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Abstract: This study examines the amount of police resources spent to resolve neighbor-to-neighbor disputes in Eugene, Oregon, and considers mediation services as an alternative method for resolving these types of conflict.  Mediation may provide a more efficient solution in these situations by facilitating a voluntary agreement between parties.  To determine the allocation of police resources to neighbor-to-neighbor disputes we analyze a sample of Eugene Police Department calls for service from September 2004 to March 2005.  In addition, we analyze Eugene Community Mediation Services case history data from 2003 and 2004 to identify which types of neighbor-to-neighbor cases are best suited for mediation.  We show how police resources are currently being used in such disputes, and provide recommendations for early identification of cases appropriate for intervention services.  This study provides a path toward future research on related issues regarding the resolution of neighbor-to-neighbor disputes. 
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introduction


Conflicts between neighbors regarding issues such as noise, property lines, and animal control are typically classified as neighbor-to-neighbor disputes.  These conflicts range in severity and many result in calls to local police departments.  Although neighbor-to-neighbor disputes are usually considered low priority, many have the potential to escalate and involve substantial use of community resources.  These disputes are most commonly resolved through police or mediation intervention.  Understanding the way police officers and community mediation centers respond to neighbor-to-neighbor cases is important for determining the most efficient way to resolve such conflicts.  Successful resolution of neighbor-to-neighbor disputes not only benefits those involved, but also allows police resources to be allocated to more serious disputes and crimes.



In recent years, the State of Oregon has experienced a growing budget deficit.  This has led to increased scrutiny of funding at state and local levels.  In particular, budget shortfalls have reduced the funding available for policing and community services like mediation throughout the state.  According to then interim Police Chief Thad Buchanan, the number of officers available to respond to calls for service in Eugene was at an all time low in 2003. (Register Guard, 2003)  With limited officers, prioritizing which calls to dispatch to has become increasingly important.  More recently, Eugene’s current District Attorney Alex Gardner has announced that city resources will no longer be used to prosecute over 100 non-violent misdemeanors.  (Register Guard, 2005) Overall, these decreases in police resources highlight the need to maximize efficiency.  

Neighbor-to-neighbor disputes may be one area where efficiency improvements could be realized.  In many situations law enforcement protocol such as rapid response and random patrols are not designed to deal with the underlying issues in an inter-personal dispute. (Glensor and Stern, 1995)  If the underlying issues are not addressed the conflict can escalate and lead to wasteful and ineffective repeat dispatches.  Over the six month time period from September 2004 to March 2005 the Eugene Police Department dispatched to over 900 neighbor-to-neighbor disputes.  Of these 900 dispatches nearly one third were to repeat locations.  In some of these instances, mediation may provide a more efficient solution by facilitating a voluntary agreement between parties that addresses the underlying issues of the dispute.



To better understand the most efficient allocation of community resources to neighbor-to-neighbor disputes, we examine police resources used to resolve these disputes in Eugene, Oregon, and analyze the role of community mediation services in resolving similar types of conflict.  To determine the allocation of police resources to neighbor-to-neighbor disputes we analyze a sample of Eugene Police Department calls for service from September 2004 to March 2005.  In addition, we analyze Eugene Community Mediation Services case history data from 2003 and 2004 to identify which types of neighbor-to-neighbor cases are best suited for mediation.  We show how police resources are currently being used in such disputes, and provide recommendations for early identification of cases appropriate for intervention services.  


This paper is arranged in four sections.  The first section provides a literature review of studies that address neighbor-to-neighbor dispute resolution.  Specifically, we look at cost-benefit studies of community mediation in neighbor-to-neighbor cases that attempt to quantify the benefits of mediation in terms of reduced police calls after mediation takes place.  The second section gives a brief overview of the Eugene Police Department, and includes a descriptive analysis of resources spent on neighbor-to-neighbor dispute resolution.  This section also includes an econometric analysis of the EPD data used for this study.  The third section outlines the mediation process, and examines the type of disputes that make up neighbor-to-neighbor mediated cases.  The section also includes descriptive and econometric analysis of CMS case history data from 2003 and 2004.  The final section discusses limitations and recommendations derived from this study.

Literature Review

Literature addressing dispute resolution in general is vast, although few studies attempt to measure the benefits resulting from efficiently resolving neighbor-to-neighbor disputes.  Much of the literature on dispute resolution states the benefits of different intervention services like mediation, but fails to quantitatively measure these benefits.  This study is a first step in the process of formally measuring the benefits of mediation in Eugene, Oregon.  The literature review includes general information on how police departments typically analyze call history data, but focuses primarily on the narrow portion of the literature that attempts to quantitatively measure the benefits of mediation.  

In general, police departments focus statistical analysis on high priority (Part I) crimes like murder, rape, fraud, arson, and robbery.  These analyses normally include yearly crime trends, average dispatch times, and location of crimes by neighborhood.  Lower level crimes like neighbor-to-neighbor disputes are rarely analyzed.  The one area within the literature where neighborhood disputes are discussed is in the creation of quality of life indices.  The underlying basis of quality of life indices is the “broken-windows theory.” (Wilson and Kelling, 1982)  The theory suggests that if a building has one broken window that is not repaired, others will follow due to the outward appearance that no one maintains or cares about the structure’s upkeep.  This holds that physical and social decline in a neighborhood begins with low-level offenses and nuisances.  Although seldom done, statistical analysis of low-level offenses can create a better understanding of the patterns and characteristics of these offenses and may allow police departments to respond more efficiently.    
Within the relevant mediation literature, most studies have focused primarily on savings from diverted court time and offender recidivism resulting from mediated cases.  More recently, studies have looked at the cost savings from reduced police calls to neighbor-to-neighbor disputes after mediation takes place.  Roosevelt Shepherd did the first of these studies in 1995.  In his study, Shepard concludes that mediation provided by the Neighborhood Dispute Settlement Center of Dauphin County (Pennsylvania) reduced police calls to the Harrisburg Police Department and resulted in cost savings.  Shepard analyzes the number of police calls in the six months prior to and six months after mediation and finds that mediation in 65 cases reduced police calls by 180 calls.  However, in his study Shepard does not define a control group or address selection bias.  This is problematic because mediation is voluntary and thus the cases studied may not be a random sample.  Also, by not defining a control group, it is not possible to tell how significant the decrease of 180 calls was.

A second study done by Charkoudian in 2001 provides another look at the potential cost savings provided by mediation.  This study included a similar analysis on savings from reduced police calls in neighbor-to-neighbor disputes in Baltimore, MD.  Charkoudian uses cases that were referred for mediation but chose not to go through the process as a control group.  Charkoudian also accounts for the possibility of a self-selection bias by using a difference of means test and treatment effect model.  An additional concern addressed by the study is a control for the inherent life cycle of neighbor-to-neighbor disputes.  Charkoudian uses the intensity of calls per week rather than total number of calls in the six months before and after mediation as a dependent variable.  This is important because disputes may escalate over time and the timing of mediation in this cycle may affect the impact of mediation on future police calls.  Controlling for these factors, Charkoudian finds a statistically significant decline in police calls after mediation.  More specifically, an average reduction of 8.53 police calls in the six months after mediation.  After estimating costs incurred from police calls and dispatches, Charkoudian estimates a savings between $394 and $1,649 from each mediated case.  Charkoudian’s study could possibly be improved upon by including more years of data.  Charkoudian looks at data between January 1999 and February 2000 giving her a final data set of 80 observations.  

A further analysis based on Charkoudian’s study and related specifically to Oregon was provided by Blonigen et al. (2005).  This study analyzes cost savings to the State of Oregon from mediation of small claims, juvenile victim-offender and neighbor-to-neighbor cases.  However, the authors were unable to gather sufficient data to determine the costs savings from reduced police calls and instead use Charkoudian’s estimates and extrapolate these to all mediated cases in Oregon.  Using these findings the study estimates that total benefits from resolved neighbor-to-neighbor cases ranges between $275,406 and $1,152,651 in 2003-04.  These findings while useful may be significantly different if estimated from Oregon-specific data.
Eugene Police Department

Overview


The Eugene Police Department and Central Lane 911 work closely together to coordinate 911 calls for service and dispatches.  Central Lane 911 is operated by the City of Eugene and acts as a central point of contact for all emergencies in Lane County.  On average, the Eugene Police Department receives 200 calls for service each day from Central Lane 911.  Additionally, the Eugene Police Department conducts an average of 100 self-initiated calls for service daily.  These self-initiated calls for service can include routine traffic stops, patrol checks, and person stops.  In 2004, the Eugene Police Department was dispatched to 98,283 calls for service.  


The Eugene Police Department currently publishes descriptive statistics of higher priority crime in Eugene.  These statistics include data categorized by neighborhood, gender, age and type of crime.  Our research found that little analysis has been done on the type of cases that we classify as neighbor-to-neighbor disputes.  The Eugene Police Department defines these neighbor-to-neighbor disputes under the categories of loud noise, dog bark, loud construction, and disorderly party.  These disputes are usually assigned a low priority level of 4 or 5 (on a scale of 1-5), indicating that the situation does not require an immediate response from the police department.  Although these disputes typically are not emergencies, they often lead to repeat police dispatches.  A police officer was dispatched in over 85% of neighbor-to-neighbor calls to the EPD.  Map 1 displays where at in Eugene these calls took place from September 2004 to March 2005; repeat calls from the same location are shown as a square.  The map shows that the majority of neighbor-to-neighbor police calls came from the South Eugene/University area.  Although we do not control for distance from the University, future analysis may attempt to determine if these University disputes differ from other neighbor-to-neighbor disputes.    [image: image1.jpg]Map1
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Data Analysis
Data for this portion of the study was provided electronically from EPD for the dates ranging from September 2004 to March 2005.  EPD keeps a comprehensive database of all calls for service and dispatches.  This database includes information such as date, time, complainant, location, priority level, officers dispatched, and a brief description of the situation and outcome.  The data contained in these records is recorded by a 911 call dispatcher.  Once an officer is dispatched to the location they communicate any additional information, including how the situation was handled.  This additional information is then incorporated into the database.  

All calls to 911 are considered public record and any confidential information pertaining to juveniles, sexual assault, and medical information is removed.  Thus, we were able to have full access to the records relevant to our study.  We concentrated primarily on the records that the EPD coded as loud noise, dog bark, loud construction, and disorderly party.  Figure 1 illustrates the breakdown of our data by type of neighbor-to-neighbor conflict.  We focus on this data in an attempt to maximize the opportunity for matches between the Community Mediation Services data and Eugene Police Department data.                 [image: image2.wmf]Figure 1. Neighbor-to-Neighbor Calls to EPD by Dispute
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The EPD employs a moderate amount of resources in an effort to resolve neighbor-to-neighbor disputes.  Over the six month time period from September 2004 to March 2005 calls that are categorized as neighbor-to-neighbor disputes made up approximately 5-10% of total dispatches for the EPD.  Officers spent a total of 654 officer hours responding to these calls, and 148 (23%) of these hours were spent at locations where at least one officer had previously responded.  On average, officers spent  9.4 minutes from the time they were dispatched till they arrived at the location and total police time (dispatched minus cleared), averaged 24 minutes.  Two units typically responded to each conflict, and in some cases as many as 4 units were dispatched.  Figure 2 shows the average time officers spent at the locations responding to these different types of disputes.  The times are calculated from the time the officer arrives at the location till the time the call is cleared.    

[image: image3.wmf]Figure 2. Average Time at Location
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As the data show, disorderly parties require the most officer hours, with officers spending an average of 30 minutes per dispute.  However, these calls make up only 3% of neighbor-to-neighbor conflicts.  Loud noise and dog bark complaints require an average of 15 minutes of police resources per conflict.  These type of calls make up the majority of calls in our sample, and are the most common neighbor-to-neighbor disputes in which officers are dispatched.    

Neighbor-to-neighbor disputes are handled in a variety of ways by the Eugene Police Department.  Officers have the liberty to respond to these conflicts as they see fit.  The most common response was for the officer to advise the parties.  An “advised” response means either that the officer advised the parties to change their current behavior, that the situation is a civil manner, or that the involved parties have agreed to some course of action to resolve the issue.  Thirty-seven percent of the cases we examined had “advised” as a police response.  “Quiet on arrival” was the second most repeated response with 30% of the calls having this result.  Figure 3 details the most frequently seen responses to neighbor-to-neighbor disputes over the six month time frame.

[image: image4.wmf]Figure 3. Police Responses to Neighbor-to-Neighbor 
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As stated earlier, “advised” and “quiet on arrival” make up the majority of the police responses.  The next most recurrent responses were “disregard” and “cited in lieu of custody.” In an effort to determine the most efficient way of handling these types of cases Figure 4 examines which responses have the highest likelihood of leading to a repeat call and therefore exploiting more police resources.  Only the responses that led to a repeat call to the police department are included in this figure. 

[image: image5.wmf]Figure 4. Responses Leading to Repeat Calls
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Figure 4 demonstrates that when a neighbor-to-neighbor conflict resulted in a response of “advised” there was a 31% likelihood of a repeat call occurring.  A “quiet on arrival” response had a 28 % probability of a repeat call and a “disregard” outcome had a 22% probability.  It is interesting to note that the response of “warning” did not generate any repeat calls to the police department.  A warning is given at the discretion of the officer, but typically occurs when the parties are in violation of the law or close to it and the officer has warned the parties that a citation would be issued if the situation occurs again.  When a warning was issued, officers spent an average of 13.37 minutes at the location.  This is compared to an average of 12.40 minutes in the case of an “advised” response, which resulted in 97 repeat calls over the six months.  Figure 5 shows the average amount of time spent at the location arranged by the resulting response.       

[image: image6.wmf]Figure 5. Average Time Spent At Location By Response
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  In order to determine the potential advantages of each response it is necessary to look at the probability of a repeat call and the average police resources used in responding.  In Figure 5, the solid colored outcomes are those that did not lead to a repeat call to the police department in the six month time frame from September to March.  From the data above we can tell that an “advised” response resulted in a repeat call 33% of the time and required an average of 24 minutes of officer time.  This can be compared to a “warned” response which had zero probability of a repeat call and required an average of 26 minutes of officer time.  The data suggest that disputing parties may be more likely to resolve their conflict without additional police resources if the threat of a citation has been given.  Understanding the long-term consequences of these responses could potentially encourage officers to handle neighbor-to-neighbor disputes in a certain way.  In order to more thoroughly analyze these data, we include statistical analysis in the next section.    

Statistical Analysis Methodology

To determine which factors contribute to the probability of a repeat call to the EPD we include statistical analysis of the data described in the previous section.  The regression analysis allows us to examine the various factors independent of one another.  For example, we are able to see the affect that the number of responding officers has on the probability of a repeat call, holding all other variables constant.  In the following analysis, we test the hypothesis that how the EPD responds to neighbor-to neighbor disputes affects the probability of a future repeat call.  We expect that an “advised” response increases the probability of a future repeat call.  We also expect that a “warn” response decreases the probability of a repeat call.  Finally, if the call was a repeat itself we expect that it increases the chance of another call.  
The dependent variable in this regression is whether or not the call led to a repeat call.  This is a dummy variable; it is coded a 1 if the call did result in a repeat call and a 0 if it did not.  Also included, as dummy variables, are the potential police responses to neighbor-to-neighbor disputes.  The “other” variable includes responses that occurred less than 10 times in the database.  The reference group includes the police response “quiet on arrival.”  This response was chosen as the reference group because it involves the least amount of police interaction.  This reference group allows us to interpret the results by stating the probability of a repeat call one response has compared to a “quiet on arrival” response.  The independent variables that we include are the following:  

1) “Disregard” response (disdummy)

2) “Advised” response (advidummy)

3) “Arrested” response (arrdummy)

4) “Unable to Dispatch” response (utddummy)

5) “Unfounded” response (unfddummy)

6) “Cited” response (clcdummy)

7) “Warn” response (warndummy)

8) “Resolved” response (rslvdummy)

9) “Field Interview” response (fidummy)

10) “Reported” response (reptdummy)

11) “Other” response (otherdummy)

12) Number of officers that responded

13) If the call was a repeat call itself

14) Individual Officer Id’s (dummyvar)

Statistical Analysis Results

The regression analysis allows us to identify which variables have significant correlation with a repeat call in the future.  The variables and their coefficients are described in Table 1 below.  The variables that did have significant correlation with a repeat call, when controlling for the other variables, were: advised, arrested, unable to dispatch, warned, resolved, reported, and whether or not it was a repeat call itself.  The remaining seven variables were not statistically significant, but continue to be important to our analysis.  The t-statistic does not imply a magnitude of importance; it is not clear by looking at the t-statistic which variable is more important in explaining the probability of a repeat call. 


To understand the magnitude of the affect that these variables have on a future repeat call, we must look at the coefficient.  In this analysis, the coefficients describe the probability of a repeat call in the future, all else held constant.  A police response of “advised” is significant and has a 25% greater probability of leading to a repeat call than the response of “quiet on arrival.”  The police response of “warned” also is significant and decreases the probability of a repeat call by 20%, when compared with “quiet on arrival.”  The “resolved” response is consistent with rational, leading to a decrease in the probability of a repeat call.  The cases that were repeat calls have a 28% greater probability of leading to another call in the future.  This demonstrates that neighbor-to-neighbor disputes have the potential to escalate and involve multiple calls to the police.  The number of officers responding to an incident was not statistically significant, implying this is not correlated with leading to a repeat call in the future.  
TABLE 1: Police Response Affect on Probability of Repeat Calls

	Explanatory Variables

	Dependent Variable:   “1” if led to repeat call; “0” otherwise. 

	
	Sample without officer dummies

	Sample with officer dummies

	Advised

	.2108099***   (.0337169)

	.1937711***    (.036191)

	Arrested
	.2953708**

(.1231913)
	.2221911        (.1375028)

	Cited in Lieu of Custody 
	.0654443

(.0609955)
	.0527041       (.068501)

	Disregard
	-.1114991   (.1089452)
	-.0936553      (.1130759)

	Field Interview
	-.0764213   (.0912114)
	-.0921441   (.1021688)

	Other
	-.0044001    (.089006)
	.0222764   (.0992353)

	Reported
	-.2181302***   (.0829545)
	-.2826219***   (.0908848)

	Resolved
	-.2608607***   (.0724313)
	-.3190026***   (.0781848)

	Unable to Dispatch
	-.3446188   (.2383213)
	-.3906983   (.2421689)

	Unable to Locate
	-.1974405   (.1210158)
	-.2105028   (.1287377)

	Unfounded
	-.154239   (.0971023)
	-.2225524   (.1163954)

	Warn
	-.2271292***   (.0716375)
	-.2280879***   (.0781791)

	Repeat Itself
	.2674599***

(.0325232)
	.2396907***   (.0352583)

	Number of Officers
	-.0179311   (.0156465)
	.0472417
(.0490859)

	Adjusted R2
	.1489
	.1467

	Number of Observations
	894


NOTES: Standard errors are in parentheses, with ***, ** and * denoting statistical significance (two-tailed test) at the 1, 5 and 10 percent levels, respectively.  

A “reported” response was significant and also negative, implying that when the EPD reports the situation to another agency there is less probability of a repeat call.  This result will be important in considering mediation as a as a potential resource for conflicting parties involved in neighbor-to-neighbor disputes.  

To control for which officer responded to each dispute, column two shows the results when individual officer Id’s are included as dummy variables.  In general, the results between the two regressions are similar.  Also, the F-test value on the officer variables (.54) was insignificant, signifying that statistically these variables are jointly equal to zero.  This implies that which officers the EPD chose to dispatch did not influence the probability of a repeat call.  

Eugene Communtiy Mediation Services

Overview

Community dispute resolution centers (CDRCs) offer a different and unique setting for resolving conflicts that arise between community residents.  These centers provide citizens with an alternative to the justice system by offering voluntary, low-cost mediation.  Oregon citizens are provided with these services in 23 communities throughout the state.  In Eugene, mediation is available through Community Mediation Services, Inc (CMS).  This non-profit organization facilitates resolutions in a variety of situations including small claims cases, landlord tenant disputes and neighbor-to-neighbor conflicts.  

CMS receives referrals for mediation from local courts, the Eugene Police Department (EPD), community organizations, social service agencies, and through self-referral.  After a referral is recorded each party is contacted and given the opportunity to participate.  Several different options are available to the parties and CMS after a referral is made.  In some cases CMS may find that the problem is inappropriate for mediation and refer the parties to another service.  In other situations, one or more of the parties may decide not to participate.  Finally, if all parties agree, mediation is provided by trained personnel from the mediation center.  If a resolution is reached the parties then sign an agreement.  Map 2 shows where mediated disputes occurred in Eugene during 2003 and 2004; cases successfully mediated are shown as a square.
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Data Analysis


CMS keeps hard copy records of all cases referred to mediation.  They track the type of case, referral source and the outcome of mediation.  CMS also records a separate case description which includes addresses and limited information about the dispute.  Currently we have combined these two data sets for 2003 and 2004.  On average, CMS receives 115 referrals for service across many different types of disputes each year.  Neighbor-to-neighbor cases make up a significant portion of the total case load.  In 2003 and 2004, CMS logged 58 and 52 referrals respectively for neighborhood dispute mediation.  These cases comprised 44% and 50% of CMS’s total case load in 2003 and 2004.  Of the total number of neighbor-to-neighbor disputes referred to mediation, 44% led to a successful resolution, 24% did not reach an agreement, and in 21% of the cases one or more of the parties declined mediation services.  


The majority of the analyzed cases involved similar distinct types of disputes.  These included: animal control problems, general deteriorating relationships, neighborhood kid problems, menacing behavior, noise issues, car/parking problems, personal property disputes, property line disputes, and yard/gardening issues.  Figure 6 gives a breakdown of the number of each type of mediated neighborhood dispute, and shows how many were successfully resolved in each case.  As the data show, the most prevalent cases referred to CMS involved animal and noise problems, and to a lesser extent kid disputes, deteriorating relationship issues, and menacing behavior incidents.  Although noise problems were one of the most frequent disputes they were also the most likely to be successfully resolved (73%).
  Personal property and kid disputes on the other hand were the least likely to be successfully resolved (13% and 17% respectively).

[image: image8.wmf]Figure 6. Types of Neighbor-to-Neighbor Disputes
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Another interesting aspect of neighbor-to-neighbor disputes is the relationship between referral source and the outcome of the mediation process.  Within the broader community mediation literature it is generally believed that referrals from sources that have an ability to affect an individual’s life (judge, prosecutor) cause participants to be more willing to mediate.  (Charkoudian, 2001)  Like other CDRCs, CMS receives referrals from a variety of sources including: city departments, courts, housing authority, legal aid, previous clients, and self-referrals.  Figure 7 shows that the majority of referrals to mediation between 2003 and 2004 came from the Eugene Police Department.  CMS also received over 10 referrals from housing authorities and through self-referrals, but both were less than half the total number of EPD referrals.  

[image: image9.wmf]Figure 7. Total Referrals 2003-2004
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The analyzed referral data provide some interesting insight into what type of cases are most likely to be successfully mediated.  For example, over the two year sample, only 1 out of 6 referrals from a court ended in a successful resolution.
  This was contrary to what we had expected, but does make sense considering that parties involved in court cases are probably more entrenched in the dispute.  Additionally, 5 of the 6 cases were referred from small claims court which has little ability to change either party’s situation if a resolution is not reached.  Also interesting is that of the 40 cases referred by the police, 20 of them (50%) reached a successful resolution.  This shows that some cases originally handled by the police department can be resolved through mediation.  Finally, all three cases of prior clients using mediation again resulted in successful agreements.  This would imply that in at least these cases the parties previously involved were satisfied enough with the process that they went through it again.
Statistical Analysis


To test some of the hypothesis developed in the previous section (based off of CMS case history data from 2003-2004) we also include a statistical analysis of these data.  In particular, we are interested in the affect of referral sources and types of disputes on the chance of a successful mediation process.  A statistical/regression analysis is important because it enables us to measure how these variables affect the likelihood of a successful mediation, while holding other variables constant.  This type of analysis is particularly useful because it allows us to be more confident about what types of cases are best suited for mediation.


Generally what we attempt to do is regress the types of neighborhood disputes mediated by CMS, and the referral sources in these cases, on the outcome of the mediation process.  The dependent variable in the equation is whether or not mediation services resulted in a successful agreement.  This variable was created by assigning a 1 to all cases to which CMS provided mediation services or sessions that resulted in a successful agreement.  All other outcomes were coded as 0.  The independent variables (broken down by type of dispute in the left column and referral source in the right column) included in the regression are the following:       

1) Animal disputes

2) Deteriorating Relationships

3) Menacing Behavior

4) Noise

5) Parking/Cars

6) Personal Property

7) Property Line 

8) Yard

9) Police

10) Court

11) Prior Client

12) City Organization

13) Housing Authority

14) Legal Aid

15) Other

Amongst the given independent variables, we are particularly interested in noise disputes, and cases that were referred by the EPD.  The descriptive analysis of CMS data implied that noise disputes were the most likely cases to be successfully mediated.  Also, cases referred by the EPD had one of the highest chances for successful resolution.  Thus, we expect that these two variables have positive coefficients.  If true, this supports the claim that ongoing noise disputes may be better handled by being referred to CMS from the EPD.  

Regression Results
The results from our regression analysis of CMS data are given in the following table.  One important note is that the reference group for type of disputes is neighborhood kid conflicts.  Generally, we expect that neighborhood kid disputes are the most difficult problems to resolve because parties typically become entrenched quickly.  Therefore we expect that the other dispute coefficients should be positive.  Using neighborhood kid disputes as a reference group means that all of the other disputes are measured in relationship to neighborhood kid conflicts.  As expected the coefficient on noise disputes is both positive (.535) and significant.  This coefficient can be interpreted as meaning that noise disputes are around 54% more likely to be successfully mediated than neighborhood kid disputes, holding all other variables constant.  The other two disputes that had significant coefficients are deteriorating relationships (.376) and property line disputes (465).    

The reference group for referral source is cases made through a self-referral.  Thus, the coefficients on referrals sources are measured in relationship to those cases initiated through self-referrals.  The three variables with significant coefficients were referrals from the EPD (.473), city organizations (.537), and housing authorities (.555). 
TABLE 2: Affect of Type of Dispute and Referral Source on Probability of Successful Mediation 

	Dispute Variables

	Dependent Variable:   “1” if successfully mediated; “0” otherwise. 

	
	Full Sample

	Animals
	.157158

(.1534747)


	Deteriorating Relationships
	.3768069**
(.1799773)

	Menacing Behavior
	.2427797
(.1788933)

	Noise
	.5354537***
(.1580965)

	Parking/Cars
	.3266124
(.2146463)

	Personal Property
	-.0919754
(.1989703)

	Property Line
	.4659108**
(.1960971)

	Yard
	.2757639
(.1841277)

	Referral Source
Police
	.4737627***
(.1227076)

	Court
	.2360715
(.2166415)

	Prior Client
	.5623869*
(.2968771)

	City Organization
	.5377824***
(.2044419)

	Housing Authority
	.5553585***
(.173514)

	Legal Aid
	.3900399
(.2358359)

	Other
	-.0371954
(.2113936)

	Adjusted R2
	.1882

	Number of observations
	104


NOTES: Standard errors are in parentheses, with ***, ** and * denoting statistical significance (two-tailed test) at the 1, 5 and 10 percent levels, respectively.  
In each of these cases the referrals came from an organization that likely had some power to influence the parties if a resolution was not reached.  The police coefficient is of particular interest because it implies that referrals from the EPD are 47% more likely to be successfully mediated than self-referrals.  This strengthens the argument that closer collaboration between the EPD and CMS could increase efficiency in resolving neighbor-to-neighbor disputes. 

discussion

Recommendations


The analyzed data from EPD and CMS suggest that one area where efficiency gains could be realized is in conflicts involving ongoing noise complaints.  Noise complaints made up over 90% of the neighbor-to-neighbor lower priority calls to EPD during the six month time period from September 2004 to March 2005.  EPD devotes a significant amount of resources responding to noise calls that are quiet on arrival.  Although not all dispatches to noise complaints were from ongoing conflicts, 28% were repeat calls regarding a prior incident.  During 2003 and 2004, CMS had over a 70% resolution rate in this type of conflict.  This indicates that there may be an opportunity for EPD to free up resources for more serious crimes by referring more ongoing noise complaints to CMS for mediation.  

EPD currently refers several different types of disputes to mediation.  During 2003 and 2004 CMS received 40 referrals from EPD and successfully resolved 50% of these cases.  These numbers suggest that there is the potential for stronger cooperation between the two agencies in resolving neighbor-to-neighbor disputes.  Currently, EPD does not have a systematic process for making referrals to CMS (it is left to the discretion of the responding officer or the call dispatcher).  An automatic referral process in the case of ongoing neighbor-to-neighbor conflicts may be more efficient.  This process could flag a location for referral to CMS after a specified number of calls have been received.  After the location has been flagged, the officer responding would be notified that the situation is an ongoing conflict and consider a referral to mediation.  Figure 8 gives an idea of the number of cases that would have been referred to CMS from September 2004 to March 2005 if an automatic referral system was in place.  If a call was flagged after the third call from the same location 30 cases would have been referred to CMS.  An alternative option would be for CMS to be informed of ongoing dispute locations that may be appropriate for mediation and send a letter outlining their services.  This type of referral process could decrease the number of repeat neighbor-to-neighbor police calls.             
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Limitations

This study has been limited because of difficulties collecting corresponding data from CMS and EPD.  Ideally, we would have analyzed data from both agencies over a two year time frame to formally measure the reduction in police calls following mediation.  We were restricted by EPD’s change to a Computer-Aided Dispatch (CAD) system in September 2004.  Due to this change we were only able to collect data from the new system.  Without time constraints we may have been able to access data from the previous system.  This would have maximized the opportunity for matching addresses between the two data sets.  The current available data sets only overlap for a four month period from September-December 2004.  During this time only two cases mediated by CMS appeared in the EPD call database.  With these data limitations we were unable to apply any formal cost-benefit analysis.  Future analysis may build on this study to determine the cost savings from reduced calls to the police department following mediation.    

Conclusion

This study examines the amount of police resources spent to resolve neighbor-to-neighbor disputes in Eugene, Oregon, and considers mediation services as an alternative method for resolving these types of conflict.  We analyze calls to the Eugene Police Department from September 2004-March 2005 and Community Mediation Services case history data from 2003-2004.  The data suggests that closer cooperation between the two agencies may result in more efficient resolution of neighbor-to-neighbor conflicts.  This would allow EPD to allocate police resources to more serious crimes.  This study provides a path toward future research on related issues regarding the resolution of neighbor-to-neighbor disputes.       

appendix I

	Police Response Codes

	ADVI
	Advised parties to change behavior 

	ARR
	Arrested one or more individuals

	CLC
	Cited in lieu of custody

	DIS
	Disregard

	FI
	Field Interview

	QOA
	Party either quiet or gone upon police arrival

	REPT
	Reported to another agency (Mediation, Animal Services, etc.)

	RSLV
	Resolved

	UNFD
	Unfounded

	UTD
	Unable to Dispatch

	UTL
	Unable to Locate

	WARN
	One or more parties warned that if officer returns citations will occur

	OTHER
	Responses that occurred less than 10 times


appendix II
Table 1: % Mediated Cases by Dispute Reaching Agreement 

	% Reaching Agreement by Dispute

	Animals
	38

	Deteriorating Relationship
	60

	Neighborhood Kids
	17

	Menacing Behavior
	40

	Noise
	73

	Car/Parking
	50

	Personal Property
	13

	Property Line
	50

	Yard
	44


Table 2: % Mediated Cases by Referral Source Reaching Agreement (Not including cases with unavailable parties)
	% Reaching Agreement by Referral Source

	City Department
	43

	Court
	20

	Housing Authority
	32

	Legal Aid
	60

	Police 
	50

	Prior Client
	100

	Self
	42
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