assistance to a remedial reading, language arts, and mathematics
program for students who fare poorly in traditional classroom settings

Evaluating each Weed & Seed funded program individually would be an extremely complex
and time consuming task since measures of success vary by program. Ideally, evaluating pro-
grams of this nature would involve looking at how well performance measures for each pro-
gram converge with the program’s goals and objectives. This type of in-depth analysis is
beyond the scope of this report. Instead, this assessment will look at the impact of Operation
Weed & Seed’s “seeding” component on:

I. Juvenile Crime - Many of the Weed & Seed programs are geared towards children
and adolescents, especially the recreation and tutoring programs. Since much of
Weed & Seed’s resources are used for delinquency prevention, one indicator of
how effective “seeding” programs are is the degree that area youths become in-
volved in criminal activity. Juvenile arrest rates will be used in this analysis as a
measure of Weed & Seed’s impact on juvenile crime.

2. Resident Attitudes - This assessment will also include the results of an opinion sur-
vey that was distributed to Weed & Seed residents in the summer of 1996. Respon-
dents were asked about their perceptions of the Weed & Seed program and whether
they felt that the program effectively addressed the problems facing their neighbor-
hood, They were also asked to give their opinions on how the program could be
improved.

A total of 25 “seeding” programs were established in Wilmington using Weed & Seed funds,
with expenditures for seeding programs totaling $867,230 over the entire project period. Most
of the Weed & Seed funded programs operate out of community centers-William “Hicks”
Anderson Community Center, the Latin American Community Center, Hilltop Lutheran
Neighborhood Center, West End Neighborhood House, and the Jackson Street Boy’s and Gir-
I’'s Club. Ten programs were funded during the cycle that started in July 1996,
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Westside/Hilltop Seeding Programs

+ Since July 1992, $378,120 in Weed & Seed funds have been awarded to agencies in
the Westside/Hilltop area to establish 12 “seeding” programs.

+ Each of the area’s three community centers—Hilltop Lutheran Neighborhood Center,
Latin American Community Center, and West End Neighborhood House-received
funds for recreation and tutoring programs.

+ Other Weed & Seed funded programs in the Westside/Hilltop area include parent
training programs at Hilltop Lutheran Neighborhood Center and West End Neighbor-
hood House, summer prevention programming and remedial education classes at St,
Paul’s School.

Hilltop Lutheran Neighborhood Center
Total amount awarded: $80,000

Program: Tutorial Program

Activities: Individual and group tutorials; group study sessions; college preparation assis-
tance (financial aid information, S.A.T. preparation, college visits); career ex-
ploration activities (job fairs, job skills workshops, field trips).

Status: Active

Program: Parent Partnership

Activities: A series of parent training workshops.

Status: Closed

Program: Recreation Program

Activities: Allowed Hilltop Lutheran Neighborhood Center to expand its recreational offer-
ings to Hilltop area youths ages 6-18.

Status: Closed

Program: Summer Camp

Activities: A 7-week summer program for youths ages 5-13, Activities include arts and

crafts, swimming, computer activities, and weekly field trips.
Status: Closed

Latin American Community Center:
Total amount awarded: $133,500

Program: Recreation Program

Activities: Organized recreation and socio-cultural activities for youths and adults.
Status: Active

Program: Tutorial Program

Activities: Tutoring and homework assistance for school age Hispanic youths.
Status: Active
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St. Paul’s School
Total amount awarded: $10,220

Program:
Activities:

Status:

Program:
Activities;
Status:

St. Paul’s Resource Room

Additional staff support to expand a remedial/special education class at St.
Paul’s Schooi for students grades 2-6 who experience difficulties learning in a
traditional classroom setting.

Closed

St. Paul’s Summer Prevention Program
Summer remedial education classes for “at-risk” students in grades 2 - 5.
Closed

West End Neighborhood House
Total amount awarded: $154,400

Program:
Activities:
Status;
Program:
Activities:
Status:

Program:
Activities:
Status:

Program:
Activities:

Status:

Recreation Program

Recreational and cultural activities for youths, adult aerobics instruction, and
self-defense classes.

Closed

Tutorial Program

Individualized Tutoring, homework assistance, and computer instruction for stu-
dents grades 1-12.

Closed

Weed & Seed Parenting Project
parenting workshops and support groups for teen and adult parents.
Closed

Working Capital Delaware

The goal of this program is to provide small business development opportunities
for the Weed & Seed area. The program involves establishing small business
loan peer groups to provide capital, share ideas, and work on business skills.
Closed
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West Center City Seeding Programs

+ Service agencies in West Center City have received a total of $206,000 for “seeding”
programs since July 1992,

+ About 80 percent of Weed & Seed funds awarded to West Center City agencies went
to the William“Hicks” Anderson Community Center. A large portion of their award
was used to develop health club style community fitness center.

+ The other recipients of Weed & Seed funds were the West Center City Day Care
Nursery and Tabernacle Baptist Church,

William “Hicks” Anderson Community Center
Total amount awarded: $165,500

Program: Tutorial Program

Activities: Individual tutoring and homework assistance; weekly sessions on drug preven-
tion, health & fitness, parenting or career opportunities,

Status: Active

Program: Recreation Program

Activities: Nighttime basketball league; community fitness center

Status: Active

Program: UMOJA/UJIMA Homegir] Development Basketball League

Activities: Teaches female participants fundamental basketball skills; educational assis-
tance; cultural field trips

Status: Closed

West Center City Day Care Nursery
Total amount awarded: $30,600

Program: Early Computer Whiz

Activities: Computer tutorial and instruction for youths ages 3 - 10.
Status: Active

Program: Parents for Success

Activities: Parent training workshops.

Status: Closed

Tabernacle Baptist Church
Total amount awarded: $9,900

Program: Youth Qutreach Ministry
Activities: Tutoring in English, math, social studies, and science.
Status: Closed
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Browntown/Hedgeville Seeding Programs

+ The Browntown/Hedgeville area has received the least amount of Weed & Seed funds
for “seeding” programs.

+ The Jackson Street Boy’s and Girl’s Club was the only Browntown/Hedgeville agency
to receive Weed & Seed funds.

+ The $53,300 in Weed & Seed funds were used for community outreach, job skills
preparation, and tutoring programs.

Jackson St. Boys and Girl’s Club
Total amount awarded: $53,300

Program:

Activities:

Status:

Program:

Activities:

Status;

Program:

Activities;

Status:

Hedgeville Outreach

Recruitment of youth from the Hedgeville area to join the Jackson Street Boys
and Girls Club.

Active

Job Skills Preparation Program

Offers instruction on interviewing skills and resume writing. Teams youths
with mentors in the local business community.

Active

Educational Enhancement Program
Computer assisted instruction and tutoring.
Closed
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Programs Encompassing the Entire Target Area

+ Four Weed & Seed funded programs—BCI Street Outreach, the Weed & Seed Victim
Counselor, Community Organizational Training, and Weed & Seed Mini-Grants—
served all three Weed & Seed target neighborhoods.

Brandywine Counseling, Inc.
Total amount awarded: $70,000

Program:
Activities:

Status:

BCI Street Qutreach

Substance abuse education; referral to treatment programs; distribution of litera-
ture on substance abuse and HIV,

Active

Criminal Justice Council
Total amount awarded: $159,810

Program:
Activities:

Status:

Program:
Activities:

Status:

Program:
Activities:

Status:

Victim Counselor

Assists victims at completing victims compensation applications, accompanies
victims to the hospital or to court, and refers victims to social service agencies.
Active

Community Organizational Training

Youth prevention training seminars on the dangers of smoking, self-esteem, and
domestic violence,

Closed

Weed & Seed Mini-Grant Program

Provides grants for up to $2,000 for drug prevention and neighborhood restora-
tion activities,

Closed
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Weed & Seed area residents send a message to drug dealers and users during a “March Against Drugs” in
Wilmington's Westside/Hilltop neighborhood,

Shown at the left are pardcipants in the annual “Operation Clean Sweep”™, a city-sponsored initiative o clean
up fitter in neighborhoods throughout Wilmington. Community policing officers and the Wilmington Police

Department's mobiie mini-station are shown on the right.

Youths sharpen their computer skitls al the Witliam “Hicks” Anderson Community Center’s computer tuto-
rial program {Jeft). A substance abuse outreach worker from Brandywine Counseling Inc. siands by a dis-
play during “Drug Information Dav” (right).
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Chart 19

Summary of Seeding Programs

Program

1/92 - 12/93

1/94 - 6/95

7/95 - 6/96

7/96 - 6/97

Tutoring Program - HLNC
Tutoring Program - LACC
Tutoring Program - WENH
Tutoring Program - WHACC
Recreation Program - LACC
Recreation Program - WENH
Recreation Program - WHACC
Victim Counselor

BCI Street Anti-Drug QOutreach

Early Computer Whiz Program

Community Organizational Training

Weed & Seed Parenting Project

Education Enhancement Program

Youth Qutreach Ministry
Parents for Success

Recreation Program - HLNC

Weed & Seed Mini-Grant Program

St. Paul's Resource Room
Parent Partnership - HLNC
Summer Camp - HLNC
Homegirl Basketbaii Leauge
Hedgeville Outreach

Working Capital Delaware

St. Paul’'s Summer Prevention

Job Skills Preparation
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Juvenile Crime in the Weed & Seed Area

Table 15 and Charts 20 to 23 displays Weed & Seed area juvenile arrests for 1994, 1995, and
1996 by lead arrest charge. The chart shows that juvenile arrests made in the Weed & Seed
area were down 8 percent overall in 1996. This is the second consecutive year that juvenile
arrests in the area decreased overall. Broken out by neighborhood, juvenile arrests fell in the
Westside/Hilltop and Browntown/Hedgeville areas by 17 percent 15 percent respectively, and
increased by 17 percent in West Center City. Nearly half of all Weed & Seed juvenile arrests
were in the Westside/Hilltop area.

Juvenile arrests with a violent or weapons offense as the lead charge were up in 1996. Arrests
for drug offenses, which accounted for about 34 percent of all Weed & Seed area juvenile ar-
rests made in 1996, were down by 9 percent overall. The Westside/Hilltop area was the only
neighborhood that saw a decrease in juvenile drug arrests. The number of juveniles arrested
for drugs in West Center City and Browntown/Hedgeville increased slightly in 1996.
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Table 15
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Chart 20

Weed & Seed Area Juvenile Arrests
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Chart 21
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Chart 22
Weed & Seed Area Juvenile Arrests - Drugs
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Chart 23

Weed & Seed Area Juvenile Arrests - Property Crime
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1996 Weed & Seed Opinion Survey

In the summer of 1996, an opinion survey was distributed to persons who either lived or
worked in the Weed & Seed area via the community centers. The survey asked respondents
about what they liked and disliked about their neighborhood, whether they felt that violent
crime and drug activity in the neighborhood was increasing or decreasing, how they felt about
Weed & Seed in general and their perceptions as to whether Weed & Seed was having an im-
pact on the neighborhood’s problems. A total of 240 persons returned the survey
questionnaire.
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A. Assessment of Weed & Seed

1.

How successful has the Weed & Seed program been in your neighborhood?

Crime Reduction - 57 of the 183 respondents who answered this question
thought that Weed & Seed was not successful at reducing crime (31 percent),
101 respondents thought that it was somewhat successful (55 percent}, and 25
thought that it was very successful (14 percent).

Community Policing - 40 of the 183 respondents who answered this question
thought that the Weed & Seed community policing effort was not successful (22
percent), 110 thought that it was somewhat successful (60 percent), and 33
thought that it was very successful (18 percent),

Community Center Youth Programs - 24 of the 180 persons who answered this
question thought that the Weed & Seed youth programs were not successful (13
percent), 100 thought that they were somewhat successful (56 percent), and 56
thought that they were very successful (31 percent).

Street Anti-Drug Outreach - 44 of the 173 persons who answered this question
thought that Weed & Seed anti-drug outreach efforts were not successful (25 per-
cent), 98 thought that it was somewhat successful (57 percent), and 31 thought
that it was very successful (18 percent).

Victim Services - 38 of the 162 persons who responded to this question thought
that Weed & Seed victim services were not successful (24 percent), 112 thought
that they were somewhat successful (69 percent), and 12 thought that they were
very successful (7 percent),

Public Relations - 40 of the 174 respondents who answered this question
thought that the Weed & Seed public relations effort was not successful (23 per-
cent), 107 thought that it was somewhat successful (61 percent), and 27 thought
that it was very successful {28 percent).

Were you aware of Weed & Seed before reading this survey?

164 of the 237 respondents who answered the question said that the had heard
of Weed & Seed {69 percent), and 73 said that they had not heard of Weed &
Seed (31 percent).

What do you like about the Weed & Seed program?

Community Police Drug Information

Community involvement Helps to reduce open-air drug sales
Helps to improve the community More police presence and visibility
Faster response to crime Personable police officers
Recreation Programs Tutoring programs
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What don’t you like about the Weed & Seed program?

Led to an increase in abandoned and boarded properties
Police harass minority youths

Inconsistent funding

Not effective at reducing loitering and drug sales

More intervention needed

More police needed

Residents need to become more involved

What areas would you like Weed & Seed to focus on in the future?

Community Policing (117 responses - 20 percent)
Recreation (105 responses - 18 percent)

Vice Operations (97 responses - 17 percent)
Neighborhood Beautification {69 responses - 12 percent)
Tutoring Programs (63 responses - 11 percent)

Victim Services (49 responses - & percent)

Housing {47 responses - 8 percent)

Social Services (32 responses - 6 percent)
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B.

Neighborhood Crime and Disorder

1.

How is your neighborhood today compared to how it was two years ago?

Drug Activity - 31 of the 220 respondents who answered this question felt that
the was less drug activity in the area compared with the previous year {14 per-
cent), 73 felt that it was about the same (33 percent), and 116 felt that there was
more {53 percent).

Violence - 36 of the 207 people who answered this question felt that violence in
the area was less than it was a year ago (17 percent), 74 felt that it was about the
same (36 percent), and 97 felt that there was more violence (47 percent).

Guns - 44 of the 199 persons who answered this question felt that there were [ess
guns on the street compared with one year ago (22 percent), 60 felt that there
was about the same amount (30 percent), and 95 felt that there were more (48
percent).

Gang Activity - 61 of the 196 respondents who answered this question felt that
there was less gang activity in the area compared with one year ago (31 percent),
53 felt that it was a bout the same (27 percent), and 82 felt that there was more
(42 percent).

Loitering - 37 of the 213 people wha answered this question felt that there was
less toitering compared with one year ago (17 percent), 71 felt that it was about
the same (33 percent) and 105 felt that there was more loitering (49 percent).

Noise - 34 of the 212 people who answered this question said that there was
less noise in the neighborhood compared with a year ago (16 percent), 77 said
that noise was about the same (36 percent), and 101 said that there was more
noise (48 percent).

What do you think are the biggest problems facing the neighborhood?

Crime Loitering

Drug activity Jobiessness

Vacant houses Gangs

Guns on the street Violence

Not enough police presence Not enough community involvement
Lack of parental guidance Idle youths

Was anyone in your home a victim of a serious crime in the past two years?

46 of the 210 persons who answered this question said that someone in their
household was a victim of a serious crime in the past two years (22 percent) and
164 said that no one in their household was a victim of a serious crime in the
past two years (78 percent).

Did the victim receive any victim assistance?

12 of the 37 respondents who answered this question reported that they received
some form of victim assistance {32 percent) and 25 reported that they did not (68
percent).
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C. Community Involvement

1.  Have you ever called the police regarding a “hot spot”?

83 of the 232 respondents who answered this question reported that they have
called the police to report drug activity (36 percent), and 149 reported that they
had never called the police concerning drug activity (64 percent).

2. Have you spoken with any of the Weed & Seed community police officers within
the past year?

87 of the 232 respondents who answered this question said that they spoke with
a Weed & Seed community police officer within the past year (38 percent) and
145 said that they did not (62 percent).

3. Does your neighborhood have a block watch program?

76 of the 207 persons who answered this question said that their neighborhood
had a block watch (63 percent), and 131 said that their neighborhood did not
have block watch (37 percent).

4. Do you participate in the block watch?

39 of the 70 persons who answered this question said that they did not partici-
pate (56 percent), and 31 said that they did participate (44 percent).

5. Do you know when and where community meetings are held?

100 of the 230 people who answered this question said that they knew when
and where community meetings were held (44 percent) and 130 said that they
did not know (56 percent).

6. How many community meetings did you attend in 1995?

88 of the 157 persons who answered this question did not attend any meetings
(56 percent), 36 attended between 1 -5 meetings (23 percent), 16 attended be-
tween 6 - 10 meetings (10 percent), and 17 attended more than 10 meetings (11
percent).

8.  Are you willing to volunteer your time to help the community?

78 of the 223 persons who answered the question said that they would be very
willing to volunt