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Overview

Section |of this report placescrimes based on guidelines  Section Il of this report
current offending in context provided by the FBI and not |ooks at crimes reported to

through an overview of

crime trends in the District oftheir local jurisdiction or
Columbia between 1961 andagency.

2007.

according to the definitions o' the Washington, D.C. Met-

ropolitan Police Departmen
(MPD) between January 1,
2008 and December 31,

Reports from the Zoological 2008. The District of Co-
This section contains data Police began to be included i |ymbia Index offenses in-

from theUniform Crime Re- the UCR in 1999, followed by clude: homicide, sexual as-

ports (UCR) begun by the

those from Metro police in

FBI in response to a 1929 re2000.

sponse from the Internationg
Association of Chiefs of Po-
lice (IACP) to develop a set
of uniform crime statistics for
use by law enforcement age
cies and policymakers acros
the country.

Today, approximately 17,00(C
law enforcement agencies
across the country contribute
data to the UCR.

To ensure uniformity in re-
porting, agencies report

UCR Index Offenses

The UCR initially contained
seven major crime categories
murder & nonnegligent man-
slaughter, rape, robbery, aggr
vated assault, burglary, larcen
theft, and motor vehicle theft.
These offenses are often re-
ferred to as
Arson was added to the list in
1979 making a total of eight
Part | offenses. For this rea-
son, Arson was excluded fron
Section 1 of this Report.

sault, robbery, aggravated
assault, burglary, stolen
auto, larcenytheft, and theft
from automobiles.

The data utilized in Section
al | was obt ai
Ywebsite. The disclaimer

contained on that website

t

ned fro

. and associated with that data

lis reproduced below in its
entirety.

MPD DISCLAIMER
Regarding Data Usage

All statistics presented here are based on preliminary DC Index crime data. Data reflects crimes
e
Nses

reported at | east two business days befor
submitted to the FBI under the Uniform Crime Reporting program (UCR). All preliminary offe

today

are coded based on DC criminal code and not the FBI offense classifications. All statistics are sub-

ject to change due to a variety of reasons, such as a change in classification, the determinat
certain offense reports were unfounded, or late reporting. Please understand that any compa

lished by the FBI under the Uniform Crime Reporting Program (UCR) are inaccurate and mig
ing. The MPDC does not guarantee (either expressed or implied) the accuracy, completenes
ness, or correct sequencing of the information.

General Comment
All data contained in this report is based on offemeperted to the police, not necessarily
all offenses of a particular type which occurred.

viii

on that
risons
between MPD preliminary data as published on this website and the official crime statistics pub-
lead-

5, timeli-
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The Crime in the District of Columbia 2009 Report is provided as a useful tool for Advisory
Neighborhood Commissions, civic organizations and-prafit organizations to discuss
crime in their ward with law enforcement and human service agencies.

Some offenses are crimes of opportunity. For example, an unlocked car is easier to steal
than a locked one. Neighborhoods with large numbers of restaurants are attractive targets
for robbery. Other offenses are associated with social conditions requiring strategic interven-
tion in terms of improved educational, recreational, and employment opportunities coupled

with law enforcement strategies.

The Institute for Public Safety & Justiceos
Communities Division is premised on the belief that when communities have a sense of the
type and amount of crime within their community, they feel empowered to work with gov-
ernment agencies and nrprofit organizations to create safe communities.

The first step in addressing a problem, is knowing the extent of the problem.



Executive Summary

34,684 index offenses were reported to the Washington, D.C. Metropolitan Police Depart-

ment in 2009. Index offenses are classified as the most serious criminal offenses and are
those that are reported to the Federal Bureau of Investigation, Uniform Crime Reports. In

addition, this only includes those offenses that were actually reported to the Metropolitan

Police Department. In 2009 the number of reported index offenses declined by 2.261 of-

fenses as compared to 2008 repoAd index crimes with the exception of Arson, declined

in the number of reported incidents. Stolen Auto, had the largest decline or reported inci-

dents with 477 fewer incidents, followed by Theft from Auto with 4@&&x abuse showed

the smallest decline in reported offenses with only 25 fewer reported incidents in 2009 as

compared to 2008.

Three out of every four offenses reported to the Metropolitan Police Department in 2009
were property crimes. The offense most often reported was theft, followed closely by theft
from auto, and then stolen auto. Ward 2 reported the largest number of thefts and the largest
number of thefts from autos. The largest number of reported stolen autos occurred in Ward
7. The least reported property crime was burglary. Reported property offenses decreased
2% in 2009 as compared to 2008.

Robbery was the most frequently reported violent crime representing 58% of all violent
crimes reported; a 2% increase over 2008. The largest number of robberies occurred in
Ward 1, consistent with 2008. Assault with a dangerous weapon (ADW) followed at 35%; a
1% decline from 2008. Homicide and sexual abuse combined constituted only 7% of all vio-
lent offenses. The largest number of assault with a dangerous weapon and homicide oc-
curred in Ward 8. The largest number of sexual abuse incidents occurred in Ward 7. Re-
ported violent crimes decreased by 2% in 2009 as compared to 2008.

In examining offenses at a Ward level, robbery was the most frequently reported violent
crime in all Wards in the District of Columbia with the exception of Ward 8 where sexual
abuse was the most frequently reported violent crime. There were variation in regards to the
prevalence of property crimes. Theft was the most frequently reported property crime in
Wards 2, 3, and 4. Theft from auto was the most frequently reported property crime in
Wards 1, and 5. Theft and theft from auto were the most frequently reported crime in Ward
6. Stolen auto was the most frequently reported property crime in Wards 7. Burglary was
the most frequently reported crime property crime in Ward 8.

When examined over time, it is noted that violent crimes and property crimes tend to move
in the same direction; either rise or decline together. Spikes in violent crimes generally oc-
curred concurrently with spikes in property crimes. This concurrent movement among prop-
erty crimes and violent crimes suggests that individual offenses do not happen in isolation,
but there is a crime pattern.
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Offense Definitions for UCR Reporting *
(as described by the)
U.S. Department of Justice, Federal Bureau of Investigations

Criminal homicide Forcible rape Burglary (breaking or en-
a.)Murder and nonnegli- The carnal knowledge of a tering)

gent manslaughter:the will- female forcibly and against The unlawful entry of a struc-
ful (nonnegligent) killing of her will. Rapes by force and ture to commit a

one human being by anothe attempts or assaults to rape felony or a theft. Attempted
Deaths caused by negligenc regardless othe age of the  forcible entry is included.
attempts to kill, assaults to victim, are included.

kill, suicides, and accidental Statutory offenses (no force Larceny-theft (except mo-

deaths are excluded. used victim under age of  tor vehicle theft)

consent) are excluded. The unlawful taking, carry-
[The Program classifies justi ing, leading, or riding away
fiable homicides separately Robbery of property from the posses-

and limits the definition to:  The taking or attempting to sion or constructive posses-
(1) the killing of a felon by a take anything of value from sjon of another.

law enforcement officer in  the care, custody, or

the line of duty; or (2) the  control of a person or persol Examples are thefts of bicy-
killing of a felon, during the by force or threat of force or cles, motor vehicle parts and
commission of a felony, by g violence and/or by putting tr accessories, shoplifting,

private citizen.] victim in fear. pocket picking, or the steal-
ing of any property or article
b.) Manslaughter by negli- Adggdravated assault that is not taken by force and

gence: the killing of another An unlawful attack by one violence or by fraud. At-

person through gross negli- person upon another for the tempted larcenies are in-

gence. Deaths of persons  purpose of inflicting severe (cluded. Embezzlement, confi-

due to their own negligence, aggravated bodily injury. Th dence games, forgery, check

accidental deaths not result- type of assault usually is  fraud, etc., are excluded.

ing from gross negligence, accompanied by the use of

and traffic fatalities are not weapon or by means likely t Motor vehicle theft

included in the category produce death or great bodi The theft or attempted theft

Manslaughter by Negligence harm. Simple assaults are e of a motor vehicle. A motor
cluded. vehicle is seHpropelled and

i i runs on land surface and not
Arson was not added to the list of UCR index offenses urgpl rails. Motorboats. con-

the 1970s. For consistency, it has therefore been excludeg,,ction equipment, air-
from this trend analysis. planes, and farming equip-

ment are specifically ex-

* U.S. Department of Justice, Federal Bureau of Investigation. (Sept. 2007)cluded from this

AOf fense Definitions fUuniformOnimefReponn CéaiterﬁaryRepor tingo.
Crime in the United States, 2006ttp://www.fbi.gov/ucr/cius2006/documents/ ’

offensedefinitions.pdf






Figure 1
Population in the District of Columbia
1962- 2008
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The population of the District of Columbia experienced a steady decline during the 40 year pe-
riod between 1960 and 2000. While still too early to predict, since 2000, that trend appears to
be reversing. Between 2000 and 2008 the population in the District of Columbia steadily in-

creased with the exception of 2003 when the population decreased by 1,808. Average growth

in population in the District of Columbia between 2000 and 2008 was 2, 430.



Figure 2
Comparison of Violent and Property Crime Totals
1962- 2008
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Property crime and violent crime in the District of Columbia has had variable rates of increase
and decline (Figure 2). Property crimes peeked in the number of reported offenses in 1969 with
66,002, 1982 with 53,442 reported offenses, and again in 1995 with 52,692 reported offenses,
The average number of crimes and the average rates of crime in the (table 1 and table 2). Vio-
lent crime peeked in the number or reported offenses in 1969 as well with 17,038. also in 1981
with 14,468 reported offenses. Violent crime saw a sustained increase in reported offenses
from 1987 to 1993 with the highest number of offenses reaching 16,888. Violent crimes have
remained under 10,000 offenses since 1998.

Property Crimes Table 1 Table 2
(PC) Average Number of Crimes in the Average Rate of Crimes in the
= Burglary District of Columbia 1962-2008 District of Columbia 1962-2008
= LarcenyTheft
= Motor Vehicle Year PC e Year | PCRate | VC Rate
Thett 196269 | 35,812 8,253 196269 | 10,415 1,028.1
Violent Crimes (VC) 197677 | 4r.281 16,828 197677 | 6,4752 | 1,740.7
= Murder & Non-
negligent Man- 197885 | 46,561 | 11,691 197885 | 7,3057 | 1,386.3
slaughter
9 198693 | 48,238 | 14,086 108693 | 7,083 2,230.6
= Forcible Rape
= Robbery 199401 [ 41,513 11,276 199401 | 7,955.1 2,034.3
= ':guglza"ate‘j as- 200208 | 29,771 8,515 200208 | 5,1483 | 1,481.9




Percentage of Reported Offenses

Figure 3
Violent and Property Crime as a Percentage of Total Reported Crimes
19622008
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Figure 4
Percentage of Overall Crimes in the District of Columbia
1962- 2008
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*As apercentage of overall crime, between 1962 and 2008 property crime represented 79% of all re
offenses. Property crimeincreased by 14,211 over 2007 totals and violent crimes incrceased 3,287
2007 totals.
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Table 3

Frequency of Offenses in the District of Columbia 1962 2008

eglige 0 ehicle
e a e Rape Robbe Burg e e
1962 91 82 1,572 3,005 5,022 9,855 2,581
1963 95 87 1,707 2,851 6,984 10,395 3,465
1964 132 96 2,279 2,605 8,910 10,920 5,392
1965 148 140 2,881 2,635 9,886 12,576 5,619
1966 141 134 3,703 3,177 10,498 | 15,719 6,565
1967 178 172 5,759 3,143 14,702 | 21,425 8,507
1968 195 260 8,622 3,103 17,950 | 22,169 11,354
1969 287 776 12,366 3,609 22,902 | 31,910 11,190
1970 221 720 11,816 4,089 21,740 | 32,638 11,110
1971 275 615 11,222 3,972 18,818 | 26,882 8,732
1972 245 714 7,751 3,897 12,801 | 27,603 5,821
1973 268 596 7,171 3,591 11,801 | 30,781 4,713
1974 277 561 7,941 2,811 14,126 | 25,004 3,924
1975 235 520 9,137 2,812 13,164 | 25,892 3,397
1976 188 508 7,044 2,659 11,869 | 24,506 2,952
1977 192 402 6,655 2,594 11,590 | 25,646 2,742
1978 189 447 6,333 2,546 12,497 | 25,744 3,194
1979 180 489 6,920 2,964 13,452 | 28,819 3,606
1980 200 439 8,897 3,236 16,260 | 31,068 3,568
1981 223 414 10,399 3,432 16,832 | 32,845 3,765
1982 194 421 9,137 3,645 14,774 | 33,435 4,086
1983 183 406 7,698 3,646 12,483 | 29,405 3,955
1984 175 366 6,087 4,097 10,954 | 27,471 4,374
1985 147 337 5,230 4,457 10,005 | 24,874 5,025
1986 194 328 4,720 4,181 10,815 | 25,861 6,105
1987 225 245 4,462 5,084 11,244 | 25,012 6,297
1988 369 165 5,690 5,690 12,300 | 28,624 8,633
1989 434 186 6,542 5,775 11,780 | 29,164 8,291
1990 472 303 7,365 6,779 12,035 | 30,326 8,109
1991 482 214 7,269 6,706 12,405 | 29,182 8,135
1992 443 215 7,459 8,568 10,721 | 30,663 9,118
1993 454 324 7,107 9,003 11,534 | 31,495 8,062
1994 399 249 6,311 8,218 10,037 | 29,711 8,261
1995 360 292 6,864 7,228 10,185 | 32,319 10,193
1996 397 260 6,444 6,310 9,828 31,385 9,975
1997 301 218 4,501 5,688 6,963 26,809 7,569
1998 260 190 3,606 4,932 6,361 24,360 6,501
1999 241 248 3,344 4,615 5,067 21,701 6,652
2000 239 251 3,554 4,582 4,745 21,655 6,600
2001 232 188 3,943 5,568 5,011 21,473 7,670
2002 264 262 3,834 4,962 5,170 21,708 9,599
2003 249 274 3,941 4,597 4,671 18,119 9,906
2004 198 222 3,202 3,968 3,946 14,542 8,408
2005 195 166 3,700 3,971 3,577 14,836 7,720
2006 169 185 3,829 4,589 3,835 15,907 7,321
2007 181 192 4,261 3,686 3,926 17,382 7,600
2008 186 186 4,430 3,707 3,788 19,958 6,465

Crime levels can be examined
in two ways, by frequency and
by rate.

Frequency refers to the num-
ber of offenses. However, vari-
able population sizes can make
it difficult to compare by num-
ber of offenses among differ-
ent jurisdictions or even within
the same jurisdiction over dif-
ferent time periods.

Ratesare used to compare lev-
els of offending when popula-
tion sizes are variable. They
can be used to compare offend-
ing in jurisdictions of different
sizes, or to examine offending
in the same jurisdiction across
time and population changes.
Offense rates measure crime
per 100,000 population.



Table 4
Rate of Offenses per 100,000 Population in the District of Columbia 19008

d oto
0 glig 0 D Agg a

Rape Robbe Assa Burgla
1962 12 11 201 383 641 1,257 329
1963 12 11 214 357 875 1,303 434
1964 16 12 282 322 1,103 1,352 667
1965 18 17 359 328 1,231 1,566 700
The highlighted areas in Tad 1966 18 17 458 393 1,299 1,945 813
bles 3 and 4 represent the_1967 22 21 712 389 1,817 2,648 1,052
five highest years of re- 1968 24 32 1,066 384 2,219 2,740 1,404
1969 36 97 1,550 452 2,870 3,999 1,402
ported offenses. 1970 29 95 1,562 541 2,874 4,314 1,469
1971 37 83 1,514 536 2,540 3,628 1,178
Among the violent offenses| 1s72 33 9% 1,036 521 1,711 | 3690 778
murder & nonnegligent 1973 36 80 961 481 1,582 4,126 632
manslaughter, forcible rape 1974 38 78 1,098 389 1,954 3,458 543
and aggravated assault th 1975 33 73 1,276 393 1,839 3,616 474
) ) 1976 27 72 1,003 379 1,601 3,491 420
year with the highest level ., 28 58 965 376 1,680 3,717 397
was the same whether exan] o 28 66 940 378 1854 | 380 | 474
ined by frequency or rate 1979 27 75 1,055 452 2,051 4,393 550
However, even with thosel—1%o 32 69 1,401 509 2,560 4,801 562
offenses, the there wag— o161 us | e s | sz [
variation among which year§ s 20 65 | 1236 | 85 | 2004 | a720 | 635
were the five highest years. | 1984 28 59 o7 658 1758 | 4410 | 702
1985 24 54 836 712 1,598 3,974 803
Among each of the propert 1986 31 52 754 668 1,728 4,131 975
L 1987 36 39 717 817 1,808 4,021 1,012
Offenses’ the years \_Nlt' 1988 60 27 918 918 1,984 4,617 1,392
highest level of offending 1989 72 31 1,083 956 1,950 4,829 1,373
differed de pen din g on 1990 78 50 1,214 1,117 1,983 4,997 1,336
whether frequency or rate__ 1991 81 36 1,216 1,121 2,074 4,880 1,360
was utilized. 1992 75 37 1,266 1,455 1,820 5,206 1,548
1993 79 56 1,230 1,558 1,996 5,449 1,395
1994 70 44 1,107 1,442 1,761 5,213 1,449
1995 65 53 1,239 1,305 1,838 5,834 1,840
1996 73 48 1,187 1,162 1,810 5,780 1,837
1997 57 41 581 1,075 1,316 5,068 1,431
1998 50 36 690 943 1,216 4,658 1,243
1999 46 48 644 889 976 4,181 1,282
2000 42 44 621 801 830 3,785 1,154
2001 41 33 690 974 876 3,755 1,389
2002 46 46 674 872 908 3,814 1,687
2003 45 49 707 824 838 3,249 1,777
2004 36 40 578 716 712 2,624 1,517
2005 34 29 636 682 615 2,549 1,326
2006 29 32 658 789 660 2,735 1,259
2007 31 33 724 627 667 3,956 1,203
2008 31 31 749 626 640 3,372 1,092




Violent Crimes 1962 2008
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Figure 5
Violent Crime Rate Per 100,000 Population in the
District of Columbia 1962- 2008
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From 1962 to 1966 the violent crime rate in the District of Columbia did not exceed 900 per
100,000 in population.

The violent crime rate in the District of Columbia exceeded 2,000 per 100,000 in population
from 19691971, 19861982, and from 1983997.

As the population in the District of Columbia decreased the rate per 100,000 in population
increased for violent crimes.

Despite fluctuations the pattern trended upward followed by a precipitous drop in 2000.
The earlier pattern upward appears to basserting itself.



Figure 6
Violent Crime Comparisons in the
District of Columbia 1962-2008
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Robbery was the most often reported violent crime, until 1992, at which point it was over-
taken by Aggravated Assault. Recently however that pattern reversed.

Robbery in the District of Columbia exceeded 3,000 reported offenses per year from 1966
to 1997.

Overall Aggravated Assault and Murder & Nonnegligent Manslaughter tended to rise and
fall at the same time and inversely to robbery and forcible rape.

More than 500 incidents of Forcible Rape were reported in the District of Columbia from
1969 to 1976.

From 1987 to 2003 the numbers of murders in the District of Columbia exceeded 200.

11



Property Crimes 19628 2008

Figure 7
Property Crimes per 100,000 Population in the
District of Columbia 1962- 2008
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The fluctuations in the property crime rate resembles that in thé&roperty Crimes:

violent crime rate (See Figure5) only on a much larger level. |¢ Burglary
o Larcenytheft

« Motor Vehicle Theft
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Figure 8
Property Crime Comparison in the
District of Columbia 1962 - 2008
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Burglary, from 1966 to 1995, had more than 10,000 reported incidents; it is now at its low-
est ever reported number of incidents with 3,788.

LarcenyTheft has consistently been the most reported property crime, however, it has been
declining since 1996.

In 2007 LarcemyTheft resumed an upward trend, followed by Burglary and Motor Vehicle
Theft.

Motor Vehicle Theft surpassed Burglary in 1995 to become the second most frequently re-
ported property offense.

In 2008, Motor Vehicle Theft was lower than it had been in 22 years at 6,456 reported inci-
dents.

13
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Offense Definitions *
(as described by the)
Washington, D.C. Metropolitan Police Department

ADW (Assault with a Dan- Homicide Stolen auto
gerous Weapon) Killing of another purposely, Theft of a motor vehicle (any
Knowingly or purposely in perpetrating or attempting automobile, setpropelled

causing serious bodily injuryto perpetrate an offense punmobile home, motorcycle,
to another person, or threateishable by imprisonment, or truck, truck tractor, truck trac-
ing to do so; or under circumetherwise with malice afore- tor with semi trailer or trailer,

stances manifesting extremethought. or bus)
indifference to human life,
knowingly engaging in con- Robbery Theft

duct that creates a grave riskl he taking from another per-Theft of : This includes con-
of serious bodily injuryto  son, or immediate actual posduct previously known as lar-
another person, and therebysession of another, anythingceny, larceny by trick, larceny
causes serious bodily injury. of value, by force or violencehy trust, embezzlement, theft
Weapons include, but are noivhether against resistance oof services and false pre-
limited to, firearms, knives, by sudden or stealthy seizuréenses. The Theft/Other cate-
other objects, hands and feetr snatching, or by putting ingory excludes theft of items
fear. This category includes from a motor vehicle or the

Burglary carjacking. motor vehicle itself, which
Breaking and entering, or en- are captured under other cate-
tering without breaking, any Sex Abuse gories.

dwelling, bank, store, ware- One of many sexual acts
house, shop, stable, or otheragainst another, either forci- Theft from Auto

building or any apartment or bly or without his/her permis-Theft of items from within a
room, whether at the time ocsion, and/or against a child ovehicle, excluding motor ve-
cupied or not, or any steam- someone who is otherwise hicle parts and accessories.
boat, canal boat, vessel, othémcapable of communicating

watercraft, railroad car, or unwillingness. The severity

any yard where any lumber, ranges from forcible rape to

coal, or other goods or chat-other forms of sexual contact.

tels are deposited and kept for
the purpose of trade, with in-

tent to break and carry away Like the UCR. the Metro-
any part thereof or any fixture politan Police Department

or other thlng attached to or follows the Hierarchy Rule
connected with the same. in counting offenses. The
Hierarchy Rule specifies

that when multiple offenses
* Washington, D.C. Metropolitan Police Departmattributesd Offensé MPD. | OCCUT, the most serious of-

Download Date: August 16, 2009. http://data.octo.dc.gov/Metacgte?id=3 fense is the one counted.
(MPD Offense Definitions)

Hierarchy Rule
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Figure 9
District of Columbia 2009 Crime Comparison

Arson
0%

Theftf/Auto
25%

Homicide

1%

Sex Abuse

1%
A total of 34,684 index offenses were reported to MP[]
2009. This includes arsons which is not included in Fig Number of
9 above. Offense Occurrences
Property crimes constituted the overwhelming numbef_of ADW 2,623
offenses representing approximately 78% of reported of- A 58
fenses in the District of Columbia in 2009. Violent Crimes—=a=90
constituted approximately 22% of those reported (figure gyrgjary 3.670
10) both up 1% from 2008.
Homicide 143
Figure 10
Percentage of Overall Crime in the District of Robbery 4,390
Columbia 2009 Sex Abuse 365
BViolent Crimes MProperty Crimes Stolen Auto 4.852
Theft 9,262
Theft from
Auto 8,595
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Figure 11

*None, 17

Ward 1,
283

Ward 5,

365

identify the Ward in which the offense occurred.

Number of ADW Offenses by Ward

* Indicates ADW offenses in the Metropolitan Police Department database that did not

Ward 3,40

In 2009 Assaults with a Deadly ADW
Weapon (ADW) remained rela{ Method | Percentage Ward Rankings
tively the same as 2008. With th )
_exception of Ward 7 seei_ng a 1_9 Gun 30% Rank | Ward c:nei;ge
increase over 2008 totals increasinl knife 26%

from 18% to 19%. Wards 1, 2, 3, 4 1 Ward 8| 23%
5, & 8 were unchanged from 2008 Other 43%

to 2009. 2 Ward 7 19%
ADW6s in Wards 6 declined b3 Ward 5| 14%
down from its 12% high in 2008 to Ward

11% in 2009. Ward 3 remained the 1,6 &

ward with the lowest percentage of 4 4 11%
ADWSG s .

As compared to 2008, ADWo6s| 5 [Ward2| 9%
crease in gun use up from 26% in 2008 to 30% in 2009. K 6 Ward 3 1%
use declined by 3% to 26% in 2009 while other methods saw=

2% decline, down from 45% in 2008 to 43% in 2009.
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Figure 12
Number of Homicide Offenses by Ward

*None
1 Ward 2,3

Ward 3,0

*Indicates Homicide offenses in the Metropoiitan Police Department database that did
notidentify the Ward which the offense occurred.

Homicides increased in Ward
1, 4, 7, and 8, with the large

increase occurring in Ward
with 3% more homicides tha

2008. Homicides declined i
Wards 2, 3, 5, and 6 with an
average decline of 2.5%.

Although there were 1% few
gun related homicides than

2008, more than 75% of a
homicides involved gun use
There were also 4% more knifg
cutting instrument related hom
cides.

Blunt force trauma methods
homicide decreases by 2%.

Percent- Homicide
Method age Ward Rankings
Asphyxia_ Percent-
tion 1% Rank | Ward age
Blunt 1 Ward 8 30%
Force
0,

Trauma 8% 2 Ward 7 22%
Gun 75% 3 Ward 5 19%
Knife/ 4 | ward4a | 10%
Cutting
Instru- 4 Ward 1 10%
ment 14%
Unknown 2% 5 Ward 6 6%
I

6 Ward 2 2%

7 Ward 3 0%
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which the offense occurred.

Figure 13
Number of Robbery Offenses by Ward
*None, 11

Ward 3, 88

*Indicates Robbery offenses in the Metropolitan Police Department that did not identify the Ward in

Wards 3, 4, and 7 were ul  Method Percentage Robbery
changed from 2008 to 2009 Acsaultw/ Ward Rankings
Wards 2, 5, and 8 saw a 1% i11ntent 6%
crease in robberies from 2008 o
2009. 12%, 14% and 15% respdcAtiempt 4% Per-
tively. Wards 1 and 6 declined ihCar Jacking/ Rank | Ward | centage
robberies. With Ward 1 still havt Car Jacking
ing the highest robbery totals @tGun 6%
17%, it declined by 2% from 2008 Force 1 Ward 1 17%
to 2009. Ward 7 declined by 1%, &Violence 27%
down form 15% to 14% in 2009. | Fagr 7% > Ward 8 16%
While guns remained the preferrgd3un 33% Wards 5.
method of robbery at 33%, oth@rknife 3% 3 6, 7 14%
armed/pocketbook snatchings hf@®iner Armed/
the highest increase in offensgs
Up from 2% in 2008 to 6% i mourer X 6% 4 | Ward2 | 12%
2009, a 4% increase. Snatchil Robbery Pick-
had the largest decrease with 4 0
Down from the 10% high in 2008°pocket 2% 5 Ward4 | 11%
to 6% in 2009. Snatch 6%

Stealth 0% 6 Ward 3 2%
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Figure 14
Number of Sexual Abuse by Ward

*None, 4

*Indicates Sexual Abuse offenses in the Metropolitan Police Department that did not
Identify the Ward in which the offense occurred.

Among those reported sexual
abuse incidents in 2009 56%
involved achild victim a 1%
decrease from 2008 totals.
Among those sexual abuse
incidents involving child vic-
tims:
e 75% involved sexual acts
e 25% involved sexual cen
tact
44% of all sexual abuse re-
ported in 2009 involved an
adult victim, a 1% increase
from 2008. Among those sex-
ual abuse incidents involving
adults:
e 91% involved sexual acts
e 9% involved sexual con
tact

Percent-
*Method age
Adult 1st 36%
Adult 2nd 4%
Adult 3rd 2%
Adult 4th 2%
Child 1st 42%
Child 2nd 14%

Sex Abuse
Ward Rankings
Percent-
Rank Ward age
1 Ward 7 21%
2 Ward 8 20%
3 Ward 5 17%
4 Ward 4 13%
Ward 1
5 &6 9%
6 Ward 2 8%
7 Ward 3 2%
8 None 1%

*Used in classifying the levels of sex abuse offenses used by the Metropolitan Police Department
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Figure 15
Number of Burglaries by Ward

None, 15

*Indicates Burglarpffensesin the Metropolitan Police Department that did not identify the
Ward in which the offense occurred.

Wards 3, 4, 7, and 8 experiencBdrglary methods remaing

an increase in burglaries frogonsistent in 2008 with a 1 Waﬁjug;?]%ngs
2008 to 2009. The average imcrease in Attempted Burgla Percent-
crease was 1.5 % with Ward &hd a 1% decrease Armed Bl Rank | Ward age
experiencing he most significagiary.

at 3%. Increasing from 19% in 1 Ward 8 22%
2008 to 22% in 2009 of reported

burglaries. Method | Percentage 2 Ward 6| 14%
Wards 1, 2, and 5 experienced | Burglary 1 11%

decline in burglaries, with an av- Burglary 2 83% 3 Ward 7| 13%
erage 1% de_cllne in each warc Armed 20 Ward 2

Ward 1 experienced the most sig 4 &5 12%
nificant decline in burglaries| Attempt 4% Ward 1

with a 2% decrease from 12% in 5 &4 10%

2008 to 10% in 2009.

6 Ward 3 7%
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Figure 16

None, 31

Number of Stolen Autos by Ward

Ward 2, 335

*Indicates Stoleruto offensesin the Metropolitan Police Departmentthat did
not identify the Ward in which the offense occurred.

Ward 3, 132

Wards 3, 4, and 8 all experienced an average 1.39
crease in stolen autos from 2008 to 2009. With Wal

Stolen Auto

Ward Rankings

experiencing the largest increase at 2% increasing |
17% to 19% in 2009.

Wardsl, 2, 5 and 7 contributed to a 5% decline in st
autos from 2008 to 2009, with Ward 7 experiencing

most significant decline at 2%. Declining from 24%

2008 to 22% in 2009.

55% of all stolen autos in 2009 were from Wards 1,

and 7. Of all reported stolen vehicles, the top three w|
for stolen autos were:

Ward 7- 22%
Ward 8- 19%
Ward 5-16%

Percent-
Rank Ward age
1 Ward 7 22%
2 Ward 8 19%
3 Ward 5 16%
4 Ward 6 12%
Ward 1
5 & 4 10%
6 Ward 2 7%
7 Ward 3 3%
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Figure 17
Number of Thefts by Ward

None, 45

in which the offense occurred.

Indicates Theft offenses in the Metropolitan Police Department that did not Identify the Ward

Wards 1 and 2 hand an average
crease in thefts of 1.5% with Ward

having the highest percentage
thefts at 32%, 2% higher the 200

totals. Wards 3, 5, and 6 all had
perienced a 1% decrease in repori

thefts. While Wards 4, 7, and 8 th
percentage remained consistent w|

2008 totals, Wards 7 and 8 also cd
sistently had the lowest number

reported thefts from 2008 to 2009.

Methods of Theft percentages r
mained consistent with the exceptiq

of bicycle and shoplifting method
of theft decline by 5% as comparg

to the previous years totals. Whi
Theft 2 increased 5% over 2008 t

tals up from 46% to 51%.
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Percent- Theft

Method age Ward Rankings
Theft 1 37% Percent-

Rank Ward age
Theft 2 51%
Attempt 1% 1 Ward 2 32%
B&E
Vending 0% 2 Ward 6| 14%
Bicycle 6% 3 Ward 1| 13%
From
Mail 0% 4 Ward 5 10%
Shoplift-
ing 3% 5 Ward 3 9%
Tags 2% 6 Ward 4 8%

Ward 7
7 & 8 7%




Figure 18

None, 42
I

Ward in which the offense occurred

Number of Theft from Autos by Ward

Indicates Theffrom Autooffenses in the Metropolitan Polid@epartment that did not Identify the

e

Thefts from Au Percent-
from 2008 to 2009 in Wards 1,| *Method age
up 1% to 20%, Ward 3 up 2% o[ Theft from

8%, and Ward 5, up 1% to 12%.| ayto 1 38%

Wards 7 and 8 saw a decline i
Thefts from Auto. Ward 7 de- | Theft from

clined 4% from 2008 to 2009, [ Auto 2 61%
down from 12% to 8%. Ward 8

declined 1% to 6% of all Thefts | Attempt 1%
from Auto.

Wards 2, 4, and Theft form
Auto totals remained consistent
from 2008 to 2009. Ward 3 re-
mained the ward with the lowest
number of Thefts from Auto,

while Ward 2 continued to have
the highest number of Thefts
from Auto in 2008 and 2009.

S € Orheft from Auto
Ward Rankings
Per-
Rank | Ward 1 | centage
1 Ward 2 22%
2 Ward 1 20%
3 Ward 6 15%
4 Ward 5 12%
Ward 3,
5 4,87 8%
6 Ward 8 6%
7 None 1%

* Used in classifying the different levels of theft from auto offenses used by the Metropolitan Police

Department.
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Figure 19
Ward 1 Offenses

Sex Abuse

1%

Stolen Auto

Figure 20 Figure 21
Violent Crimes in Ward 1 Property Crimes in Ward 1
Homicide Burglary
/_ 1% 10% Stolen
Auto

0.
r13 el

Sex Abuse
3%

e More than a third of all reported offense in Ward 1 were Thefts from Auto.

e Violent crimes represented only 22% of all reported offenses in Ward 1.

e Of all reported violent crime in Ward 1, 69% were Robbery offenses.

e Thefts from Auto represented 45% of all reported property offenses in Ward 1.

e Homicide represented less than 1% of all reported violent offenses in Ward 1.
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Almost half, 47% of all reported offenses in Ward 2 were Thefts.

Of all reported property crimes in Ward 2, more than three fourth were Theft and Theft
from Auto offenses.

Theft alone represented more than half of all property offenses in Ward 2.

Only 12% of all reported offenses in Ward 2 were violent crimes.

Assault with a Deadly Weapon (ADW), represented almost third of all violent offenses,
while Robbery represented 67% of all violent crimes.
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