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EUROPEAN CRIME PREVENTION AWARD 2005
REPORT OF THE SELECTION PANEL

The 2005 European Crime Prevention Award (ECPA) competition attracted entries from ten Member States, continuing last year’s interest in the competition.

The ECPA competition was incorporated with the EU Crime Prevention Network’s annual Best Practice Conference, hosted by the UK Presidency in London on 06/07 December.  The subject of the ECPA competition was the same as for the conference, violent crime on the streets.

The ECPA Selection Panel consisted of representatives of the previous EU Presidency (Luxembourg), the current Presidency (United Kingdom) and the two incoming Presidencies (Austria and Finland). It met in Brussels on 16 November to review the competition entries against five specific criteria which were that the project:

· Shall focus on prevention and/or reduction of everyday crime and fear of crime within the specified theme. 

· Shall have been evaluated and have achieved most or all of its objectives. 

· Shall, as far as possible, be innovative, involving new methods or new approaches. 

· Shall be based on co-operation between partners, where possible. 

· Shall be capable of replication by organisations and groups in other Member States. 
The Selection Panel was impressed by the nature and scope of all the projects it reviewed and were agreed that all represented examples of good practice in crime prevention.  
However it was the unanimous view that the winning project, which best met all the above criteria, was that submitted by The Netherlands – “Tackling safety and quality of life at Hoog Catherijne and the Station District in Utrecht”.  
The project shows strong evidence on how even serious violence problems can be reduced with clearly visible results if there is a will to do it. 

What impressed the Selection Panel about this project was the determination to adopt a holistic approach to resolving the problem, which was nuisance and crime including violent crime, caused by a large group of itinerants, drug addicts and dealers in a public area.  By concentrating on both the causes and effects of the problem the Panel believed there was much more of a likelihood of achieving a long lasting solution. There was a clearly identified and quantified problem against which the outcomes of the project could be measured and the results were most impressive across a fairly wide range of indicators.  
Registered assaults in the station area decreased by 41 percent and street robberies decreased by 28 percent as did violent crime in total. Because projects like this tend to increase reporting of crime the real decrease of violence may have been higher (and as stated in the project description) there has been almost no displacement. According to the opinions of users of the area, who were surveyed, safety in the area improved. They also noticed less criminal incidents than before the project. The number of penalty notices issued by the police in the area dropped by 36%.  All the drug addicts were registered with 24 hour centres. Added benefits of the project were that recorded thefts halved and the health and living conditions of addicts improved. 

The Selection Panel provided confidential feedback to each of the competition entrants.
This year’s competition marked a change with previous competitions by having a specific theme, which made it easier to compare the projects on a like-for-like basis.  

An added benefit of having a single theme is that there is now a body of evidence (albeit small) available to the Network on one subject area (street violence, in this case) that did not exist before.  

The Selection Panel sees the competition evolving further taking account of lessons learned from this year’s event and being mindful of the changes taking place within the EU Crime Prevention Network, most specifically the development of a methodology to identify good practice.  In this regard therefore the Panel made a number of observations with regard to the competition criteria.
Theme

The Selection panel felt that those submitting projects in the future should be encouraged to provide the clearest case possible that their project did match the theme of the competition.  It was apparent in this competition that some ambiguity existed and   not all the entries appeared to be clearly related to the specific theme at first glance, and it was left to the Selection Panel to satisfy itself that the criterion had been met. For example it is quite clear that violence perpetrated on the street might have its roots in events or situations occurring off the street.  A project tackling those root causes may therefore impact on street violence.  Making this sort of connection more overtly in the project definition would ensure that the Selection Panel was left in no doubt as to the adherence of the project to the competition rules.

Evaluation

The Panel felt that there was a need to take account of the various interpretations that could be put on this term.  It was generally recognised that many (if not most projects) do not undergo formal evaluation, for a number of reasons.  The project may still be running, or is ‘too new’ to have had a measurable effect, or there is simply no time or money to afford a rigorous evaluation.  

Future competitions should take account of the new EUCPN methodology to identify good practice, which sets a lower and perhaps more practical threshold. And those submitting projects for consideration should be encouraged to make an assessment of their project against this methodology.  Also those submitting entries to the competition should be encouraged to provide a clear statement of objectives that were set for the project at the outset.  Where possible this should be supported by clear indicators (such as crime levels) of the problem being tackled.

Finally more consideration should be given to the collection of empirical evidence, where possible, emerging from the project to prove its success or otherwise.  Relying on ‘heresay’ or other unsupported comments to ‘show’ that the project has met its objectives is far from ideal and does not provide an authoritative evidence base. In the absence of statistical data those managing projects should look for other types of supporting evidence in order to strengthen their bid. For instance a properly conducted local survey can be cheap to conduct, would be quite quick and could produce reasonable evidence of emerging outcomes. 
Innovation
The Selection Panel recognised that innovation in crime prevention projects is likely to be quite difficult to achieve and difficult to prove.  However the Panel felt that those submitting entries to future competitions should be encouraged to focus more strongly on this criterion, and to highlight where they felt their project was different. 
This implies of course that some sort of background research has taken place to determine if good practice already exists which could be deployed, but this is something that should be encouraged in any event prior to developing a new crime prevention project. 
The Selection Panel felt it would add further weight to a competition entry were some record be provided of research activity that had taken place, however small, and if existing good practice had been found what adaptations (the innovation) had been made to suit the local circumstances and why.    
Replication

The ability to replicate crime prevention projects that were successful in one area in other parts of the country or in other Member States adds significantly to their relevance.  This does not suggest that one should expect there ever be one solution to a specific problem. But the ability to take a solution that worked in one area and perhaps be able to adapt it to suit the circumstances in another area, and make it work successfully is the very ethos of the Crime Prevention Network. 
In this respect therefore the Selection Panel would be keen to encourage a more rigorous evaluation of the opportunities for replication by those preparing a competition entry, rather than leave it to be inferred by the Selection Panel.  For instance more consideration might be given to the resources required to deliver the project – in terms say of an order of costs and/or the numbers and involvement of personnel.  Costs and the type of personnel involved (particularly if it was dependent on large scale involvement of a scare resource such as police officers) are seen as key considerations in being able to replicate projects. 
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