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sachusetts Association
of Crime Analysts

ofessional membership
more than 100 analysts from

among police agencies

= Providing a forum to share techniques, tools, and
ideas




rends Among MMCs

0 2007, 16 of the 26 (62%) MMCs have
o in total Part 1 crimes.

f the 26 (73%) MMCs have also seen a
ase in violent crime.

nong MMCs, total crime is down 3%.

51 Among MMCs, violent crime is down 10%




s Among MMCs

Murder Rape Robbery | Agg Assault Burglary Larceny MV Theft
m2006 153 781 6,434 13,554 16,500 51,084 13,675
2007 136 671 5,553 12,452 16,156 52,765 11,310




% Change

1Boston
2 Springfield
3Worcester
4 New Bedford
5Brockton
6 Lowell
7Cambridge
8Lynn
9Holyoke
10Somerville
11 Lawrence
12 Quincy
13Chelsea
14Revere
15Malden
16 Framingham
17 Medford
18Pittsfield
19Peabody
20Fitchburg
21 Everett
22 Brookline
23Woburn
24MBTA
25Beverly
26 Arlington
TOTAL

11

2006
32,300
12,061

7,206
5,009
4,962
4,272
3,753
3,852
2,905
2281
2,310
2,046
1,867
1,796
1,687
1,734
1,490
1,636
1,500
1,506
1,348
1,216
910
971
776
678
101,394

2007
31,095
10,849
7,560
4,508
4,544
4,199
4,155
3,508
2,656
2,545
2,182
2,042
1,903
1,970
1,792
1,487
1,626
1,468
1,484
1,371
1,363
1,284
1,032
873
775
672
98,271

Total
63,396
22,910
14,766

9,517
9,506
8,471
7,908
7,360
5,561
4,826
4,492
4,088
3,770
3,766
3,479
3,221
3,116
3,104
2,984
2,877
2,711
2,500
1,942
1,844
1,551
1,350
199,666
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-10%
5%
-10%
-8%
-2%
11%
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-6%
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6%
-14%
9%
-10%
-1%
-9%
1%
6%
13%
-10%
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-1%
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1 Springfield
2Holyoke
3Chelsea
4Boston
5New Bedford
6 Brockton
7Worcester
8Revere
9Cambridge

10 Lowell

11Lynn

12 Everett

13Fitchburg

14 Somerville

15Pittsfield

16 Malden

17 Lawrence

18 Medford

19Peabody

20Woburn

21 Brookline

22 Framingham

23Quincy

24 Beverly

25Arlington

26 MBTA

POP
151.1
39.7
32.7
590.7
92.5
94.1
175.4
46.8
101.3
103.2
87.9
37

40
74.5
43.4
95.5
70.6
55.6
51.7
37
gEe
64.7
91
39.5
41
1100

2006 Rate 2007 Rate

79.82
73.17
57.09
54.68
54.15
52.73
41.08
38.38
37.05
41.40
43.82
36.43
37.65
30.62
37.70
30.40
32.72
26.80
29.01
24.59
22.03
26.80
22.48
19.65
16.54
0.88

71.80
66.90
58.20
52.64
48.74
48.29
43.10
42.09
41.02
40.69
39.91
36.84
34.28
34.16
33.82
32.29
30.91
29.24
28.70
27.89
23.26
22.98
22.44
19.62
16.39
0.79



2006 2007 % Cflange POP 2006 Rate 2007 Rate
1Boston 7,472 6,805 -9% 1Chelsea 32.7 17.98

2 Springfield 2,263 2,065 -9% 2Springfield 1511 14.98
3Worcester 1,505 1,519 1% Aemakon 94.1 14.91
4Brockton 1,403 1,218 -132/0 4Boston 590.7 12,65
2'Ii'§vv\‘:eﬁ9df°rd 1'22% ggg '_14‘1)/? 5New Bedford 925 12.53

6Lynn 87.9 9.69

_20
i Sl 852 CEIEE 7Holyoke 39.7 15.92

0,
gf;‘fv'f:r?ce ggg ggg 22£ " 8\Worcester 175.4 8.58
9Lowell 103.2 8.91

10Cambridge 458 420 -8% _
11Holyoke 632 374 -41% 10Fitchburg 40 8.98
12Fitchburg 359 321 11% 11 L_awrfence 70.6 0.32
13MBTA 366 208  -19% 12Pittsfield 43.4 8.02
14Pittsfield 348 296 -15% 13Revere 46.8 5.47
15Somerville 322 289  -10% 14Malden 55.5 4.65
16 Revere 256 266 4% 15Cambridge 101.3 4.52
17Malden 258 261 1% 16Beverly 39.5 4.05
18 Quincy 305 236  -23% 17Everett _ 37 4.65
19Peabody 160 159 -1% 18 Somerville 74.5 4.32
20Beverly 160 159  -1% 19Peabody 51.7 3.09
21Everett 172 148  -14% 20Woburn 37 2.38
22 Brookline 205 144  -30% 21Brookline 55.2 3.71
23 Framingham 163 107  -34% 22 Quincy 91 3.35
24\Woburn 88 97 10% 23 Arlington 41 1.54
25Medford 69 70 1% 24 Framingham 64.7 2.52
26 Arlington 63 69 10% 25Medford 55.6 1.24
TOTAL 21,141 19,068 -10% 26 MBTA 1100 0.33




2006 2007 9% Change

POP 2006 Rate 2007 Rate

1Boston
2 Springfield
3Brockton
4\Worcester
SLynn
6 Lawrence
7Holyoke
8 Lowell
9Revere
10 Medford
11Chelsea
12 Quincy
13New Bedford
14 Arlington
15Somerville
16 MBTA
17 Malden
18 Cambridge
19 Framingham
20Peabody
21 Pittsfield
22 Fitchburg
23Brookline
24 Everett
25Beverly
26 Woburn
TOTAL
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-13%
33%
50%
0%
50%
-20%
0%
-T7%
Up 3
Up 2
100%
-33%
-71%
0%
-50%
Upl
Upl

1 Springfield
2 Brockton
3Boston
4Holyoke
5Lynn
6 Revere
7Chelsea
8Lawrence
9 Medford
10Worcester
11 Lowell
12 Arlington
13Quincy
14 New Bedford
15Malden
16 Somerville
17MBTA
18 Peabody
19 Framingham
20Fitchburg
21 Pittsfield
22 Cambridge
23Brookline
24 Everett
25Beverly
26 Woburn

151.1
94.1
590.7
39.7
87.9
46.8
32.7
70.6
55.6
175.4
103.2
41

91

0.10
0.09
0.13
0.08
0.05
0.00
0.03
0.07
0.02
0.03
0.13
0.02
0.03
0.08
0.00
0.03
0.00
0.04
0.03
0.03
0.02
0.02
0.02
0.00
0.00
0.00




ot 2007 96 Crange | RaNKed by 2007 Rapes per 1< Residents

1Worcester 126 92 _27% POP 2006 Rate 2007 Rate

2Springfield 115 91 -21% 1Holyoke 39.7 1.01 1.13
3Boston 75 66 -12% 2 Pittsfield 43.4 1.01 0.99

4Ho|y0ke 40 45 13% 38pringfie|d 151.1 0.76 0.60
5Lowell 40 44 10% 4Chelsea 32.7 0.83 0.55

6 Pittsfield 44 43 204 5Fitchburg 40 0.65 0.53
7Brockton 42 5% 6 Worcester 175.4 0.72 0.52
8Lynn 34 39 15% 7Brockton 94.1 0.47 0.45

9New Bedford 37 -41% 8Lynn 879  0.39 0.44
10Fitchburg 26 21 -19% 9Lowell 1032  0.39 0.43

11 Revere 13 19 46% 10Revere 46.8 0.28 0.41

13Somerville 19 17  -11% 12Beverly 395  0.33 0.25
14 Cambridge 11 16 45% 13Somerville 74.5 0.26 0.23

15Quincy 15 3504 14 Everett 37 0.27 0.22
16 Lawrence 15 2504 15Lawrence 70.6 0.17 0.21
17Beverly 230 16 Quincy 91 0.25 0.16
18 Everett -20% 17Woburn 37 0.14 0.16
19Peabody 17% 18 Cambridge 101.3 0.11 0.16
20Woburn 20% 19Peabody 51.7 0.12 0.14
21Arlington -38% 20Arlington 41 0.20 0.12
22 Malden -20% 21Boston 590.7 0.13 0.11
23Medford _43% 22 Malden 55 0.09 0.07
24 Framingham -63% 23Medford 55.6 0.3 0.07
275 MBTA -33% 24 Framingham 64.7 0.12 0.05
26 Brookline _50% 25Brookline 55.2 0.07 0.04

TOTAL -14% 26 MBTA 1100 0.00 0.00
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2006 2007 % Change POP 2006 Rate 2007 Rate

1Boston 2,690 2,240 -17% 1Chelsea 327 554 6.39
2 Springfield 683 687 1% 2Springfield  151.1 4,52 4.55
3Worcester 388 368 -5% 3Boston 590.7 4.55 3.79
4New Bedford 285 257 -10% ANew Bedford 925  3.08 2.78
5Lowell 213 242 14% 5Lowell 103.2 2.06 2.34
6 Chelsea 181 209 15% 6Lynn 879 3.06 7%
7Brockton 267 199  -25% 7Brockton 941 2.84 2.11
8Lynn 269 199 -26% 8 Worcester 1754 2.21 2.10
IMBTA 228 183 -20% 9Lawrence 706 2.76 1.81
e 10Somerville 745  1.73 1.60
11 Lawrence 195 128  -34% 11Cambridge  101.3  2.05 1.59
12 Somerville 129 119 -8% 12 Malden 555 1.71 157
L lildeen b &l '8(’? 13Everett 37 1.70 1.41
ﬁgg:gg{@ Zg of :gj;; 14 Holyoke 397 2.07 1.36
16 Everett 63 17% 15 R_evere 46.8 1.45 1.07
17Revere 68 -26% 16 Fitchburg 40 1.18 0.98
17 Pittsfield 434 0.83 0.85

18 Medford 45 -T%
19Fitchburg 47 17% 18 Medford 55.6 0.81 0.76

20Pittsfield 36 3% 19Quincy 91 1.01 0.67
21Brookline 42 12% 20Brookline 55.2 0.76 0.67

12% 21Woburn 37 0.68 0.57

22 Framingham 33 :
23Peabody 43 -49% 22Framingham  64.7 0.51 0.45

24\Woburn o5 -16% 23Peabody 51.7 0.83 0.43
25Beverly 19 -21% 24Beverly 39.5 048 0.38
26 Arlington 8 88% 25Arlington 41 0.20 0.37

TOTAL -14% 26 MBTA 1100 0.21 0.17




20068 M7 007 EpCTENgE POP 2006 Rate 2007 Rate
AT st Z0 B 22 B o 1Chelsea 327 1159

2 Springfield 1,450 1,267 -13% 2Brockton 94 1 1152
3Worcester 985 1,053 7% e ' '
4Brockton 1,084 965  -11% ji@&”g‘:gﬁr . 132; g'gg
5New Bedford 804 700 -13% B ' '48
6Lynr s 503 o MO OEL 0T g
7 Lowell 654 591  -10% o y o e
8Chelsea 379 368  -3% ; F};“Qb o s
9Lawrence 446 359  -20% enburg '
10Holyoke 537 273 -49% 9Worcester 175.4 5.62

11 Fitchburg 285 261 8% 10Lowell 103.2 6.34
12 Cambridge 237 243 30 11Lawrence 70.6 6.32

13Pittsfield 267 216 -19% 12Pittsfield 434 6.15
14Revere 175 194  11% 13Revere 46.8 3.74
15Malden 168 168 0% 14 Malden 55.5 3.03
16 Quincy 187 158  -16% 15Peabody 51.7 211
17 Somerville 172 152  -12% 16Cambridge ~ 101.3 2.34
18 Peabody 109 130  19% 17Everett 37 2.68
19MBTA 135 112 -17% 18Beverly 39.5 2.03
20Brookline 158 105  -34% 19Somerville 74.5 2.31
21 Everett 99 88 -11% 20Brookline 55.2 2.86
22 Beverly 80 82 3% 21Woburn 37 1.57
23Framingham 120 75  -38% 22 Quincy 91 2.05
24Woburn 58 70 21% 23 Arlington 41 1.12
25Arlington 46 48 4% 24 Framingham 1.85
26 Medford 16 21 31% 25Medford 0.29

TOTAL 13,554 12,452 -8% 26 MBTA 0.12




2006 2007 % Change POP 2006 Rate 2007 Rate
1Boston 4076 3781  -7% 1Springfield 1511  14.41

2 Springfield 2,177 2,020 -1% 2 Chelsea 32.7 0.85
3Worcester 1,232 1,307 6% 3Holyoke 39.7 10.13
4Lowell 753 953  27% 4Pittsfield 43.4 8.02
5New Bedford 847 797 -6% 5Lowell 103.2 7.30
6Brockton 680 695 2% 6Revere 46.8 6.35

;I(-:ynnb . ggg gg; ‘3510;”’ 7New Bedford ~ 92.5 9.16
ambridge -5% 8Lynn 87.9  11.15

1 0,
2 OHING, =8 2xiz2] o0 9Worcester 175.4 7.02
10Lawrence 528 451 -15%

e e 10Everett 37 8.05
11Pittsfield 348 448  29% T 041 7 s
12Somerville 434 436 0% 5 F'rtO(i:'nb on A;O 7.65
13Holyoke 402 426 6% |v|| Cid urg :
14Revere 207 417 40% Lebliden 555 616

| 15Malden 342 387 13% 14 Cambridge 101.3 6.76
16Chelsea 322 377 17% 15Boston 590.7 6.90
17Fitchburg 306 293 -4% 16 Lawrence 706 748
18Everett 208 274 8% 17 Arlington a1 554
19 Arlington 227 252  11% 18Quincy 91 5.20
20 Medford 261 240 8% 19Somerville 74.5 5.83
21 Framingham 223 211 5% 20Medtord 55.6 4.69
22Brookline 210 161  -23% 21 Framln_gham 64.7 3.45
23Peabody 209 137  -34% 22Brookline 55.2 3.80
24 Beverly 99 111 12% 23Woburn 37 2.46
25Woburn 91 106 16% 24 Beverly 39.5 2.51
26 MBTA 18 15 -17% 25Peabody 51.7 4.04

TOTAL 16,500 16,156 2% 26 MBTA 1100 0.02




2006 2007 % Change POP 2006 Rate 2007 Rate
1Boston 16,665 17,098 3% 1Holyoke 39.7 38.46
2 Springfield 6,003 5552  -8% 2 Springfield 151.1 39.73
3Worcester 3,483 3,831 10% 3 Boston 590.7 28.21
4 Cambridge 2,377 2,838 19% 4 Cambridge 101.3 23.46
5Brockton 2,208 2,168 -2% 5Brockton 94.1 23.46
6 Lowell 2,073 1,891 -9% 6 Revere 46.8 20.34
7New Bedford 1,894 1,725 -9% 7Chelsea 32.7 20.03
8Holyoke 1,527 1,647 8% 8 Worcester 175.4 19.86

9Lynn 1,439 1,627 13% 9 Medford 55.6 18.62
10Somerville 1,209 1,537 27% 10Everett 37 18.51

11 Medford 1,035 1,210 17% 11Peabody 51.7 19.67
12 Quincy 1,108 1,132 2% 12 Somerville 745 16.23

13Peabody 1,017 1,078 6% 13Woburn 37 17.92
14Revere 952 1,067  12% 14New Bedford  92.5 20.48

15Framingham 1,160 1,018 -12%
16 Malden 914 981 7%
17Brookline 744 939  26%
18 Lawrence 597 817  37%
19Everett 685 776 13%
20Woburn 663 754 14% .
21 Chelsea 655 728 11% 20 F_ram!ngham 64.7 17.93
22Fitchburg 751 630 9% 21Pittsfield 43.4 19.61
23Pittsfield 851 645  -24% 22Beverly 395 1349
24Beverly 533 521 -2% 23Quincy 91 12.18
25MBTA 541 505  -7% 24 Lawrence 70.6 8.46
26 Arlington 349 312 -11% 25Arlington 41 851
TOTAL 51,084 52,765 3% 26 MBTA 1100 0.49

15Lynn 87.9 16.37
16 Lowell 103.2 20.09
17 Malden 55.5 16.47
18Brookline 55.2 13.48
19Fitchburg 40 18.78




2006 2007 % Change POP 2006 Rate 2007 Rate
1Boston 4,087 3411 -17% 1New Bedford 925 20.48

2New Bedford 1,894 1,725  -9% 2 Springfield 1511 10.71
3Springfield 1618 1212  -25% 3Chelsea 32.7 9.24
A\Norcester 986 903  -8% 4Lawrence 70.6 7.46
5Lowell 526 475  -10% 5Boston 590.7 6.92
6 Brockton 671 463 -31% 6Holyoke 39.7 7.91
7 Lawrence 527 408 -23% 7Worcester 1754 5.62
8Lynn 581 363 -38% 8Brockton 94.1 7.13
9Somerville 316 283  -10% 9Revere 46.8 6.22
10Cambridge 233 244 5% 10 Lowell 103.2 5.10
11 Revere 291 220 -24% 11 Everett 37 522
12Holyoke 314 209 -33% 12Lynn 87.9 6.61
13Chelsea 302 201 -33% 13Somerville 74.5 4.24
14Everett 193 165 -15% 14 Malden 55.5 294

ig:l/lald?nh 122 ig‘l‘ leﬁ/ 15Cambridge 101.3 2.30
ramingham U0 16 Framingham 64.7 2.91

17Quincy 160 132 -18%
18Peabody 114 110 -4% 1;53233?: 513;; 2'223411
19 Medford 125 106  -15% 19Fitchburg 10 2-25
20Pittsfield 89 79  -11% '
21 Fitchburg 90 77 -14% 20Medford 2.25
22\Woburn 68 75 10% 21 Pittsfield 2.05
23MBTA 46 55  20% 22Quincy 1.76
24Brookline 54 40  -26% 23 Arlington 0.95
25Arlington 39 39 0% 24 Beverly 0.81
26Beverly 32 36 13% 25Brookline 0.98
TOTAL 13,675 11,310  -17% 26 MBTA 0.04
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Reduced State/Federal Resources
9. Poor parenting
10. Reduced Cooperation from Victims/Witnesses
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ot Spot Enforcement
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4. Gag Enforcement
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Federal Grant Programs (Weed & Seed, Project
Safe Neighborhoods)




Best Practices

ong MCCs to reduce violent crime
ograms and policies:

C/Fusion Centers Information Sharing
eting Impact Players
Street Teams ~
munity Impact Teams ‘*@
Suppression .

» Shooting Database = S
= Operation Vice Grip M

= Grants targeting youths and gangs pitchtie D

= Workload Analysis

= Bar Hour Rollbacks
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