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SUMMARY 

THE CURRENT STATE OF TIlE ART: A 
JUDGEMENTAL ASSESSMENT 

Only a limited number of evaluations were identiiied that focused 
on the overall itnpact of the security survey techni.que (i. e. reducing 
crirninal,victimization, improving police-communif:y relations, etc.), or 
on the overall impact of the various approaches thaI: may be used in 
implementing such programs (i. e'. the in1pact on compliance rates produced 
by various methods of presenting recommendations, concentration on prior 
versus potential burglary victims and so on), Several positive findings 
concerni.ng the security survey were, nonetheless, documented during the 
study. These included: 

Evaluations of the impact of security survey 
programs, while limited in number, verified 
that the technique can have a measurable effect 
on reducing victin1ization. among survey recipi.ents. 

Approximately 80 percent of the agencies 
studied believe they have had I' some success" 
or were livery succes sful" in achieving crime 
prevention/ security survey goals. 

Sixty percent of the 206 security survey programs 
stu.di.ed are or were previously funded through LEAA. 

The remaining forty percent of the agencies studied 
with su.rvey programs two years old or less are 
locally funded. 

In nearly 80 percent of the programs studied that 
are currently funded by LEAA, unit personnel 
feel "strongly" that security survey activities 
will continue after the cessation of federal support. 



Eighty-four percent of the agencies that reported 
on the "value" of ~Jle security survey stated that 
it is an essential part of their program and offers 
irnportant face-to-face contact with the cOlnmunity, 
which provides crime prevention officers an 
opportunity to "educate" the public and enhance 
police-community relations. 

Moreover, the value of the security su:r.vey as a crime prevention tool was 
supported by study findings. 

The target popula.tions that survey agencies attempt to serve are 
far beyond that which available manpower can effectively cover. Specifically, 
i.n nearly 90 percent of the cases studied, entire jurisdictions comprise the 
agency service area. However, regardless of the size of the jurisdiction 
or police department, in 94 percent of the cases, survey units co ns ist of 
less (;han ten persons. In addition, crinle prevention personnel spenc11ess 
than four hours a day actually conducting surveys in eight out of f:en agencies 
studied. 

In security survey programs, as they are presently designed and 
executed, progran1 assumptions are nonexistent and, where goals and 
objectives exi.st, they a:re not structured or used to facilitate program 
management and evaluation. 

IMPLEMENTA TION OF SECURITY SURVEY PROGRAMS: 
THE ISSUES OF COVERAGE AND COMPLIANCE 

Nearly all the agencies surveyed utilize the entire community 
as their program service area. Most of the undermanned crime prevention 
units have,only scratched the surface in terms of the number of households 
and businesses surveyed; i. e. only four of the 20 agencies visited had 
surveyed more than 10 percent of the households in their jurisdiction. 
Thus, it may be asked whether a survey program can reach a large enough 
segment of the community to have an impact and will those who are 
surveyed take action. 
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Progralu Service Area 

With regard to progralu coverage, the following issues mnst be 
considered: 

Can total jurisdictions he realistically s~l"v(,Jd? 
One of the primary objecl:ives of Atlan.ta' s "THOR fI 
program is to survey all res iclenc0s and bus Ll1.es ses 
in the city_ A two-year, LEAA-funded "Fligh-Impact" 
grant which substantially supports a 151-man crirne 
prevention! security sunrey unit is making this objective 
a reality. After the fi:rst year of this pl'ogl:am, approx­
imately half the city's total prem ises had been surv~yed. 
This shows thaI: with sufficb~11t manpov/er~ a service 
area as large as an entire jurisdicti.on can be covered. 
However, few agencies will have the advantage of the 
level of financial snpport provided through large scale 
LEAA funded programs. The THOR progranl \vi.ll 
conclude in mid-1976, at which time an extensLve 
evaluation will be conducted by an outside contractor. 

Are there any realistic alternatives to the nsc of paid, 
sworn persolU1.el in carrying out survey progran1.s? As 
documented in the general survey, approxhnatcly 20 
percent of the 206 agenci.es sampled nse non-paid SW01'n. 

personnel or civilians to conduct security surveys. Of 
those agencies visited, four fell into this category. The 
Atlanta program employs 54 civilians •. The Seattle 
Mayor's Office program is comprised almost totally of 
paid civilian personnel. The Maricopa County Sheriff's 
Office and the Connecticut State Police use sworn 
auxiliary personnel in a volunteer status to conduct 
surveys. These examples are given to demonstrate that 
salaried civilians as well as volunteers are being used 
to augment sworn survey manpower. 'Thus, it may he 
possible for survey units with only limited manpower' to 
use alternative staffing techniques and thereby cover a 

iii 
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la~'gel' geographic area. A caveal: was offered, 
however, by several of the agencies I:hat employ 
this alternative approach. That is, complete 
background checks lnust be made on all those 
persons to be involved in conducting surveys. 
Further, such persons lnust also complete 
crime prevention! security survey training. 

Should areas srnal!er than a totaljnrhsclic:ti2.:.~ 
be used as a framework for survey progrc:nns? 
Regardless of the staffing strategies used, it 
will be difficult for most survey units to develop 
a large manpower force. Irrespective of the 
size of survey units, however, the use of target 
areas smaller than an entire jurisdiction. can 
offer a fJ:amework for the systematic inspection 
of premises. They also can provide a realistic 
basis for evaluating I:he impact of a sarvey p:rogram. 

Survey recipient compliance with recommended security improve­
ments (:an be consi.dered as a key to a successful inspection progran1. At 
present, however, little factual knowledge exists concerning actual 
compliance rates. In fact, less than 20 percent of the 206 agencies studied 
n"laintain compliance rate da!:a. However, the limited compliance data 
which exists suggests that when survey recommendations are implemented 
a recipi.ent i.s less likely to be 'Victimized. Moreover, if a program is to 
achieve its full potential, every effort must be made to maximize rates of 
compli.ance. Toward this end, the following issue must be considered: 

What alternatives exist to enhance levels of 
program compliance? Program follow-up, 
according to the ;;tudy, is a key method of 
encouraging compliCl,llce wUh recommended 
security improvements. As was found in I;he 
work, however, survey units cannot realistically 
be expec.ted. to perform such a follow-up due to 
manpower limitations. 
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Two altornatives appear to exist to aug'ment follow­
up as a Ineans of maxirnizing compli.al1.CC rates. The 

. first involves the use ·of incentives such as i.l1.sl1.l:ance 
prem.ium reductions, state or local I:ax c1ec1Ltdiol1.s 
for expenditures made to improve on~l.s physical 
security, and free or rcduced cost SeCLtl:Uy hardwa;re 
purchase and installation plans. Although evidence 
concerning the impact of incentives on cOlnpHance 
doe s not exi.st, suf:£icient loca.l interes t: and support 
for snch incel1tives was found to snggest ~ha.{; they 111ay 
positively impad compliance. 

The second alternative focuses on the adoption of 
security codes or ordinances. Even wU:hout docu­
mentation on the impact of such legislation, their 
adoption places a ceiling on the number of premises 
that mllst he sn:l.'veyed. That is, most eoci0S call 
f01' the incorporation of mi.nimum security standards 
in n0W cons trudi.on. When such code s are m.andatory, 
cornpliance is gnaranteed. Moreover, survey units 
have to consider only those prel'nises cons{;ruc!:od 
prior to appl'oval of these laws in jl1.risdictions thaI: 
have adopted codes. The total pr01uises to be surveyed 
will not increase. This will not only ease the task of 
survey units, but will be a positive step toward 
insuring that target: hardening measures aloe "bLtilt into H 

the community as' it grow~;. 

RECOMMENDATIONS TO ENHANCE SECURITY SURVEY 
PROGRAM IMPLEMENTATION IN THE FUTURE 

The Law Enforcenlent Assistance Administration in conjunction 
with state cr1m inal justice planning organizations, local units of goverllmen(; 
and other agencies involved with the implementation of crime preventionl 
security survey programs, should take the following steps to insu:t"e the 
con.tinued use of the security survey technique and to enhance its .tmpact 
in the future. 

v 



LTCAA should continue to encourage the initiation 
of sec1..1.l:ity survey programs through its various 
funding mechanism~ in that: the technique can 
have a rneasnrable effect; on reducing vicl:irnization 
an:long survey l:ecipients; it has been judged an 
"esse,ntial" part of existing crime prevention 
pl·ogl."ams; 60 percent of all prog:t:ams surveyed 
tha.t are less (:han two years old recei.ve I.JEAA 
SUPPO):t; i.(; is felt that nearly 80 percent of the 
p:rograms surveyed that currently receive LEAA 
funding wi.ll. be continued after the cessation of 
federal support; and, it p:rovides law e.nforcement 
per sonnel an opportunity for face -to -face contact 
with the comlnunity during which they can educate 
the public concerning target hardeni.ng techniques 
and enhance police community relations. 

To insure !:hat effecti.ve management and 
evalual:ion tools are available to the ever increasing 
number of c:rhne pJ.·e\rcntion units, a "model" set of 
assnmpl:ions, goals and objectives must be developed; 
and, these lnodels should be "made available!' to all 
agendes which have or are considering a security 
survey pl·ogl'am. 

Cri.me prevention training program curricula 
should incorporate indepth modules concerning 
security survey program design and implementation 
based on I:estable assnmptions, goals and objectives. 
Evaluation techniques should also be sl:'l:essed in 
this training to insure that those involved ill 
irnplcm,enting programs call manage and evaluate 
their programs. 

Security survey programs should be designed and 
hnplemen!:ed in portions of local jurisdictions 
which can be rcalistically servcd by available 
manpowe:r,. 
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Security survey program s sholJ.ld illchtde an 
.?ngoing eVcLluation c,Olueonent. 

A bl'oad- b_<;I, sed evaluation focused on. con11nunity. 
crime p;t:eventLon efforts should be designed and 
undert:aken. This effort should exam i.ne the 
ilupo:rcance, interrelationships, costs and benefits 
of each of (:he most: COIUl1.1.0n clem.ents of l:h080 

programs; i. e. Opel'a.t.ion lc1entiflcaHon; Community 
Crin1e Reporti.ng; and, the Secu:ri.ty SUJ:vey due to 
the fae!: that nearly all agency crime pre venf:ion 
program s illCOrpOj:ate all of the se !:al'got harde.ning 
approaches. Further, the rclattol1..3.hi.p and in1.pact 
of incenHve progrC'.ms and security codes and 
ordinances on enhanci.ng crime prevention p:l"ogl'arns 
should he tested. No!:ably, 86 percent of the agencies 
surveyed now mai.ntain sur~tcy :recipient infol'u1atioll. 
Moreovcr, thc data exi13ts to perform a comprehensive 
evaluation, at least from the standpoint of I:ho secul'it:y 
su:rvey. 
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Section I 

The Security Survey: A CommlU1ity 
Crime Prevention Technique 

COMMUNITY CRIME PREVENTION 

A Job For the Community and the Police 

Myriad approaches and philosophies to the prevention of crime 
have been posited over the centuries. Yet, today the existence of crime 
is a daily reality with "--sales figures for home and personal protection 
devices mounting a,long with the purcha se of guns and dogs ••• 
Increasing public outcry against crime fills the headlines. II 1./ 

Primarily because of the increased pressures on and difficulty 
of sworn law enforcement officers to stem the tide of ever-incrl,3asing 
rates of crime, theoreticians and practitioners alike agre~ on the need 
for increased citizen action if the problem is to be mitigated. As pointed 
out by one prestigious task force "- - if this country is to reduce crime, 
there must be a willingness on the part of every citizen to give himself, 
his time, his energy, and his imagination. II!:..,/ However, albeit many 
citizens agree that crime prevention is their business as well as that 
of law enforcement officials, few accept it as their duty. 

This attitude, which is often correlated with the rLS mg crime 
problems in Ollr society, may well have its roots deeply embedded in the 
history of our law enforcement systenl. Morc specifically, in the early 
days of law enforcement -- well over a thousand yea.rs ago -- mutual 
responsibility was the keystone of the system. Each person was 
responsible not 'only for the protection of his property, but for that of 

1/ National Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice Standards and 
Goals, Report on Police (Washington, U. S. Government Printing 
Office, 1973), p.l. 

21 National Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice Standards and 
Goals, £?mmunity Crime Prevention (Washington, D. C., U. S. 
Government Printing Office, 1973) po 2. See also, Pres ident' s 
Cc.mmission on Law Enforcement and thl Administration of Justice, 
Taf,k Force Report: The Police (WashinLton, D'. C., U. S. Government 
Printing Office, 1967) p. 221,228 and the Commission's The 
Challenge of 'Crime in a Free Society (Washington, D. C.--:V: S. 
Government Printing Office, 1967), p. 288. 

2 



his neighbor. In fact, a citizen observing a crime was duty-bound to 
pm:sue the offender. Peace was kept, for the most part, not by public 
offic ials, but by the entire community. 1/ 

With the rise of specialization and taxation, citizens began to 
ddgat:e theix pCl'sonallaw enforcement responsibilities by paying others 
to assurne peacekeeping duties. As such, law enforcement has evolved 
i.uto a muUi.-fa.ceted specialty as citi~ens have relinquished an ever­
increasi.ng proportion of their crime prevention role. Based on this trend, 
crirn.inal justice profcssionals note that with the increasing. . 
ahsence 0.£ citizen. assistance and individual concern for one's property and 
well bei.ng, neith.er more manpower nor improved technology will enable 
law <m£ol.'cement agencies to shoulder the mO.numental burden of combatting 
cril11e in America. 2 / 

Moreover, the need tocta y is f01' a more balanced allocation of 
c.l:i.mc prcvention duties and responsibilities between law enforcement 
officers and the citizen:t'y. This will clearly call for citizens to reassume 
luany of I:heir previously delegated responsibilities. Yet, even given 
our highly complex and sophisticated society, citizens have Httle knowledge 
of how they can help pl:otect themselves and their property from criminal 
victi.lni7.ation. Thus, i.£ citizen involvement in crbne prevention is to become 
1n01:0 balanced, law enforcement agencies must begin informing and educating 
tho citizen on ways he can protect himself, his home and his family. ~./ 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

I 
1/ Sec for example Selden D. Bacon, The Early Development of American 

~\lnicipa1 Police. Unpublished Ph. D. dissertation, Yale University I 
1939; Edwin Powers, C;-ime and Punishment in Early Massachusetts, 
1620-1()~1~ (Boston, Beacon Press, 1966), pp. 424-9; David H. rlaherty, 
'II,aw and the Enforcement of Morals in Early America, I! Perspectives I' 
in Americall History, Vele ,r (1971), pp. 203-53; National Commission on 
Law Observance and Enforcement, Report No. 14,. ';rhe Police 
(Washington, D. C. Government Printing Office, 1930), pp. 50-8 and I 
passin.l. A. C. Germann, F. Day and Robert Gallati. Introduction 
to Law Enforcement (Springfield, Ill: Charles R. Thomas, 1966), pp. 11-75. 

2/ NaHonal Commission, Community Crime Prevention p. 7-8. I 
3/ jpid., pp. 201-202. 
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Community Crime Prevention: A Contemporary Definition 

One means by which law enforcelnent agencies have begun 
"informing and educating the cit~>::en" as to positive adions that can be 
taken to stem the rising crime rate has been through the use of comm.unity/ 
crime prevention p:i..°ograms. These program,s are generally based on a 
philosophy of self-defense for individuals and organizations and emphasiz,e 
action to be taken before a crime is cOl1.l.mitted. 1 / 'More specifically this 
action has been defined as: 2/ -

The anticipation, the recognition and the apprais0.l 
of a crhne risk and the initiation of action to relnove 
or reduce it. 

One of the underlying foundations of this definition is the belief 
that crime results fronl the coexistence of the desire to commit a rnisdeed 
and the feeling or belief that the opportunity is available. l../ While 
sociologists, criminologists, psychologists and the various other forces in 
society, may someday reduce the desire to commit a crime, a more 
forrnidable area to attack is clearly criminal opportunity. 4/ 

"Crime risks, " as stated in the °definition of crime prevention 
are synonymous with "criminal opportunity," i. e. dark streets, unprotected 

1/ Community crime prevention programs are normally structured to 
supplement more traditional law enforcement functions such a s patrol, 
investigation and apprehension. More detail as to the structure and 
implementation of these programs is presented in Chapter III "An 
Assesslnent of the Physical Security Surv.ey: Framework and Analysis If. 

?:,./ Working Group on Crime Prevention Methods, Report of Working Group 
on Crime Prevention Methods {London: Her Majesty's Stationary Office, 
1956}, p. 37. See also Home Office Crime Prevention Training Center, 
Stafford, England, p. 70. 

3/ O. W. Wilson, Police Administration {New York: McGraw-Hill Book 
Company, 1963} pp. 2-7. 

4/ National Comlnission Community Crime Prevention, pp 194-202. 
See also National Crime Prevention Institute, Establishing A 
Crime Prevention Bureau, a report prepared under LEAA Grant 
No. 72-DF,-99-0009 {Louisville: National Crime Prevention Institute, 
undated}, p.6. 

4 
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I 

'!JHlldingo, ltmd£lqUD-Le loc}.;s and safes; poorly planncclmunicipal facilities; I 
mH'lj IJ(J on. Th~~ ,I:ol(; of. tho lav, cn£ol'cemenL agency, thus, is to anticipate 
Llw,L (~l·J.rno will OGcnr Wh(H'l. 1:i61\.s arc hi.gh, to recognize when a high-crime 
r\Hk (:xLfJt!J, Lo apPl:ai(;(; the s(;riousncss of the particular risk, and, finally, I 
to ini.tb'lL{\ action i.t\. (;O)"l(;01:t wit,b, th0 citi~cn to relnove or reduce the risk. 1/ 

In tho fidel QJ; f)cc\ltity as well as in the practi'ce of crime 
l)t('V!:nti.oll, tho sec\.l:rity 8UrV(~y i.s cOl1side):ed one of the n10st important 
HiHgl(' mdhods of recognizing, appraiSing and reducing losses due to 

I 
I 
I 

(' rlmin<1.l vlGtiJ'(l.iza ti,o:o. 2/ The to chnique combine s the security exper ience 
and t:l'n.inil1.g of thoGC thc'l.t pel'forr11 surveys and. focuses these attributes on I 
(11(' n,)mlYHln of physic:al facUities withi.n a l;Olurnunity. Because of several 
('()1)Ylt10l.l c:hn.l:(l.(!to)'iHli.CB the s(.~curity survey may be likened to the traclUional 
('l'bni.m:tl. i/lV(ifiligation. Thi.s cOlnparison hinges prin"larily on the facts that I 
hoth tc·dmtqunl! ar(;~ systematic in nature; are aitned at identifying the method 
of n. eri,mJnoJ. t\t~L; (),'l1(1~ ate iJ.'l. eHect, n'lOl'e an art than a science. Two other 
potnlFl (~on(·(,l.'ni.n,p; tlw SUl:vcy are also noteworthy. Fb:sl;, it can be undertaken I 
pl'i01' to Lho COU1,l)'1.lS si.on of a C1" irne; and, second, it can offer protection 
ill~;\'hHlt 1':\ tlw l' than jnst rcrncdial action after the com.mission of a crimee l./ 

Tr-Nil.rc;Mlc:dnH~pl.·c\ranHon Institu,te, Establishing A Crime Prevention 
1\\)l'O'\.\1J a :l'OPC)1:t: prepared Ul'lcler LEAA Grant No. 72-DF-99-0009 
'rl~OUI~ivll1e: Nt'l.Honal Gri.l'n(~ Prevention Institute, undated), p.2. 

3:/ AtUlln: A. l(.lngshl.u:y, Int:roducHoll to Secur ity and Cr ime Prevention 
~:.::.nY~fi. (Spl'tn,gJidd, Ill: Ch011rlcs C. ThomasJ' 1973), p. 9. See also 
ltuynHmd M. Mornboissc, Indnstl'ial Security for Strik~s, Riots and 
nI.H::\nlt~l'H (Spl:ingH(~ld, Ill.: Charles C. Thornas, Publisher), p.13.; 
1~7t' s7t~\1:Ui.s" OCHoa and Offico Building Security (Los Angeles: Security 
\Yodel P\'\.bHshing Co., Inc., 1973) p. 207. 

}j 1«H'pudl-Gb:a.nl and Associates, Crirne Prevention Handbook 
(Chh.·~ln(), 111. : lvrotol'ola Tolepl'ograms, Inc., 1975), p. 32-34. 
fJ'lw U(\('I.W; ty I;exts cited abo\Tc <;hould also l)e consulted i. e • 
. MomlwiHfH'J l<ingsb\\:ry, etc. 
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The survey technique received perhaps its most far-reaching 
endorselnent in terrns of its im.plem.entation by local law enforcement 
agencies when the National Advisory Commission on Crhninal Justice 
Standards and Goals stated that:· 1/ 

every police agency should conduct. • • 
security inspections of businesses and 
residences and recOlum.end measures to help 
them avoid being victimized by crime. 

Moreover, the security survey is an approach that law enforce­
ment agencies can use to inforrn a businessn1.an or hOlUeOWnCl' of the 
particular areas in which his establishment or home is susceptible to 
crin1.inal victimization together with steps that can be taken to reduce 
that potential. Further, the survey is a tangible action that l·eflect:s the 
efforts of the police not only to be responsive to comm.unity needs, but 
to get the community more directly involved in the crirninal justice 
process. !:../ 

The Security Survey Defined 

The security survey has been defined as an indepth on- site 
examination of a physical facility and its surrounding property (i. e. 
industrial plant; busines s; public building; residence; etc.). The sm:vey 
is conducted to "determine a facility's security status; to identify 
deficie'hcies or security risks; to define the protection needed; and, to 
make recommendations to minimize criminal opportunity. ~/ 

This definition was utilized in relation to the development and 
implementation of the research discussed throughont this report. Notably, 

1/ National Advisory Commission on C'riminal Justice Standards and 
Goals, Report on Police (Washington, D. C. : U. S. Government 
Printing Office, 1973), p. '66. 

2/ Ibid., p. 68. 
3/ Raymond M. MOlubiosse, Industrial Security for Strikes, Riots and 

Disasters (Springfield, Illinois: Charles C. Thomas, 1968), p.> 13. 

6 



this technique is often referred to by a variety of synonyms including 
prernise survey; security survey; crime prevention survey; burglary 
prevention survey; premise inspection; on-site survey; industrial, 
institutional and commercial premise survey; and, building survey. In 
that these names all deal with the concept as defined above, the general 
term "security survey" is utilized throughout the report. 
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Section II 

The Purpose and Organization 
of the Research 

DEVELOPlviENT OF KNOWLEDGE CONCERNING CRIME CONTROL 
PROGRAMS IN GENERAL AND THE SECURITY SURVEY 
SPECIFICA LL Y 

The National Evaluation Program J../ 

Law enforcement and criminal justice policy makers at the federal, 
state and local levels of government have long suffered from a lack of 
soundly based information concerning the effectiveness and efficiency of 
established and innovative program approaches and projects being implemented 
to control crime. As a result, decisions concerning allocations of 
increasingly scarce funds, the continuation of established program directions 
and experimentation with new approaches have too frequently been based on 
"guesswork and hunches!', instead of rational calculati,on suppo:t'tecl by 
analyzed and documented experience. 

Cognizant of this problem, the United States Congress in structuring 
the Crime Control Act of 1973 directed the Law Enforcement Assistance 
Administration to take steps which would produce knowledge concerning 
the impact of criminal justice projects and programs. In response to this 
mandate an Evaluation Policy Task Force cha ired by the National Institute 
of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice was established in .late 1973. 

In early 1974, a broad based effort des igned to identify effective 
crime control progranls and the circulllstances under which they have 
proven successful was prolnulgated by the Evaluation Policy Task Force. 
One component'of the evaluation effort implemented as a result was the 
National Evaluation Program (NEP). 

1/ Based on National Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal, 
Justice/Law Enforcement Assistance Administration, "Report 
on the National Evaluation Program", June 1975. 

8 



The NlDP seeks to assernble what is already known about specific 
tc)pi<.: areas (i. c. security s\.lrvey) and utilize the infor.mation as a basis 
for £ul;thcr reseal"ch designed to fill knowledge gaps concerning projects 
eviden.cing promi.sing re~ \'lUS in relation to the nation's fight against 
cl'irn(,~. MOl:e spccHically, within each topic area exam.ined, the following 
ace u:t: s: a Phase r evall'lf."Ltion is undertaken; and, a national coordinating 
cornmitt<.l('\ <1cte1"111inos whether further wor1-:: should be conducted con­
('c:rnin.g th(! topic based on Phase I findings. As a result of these steps, 
a Pha.GCl IT Gv:::tluation on. the topic may be irn.plem.entec1. 

The Purpose ot the Phase I Evaluation of the Security 
Survl.::Y 

The pU.l:pOSO of the Phase I evaluation of the security survey 
was to gn.t.her and assess in£orrn.ation and prior studies relating to the 
t(!chn:iquo. A.s such, the l:esearch was not designed to evaluate the 
EWC:l1.:dly survey technique. Rather, wOl:k focused on identifying and 
do cmnen ling: J:../ 

h.ow tho security survey is im.plem.ented; 

what "success" in relation to the security 
survey :nl,ea11.S and how it is and could be 
111easurecl; and, 

what "knowledge" exists concerning the 
security survey, what it im.plies and what 
additional informa tion or res earch would be 
nce-es sary to support or reject the conclu­
sions drawn horn p:dor research and 
presently available data. 

]j IHcha'rd T. Ba.l:ncs, a letter to NEP Phase I grantees d'ealing with 
"Reporting I:he Results of a Phase 1 Studey", the National 
Insti.t:n.l:c of J,ClW Enforcement and Criminal Justice, Law 
Enforcement Assistance Administration, June 2, 1975, p. 2. 
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THE RESULTS OF THE PHASE I STUDY 

The Products Required 

No specific final report format is required in terms of pl"eScnting 
Phase I research findings. However, the results of the wod, are to be 
described and summarized in relation to seven work pl"oducts. These 
include: }) 

is sue paper drawn from general knowledge 
and past findings; 

flow diagrams of existing project intervention 
activities and accompanying descriptions (not 
required to be in a publishable form); 

a synthesis (i. e. framework) £rOln the 
information collected for use in analyzing 
existing security survey activities; 

an assessment of what is presently known about 
the impact of the security survey; 

an evaluation design that could be implemented 
to assess the effectiveness and efficiency of a 
local security survey program; 

plans for a Phase II evaluation design based 
upon the framework and all knbwlec1ge gathered 
as part of the Phase I effort: and, 

a summary report containing major study 
findings. 

The Pres::..~tation of Findings Concerning the Secllrity Survey 

Each of the work products noted apove was prepared during the 
conduct of the Phase I evaluation of the security survey. Brief comment 
a s to their nature and relationship to this report follow. 

1/ Ibid., attachment. 

10 



Key Program Issues Sur:t:ounding hhe Security Survey: A 
Frame of Rofolo'ence £01' the Phaso I Research. 1./ The "issues" pap~r 
W').f.l !?l:epared:aJ a "working c1ocu1nent rr and included past knowledge 
and expert opinions regarding the security survey. 

It provided the framework for the development of research 
instruments and data for use in the assessment of the security survey 
contained herein. 

Flow Di.agrams of Existing Project Intervention Activities and 
Site Visit Nal'rativcs. 2/ Albeit project guidelines do not require that 
thi.s work product be i~a publishable form., the materials were developed 
in. a l:l')anner which l'naximized their utilization in this project and, also, 
will perrnit their use as general reference information concerning the 
crirrte prevention security survey process. More specifically, the info1'­
:rn.ation. cont.ained in this product is presented as m.ini- case studies of 
tho implement~ltion of the security survey by the 22 agencies visited 
c1u:r:ing the conduct of t.he work. 

Information contained in this product aided in the development 
of the frarnework and assessment sections of this report. 

l\ Plan for Evaluating a Single Security Survey Program. 3/ This 
product; p:l.'esents an evaluation design that could be implemented at the 
10ca11eve1 to assess the effectiveness and efficiency of a security 
sm:vcy p)~og;ran"l.. 

The single project evalua tion design was developed on the basis 
of il1formation contained in this report. 

A Rccommendat:ion for Phase II Research Concerning the· 
Security Sm:vey. 4/ This work product identifies important gaps in 
lcilOwledgc concerning the security survey and proposes a research 
sb~a.togy to fill thern. 

Th.ls 'product was developed on the basis of information contained 
in the pl'escnt l'opod. 

1/ Submitted to the National Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal 
Justice, Law Enfol.'cennnt Assistance Admiliistration, by International 
'rl'aining, Research and Evaluation Council, September 25, 1975. 

2/ Ibid., March 5, 1976. 
'3/ Ibid., April 14, 1976. 
4/ Ibid. 
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As se s sment of the Cr ime Prevention Secul"ity Stl I've)': A Smnn"lary 
Report. 1 r This work product conta ins a condensation, or executive 
summa.ry of thE';: major study .findings includ tng a c1esc:dption and 
asseSSlnent of key security survey activities and objectives. Tho volume 
is designed to convey, in non-technical language, tho l"esults of the work 
underta,kon in the Phase I assessm.ent of the security survey. As such, 
it is an abbreviated version of this report. 

Outline and Structure of the A s so s sment Report. ~I Tho following 
pages contain a detailed discussion of the security survey in relation to the 
"syntheses" of information prepared during the conduct of tho work and 
the "assessment" parameters outlined for NEP Phase I efforts. Specifircally, 
this document is organized in the following rnanner: 

11 Ibid. 
:~j Ibid. 

Chapter II deta ils the project methodology 
and describes the nature of the agencies 
sampled to gather information concerning the 
securit:y survey; 

Chapter III presents a detailed assessment 
of the security survey process vis-a-vis 
the required project l1£raluework ll and pre sents 
a discussion of a variety of issues which 
relate to tho process; and, 

Chapter IV presents a sumluary of findings, 
conclusions and recommendations. 

12 
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Chapter II 

PROJECT METHODOLOGY; THE 
SURVEY RESEARCH PROCESS 
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Section I 

Introduction 

A variety of techniques were utilized to identify and aggregate 
available knowledge concerning th~ physical security survey during the 
conduct of the work. Each of the re/iiearch stra.tegies enJployed is detailed 
in this chapter along with a disCUSSLon of its purpose and the results of bhe 
work. Among the topics discussed are the: 

nature of secondary source research and 
the developn"lent: of the project universal; 

telephone and mail survey process; 

field research process; and, 

preparation of survey findi.ngs for analysis. 

14 
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Section II 

Secondary Source Research and 
the Development of The Project Universe 

DEVELOPMENT OF GENERAL KNOWLEDGE AND PAST FINDINGS 

The Purpose of the Work 

The purpose of this work was to gather and analyze general 
qualitative or loosely quantitative knowledge and extant evaluative findings 
concerning the security survey. This activity had a dual focus. First, 
it. provided background knowledge essential to the development and 
codification of t>.e issues related to the physical security inspection 
process investigated in the research. Second, the research identified 
data whi.ch was employed in the assessment of the technique presented 
later in this report. 

Secondary Source Research 

As the first step in the research, myriad textual materiah as 
well as organizations familiar with the secur ity survey ,were consulted. 
A list of texts reviewed in the process is included in the bibliography 
of this report. The agencies and organizations contacted to develop 
background data included for exanlple: 

American Society of Industrial Security; 

International Association of Chiefs of Police; 

International City Management Association; 

League of Women Voters; 

National Council on Crime and Delinquency; 

National Crime Prevention Institute; 

National Criminal Justice Reference Service; 

15 



National Sheriff's Association 

National Technical Information Service; 

Po1l.{!C Foundation; 

Private Sect.1.l'ity Advisory COlnmittee, Law 
E.l.lforcement As s i.s tance Adrrlinistratlon; 

'Onited states Commission on Productivity; and, 

Wotncn's Crusade Against Cril'ne. 

1:b:.(\ Devc:l()'Ell'tcnl; of a Project FralneWol'k 

As a. 1;osu11; of secondary resoarch a detailed report outlining 
the iSSU(H; and substailce of expert views and opi.nions regarding the 
~H~crll:i.ty sntvey was developed.}j Among the subjects addressed in the 
l'epol:t were: 

the focus of I:ho 1'0 search; 
LSSl'lCS to be addressed regardins the 

planning pha se of the security survey; 
issLtos to be addressed regarding the 

im.plcmentatioll phase of a secmrity survey 
lYl:ograrr); and, 

issues to be addressed regarding the evaluation 
of Hw security survey process. 

NolTl.uly, this compenc1iut:n of past knowledge and "issues" provided the 
f:ral'Y)(\work .for the development of the research questionnaires utilized 
during snbsc:quc:nt aspects of the l:esearch as well as data for use in 
I;ho ~l s ses srnent of the sccur ity survey proces s. 

Ii Itllc:rntd:ional rrl."aining. Research and Evaluation Council 
l<cy P.tQgrarn Is Slles Surrounding the Security Survey: A Frame 
()(Rcf~ . .I:cnce for the Phase r Research, Falls Church, Virginia, 
$epl:ernbc,r. 1975. 
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DEVELOPMENT OF A PROJECT UNIVERSE 
1/ 

Criteria Utilized in Developing Information 

A census or unive1'se of known security survey projects to be 
contacted for purposes of developing information on this crilne prevention 
technique was compiled at the outset of the research. This lifjt:ing 
ultimately included a wide range of law enforcement agencies; various 
organizations which, although involved in cr i.11.1e preventi.on, report.ed 
directly to a county executive, mayor) or city manager (i.. e. non-law 
enforcement agencies); housing authorities; and so on. 

In developing the census, the minimum criterion for inclusion 
of a project focused on its standard operating procedure. That is, the 
security survey program carried out by a particular agency had (:0 involve 
on-site inspections of facilities. This delimiting factor was utilized in 
that the focus of the security survey, as defined for purposes of the 
research, called for the identification of secur ity weaknes se s and the 
provision of advice on their reduction or elimination so as to reduce 
the potential vi.ctimization. It wa s not believed that this could be accom­
plished if programs did not provide for the physical inspection of sites 
but simply provided security and target hardening advice via printed 
materials, public meetings and so on. 

A second parameter utilized in defining the project universe 
focused on whether an agency received a fee for performing security 
surveys; that is, only those projects that provided surveys at no cost 
to the recipient were included. Organizations that charge for surveys 
or perform "free surveys" in conjunction with the sale of security· 
hardware or alarm systenls were not included in the univei·se. This 
strategy was adopted for two reasons. First, as originally conceived, 
the research was designed to examine publically sponsored survey 
programs--particularly those that currently receive or have been past 
recipients of financial assistance from the Law Enforcement Assistance 
Administration (LEAA). Second, the assessment of private sector survey 
programs was considered inappropriate, given the work of LEAA's 
"blue ribbon" Private Security Task Force, which is presently examining 
various aspects of private security operations. ?:.../ 

1/ The project universe listing is presented in Appendix B. 
'AI For further information, contact Dr. Clifford W. Van Meter, 

Executive Director, Private Security Task Force, Western 
Illinois University, Macomb, Illinois. 
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11(,-~~~J?.!!lttlt of the Inventory of Security Survey Programs 

Th:r:ee rnu.jo:r stoPB were taken in the development of the project 
(~mHn'ia. Fix EJL, a val: icty of seconda'ry source materials were analyzed. 
An(!on.d, n. speciaUzed survey of housing authorities was conducted. Third, 
jnro~:mn.I;i.(m was solicited from the project Advisory Committee. 

PU.bllcati.ohs CObsultcd. Materials consulted included reports 
n.nd 8urv~y fi.ncHngs produced by various organi.zations involved in crime 
p·/:ev<.mtlO)1 rCl)(ial'ch, evaluation and training. Principal among these 
rwm:cr:s was infol:mation. agg:t'cgatod by other National Evaluation Projects 
tmdel'tilk~1U i.n the area of Cornmun.ity Cdme Prevention. Specifically, 
j,n£o);'mati.C...Hl com.pUcd by the Institute £01' Public Program Analysis (i. e. 
Phaf1() 1: .A8f.lCaSl11cnt of Opcratio~l Idcntiiicalion) and Loyola University 
l. O. l,)}u\.flc I: Assossrtw:n.t of Ci.tizen Responsibility in Surveillance and 
Cl'\.lYH\ Repc)):~i.l:i.g) was l'cviewcd. Based on this data, approximately 100 
fI[WJ1c:t(Hl WOl'e identified for inclt.lsioll in the project universe. 

Anotb.c.!: key source was a 1974 survey conducted by the National 
Cl'i:n)(~ I'l'<,:,vent:ion Insl::itu(;<;:\. T.his resource provided an additional 109 
n-gNld('s in 35 states that i.mplerncnt security surveys on an ongoing basis. 

The following three documents were also utilized extensively in 
t~\l.'nHj ()! .flnali.~~hl.g I:h,"~ universe listing. These included: Police Department 
]21:2J{~·o.l'n~ fCH' Blll.'glal:y Prevention" a report prepared by the Urban 
XnHtill1!;(lj 1/ "Su.l"vey of Crime Prevention Programs", a student research 
pap".:t: pl"()pa:t:cd at Geo:l.'gia State Dniversity; ?:..../ and, an annotated print out 
l)J:oV'i.dNl throu.gh the Grants Management Information Sys tem. 

,1IQ\'t.sing Auth.o:d.l:i()s: A Special Process. During this process 
It w;,\s leal'l'l.od that a m.unber of housing authorities use security surveys. 
il'h~u'l, a~(\ps W01'C taken to gather n101'C detailed information concerning 
t:\hHH' agcmc\os. Inp<tl'ticular, bascd on an inquiry directed to the 
D('part~n'lcnt of Housing and Urban Development, it was learned that a 
J10tnbct ()f honsi.ng authorities were participating in a program which 

rT-TTw;M-;w.-Whit:e:-~C al., Police Departnlent Pr~rams for Burgl~ 
12.S~~\\nHO)l (Washlngloll, D.C. : The Urban Institute, February, 1975) • 

• ?:./ Rn~hl!l('l D. Charnpagne, \ISul'vey of Crime Prevention Programs 
. Sponsotcd by l?olicc D(}pa,l.'tml:ml:s in Major U. S. CiHes", paper pre­

pnTctl n.l: Gco.rgia State University, May, 1973, Atlanta, Georgia. 
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emphasized target hardening an.d physical security improven'1ents; i. e. 
Target Projects Program (TPP). As a result, these agencies wel'e 
contacted by way of a form leHer and brief postcard questionnaire to deter­
n'1ine if security survey related activities were being undertaken. II 

Of the 116 housing authorities contacted, 60 responded. Of that 
total, approximately one-third indicated that the security survey technique 
as defined, was utilized. Based on these findings, 20 housing authorities 
were added to the evolving project universe. '!:..I 

Advisory Committee Involvement. As a final check on the 
reliability of the listing, the project Advisory Comm ittee perfonned the 
following functions: 

reviewed the universe listing and, where 
possible. verified that the survey programs 
listed met estabUshed project criteria; 

added agencies known to conduct "qualified" 
programs that were not included; and~ 

deleted those agencies whose programs had, 
in fact, been severely modified Ol' discontinued. 

Based on these efforts, a final univer,se of nearly 350 
agencies was compiled. This liStil1g is presented in Appendix B. 

Clas s ification Scheme U sed, in the Universe Listing 

To organize the univer se in a logical and usable manner, the 
following classification scheme was utilized: 

Geographic Location: Each agency was listed 
according to the LEAA region in which it 
is located. 

Community Size. The population served by each 
agency was noted. 

II A facsimile of the covering letter and postcard questionnaire aloe 
presented in Appendix A. Although this work exceeded contractual 
requirements the research team considered it important to determine 
how the survey technique was being employed by these agencies. 

21 These entries are included in Appendix B. 
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StaxlJ!urd Metropolitan Statistical Area (SMSA). A 
'i1.otation was made as to whether an agency was 
parI; of ah SMSA. This step was taken to establish 
wheUwr <I.,h agency sBnred a metropolitan or non­
mctl:opolitan clientele. 

~gettcy"_TYEe. Finally, as a means of classifying 
Ule types of agencies included in the universe, each 
waH dc.:fi.ned according to one of the following 
typologie:.::: police dcpartn1.ent; sheriff's office/ 
C()Ul'lty policc; depa:t:tment of public safety; state 
policlt~i ci.l.y hall/m.ayor' s office; chamber of 
COl)'Jn:).orcci and, housing <},uthority. 

20 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 



I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

Section III 

The Telephone and Ma il 
Survey Proce s s 

THE TELEPHONE SURVEY 

Purpose of the Telephone Survey 

The primary purpose of the telephone survey was to elicit first­
hand information about security survey progralns from a representative 
national sample of implelnenting agencies. In particular, the i.nfol.·n.1ation 
that was sought pertai,ned to the following: 

The general history of each agency's survey 
program,; 

The relationships of the sUl.'vey program to other 
crime prevention activities, i. e. building sccuriLy 
codes, Operation Identification projects, Neighborhood 
Watch programs, etc.; 

The assumptions, goals and objectives underlying 
the survey program; 

The organization and nature of the surv~y program 
including: types and numbers of manpower utilized; 
percenl:age of time actually spent surveying sites; 
approaches used to elicit survey recipients; techniques 
used in conducting survey; etc.; 

Data availability as well as actual and potential points 
of measurement; and, 

Factors, both controllable and uncontrollable, thaI: 
may 'have affected each agency's efforts in 
implementing its security survey program. 

21 



The Telephone Survey Sample 

From the list of nearly 350 agencies included in the project 
universe, 1/ 100 were selected for inclusion in the telephone survey. 
In th<t.t: tho remainder of the universe was contacted by mail no attempt 
was made to develop a complicated, multi-faceted selection methodology 
for purposes of drawing the telephone sample. The selection process 
used in <h:awing the telephone sample was as follows: 

GOl1nty-Wide Program s. One county-wide agency 
(i. e. she:ri.ff's office or county police department) 
was randomly selected from each state in which 
such agencies were found to conduct surveys. 

M\ll1.icipal Police Department Ploograms. Two 
methods were used in. the selection of those agencies. 
Fi:t:st, one department was randomly selected from 
each. of the states in which police agency survey 
programs were identified. Second, additional 
poli.cc agency programs were randomly selected 
horn those remaining on the list. In drawing this 
port:ion of the sample, the number of agencies 
selected represented a proportion of the total 
numher of such agencies that conduct(!d surveys 
in each state and federal region. '!:../ 

M:iscdlal1.eous Programs. All known progloams 
administered through mayors' offices, programs 
operated by state police agencies anti so on were 
included. 

]j See p<t.ge 17-20 and Appendix B for further information on the 
sclectiol1. and composition of the universe. 

~I This sample subset was selected last among the agency types. 
This sdcction order was utilized to insure that an adequate 
number of sheriff's office programs and all miscellaneous 
pl'ojects were included. As such, police agencies were used 
to complete the telephone sample of 100 agencies called for 
in the rcscal:ch contract. 
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Those agencies selected for participation in the telephone sample 
are listed in Appendix B. In addition, the three tables which follow 
present a classification of agencies that responded to the telephone survey 
vis-a-vis agency type, population and federal region. 

The Telephone Survey Instrument 

The telephone survey questionnaire was structured in relation 
to the publication Key Program Issues Surrounding the Security SU1'\rey: 
A Frame of Reference for the Phase I Research. 1/ To insure a,n uncler-- "---standing of the steps involved in the development of the instrument, the 
following discussion reviews: the nature of the questions included in the 
instrument; the pre-test process; the role of the project Advisory 
Committee in the design of the instrument; and, the natl'1.re of changes 
resulting from the overall design process. 

The Substance of the Questionnaire. The questions that were 
incorporated in the first of three drafts of the telephone quest:ionnaire 
covered a variety of subjects. FOl' example, inforluation on the following 
was sought: 

background documentation dealing with the history, 
organizatio.n and mak,~ up of the agencies con'ducting 
security surveys; 

the assumptions, goals and objectives of the security 
survey programs; 

project budget, staffing and general operational 
procedures; 

the nature of the survey process, including methods 
used and the degree of dcta il en'lployed in conducting 
surveys and in presenting recommendations; and, 

!/ International Tra'ining, Research and Evaluation Council, ~ 
Program Issues Surrounding the Secur,ity Survey: A Frame of 
Reference for the Phase I Research, Falls Church, Virginia, 
February, 1975. 
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Table II. 1 

Types of Agencies Responding to Surveys 

Re sponded To Re sponded To 

'£'x.l?(~ of Agen£Y. Telephone Survey Mail Survey Total 

Poli.c0 nepal.'t.m(~nt 68 116 184 

Sh(i): tff' s Office 12 7 19 

SLaL(: Pol icc 2 2 

Ci.ty Hall/Mayor's Office 1 1 

J]01;.t I~ ing A\;lthor tty 5 bl 5 

Total 83 ~-' 128 ~I 211 

!!:.,/ Although 100 age!1.cies were included in the sample and contacted, 
only 83 interviews were conducted successfully. More specifically. 
Un;ce agencies refused to be interviewed and information provided 
by 14 Qthe:t: agcncie s was not used in the analysis for one of two 
l'casons: (1) the agency, in fact, did not carry out a survey program 
as dC£incd; or, (2) t:he information was unreliable, i. e. conflicting 
answers were noted in several parts of the questionnaire. 

hi ,A\Htlysis of the 5 houSing authority responses indicated that security 
inr;pections wel' c. perforn"led for those organizations by law enforcement 
ugcl)d.(~s Or private security consultants. As a l'esult, the questionnaire 
,responses were incomplete and thus, were not used in the assessment 
of tIl(' ~uxvcy process included in this report. 

c/ Themail q\l.estionnaire was sent to 236 agencies j 128 or approximately 
54 PC:t·I..~(mt., responded. 
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Table U. 2 

Agencies Responding to Surveys By Population Groupings 

Population Group al 
Re sponded To Responded To 

T~lephone Survey Mail Survey Total 

1, 000-000 or more 5 5 10 

500, 000 - 1,000, 000 13 8 21 

250, 000 - 500,000 10 11 21 

100,000 - 250,000 21 20 41 

50,000 - 100,000 23 34 57 

25,000 - 50, 000 4 26 30 

10, 000 - 25,000 2 13 15 

5,000 - 10, 000 3 4 7 

2,500 - 5, 000 2 2 

less than 2,500 5 5 

Total 81 bl 128 209 
-- --

al When multiplying the mid-po~nts of the population grou.pings by 
the total agencies contacted, the population included in the groups 
surveyed represented 45.8 million, or approximately 21.7 percent 
of the total U. S. population. 

bl The two state police. depa rtments that responded are not included 
in this population listing. 
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Table II. 3 

AgmtcilJs Responding to Su.:rveys By Federal Region 

Responded To Responded To 

~:~::!p) Itogi.ml. Telephone Survey Mail Survey 

1 7 5 

2 2 5 

3 8 10 

4 15 23 

5 16 34 

6 9 13 

7 5 3 

8 8 7 

<) 8 19 

10 5 9 

'J'oln.l 83 128 
= 

26 

Total 

12 

7 

18 

38 

50 

22 

8 

15 

27 

14 

211 
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the types of inc1icato:rs used to assess the success 
or fa ilure of the secudty sunrey e££orf:s. 

The P,re-Test Process. The original survey instrument was 
pre-tested from two perspectives. First, members of the :rcs0al:ch team 
visited the lvIontgomery County, Maryland, Police Department and vel'bally 
administered the questionnaire. During this process, the insb:ul11ent was 
analyzed to assess its comprehensiveness; its relevance to an oPQ:t:ating 
survey program; and, its It:>ngth. and deta il in term,s of utiHza.!:ion as a 
telephone instru.ment. Second, the instrument was tested telephonically 
with the Arlington, (Texas) Police Department's Cdme Prevention Unit. 
Drawing from the results of the two pl'e-tests, a second draft of the 
instrument was pl'epc1red. 

The Role of the Project: Advisory Committee. Prior to the first 
meeting of the Advisory Committee, each membar was fOrWal'dcd a copy 
of the second draft of the questionnaire. Members wel'e asked to review 
the instrument and suggest changes to improve relevance and utility. 
During a meeting of the Advisory Committee, each participant presented 
recornmendations concerning the in~prOVel'Y.tellt of the il1strL1l'nG:nt. 1/ The 
final questionnaire was subsequently prepared on these inputs. 

Cha~es Resuitiklg From the Desig'n Process. Alterations to the 
telephone questionnaire made as a result of the p,re-test and the committee; 
review process focused on: 

Reduction of the length of the instrument; 

Modifications in the \iVording of ques tions to 
improve clarity and meaningi and, 

Restructuring the layout of questions to 
facilitate administration of the interview and the 
tabulation of resl,llts. 

1/ The Advisory Committee meeting was held in Washington, D. C. 
on October 28, 1975. 
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:rhqJ)ubstarJ('!e of the Fina.l Telephone Questionnaire. The final 
l:(>1epho):'lc O\ll:Vt;y ill0b'U!1''lent used forced choice questions and included the 
followlng lYlnjol' s cct ion $. 

General Information: age of program; utilization 
of SCCUl.'U:y codes; underlining assumptions, goals 
an.d objectives. 

Program Budget.: 1.'1.' ... gram. funding sources; types of 
rnatodo.l$ contributed by various agencies, etc. 

T'l:ogl'a 111 POl'sonnel: staffing patterns and the use of 
volul.1tetD.' s. . . 
Pl'ogl.'a:m Service Area and Clientele: the use of _' . 
Uu'get: area,si types and locations of pl'en'lises surveyed; 
and. so 011. 

Program Op61:~tions and Activiti<=:.~ methods l1.sed to 
g(mcl:~\.tc sU'.l.'vcys; acil'tal survey procedures; and 
pl'ogl.'arn follow up. 

Pl'Ofp'arn J.n.fol'mati.Oh and Evaluation: program 
p1.'cdluctivi.tYi actual and potential points of measure­
lXlcnf:; ~hc a va ila bi1ity of d,~ta, etc. 

.Ii ('llllY of tho finttl tol(.~phone ins trun.l.ent is included in Appendix C. 

Pd,oJ.' to the actual survey, two matters were resolved. First, 
n.;n in,d i,vidual tospons lblc fo.l.' and/ or sufficiently knowledgeable concerning 
I1H" survey progl"an1. was Wentificd. Second, arrangements were made to 
insure Umt the irllc:nricwcc could allocate sufficient time to a.nswer the 
H\I.:t·V(~y. To achieve this an initial telephone contact was made with each 
ap;ency ltlc1udcd in the sample. At that Hme a "qualifted" pc rson was 
1.<lt'nHfied. If the potential respondent was agreeable, the questionnaire 
\vas adrnint~lc·l.'cd in conjnnction with this contact. Otherwise, a specific 
tb:n(' \Vtl.-S Hel <lod the Srll,'ve,y was conducted on that date. 
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The 100 telephone interviews were initiated during the third week 
of September, 1975; all were com.pleted by the end of the year. Im.portantly, 
although interviews ranged from 45 minutes to 1 and 1/2 hours in duration, 
a point that was elnphasized during interview scheduling, only three agencies 
refused to be interviewed. Reasons given were that the respondent did not 
have time to discuss the project; did not want to tie up his unit's telephone 
lines for that length of tinle; or, departmental policy did not permit 
answering lengthy interviews via telephone. 

THE MAIL SURVEY 

Purpose of the Survey 

The primary purpose of the mail survey \yas to supplement and 
augment t~e information ga:thered through the tele,phone interview process. 
Thus, the specific information sought paralleled that requested during 
the telephone survey. 

The Mail Survey Sample 

The agencies known to conduct physical secm:ity inspections that 
were not included in the telephone sample were surveyed by mail. A 
breakdown of the agencies that comprised this sample is presented in 
Appendix B •. Tables II. 1, 2 and 3, above, present information concerning 
agencies that responded to the mail survey. 

The Mail Survey Instrument 

The telephone and mail instruments we re identica~ in terms of 
the questions asked. Themail questionnaire, however, included detailed 
dire ctions to aid those completing the survey. 

To enhance the quality of the instrument instructions, two pre-tests 
were undertaken. First, project staff met with members of the Fairfax 
County, Virginia. Police Department. During the meeting, a questionnaire 
was completed by unit personnel. Second, a draft of the survey instrument 
was mailed to the Abilene. Texas, Crhne Prevention Unit. The director of 
that unit completed. the survey form and provided sugges tions concerning 
the improvement of the instructions to facilitate its cOlnpletion. Drawing 
on these pre-tests, a final mail questionnaire package was developed. 
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The Mail Survey 

On Novem.ber 18, 1975, 236 mail survey packages were distributed. 
Jl)n,ch survey pach:age in.cluded a question.naire and a cover letter which 
explained the purpose of thc :l7esear ch, the way in which the questionnaire 
result::; were to be utilized and the confidentiality of the results. In addition, 
a sf:atnpcu return-addressed envelope was enclosed. Copies of these items 
are included in Appendix D. 

To promote suxvey :L'etUl'ns as well as to extend appreciation to 
thOS(l agenc::ies that had returned the n:lail survey, a blanket follow-up 
leHer was l'nailed on Decem.ber 15, 1975. 

Overall, 54 percent of the mail questionnaires were returned. 
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Section IV 

The Field Survey Process 

FIELD SURVEY ME THODOLOGY 

Purpose of the Field Survey 

A key step in the resear ch was the conduct of field visits to a 
selected nllluber of agencies contacted during the telephone survey. 
Notably, the field surveys were not intended to produce new evaluative 
information. Rather, they were designed to substantiate data gathered 
via telephone and mail as well as to obtain available histodcal, 
organizational, programmatic and evaluative information conce1o ning 
specific projects. In particular, during each site visit, data was 
sought concerning: 

Actual interventions luade in conjunction with 
the im.plementation of the physical security 
survey program; 

The underlying assumptions of the program; 

Security survey process flows related to events 
and activities which occur from. the tUne 
recipient contacts or is contacted by an agency 
until a phy'sical inspection is completed, 
followed up and/or evaluated; and, 

Unique aspects of (he program. 

Field Survey Site Selection Methodology 

The projects included in the field survey were selected from 
those agencies contacted during the telephone survey. ]:/ In selecting 

1/ Although responses to mail questionnaires were received prior to 
- the selection of agencies to be visited, the anonymity of the returns 

did not permit their consideration in the field survey selection process. 
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th<wc agIHJ.C!iC8, initi.a! emphasis was placed on the subjective judgement 
o£ tho t\.'lephol1c intfJrviewers. That is, following each interview, the 
tole'phone surveyor. noted whether or not the interviewee was cC'operative; 
}"n-()virlr.d information candidly and accurately; and, the project maintained 
evaluation data. 

lI'ollowing pl-clim.inary review of these judgem.ents, which produced 
an. initi.al1ist Ot l':nore than 50 potential site visitations, a number of 
objecti.ve £acl:0:1:8 w(.:re used to determine final site selections. These 
.rtu:~tot(~ [U'C discussed below. 

Pdm'\'l.'Y S5'J,ecf;i.on Criteria. Four aspects concerning each 
candldn .. t(~ agon.cy were considered to determine which organizations 
would be vis ited. These dealt with each project's evaluation efforts; the 
dfHn. mail.1b:Li,ncd; the agency type; and, its geographic location. 

Tho l'l1ost important single criterion was evaluation effort; e. g. 
the collection Q.).ld rna intenance of inforrna tion on the outcom.es and 
eff:c:cti.v(;;rl,CSS 0.( iltdividual security survey projects. 

Ano(:her £acto:e used in the selection process concerned the 
nl"Lb:u:<: of datarnaintained by the unit. Various survey questions explored 
th.i.13 is sno (i. o. que s tions 94-112). 

Tho final two survey selection criter ia focused on the types of 
tlgm'l.ci.cfl i.J1clu.ded in the oven-all univer se and their geographic dispe rsement. 
Spoci.fi.cally, at leas!; one agency fl.-orn each federal region and, overall, 
at 1(,'(\s(; on(~ agency );eprescnting each typology included in the universe 
(t. c. pollee depart:m(~l1t, sheriff deparbuen~, mayor's office, etc.) 
\V<1.1;1 vi.si.ted. 1/ UnclergiJ:ding these selection criteria was a desire to 
(lOC\),1))0111: whclher secudty survey processes varied significantly among 
project typos and in differell.t sections of the country. 

,Seconda,ry Selection Criteria. Such factors as the following were 
R.IRO CC)))r; ide1.'C'd ill the selcl:ion of sUes in an effort to deterrn.ine the affect 

Irfuth~t the telephone survey had shown that the Chamber of Commerce 
Pl.'Oj(ict typology was inapplicable vis-a-vis the parameters of this 
X(;'\f3l"}nrch, no p):ogran'lS of this nature were illcluded in the site sample. 
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these variables have on the irnplelnentation of the secl.1.rU:y survey 
technique. The factors included: 

Age of the Program: 1/ 

Funding Base: federal and/or state funding 
versus local funding. 

Staffing Patterns: the use of sworn personnel, 
non-sworn personnel, volunteers, etc. 

Existence of Adopted Security Codes: adopted 
security pro\ isions in state 01' local building codes. 

Incentive Programs: free or reduced cost 
hardware installation, insurance or tax reduction 
programs, shield of confidence progl'arns, etc. 

1/ Preliminary analysis of telephone and n~ail data indicatod that the 
programs re sponding to the survey had been in existence for the 
periods reported below. To insure that site visits produced 
maxilnum results, the decision was made not to visit projects 
less than six months old. Moreover, the age group distribntion 
of projects visited was: 

Program Age Among 
Agencies Surveyed 

Agencies Responding 
To Question 

Agencies 
Visited 

Le s s than 6 months 19 0 
More than 6 months but Ie s s than 1 year 34 2 
More than 1 year but less than 2 years 74 7 
More than 2 yeal"S but less than 3 years 60 6 
More than 3 year s 19 5 

Totals 206 20 
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Orj(~ agency was aJ.so sought for inclusi.on in the site visit sample 
tlmt had fllnUed " , 01' had boeh di.scontinued. II: was anticipated that 
inl(,'rm;;tl:i<>n gained from such an agency would provide both interesting 
inputs flll(l balanc{~ to an out:herwise "success-weighted" sample. 

'rabh~ 4 tdcntifi(ls the final sUes selected for visitation and 
hHHc(~t<H:;1 how each rated in the relation to the above cited criteria. l../ 

A spociali7.cd survey instrt'tment was developed for use during 
Lh<~ oltc vtsltationa. This questionnaire schedule was designed to: 

Rupplernelltkey telephone and l:'llail responses 
thl~ough the usc of open-ended questions that 
would p:l'ovlde for aggregation of additional 
dctal! on selected pOLnl;s; 

l116Ul"C that th(~ same basic pOints were covered 
in each dte visit, regardless of the survey staff 
that was o:n.-sitc; and, 

provide specific inforrnation regarding the proce ss 
flow val'i.atiol16 that were used by each of the agencies. 

To achiove these objectives, the field survey package included 
thtu<' pu.t~s. Part One consisted of explicit instructions to project staff 
on at<'pa to be talcen in deta lUng individual proces s flow variations. 
frh(HH~ i.nstl'tlct:LOl1S r(~latcd to how possible variations should be identified 
n.l\d OH(\N~d ap<:ciCic questioning approache~\ to insure that each step in 
th('p:r{'l(::c~lf; W:1$ properly identified. 

11 ' N~tn bly, 22 ag(mcics WCJ."e vis ited although the research contract 
calh'd for only 20 on-site contacts. The two additional visits were 
made in that housing authoritit's having securit.y programs were 
ldN1U(iO(l i.n. V\f'cat: Palm Beach, Florida and Washington, D. C. In 
thl) foa:rncr ea at:: a project: vi.sit was scheduled for Dade County, 
:fhHida a short distal1c(~ from the housing authority. The latter 
\Vl.\.R \"l~it~d 1)(·c8.nsc the research team was located in the Washington 
~I('tl'opolUl.ln area. Th(~ two housing authorities were visited at 
HtH~\ ('out to the overall. project. 
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-------------------

Vo) 

V1 

Agency and Location 

Region One: 

Meridan, Connecticut 

Region Two: 

None 

Region Three: 

Wilmington, Delaware 

Washington, D. C. 

Region Four: 

Atlanta, Georgia 

Chattanooga, Tennessee 

Greensboro, North Carolina 

Table II. 4 

Field Survey Sample Including Factors 
That Contributed to The ir Selection 

Adopted Uses 
Agency Evaluation U sable Funding Staffing Security Incentive 

~ 

State Police 

Police Dept. 

Hous ing Auth. 

Police Dept. 

Police Dept. 

Police Dept. 

Completed Data Base Base Patterns Code Programs 

N/A N/A LEAA 

Yes Yes LEAA 

N/A N/A HUD 

Yes Yes LEAA 

Yes N/A Local 

Yes Yes Local 

Non-CPU ~/ No 
(sworn) 

Non-CPU 
(sworn) 

N/A 

CPU 
(sworn/ 
civilians) 

CPU 

CPU 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

Yes 

Yes 

a/ "CPU" signifies crime prevention unit personnel. 



Agency and Location, 

\10.1 
a-

R . -egLOn l': our: 
(Cont. ) 

Mmmi, (Dade County) Florida 

w. Palm Beach, Florida 

Region Five: 

Dearbo,rn Hts. Michigan 

Decatur, Illinois 

Eden Prairie, Minnesota 

St. Paul, Minnesota 

Region Six: 

Arlington, Texas 

Lafayette, Louisianna 

7a~:e ~~ 4: ~Cc;::t. } 

Field St::!"ye')~ Sample :Uc!;c.cbg: Facto~s 
That <Co~trib~..:.tec. to ':;.-hei,r Sele·ction 

Agency 
Type 

Public Safety 
Dept. 

Hous ing Auth. 

Police Dept. 

Police Dept. 

Police Dept. 

Police Dept. 

Police Dept. 

Police Dept. 

E> .. ~luatio::, t;' s:a~le Fu.."lding Stafii.::g 
Co:::rmleted Data Base Base Patterns . 

Yes Yes Local ?\ I ~A. 

N/A N/l~,. fIt:D N/A 

No Yes LEAA CPU 

l~o No LEAA CPU 
(Program 
Discontinued) 

No Yes LEAA CPU 

Yes Yes LEAA CPU 

Yes Yes LEA A CPU 

Yes Yes LEAA CPU 

Adopted t:scs 
SecurUy Incentive 

Code P:-o.~rams 

Yes Ko 

Ko N/A 

1'0 No 

No No 

No No 

No Yes 

No No 

Yes No 

- - - - - - - - - - - .- - - - - - - -



-------------------

Agency and Location 

Region Seven: 

Cedar Rapids, Iowa 

St. Louis, Missouri 

Region Eight: 

Missoula, Montana 

Region Nine: 

~ Concord, California 

Maricopa Co. Arizona 

Palo Alto, California 

Region Ten: 

Sea tHe, Wa s h ington 

Seattle, Washington 

Table II. 4 (Cont. ) 

Field Survey Sample Including Factors 
That Contributed to Their Selection 

Adopted Uses 
Agency Evaluation Usable F~d~g S~ff~g Security Incentive 

~ Completed Data Base 

Police Dept. Yes Yes 

Police Dept. Yes Yes 

City / County Yes Yes 

Police Dept. Yes Yes 

Sheriff's Dept. No Yes 

Police Dept. Yes Yes 

Police Dept. Yes Yes 

Mayor's Office Yes Yes 

t "' 

Base Patterns Code Programs 

Local 

LEAA 

LEA A 

Local 

LEAA 

Local 

LEAA 

LEAA 

CPU No 

CPU No 

CPU No 

CPU Yes 

CPU No 
(volunteers) 

CPU No 

CPU Yes 

Non-CPU Yes 
(sworn and 
non-sworn) 

Yes 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 



glrL Two Cif lIlt, :ftnld D1u'vny instnnncnt included a seri.es of 
(pw'il jtmn tI,·[;i,gll('(l tu eliC'i.t inConnn..Lion on tho general impacl:S of l:he 
pitif(Jh nl ill';p"ctioH pl'ogrn.llul within Hie c(n:nn"t'u1.iey c. g. had such pl."ograms 
lliiwul:dl',l l'i'fid.l tntUoLo to Gurry br.~lt(Jr qua1i.Ly sccl.l.ri.l:y hardware. 

FlrwJly, ,Part 'J!u:O(' W,M; r:nn..de t1P of a sories of supplemental 
f}tll'!diOlW IlI'Htgr){',d (;0 elabol',Lce on apcc:i£i.c polntrl rai.snd in the telephone 
antiumil 1l\1l·V(~yV. APrw}1(lix 1·) i:ncludos tho enl:i)"n sUe visit quesl:ionnaire 
pa ( L;qW. 

}>'it'lcl villiLs wnre COnHl"tu('ll wi.th pt~rsortS interviewed during the 
l.t"l!·phtJ1H· tH't.l'vwy Pl'CH't!(j(; n" we(~J., to len days in advance. Each site visit 
l'('(l'li)'('d appl'o:d.1l.mt('l.y two 1n(\n cla Y8. Thc £i.dd work was initiated 
tln1'inl~ .1.-' HlIt!. t'y, :I cn (j, nnel cn lx)pld(' (1 hy rrlirl-JI'clnuary. 

HI'~mlL; of Illi' HUp V'lfJUu.lirms 
s .~::.t '~='~"''''''''l~,,"'''''''''''''_·_~~~ll...,,1~~_ 

'lhl'!'C' n!~pn.rat(' pro(lnds l.·(~t-n.l.ltecl fl.-om (l<1ch site vi.s iced. The 
fil'!", IL Pr(j(~(':w Flo\\! Nal'l'aHv~'\, idonH:Ci.ed th(~ v'Ll.'iabh's that exist wil:hin 
('at It :\,g('n('y1n pt'()~p·arn. XL <'Ida,ils the variou.!:l intcnr clltions, togeth.er with 
a /l/lIH iil [I'd lI,u; tiumpl iUllH" I:hn.t ('OlYtpl"i,sc (~ach p1'oe(: s s flow var ia ble. 
~h't tlwlly, a l,lr~h~(HW I·'low ])iagl'tt1.YI was d(wulopcd .cor each "variation" 
trll'nlifif'tl. ',ltvlH' {lti\grc\lns ld<'nl:iCy (111(1 chart the flow of each interv'ention 
(~Il', IIpL'oj!'d ~l('1 ivUyll). T1H\yalHo plot the "assumptions'; that underlie the 
v,H'lmw hth'l'Vt'l1tinHtlj t. ('. the <tfiH\1.n'wd GHeul: of intel;venti.on.s or project 
nt'l tviLiI·fi..M{H·l~Cl\·t'r, thl,~ pr()dtlel.:~ dcpi.cl the flow of. the various 
Inh'l'\'('Hthlllli in Ill) \'t\.Htly nlldet'sti.\ndn.blc £01:11'1 so the l"<'lntionships between 
adl.vU\PH ,uut tllt'i)' l\Hll\ltt'l.Pc] efCt,cts can be understcod. 

'J Ill' fin,\.} p:roclu('t:s ;t;l's\11Hng fL'Ol'n tho site visits were "Supplemental 
HIlt' Vl/{LtNal'l'",ttV('sll. Tlw n<l.J:l'nHvcs are an aggregation o.f respon.ses 
hll,j'll oll lIlt, ~ttl' vbdL flncHngs. Ii;a("h supplemental nal'l'ative utili~es a 
V\lmmlll) lUI'UMt' to !.:\('ill.l",I:n :nwi('w an.c1 a)1alysis. JJ 

)l'(~;:1;r{:;;~;)1"'lt;;::-;7:-P;;)lI\lct:s [at ca{~h agancy visited WC1:C filed March 5, 
111'/t') with tIl(' N.tl i.on"-l Instil ute of I..aw IGnforccrncnt and C1'in'linal 
:lIwt:h'\+ in loo!H' ... h':i.f htn(l(}l:H tilled l'~low Diagrams of Existing Project 
IntIQ'\'\'nlinn I\('llvith'$ and SUe..' Visit Nnt'ra!:ivcs. 
t,~"'::'1;,.·~:.tr;":'"*,,,.::"~.£_:~t;,!.·, ~~.ltll'i-;~"".".....~,...,.,..., __ '~ __ -..,.,: _______ ' ---____ _ 
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Section V 

The Preparation of Survey 
Fhlding For Analys if) 

AGGREGATION AND PRELIMINARY DATA ANALYSIS 

Preparing The Inforluation For Analysis 

Information gathered through the telephone and mail sn:l.'voy 
proce s s wa s prepared and input for computer analys is. l/ Du:ring (-bi s 
process, several clerical and computer edits Were pc:rforn'led to inst:ll:c 
that no errOl"S or inconsistencies were passed onto the analysis phase. 
Identical procedures were used £01' the n.1ail questionnaires and the 
telephone interviews. These were: 

Pre-coding Edit Checks. Each schedule was 
reviewed to detect l'nissing .• b1\ralid OJ: 
ambiguous entries. These problern.s were 
resolved through telephone check-backs or 
through an analysis of prior answers. In 
the course of this review, staff recorded tIle 
reconciled coded responses in red pen next 
to each question using a standardized code lisl:. 

Transcription to Coding Sheets. Each interview was 
then transcribed onto coding sheets in stanc1a:nl 80 
column format. Six physical records were needed 
to encode each qUtl sHonna ire. During this procedure 
any residual logic errors were identifi.cc1 and 
reconciled. One example of the type of en'or 
detected in this step was multiple code values 
entered for a question designated £0.1' a. mutually 
exclus ive response. 

1/ Appendix F contains data processing record layout forms. 
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COJ1.vel'!)lon to Machine Readihle Media. Each of 
Th7:.r'(';';~11ting 132() code shc(~t lines were keypunched 
and v(n;i(l(~d by a s(n:vicc bureau with a reputation 
for cLl.rduJ., ac<'uratc work. The cal'cls were read 
ontu di.Gk at the cornputc;r; facility site and the :HIe 
wan prInted in stanc1al:d 80-80 format. This printout 
WD.fl revie\vcd to detect any keypl1,nching errors. Of 
the over 1.300 l'ccorc1s examined, only 8 errorl;1 were 
d(!~(',clc(l. trhose were corrccted Oll disk using an 
bl!;e:l:acLi.vc e(Ht ntilLty. 

Xo'l'(~(Jltl~\tcy cO\.U1LH WCl.'O prepared via cornputer for each of the 
rOl·el'<l",dl(ji.c~· qlJcRLions inch:ldcd in the telephone and mail survey 
hwll'nnmut.IJ. 1/ ))urillg tlw pl'(:paration 0:( the data for conlputer .. ~ . 
pl·()(,!~fl!li.ng cl(,H(."')'ih('d ,t'I>OV(\, detailed code books had been prepa1:ed 
rot, ttu)t wdll(,11 )'(' GpOl'U1CS inchldecl iJ't the con::tpletcd instruments: c. g. 
IIOlhc'l'lI t("tlPOIHH'S. 

Cl'O!ifl fn.lmlatlOllfl were aIse:. ~'un fO't' a selected l1n1"O.bcl' of 
vt\.l'hd,1C'!l. (I.. e. pl'(')gra.m age was ct'oss-tabulated wilh func1i.ng source, 
ol'nn.nl.'/';:\lI.()lud. l()('n.l'tc>tl. of survey unit, otc.) These val:'iables arc reported 
in Illuult'n.l'ton n . .l which. foHows. Notably, several statistical tests of 
nl.gnlrl"rl.nNl wr')'e P(~tf:o;nncd (i. c. Chi Square and l(cndall's Tau) conce1'n­
inn llw"n~ vi\').'ln.hll's. Dowove1', no significant statistical :l.'e1.ationships 
W('l'(' icl('nllH(·(l. 

·fT"'.Alr"'r~:~:-;~;n~·y co'Un"ts, cross tn.\:>ulations, and-statistics developed 
'C" fnr lhls projc(:1: W0l'{'. COlnptltcd using a set of standard statistical 

1'0lltinc-s know!\ i\S SPSS Vl.'.l.'SiOll 6.0 (Statistical Package for the 
H()<'inl SCi.l·l){'CS), developed by tho Nati.onal Opinion Research Center 
1.)( th(' 'tl:ntvi.'.l.'Htty of Chicago. DOCll\1)onl:ation £<:>1' this system has been 
puhHHli<'d by t:lwMcGrttw Hill Book Cornpany of New York. This set 
of ~lnliHt'lc'n.l x()ntinl.~S has been in usc for over 10 years and is now 
Inld.aUt'd in Ih(n.'t' than 600 research facilities in North America. 
For Ow stt\lisHC't\.l routine.s used i.n this analysis, the SPSS system 
\0 .fl:<"(' of kt'\()\vn <'l:1'01:S. 
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Chart II. 5 

Cros s -'fa bulated Varia bles Related to S\.1n~cy 
Characteristics 

Age of Progra1'l1 

Survey Unit Organiza­
tion.al l,ocation 

No. Survleys During 
Current/Average Year 

No. Surveys During 
Life of Program 

Agencies with Follow­
Up Components 

Agencies with Evaluations 

Agencies with Adopted/ 
Pending Security Codes 

Source of Program 
Funumg 
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Chapter III 

ASS}::;SSMENT OF THE PHYSI<;:;AL SECURITY SURVEY: 
FRAMEWORK AND ANALYSIS 
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Section I 

Introduction 

During this national scope effort to identi.fy and aggregate 
available knowledge concerning the security survey, luyriad topics 
related to the physical inspection were investi.gated. In addition, an 
overall framework concerning the implem.entation of physical inspec­
tion proce sses was identified. As such, data was aggregated con­
cerning the following s,ubjects: 

" 

~easons organizations use security inspections 
and how such decisions are justified; 

Reasons behind the continuation of survey 
programs and how such decisions are supported; 

Various genel:"al characteristi.cs that rnay impact 
the implementation of survey program.s, but are 
not an integral part: 0f the physical inspection 
process; i. e. organizational placement of 
survey programs, staffing patterns; the relation·· 
ship and impact of security codes; and, so on; 

Expectations held for the security survey program 
and perceived and documented levels of fulfillment; 
and, 

The general framework and processes which under­
gird security survey program implementation. 

Information gathered concerning each of these parameters 
along with assessments as to their impact on the security survey 
process are detailed in this chapter. 
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Section II 

Initiating and Continuing a Secur ity Survey Program 

LOCAL CONDITIONS THAT EFFECT THE INITIATION 
OF A SECURITY SURVEY PROGRAM 

The Focus of the Study 

Survey efforts focused on identifying and documenting the 
existance of various conditions and factors that may playa role in the 
initiation of security survey programs. Among the factors investigated 
as potential stimuli and justification criteria for progralU implementation 
were: 

Findings 

High rate of burglary 

Improvement of police - community relations 

Availability of funds (state or federal) 

Formal crime prevention training included 
a specific security survey component 

Chief/administrator suggested p~ogram 

A number of questions related to these factors were asked during 
the survey. The questions varied both in terms of their nature and over -all 
focus. Responses to these inquiries are discussed below. 
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General Findi.ngs. Several factors appear to be at play when 
decisions are made to establish security survey programs which, in 97 
percent of the cases, were part of a broader crime prevention effort. 
The factors mentioned most frequently were as follows. 

Table III. I 

Factors Contribu.ting to Development 
of Survey Programs a/ 

Factor 

High burglary rate 

Improvement of police-community 
relations 

FOl'1:nal crime prevention training 
called for a security survey 
component as pa;t· t of a cr irne 
prevention progran1. 

A va ila bility of funds (e. g. local, 
s tate or federal) 

Chid/ A.c1rl1i.nistratol.· sugge sted 
program 

Percent of Responding 
Agencies Noting 

Each Factor 

60% 

50 

47 

20 

16 

a/ Two hun.dred five agencies responded to this question. 
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Crime Prevention/Security Survey TrainillE~ ~~ .. r, noted in Table 
III. 1, 47 percent of the agencies responding indicabi!d that the emphasis 
given to the security survey technique in formal crime prevention training 
was a factor in the initiation of a survey program. Among the 20 agencies 
that rece ived s Lte visitations, twelve indicated that the primary factor 
which led to the use of the survey technique was the emphasis given this 
approach during formal crime prevention training. 

To gain additional understanding in terms of the relationship of 
survey training and the initiation of survey programs, National Crime 
Prevention Ins titute records were compared with general survey data. 
This analysis indicated that representatives from at least 68 percent of 
the 206 agencies sampled had completed formal training prior to the 
initiation of their respective survey programs. 1..1 

Availability of Funds. Sixty percent m. the agencies in the general 
survey once had or presently receive funding from the Law Enforcetnent 
Assistance Administration (LEAA). The remaining 40 percent are funded 
through non-LEAA sources. The following table presents a breakdown of 
this information by age of program. 

Ta ble III. 2 

Funding History by Program Age 

Les:s Than Six Months 1 to 2 2 to 3 3 Years 
Source Six Months to 1 Year Years Years or More Totals 

Program currently 
or once funded 
primarily by LEAA 6 25 46 41 6 

Program never 
funded by 
LE,AA 7 18 29 20 8 

Total 13 43 75 61 14 

1/ . NCPI Directory 1974-75, a publication prepal:ed by the Na.tio~~1 
Crime Prevention Institute, University of Louisville, LOlHsvtlle, 
Kentucky, June 15, 1975, pp. 23-53. 
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To determine the degree to which federal funding has been a 
ia,ctor in the initiation of crime prevention/ security survey programs, 
age and funding source variables were cross-tabulated. No statistically 
s ignificallt findings re suited. 

As another check on this relationshi.p, data was aggregated on 
program age and funding source by Federal Region and State. In three 
regions (i. e. Federal Regions V, VI and X), many more agencies now or 
once t'eceived federal monies to support such programs, as the following 
ta ble ind ica te s. 

Table III. 3 

Funding Pa.tterns By Federal Region 
of the 206 Agencie s Surveyed 

Presently or 
Once Received Never Received 

Federal Region LEAA Fund i.ng LEAA Funding 

I 6 5 
II 3 3 
III 10 8 
IV 20 16 
V 36 16 
VI 18 4 
VII 4 4 
VIII 9 6 
IX 8 17 
X 10 3 

Totals 124 82 

The comparison revealed only five states in which LEAA funded programs 
substantially out numbered those which never received such assistance 
(i. e. Connecticut, Georgia, Kentucky, Michigan and Texas). 
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As se s Slnent 

The Question Assessed. The principal qUestion raised concerning 
the genesis of security progl'alnS was as follows: 

What local factors and conditions playa 
role in the initiatiol1. of a security survey 
program? 

Assessment of the Question. Findings indicate that four factors 
playa role in the development of security sUl'vey progralns. These are: 
high burglary rates; the desire for improved police-community l.'elations; 
formal crime prevention training; and the availability of outside financial 
support. 

On the: one hand, high rates of burglary and the wish to improve 
police-community relations were mentioned most frequently by the 206 
agencies contacted. SLxty percent of the agencies noted high burglary rates 
as a factor at play allc1 49 percent mention improved police comn:1lUlity 
relations. Notably, it is significant that 40 percent did not mention high 
burglary rate as a factor at play. Importantly, these local fadol's appear 
to be most important in tern1S of generating a "desire" to take some 
remedial steps or pos itive action. 

Crime prevention training and the availability of LEAA funding, 
on the other hand, were also mentioned frequently by those responding. 
These fadors appear to be the most important in enabling local agencies 
to "actually in.itiate" security survey programs. 

When comparing these latter two factors, findings indicate that 
crime prevention training is the single most important factor (i. e. as 
referenced, at least 68 percent of the 206 agencies surveyed had at least 
one person who had completed formal training prior to the initiation of 
their survey programs). 

The importance of LEAA funding as a factor must not be overlooked. 
It must be remembered. however, that 41 percent of the surveyed agencies 
whose programs are less than two years old have received no LEAA 
financial support. This suggests that the interest created in security survey 

. programs during cril:ne pr'evention training is sufficient to justify local 
funding of a significant number of programs. 
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J-,OCAIJ CONDITIONS AFFECTING THE CONTINUATION 
OF SFJCURITY SURVEY PROGRAMS 

The 1:;'ocus of the Survey 

Security survey programs have been the subject of discussion in 
the field of contempol'ary crime prevention for a number of years. LitHe 
is known, however, as to why such progralus have continued, even after 
federal fund support has ceased, and how local officials support and 
justify the continuity of survey programs. As a framework for exploring 
this aspect of the security survey progra,m, the following was examined: 

Findings 

Local factors that playa role in the continuation 
of security survey programs. 

Factors That 'May Contribute to Program Continuation. As noted 
earlier, approxi.n1ately 60 percent of active survey programs are or were 
previously funded through LEAA. UpOll querying personnel {rom these 
agencies, 78 percent felt certain their program would contim:.e at the 
ces sation of federal funding; 9% believe their program would be discontinued; 
and, 13 percent were uncertain concerning the ir program's future. 

When asked why they were certain that their programs would be 
continued, the 100 agencie s that held this opinion offered the following 
reasons: 

Table III. 4 

Reasons for Program COlll:inuation at the 
Conclus ion of Federal Grants al 

Reasons 
PeI"Cent of Respondents 

Noting Rea son hI 

Top administrator supports program 

Program has high level of public Gupport 

Elected local officials support the program 

alOne-hundred responses were received to this question, 
bl Question was designed to elicit multiple responses. 
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The same que sHon was asked of agencies that are funded primarily 
or solely with local moneys. Interestin.gly, the responses parallelled those 

noted in Table III. 4. [ 

Only one example of a discontinued program was foun.d in the 
general survey. As a means of obtaining an accurate picture of factors 
which led to the dissolution of this program, a site visit was conducted. 
It was learned by staff formerly associated with the program that two 
primary factor s led to the unit's termination. They were: 

Inadequate support from top management; 
(Interestingly, this factor was said to have 
been the primary reason for the prograu1's 
success at an earlier point in time. ) 

The lack of adequate program funding. 

Initially, the program had been supported for two full years by 
state/LEAA monies. When these funds were no longer available, it bad 
originally been planned that the program would be "picked Up'l in the local 
agency budget. However, two events occurred which resull;ed in the 
program's demise. First, the police department budget was affected 
severely by the poor national economic conditions. This resulted in a 
verital:>le freeze on new hiring, as well as severe limitations on new 
programs. 

Second, the chief, who had been responsible for "initiating the 
program and supported its continuance even under the econo.mic strain, 
retired. A new chief was appointed who was less committed to the 
community crime prevention/ security survey effort. As a result, the 
crime prevention operation was administratively dissolved and the former 
crime prevention officer was subsequently re-assigned as a burglary 
detective. 

The Value of the Security Survey. Because survey programs 
are largely elements of broader crime prevention efforts, agencies were 
asked to rate the value of the survey element. The results were as 
follows: 
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Table III. 5 

Value of the Survey Program as an 
Element in a Broadel' Crime Prevention Effort a/ 

GeneJ:al Value of Program 

Essential part of the pl:ogram 
Lim.ited value of overall program 
Can be eliminated without hurting 

pl:ogram 

Agencies Noting Responses 

149 
25 

4 
178 

a/ On.e hundred-seventy-eighl agencies responded to the question. 

Percent 

840/0 
14 

2 
1000/0 

In elaborating on their responseis, the key aspect of the survey 
was cited as its ability to place law enforcement officers "face-to-face" 
with the puhli.c i.n a helpful, positive context:. It was indicated that such 
contact is an excellent way of educating the public on crime risks and 
what: can be done to ren"love or reduce then"l and, at the same time, 
improving police-cOlumunity .relations. 

Assessment 

The Question AS::lessed. The following question was raised with 
regard to the continuation of security survey programs: 

What are the key factors that contribute to 
continuation of security survey programs? 

Assessment of the Question. Eighty percent of both federally and 
loccl.lly-fnnd programs indicated that the key factor behind the continuation 
of crime prevention/ survey programs is support from top management. 
The dat:a suggests that this support is important not only in terms of the 
general acceptance of the program, but with regard to continued funding. 
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This contention was bOl'ne out during the site vis it to a~ defunct agency, 
wherein the absence of top managelllent support was a key factor in the 
agency's decis ion not to provide local funding support. 

Approximately three-fourths of the agencies in both groups 
also noted that high levels of public support is an important factor in 
term s of program continuation. 

Finally, as noted elsewhere, in 97 percent of the cases security 
survey program.s are part of a bl:oader cri.me prevention effort. Progralu 
continuation within this context was found to be based on its "essential 
qualities." That is, it was felt by 84 percent of the 178 agencies responding 
that the survey program offered important face-to-face contact with the 

. community, which provides an opportunity to "educate" the public as well 
as to enhance police-comlutmity relations. 
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Section II.!: 

Some General Characteristics 
Related to the Implementation 

of Physical Security Survoy 
progralus 

Tho work calle;:d for under National Evaluation Progl'al;1:\ 
Guidelines focused on docur.'1en l;ing what knowledge exists in terms of the 
success of the physical security Rurvey and, also, v/llat il\' happening in 
terlUS of the current ilupleluentation of these prc.'>gran1s in law enforceluent 
agencies throughout the United States. Du'3 to these mandates and in that: 
110 other study of this rnagnitude had been undertaken prior 1:0 t.his \'lork, 
an additional paramebn \vas added to the research. That: is, efforts were 
luade to docurnent various characteristics about the organizati.ons 
implernenting surveys, tho steps taken 1:0 equip personnel to irnplemont 
such progran1s, and other issues peripheral to the secl1l:iLy survey 
process. Jj Aluong I:hese were: 

the- size of law enfor cornen!: a gencie s and the 
nature of the units using the security sur\roy; 

the organizational placernent of sUl'vey prograrns 
within the law enforcem.ent agencies; 

the staffing of security survey units; 

the relationship between security survey 
training and program implementation; 

the service area of survey progran.s; 

the l'elationship and impact of the security code 
on the performance of the security survey; and, 

1/ The methodology chapter of this report also presented detail 
as to the general nature of the project universe; i. e. agency types that 
participated in the re search; population served by re sponcling agencies; 
distribution by federal region, and so on. 
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AHh(111f~}& :'ome of the '1.bovc lnlly appear indlrectly related to the 
flvj"l';dl m·t ul'iL:t IllU'YUY r)l'OCf'1Hi, Imowledgc conccrlli.rtg these topics was 
{i'lL 1·.f'fH'HJ1;~1 1'0 Uti' (·xp:m.vlon. ()! the state-aI-the aj:t in cont<.nnporary 
l l'!nw P1:i·'"I·nHo}1. 'J lnw. Hln'V(~y fi.:ndb1fP:; concerning c:ach of these subjects 
\.t1'I.' J1d ;dli·r1 lwlulll. 

Snl'VI'}, IfrQX'l:. fO(\Hwd un i.dc.'llti£ying and documenting factors 
tliu,[ HM'Ij pl"y a. 1'011' in tlnplm1wnLil'J.g the sC(!lU'ily 6Ul'\rcy prograrn.. These 
1'.u ! kl a'·', 'IV t' 1" I'! 

r twhlh'. t. 
';"...-'";,lr!;; w,.t;:!;l~."'.~-;:::Je 

t1n' (tu!.hol:bw(l SLl'C)lg.th of the law 
('nCm;'('\'nwnt ngcnei<'s ul:ili.%.ing: lhe 
(,'('11111'1\\('; 

!lw (tj ~(' <>[ C 1')11H:: pl·t\Vt'ntion/ security 
litH'V!'Y units ('m'HhH'UU.g Sl.u·vcys; 

Uw n'lalioonhlp lW!.W('Pll ag<.:l1cyan.d 
liUl'V{ 'y un it H t:r.r-; a nell 

(ltl, f\ltwtloru.'l pe:t:fo1.'n1ed hy Cl.' huc pl'cvenHon/ 
IH'~'u:dty 1\\U'V(')' IJ.nHu. 

~~!lt~s,I},:1~:,~1",,~B,~~,u.t!: ()f~ill'n.c:~('S S1;lrveyed. Of the 2.05 agencic~ 
l'N'lHHHBnn ttl tJ~i.H q\wnthm, tIl(' li\rgest sin.gle group (31 perccnt) was 
th-p.'l'tHwniH I,mHpd~l(,tl uf 101- aGO lW:i:sons. The ibllowing table .prcscnts 
{~ Hhll't' tli'hdh·d {'i,{?{'t1\mt h\g of nl~(H)(~Y' H b<;c: 
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'~'able III. 6 

Authorized J\~lanpowcr 

(An"long 205 Agencies Responding to the 
Question) 

Authorized Strength 

1 - 10 
11 ._. 20 
21 .- 50 
51 ~ 100 

101 250 
251 - 500 
SOl - 750 
751 - 1000 

1001 and over 

. Agencies Responding 
to Question -----, 

14 
6 

23 
~8 

63 
24 
12 

8 
17 

Nationally, 88.8 percent of all existing law enforcement agencies 
have an anthorizcd strengt:h of less than ten persons i 8.9 percent have 
between 11 and 50 persons; 1.3 percQut have 51 to 100 persons; and, only 
10 a percent,have ":.n authorized stre\'~th in excess of 100 people. 1./ 
AUb.ough this may appear to bias the :'Survey sample, it must be :rerner:n.bcl .. cd 
that; the sal).lple focused 011 agencies with active security survey progral.11s. 
Moreovel;, the sau1ple emphasizecllarg~r agellcies, which. served large 
C01111l1Unities, which clearly had the greatest crilne problclTIS al.ld, correspond..; 
ingly,the greatest need and/or desire to initial;e crime pl'cvent:Lon/secudty: 
survey prograrns. 

Size _of Crime Prevention/Security Survey Units. With regard to 
the size of crime prevention Ol' secnrity survey units, the following patterns 
ware identified from, the. general SUl'v(:}Y: 

1/ u. S. Dcpal;'tment of Justice, Sourcebook of Criminal Justice 
Statistics 1973 (Washington, D. C.: U. S. Government Printing 
Office, Stock Nt:l'.mber 2700-00185), August, 1973, p. 820 
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t,i:r.r·· !If (;t'hw' P;n~V('Hti()n/ Se entity Sur-va Y' 
UU1tb Atrwng Slltvt'Yl'd Agcncics 

1 .. fj 
(j ~ ] i ~ 

1& .... W 
t~l~ldl 

III .\l/.tl uV"r 

.!;gl'lu;i,es .Responding to Question 

168 
24 

8 
3 
3 

206 

'Uti' ,t/'lla kif, Wlill t dUlt' l'l'L·,\,{·l1li.un/IH'('urit:y units comprised of 
.'£ t,·,:,n 111'r't,Qn', .lj'{' nt, iI/iBn' dt'l,;lt'tnwnls in C()lumbl1s. Ohio; Dallas. 
J I "." • • wl!, 1,llni!.villl'1 l\vntnd"y. Thn Atlai)(a Polict' Dep,l'rttnent and 
lh· :h \', ~tud (il~~ l1nli{ t· lh-p,u'!tl\('nt h,lVV units with J1,01'O than 51 full­
tOHI itl~'IlII:I, TIlt' ~H~ hl!',,\Il Ht.th.' PuH~'(' hi.lv~\ assign(:d at Ilmst 51 
H ';dj.'·' l:. t" lld/I).IHlI lllill t,tll,u·widl' •. 

'lIlt' H!'I.~tit)H:jh~p Ht'tWl'(')). Ap;~'J\('Y <lnG Su.rvcy Unit Siz.e. Another 
pt P'l" I trv~ \ 'om ~,!;cn'i~l~t ;1·l'.tt;;~)\\;~'t)-;'lur\is;:;-;-on th(~ T~lationship between the 
I'IVI'1.1l11.i:t.\' {if l.l\v \·llftll'l, \'IlH'nt np.t'rHif'fl using th,! S~l:rVCy and the nuni.-uer 
Hl !tt':! ;hllwwl .\~,<d!',l\t·d tn thiN fUJH lhm. As t;h~' £()l.1owing table indicates, 
!IA pt n \'111 uf OW' l,~·ttPI.\lH.ll·lltH .l'("H,\.)'dh'HH of itgl;J\ey size have Cl:il'nc 

1'1 !..\:, HIHH1/ {.rt'm~}!y MU'Vi'¥ urd.b ()[ t('n llH.'n ~')r 1<'55. Of the 162 agencies 
\,dUiit (uf.\lllUllhui'iJ'K·d tltl'f'ngth or rn()t'(' than. 50, 91 percent han} un.its of 
1fl HH"\\ tH' ll'llh. 
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Table III. 8 

Relationship Between Agency Size ar{Cl 
S~ze of Crime Pl"eVention/Secul"ity Survey Unit: 

Nurnbel' of Persollnel Assigncd Num.ber of 
Authorized Manpower 

in Agency 
to Cdmo Pl,"eVontioll/SeCUl'lty Survey Unit 

1,··10 
11-20 
21-50 
51-100 

101-250 
251-500 
501-750 
751-1000 

1000 and ovor 

Totals 

1-5 6-10 11-20 21-50 51 and~r Totals 

13 1 l~l 

5 1 6 
II 2 23 
35 3 38 
54 9 63 
21 3 24 

8 3 1 12 
4 1 3 

~/ 
8 

6 1 4 3 3 17 -
168 24 8 3 3 206 

a/ Personnel conductLng surveys in Atla~lt:a, Georgia arc supported 
through a largE! scale LEAA High Ilupact grant:. It was lea'rued 
dm:ing site visits that the number now assigned to this funcl:ion 
will be significantly reduced when this funding ceaS(;$. 

!unctiolls Performed by Crime Prevention/Secul"ity Survey 
Units. In 97 percent of the agencies l:esponding, tho security survey 
is ~omponent ofa broader crime prevention effort. The following 
table identifies the other crilne prevention cornpcments that are comluonly 
included. 
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()Lb(~r ProUl"'~\;lng CCH\,d1,1.cLcd in Conjunction 
YfiHt HlO SCG\lri.ty Survey a/ 

. -

(. ~~H'j'a,f hm Itl('uUrtcaLlou 
Cl'I,.w' Prj'~vl'nU(}n l\tl)li.c lllt()J:tna {:iOt'1 

N,;ighlW;t'}wfJtl Wa,lch/ Giliy.(:h 
(:duw H<'prn'ting 

:Nl' ighlHlrhoOil .Alel'l/J{).)ock 
Ci.ll:t,('n Pi'l,tl'ul. 
, nil/or 

}} ,1<' tj·I;'Z;"'''h~~a;~;r;~~{r~r~~\.ty~riM vgendc~ :r<'~Bportdcd. 

No. of Times 
'j-\1cntioned 

189 
171 

137 
49 
40 
12 

H<"'t\\UW mu'V{~y P)'(}i:p'~trr:H; ate pl'cdol't).inate1y co'tliponcnts of 
iH'thHll'~' ,,(fOl'lfl J unit lWl'Honnd an:~ m~ady always involved in other crime 
1l1'I'V('nticm ndt,'tU('fl. In orlly 'fiveoi Lhe :n::spondit"lg agencies arc. surveys 
Ilit' (Iuly r'mdlon pt'l,'r~H'lrw,l'1;y \ll11t personnel. 

'l'abl(~ III. 10 

Ag\'nd(~6 ·WhCHH.' P.'!·sonne1 Fm:iorrn Only 
8\11'1,1'(':)' l~nlalC!C.1 Activities 

A1\~h(Jl"i,g~' (AI.) Police Depa);trncnt 
JAlng B('ach, (Ca. ) PolLee Department 
Phtlt1.dolphia (pa.) PoliG{' Departmrmt 
fi{'t\tll(' (Wash.) P(')licc Depal.·bnent 
RIH')1~ti1H7 (Wtish. ) Poli.ce Deparhnont 

£;,~,t::.!!ut.",tn21~(' S,p<.!nt .C~mdur~ Security Surveys. Appxoximately 
tHl lw:t'J,'t'nt tl( tiH' amcv('¥ of£i.CQl'S from n~$ponding agellcies spend an average 
nfruU):' hO\lNI (')t' JeHu Nu::-h day (,'<:md\l.cling SUl:veys~ Table III. 11 further 
<l!·t\\n~i thiK {nfnl'ilHuirm. 
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Table III. 11 

Average Time Expended Per Day by Unit 
Personnel on Survey Related Activities 

,Agencies 
Responding Pel'centap;c , 

0-2 
More than 2 but les's tha:h 4 
More than 4 but less than 6 
1'1;'101'0' than 6 but 1es s than 8 
8 hours 

Total 

Assessment 

96 
54 
25 

6 
5 

186 

',' 
51% 
29 
14 

3 
3 

1000/0 

The Questi.on Assessed. With .tegard to overall crime 
prevention unit operations, the following questions were rai.s~cl. 

What is the i'elationship between the size 
of police departmonts and the number of 
personnel assigned to crime prevention 
units? 

Is the security survey program the pi-imal.'Y 
activity undertaken by crime prevention untts? 

Assessment of the Question. The number of personnel assigned 
to crime pr;ventionl $ccurity survey units has no relationship to the size 
of the law enforcement agencies of which they are a paJ-'t. As noted, 94 
percent of the 206 agencies responding maintain units of less than ten 
people. Of the 162 agencies with a total authorized strength of more than 
50, 91 percent have units of ten men or less. 
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Ev(m though as signed to survey units, per sonnel spend only a 
(lmull porl;i.on of their ti,tnc conducting surveys. In 80 pc rcent of the 186 
aW'llC": j,e,:; l'<:lspoJ1(ling, \:tnit per sonnel spend les s than half their time engaged 
In fll'll'vey-rcJaf:ec.1 acti.viti.es. These findings are supported by the fact that 
in 97 IH~:t;'C(mt of the 206 agenci.es, the securi.ty survey is a component of a 
hl'oadm' cl'i:rn{~ prevcntion program. This l:equires the limited staff to 
i.rrrplumcu.1.t a va):i{)ty of cri.n1(-! provcntion techniques. Moreover, although 
llw data c1ocul1"H::n.~s that the sccul'i.ty survey is an i.mpol'tant component of 
('1'j.1).")(\ pl.'ev(:ntion ~rograms, in most cases it is not a primary function of 
ULOfW \;lnitH. 

'J·h".tc[()j'(~, in tbat tho nurnhcr of persol1nel assigned to crime 
JH',;'vonti.on ~'ll1.tts iH. sma.ll, docs not prop0J:tionately in.crease with depart­
munla) siy.(~ 0.)1('[ f:lta£f al'c cO:llcd on to pcl.'form a variety of funcHons it is 

. --
:t}~,E~~i);'._tL~~I; t:.IH' S(~.£.lly~,1:L?.l1·l' vCy'" wi.ll become the pri.m~ funcl:ion a s long 
5'1..I~.s~~!L~!;tL~ltnffi.n"(u"~~!:!;s and progran1 strategies persist. In addition, 
llw data flUgg<'f>tH that e:l'imc) prc\~el1t:ion units are not staffed at a level 
»:tl:.~:.!:L~ygl...l:~~~~~12.iJ....YJ~~m...LUl'odnce a l1Jealli.n~£l1l impact juri.sclictionwic1e. 

'rUE OROANLt;ATIONAL I)LACEMIDNT OF SURVEY 
'l';i~C)CTi~A"N[~-Vrj1~q IGNFORCKt-.,niJNT AGENCIES 
."'"'1 __ ...--;.'----.....--.. --· 

'1'1)'(' BtlJ'vey focused on identifying and docl.unc.mting where and 
why Ill{' H<\(·\.l'l'i,ty snt'vcy prograro fu.ndion is organiz.ationally located 
wil-bin (;he t\.genl'l(~s u.tl1i.7"ing the teehni.que. Moreover, information W;:l· s 
galhm'(>('[ \J) l"cl<l.lion to the follo\vi.ng variables: 

I;ht~ o;!.'ga.nizationallocation of crime prevention/ 
socn:t:i.ty StU'vey unit; 

the Sl7.(' of the jurisdiction;, 

tIl(: agn of the SI.ll'vcy program; and, 

the prinl<\.ry funcli.ng base of the survey effort. 
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Findings 

Organizational Location. With :regard to the locatio)':\. of the 
survey progralTI within organizational strucl:u.res, 52 percent of those 
responding to the general survey reported thaI; the progralTI was directly 
responsible to the Chief Administrator. The remaining' 48 percent 
indicated thaI: the prograrh was 'the responsibility of an Operating Divi':' 
sion Director; i. e. 'operations, services, etc. When. this issue was 
raised during field visitations, similar conditions \vere noted. In fact, 
the heads of 11 of the programs vis ited reported directly 1:0 lhe agency's 
Chief Ad:rniJlistrator, while nine reported to Operating Division Con.1.n'l.andel's. 

Size of Jurisdicl:ion. The follov;ring I:able illustrates the loca­
tiC>l~ of the survey function in relation to agency size. Notably, the 
table suggests that in cities ranging in size from, 25,000 to 250,000 
people, responsibilitY.for the sUJ.'vey program is more frequently placed 
tlo. the office of an agency's Chief Adrninist.l'ator. However. when cross 
tabulations of this data were ru.n, no statistically si.gnifical'l.t relationships 
were founel to exist between these variables. . 

Table III. 12 

Relations hip Between Size of the City and Organizational 
Location of Sm.'vey Program. 

Responsible Dil:ectly Responsible to an 
To Chief Operating 

City Size Adminish'ato:r Division Director 

4/999 or less 5 1 
5, 000 to 9, 999 4 4 
10, 000 to 24. 999 6 10 
25,000 to 49,999 16 14: 
50. 000 to 99, 999 38 25 
100.000 to 249.999 17 13 
250, 000 to 499. 999 2 14 
500,000 to 999. 999 10 5 
1 million, or more 3 6 

. Totf).ls 101 92 

a/ Only 193 agencies responded to this series of questions in the 
general su:rvey. 
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Tota.ls 

6 
8 

16 
30 
63 
30 
16 
15 
9 

193 a/ 



Age of the Survey' Program. A comparison was also made of 
the age of. survey programs and their organizational location. The 
l:OfmHH ;11'0 p:r.cHented on. the following page. Notably, when statistical 
(~:r.O$$ t<::Lblllatit>ns were computed for these variables, no significant 
:reln.tionship WC1(,) found. 

, 

Table III. 13 

R(!lationship Between Age of Program and Organizational 
J..Joca tiol1 

Re sponsib1e Directly Responsible to an 
to Chief Operating 

:r!~fltin)aled Age Adrninis trator Division Director 

J,JL'Sf~ thn.n 6 l"llonths 10 10 
More than 6 xnonths I but 

:Leos t.hatl 1 year 19 10 
lvlo)"{'. than 1. year, but 

l<,:~8 S than. 2 year s 36 37 
Mo:rc than 2 years, bllt 

los I:l than 3 yea}: s 29 30 
·M.ol,'e than 3 year s 7 10 

Totals 101 97 

;7 'Only 198 agencies responded to this series of questions in the 
gcncl:a1 S~'tl:'vcy. 

Totals 

20 

29 

73 

59 
17 

19S!:/ 

Pl'lrnary li'unding Sources. Data relating to thc relationships 
b~tW~cll the pl'irn::ll.·y funding source for security survey programs and 
o)~gan.tzaHOl1allocation arc r~\portcd in the following table~ Interestingly, 
lhC' l:ablc suggcst:f:i that: progra,rns supported by LEAA are more frequently 
as $ ignod to the Chief Adminis Lrators Office than are those funded through 
local pc')Hc(} ag(mcy budgets. To tcst this hypothesis, cross tabulations 
ot these v~riablcs were made. No statisHcally significant relation-
s,lips wcre tound. 
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Table III. 14 

Relationship Between Primary Funding Source 
and Organiza.tional Location Arnong 187 

Responding Agencies 

Funding Source 

Percent: Re spons ible 
Directly To 

Chief'Adtuinistl"ator 

Percent Responsible to 
An Operating Agency 

Division Di:rector 

Criminal Justice Planning 
Agency (LEAA) 

Police Agency Budget 

Assessment 

57% 43% 

44 56 

The Question Assessed. The question raised with regard to 
organizational location was as follows: 

Is organizational location a function of agency 
size, program. age 01' pl'im.ary funding SOU1"CO? 

Assessment of the Questi~n. Agency size, age of program, 
. and primary funding source have no statistical relationship to the 

organizational location of su.rvey units. Although smne patterns appeared 
to exist, statistical tests of significance did not substantiate this hypothesis. 

Knowledge GalL 

If further research is conducted, it may be valuable to 
determ ine if organizational location is a factor in" actual program 
sUCce s s or impact. The survey did not attempt to identify the 
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reasons behind current locational ass ignments (e. g. the chiefs / sheriffs 
werc not interviewed), or if and why organizational shifts had taken place 
during the life of these programs. Thus, future research may also wish 
to rcassess whether prograu1. age, size, or funding sources are significant 
factol's relative to program implementation. 

STAF1T'ING SECURITY SUR VEY P.ROGRAMS 

The Focus of the Survey 

Survey efforts focllsed on docu.menti.ng how security survey 
pl.·ojects arc staffed and which manning patterns are used in imple­
HI.cuting the technique. Wlthil1 this context; the following topics were 
investigated: 

Fin<li.ngs 

the type of pcrson'ncl utiHzed to conduct surveys 
(~. e. commissioned officfH's; volunteers; etc.); 

the reasoning behi.nd the nse of the various 
tYl)es of personnel; and, 

the cost:-ef£ectiveness of the staffing pattern. 

Type of Personnel UtiHzed to Conduct Surveys. The agencies 
thai; participated in the general survey were asked a series of questions 
relating to the personnel a,s signed to conduct surveys. SpeCifically, 
the survey sought to identify how many agencies use only sworn 
officers to conduct surveys; whether non-law enforcement personnel 
arc paid to perforn:l surveys; and, if volunteers are used to conduct 
ph.ys ical in spe cHons. 

With regard to personnel types, it was found that sworn 
officel's conduct physical inspections in 85 percent of those agencies 
responding to the general survey. The remaining 15 percent u.se ~ 
SWOl,'n personnel. The table on the following page presents a more 
detailed breakdown of these findings. 
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Table III. 15 

Agencies Reporting that Sworn Personnel Conduct 
Surveys 

Percent of Sworn Personnel 
Conductin.g Surveys 

Number Percent 
Selecting Option.!!:../ Selecting Option 

100% sworn 
More than 50% sworn 
Less than 50% sworn 
None sworll 

Total 

175 
11 
16 

3 

205 

a/ Two-hundred five agencies responded to this question. 

85% 
5 
8 
2 

1000;0 

Notably, 30 of those that reported that only sworn officers are 
utilized also noted that such personnel are not specifically assigned to 
the crime preventiOli. Jurvey function. That is, they include patrol offi,cers, 
sworn reserves and so on. The following table lists these agencies. 

Table III. 16 

Agencies that Utilize Sworn Personnel Not Assigned to 
Crime Prevention Unit to Conduct Surveys 

Agency 

Connecticut State Police 
Bethlehem (Pa.) Police Department 
New York Police Department {Sex Crimes Unit) 
Wilmlngton (Del. ) Police Department 
Virginia Beach (Va.) Police Department 
Chattanooga (Tenn.) Police Department 
Boca Raton (Fla. ) Police Department 
(Continued) 
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Ta ble III. 16 

(Continued) 

Agency 

Dade County (Fla. ) Department of Public Safety 
New Orleans (La •. ) Police Department 
Columbus (Oh.) Police Department 
Highland Park (Mich. ) Police Departrnent 
Dane County (Wis. ) Sheriff's Office 
Ft. Worth (Tex. ) Police Department 
San Angelo (Tex. ) Police Department 
San Marcos (Tex. ) Police Departn1.ent 
Victoria (Tex. ) Police Department 
Maricopa County (Az. ) Sheriff's Office 
Missoula (Mont.) Sheriff1s Office 
MuItnol'nah County (Ore. ) Sheriff's Office 
Fort Collins (Col.) Police Department 
Brea (Ca. ) Police Department 
Contra Cos ta County (Ca. ) Sheriff's Office 
]"resno (Ca. ) P0lice Department 
Los Angeles (Ca.) Sheriff's Office 
Palo Alto (Ca. ) Police Department 
San Diego (Ca. ) Police Department 
San Leandro (Ca. ) Police Department 
Santa Ba:tbara (Ca. ) Police Departrnent 
Kirkland (Wash. ) Police Department 
Fairbanks (AI.) Police Department 

A nmuber of agencies reported that non-law enforcement 
personnel are paid to perform surveys. More specifically, 11 agencies 
that responded to the general survey indicated that personnel from other 
governm.ent agencies are used to conduct security surveys. These 
agencies, together with the source of survey personnel, are listed in 
the ta.ble on the following page. 
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Ta ble III. 1 7 

Agel1.cies That Use Personnel Fron1. Other Goverlll1.1ent 
Departments to Conduct Surveys 

Agency 

Tampa (Fla. ) Police Department 

Boston (Mass.) Police Departnlenl 

New York City Police Departnlent 

Sourc~ of Survey Personnel 

Special Cornrnunity- Oriented 
Prograrn 

Fire Marshall, Security Code 
Inspector 

Special' Cornmunity- Oriented 
Program, 

Savannah (Ga. ) Police Department Fire Marshall 

, 
Bluefield (W. Va. ) Police Department Fire Marshall, Security Code 

Inspector 
San Marcos (Tex. ) Police Department TCPl Crime Prevention 

Students 
Seattle (Wash. ) Police Department Security Code lns·pector 

Seattle (Wash.) Mayor's Office Special Community-Oriented 

Atherton (Ca. ) Police Department . Neighboring Police Departm.ent 

Menlo Park (Ca. ) Police Department Neighboring Police Department 

Five agencies indicated that persons that represent ne ither 
a local law enforcement agency, nor a municipal government a t"e used 
on a salaried basis in the survey process. 
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Finally, 18 respondents indicated that non-paid volunteers 
are used in the survey process. In SOlue instances, volunteers 
actually conduct surveys, while in other instances, they are used 
primarily to prornote the progralu and to generate survey requests 
which are suhsequently conducted by crin'le prevention unit personnel. 
A listing of these agencies and their sources oi. volunteers is presented 
in the follov'i'ing table. 

Table III. 18 

Agencies That Utilize Volunteers in the Security Survey Process 

Agency 

Connecticut State Police 
Jacl<::sonville (Fla.) Police Dept. 
Tampa (Fla. ) Police Dept. 
Arlington (Tex. ) Police Dept. 
Utah County (Ut. ) Sheriff's Office 
Sacramento County (Ca. ) Sheriff's Office 
San Diego (Ca. ) Police Dept. 
Multnomah Co. (Ore.) Sheriff's Office 
Clark County (Wash. ) Mayor's Office 
Seattle (Wash. ) Mayor's Office 
Los Angeles Sheriff's Office 
NYPD Sex Crime Unit 
Ft. Lauderdale (Fla. ) Police Dept. 
Pinellas County (Fla. ) Sheriff's Office 
St. Petersburg (Fla. ) Police Dept. 
Contra Costa Co. (Ca.) Sheriff's Office 
Seaside (Ore. ) Police Dept. 
Maricopa Co. (Az.) Sheriff's Office 
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Source of Volunteers 

Auxiliary State Police 
Police Reserves 
Neighborhood Group Reps. 
Explorer Scouts 
Civic and Busines s Clubs 
Police Reserves 
Police Reserves 
Sheriff's Auxiliary (Reserves) 
Elderly Groups 
Neighborhood Group Reps. 
Explor.er Scouts 
Elderly Groups 
Civic and Business Clubs 
Elderly Groups 
Civic and Business C~ubs 
Crime Prevention Committee 
Elderly Groups, Civic Clubs 
Sheriff's Posse 
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Reasons Supporting the Use, of Personnel Types. During on-
site work, agencies were asked what type of personnel are best 
suited to conduct surveys and why. All but one indicated that law 
enforcement personnel should conduct surveys. Further, 16 iildicated 
that only sworn personnel should be responsible for conducting surveys.'ll 
The reasons offered, included: 

the difficulties inherent in properly training non­
sworn personnel regarding burglary methods 
and techniques; 

potential problems that might arise due to the 
varying and unknown "backgrounds" of non-
law enforceu1.ent personnel and volunt,~ers; and, 

the fact that the survey offers the police an 
opportunity to deal with the public in non­
crisis situations, which is judged by those 
interviewed as an im.portant community rela­
tions aspect of the progralu. 

Cost Effectiveness of Personnel Types. During field visits 
it was found that no cost effectiveness data are u1ain l;ained vis-a-vis 
personnel types. The only cost consi.derationnoted by field respondents 
wa s that the use of volu.nteer s is a valuable approach, particularly when 
a unit is faced with severe budget limitations. 

Assessments 

The Questions Assessed. Three questions were assessed 
relative to secu'dty survey prograu1 staffing. 

Should the conduct of surveys be limited to 
sworn law enforcement personnel? 

What cost effectiveness considerations might be 
included in staffing decisions? 

l/ These opinions may be biased because the responding agencies have 
always used swor'n personnel in the ir survey programs. 
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Is the use of non- sworn, non-law enforceluent 
per,cwnnel to conduct surveys a viable progran~ 
option? 

Assessm.ent of the Questions. As noted above, 85 percent of 
those responding to the general survey use only sworn personnel to 
perforn~ surveys. In n~ost of those cases (1. e. 145 of the 175 responses), 
survey per sonnel are formally assigned to a crime prevention/ security 
survey unit. Argl11uents offered during the site vis its to justify this 
approach. included the sworn officer's expertise concerning cr ituinal 
MO's coupled \vith formal survey training. It was also noted that this 
approach is an effective way of irnproving police- cOlnluunity relations, 
which was said to be important to the success of comluunity critue pre­
vention. These argLUuents clearly support earlier work perforn~ed by 
other researchers. 1/ 

With regard to the cost-effectiveness of staffing patterns, little 
specific docurnentation is available. In genl"ral, however, two con6lu­
sions may be drawn. First, by its very nature, the use of trained 
volunteers is a less expensive n~eans of progralu itupleluentation than 
is the use of salaried personnel. Unfortunately, no data currently exists 
which con~pares and documents these two approaches in terms of 
productivity, survey quality or other factors. Second, it is more cost 
effective to use one person to conduct surveys rather than two (i. e. 
whiGh is the case in Atlanta, Georgia and Dearborn.Heights, Michigan). 
These conclusions are su.pported by earlier research. !:.../ 

The final question concerllS the use of trained government 
personnel from other than law enforcement agencies to COll\~ tct su.rveys. 
Although this approach was mel:.tioned in the literature, ~j only limited 
evidence of the use of this approach was found in the survey (i. e. 

1/ Arnold Sagalyn, Residential Security (Washington, D. C. : U. S. 
Government Printing Office, December, 1973), pp. 71-73. 

2/ The National Commission on Productivity, Opportunities for 
Improving Productivity in Police Services (Washington, D. C. , 1973), p. 42. 

3/ Ibid., p. 43; and, A Building Code for Texas Cities and Explanatory 
Handbook and Recommended Ordinance (Austin, Texas: Texas 
Municipal League, 1975), p. 25. 
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Boston Police Departlnent cooperates with the fire marshall to conduct 
security inspections; the Bluefield, West Virginia, Police Department 
also works with the fire m.arshall who serves as a security code 
inspector; and, the Seattle, Washington, Police Department utilizes a 
security code inspector to implern.ent their process.). It is, there­
fore, not possible to meaningfully assess this strategy. 

THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN PROGRAM 
IMPLEMENTATION AND SECURITY SURVEY TRAINING 

The Focus of the Survey 

The over -riding is sue that served as the framework for this 
portion of the research was whether thp,:.re is a difference between 
security survey programs that require specialized training for personnel 
that conduct physical inspections and those that do not. In that no prior 
research had been undertaken on this particular question, the following 
points were investigated: 

Agencie s requir ing survey tra ining; 

The source and nature of survey tra ining; 

The reasons training is required; and, 

The reasons training is not required. 

Findings 

Agencies Requiring Survey Training. In the general survey, 
agencies were asked whether survey training is required of all personnel 
who conduct surveys. Of the 204 that responded to the question, 93 percent 
reported that fonnal crime preventionl security survey tra tning is required 
befo1'e an indiovi.dual is permitted to conch.kt surveys. 

The Source and Nature of Survey Training. Among those agencies 
that require tra ining, 51 percent indidited that an outRide tra ining program 
OJ:' institute is used (i. e. Na~ronal Crime PrevenHon Institute, Texas Crime 
Prevention Institute, etc.); 17 percent noted the use of a specialized agency­
based training program; while, the remaining 32 percent indicated that both 
outside and agency-based training resources are used. 
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During the site visitations, efforts were made to determine what 
IIrequiloerl11 survey training encon'lpassed. FrOln this query it was learned 
that the survey training experience had been incorporated as a segment of 
an oV0rall cr i.me prevention cour se, Further, the agencie s advised that 
it is essential to integrate survey training with other crime prevention 
activities to insure that the overall philosophy of target hardening/crime 
prevention is understood by those who will be conducting physical inspections. 
Importantly, the latter point was emphasi7.ed because it was stated that 
during the conduct of surveys, officers are cast in a different role before 
the public. That is, they render a direct, free service in a non-crisis 
environment which calls for a difierent presentation approach than is 
required in more traditional police activities. It was stated that this, in 
turn, requi.res that the officer be familiar with the overall crime prevention 
concept to effectively "se11 11 the idea of target hardening as v;rell as to know 
exactly what to look for in the security survey process. 

The Reasons Why Training Is Required. Each agency visited was 
also asked why critne prevention/ security survey training is required. 
Two basic responses were provided by the 19 that require training. 
These are: 

Training provides information and a focus which 
permits those conducting surveys to do so more 
quickly and more profes s ionally; and, 

Training offers those who conduct surveys a 
perception of what they will have to face in trying 
to encourage people to take steps which may 
appear obvious to the surveyor, but unrealistic 
to survey recipients. 

The Reasons Why Training Is Not Required. Only 13 out of 204 
respondi.ng to thi.s question in the general survey reported that formal 
tloainb:tg is not a requirement of their survey program. The principal 
reasons stated for not requiring training were: 

The survey checklist which is used provides 
sufficient direction to the surveying officer; 
and, 

Survey lO(Jcommendations are so standardized 
that trp-i.ning is not necessary. 
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Notably, during the site visitation process one of the agencies 
contacted did not require t.raining, while in a second personnel did not 
receive training when the security survey effort was initiated. Each 
was queried as to why training was not required. The responses were 
identical. That is, each pointed out that due to the fact that all police 
officers have gained extensive experience on burglary MOls, it was felt 
they did not have to be told "what to look for" when surveying a premise. 
This logic continues as the reason for the agency that still does not: 
require survey training. Interestingly, this survey program is carried 
out by only one man. In fact, surveys are seldom publicized 01' promoted 
and are conducted only if a citizen specifically requests the service. 
The second agency in question, however, now requires that all sur­
veyors receive training before conducting surveys. When asked why 
this decision was made, the second agency noted that: formal training: 

Assessment 

Better prepared surveyors to know exactly 
what to look for in terms of security 
weaknesses; 

Showed surveyors how to go about identifying 
such weaknesses in a systelnatic manner; and, 

Illustrated how to present survey findings 
verbally and in writing in a malliler which 
is understandable to the layman. 

The Question Assessed. With regard to security survey 
training, the following question was assessed. 

What is the relationship between program 
implementation and security survey training? 
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1---

Assessment of the Question. The general survey documented 
that security snrvey training had become so closely incorporated in 
overall crime prevention training that no clear differentiation could be 
made. When site survey recipients were asked to arti.culate the 
relationship between survey instruction and overall crime prevention 
training, they found it very difficult. It was explained by those queried 
that the survey technique is only one of the many subjects covered in 
crime prevention training. lJ 

The data indicates that over 90 percent of those responding to 
the general survey and all but one of the agencies that were contacted 
during the site visit process, require security survey training as a pre­
requis ite to the conduct of phys ical inspection.s. Among those noting that 
survey training was essential, it was reasoned that although past police 
experience i.s helpful it is not sufficient in making reasonable, complete 
and understandable recomn1endations concerning security improven1ents. 
Thus, the data implies that trained surveyors perform more thorough 
and effective surveys. Although documentation is weak, the two agencies 
visited that did not originally require training generally supported this 
contention. Unfortunately, because such a large percentage of agencies 
:rcquire formal t.ra ining, it is unlikely that an actual relationship can be 
determined, even through additional research. 

1--1 A review of various training curricula (i. e. National Crime Prevention 
Institute, Commission on Police Officer Standards and Training, 
Texas Crime PrevenHon Institute, etc.) indicated that the survey 
program is an integral part of the overall crime prevention curriculum. 
No special sole-standing security survey training efforts for crime 
prevention officers could be identified other than that carried out by 
Macomb County Community College. Thus, it is understandable that 
it was difficult for officers to distinguish between crime prevention 
training and survey trainir.g. 
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PROGRAM SERVICE AREA AND CLIENTELE 

The Focus of the Survey 

Data were aggregated in relation to a number of factors 
concerning the "population" served by secUJ:ity survey programs. 
These included: 

Findings 

geogl'aphic focus of survey prograrns; i. e. 
target areas and/or citywide; 

reasons for selecting the geographic focus; 
and, 

primary clientele served (i. e. commer cial 
and/ or residential premises). 

Geographic Focus of Survey Progralus. Two hundred and five 
agencies that participated in the general research responded to the 
inquiry concerning the nature of their sarve)' progran~ service area. 
In particular, 180, or nearly 90 pet'cent, indicated that theil' entire 
jurisdiction comprises the program service area. 1/ 

Only 24 agencies reported that target areas within their 
jurisdictions are exclusively utilized for implementing survey programs. 
The table on the following page presents a breakdown of agencies that 
focus exclusively 011. target areas. 

1/ Of this total 57 also i."f:!ported that target areas smaller than 
the entire jurisdiction are used on occassion. 
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Table III. 19 

Agencies that Exclusively Utilize Target Are<ls for the 
Pro"'Lsion of Survey Services 

Agency 

Hal"tfo:l,'cl (Conn. ) Police Departrn.ent 
Boston (Mass. ) Police Department 
Pawtucket (R.1. ) Cham.ber of Comrnerce 
New York (Sex Cril'nes Unit, N. W. ) Police Department 
Hagel's town' (Md. ) Police Department 
Montgol1'lcry County (Md. ) Police Department 
Philadelphia (Pa. ) Police Department 
Wast Palrn Beach (Fla.) I-lousing Authority 
Mecklenburg County (N. C. ) Police Department 
Charleston (S. C. ) Police Department 
Chattanooga (Tenn. ) Police Department 
Memphis (Tenn.) Housing Authority 
Chicago Heights (Ill. ) Police Department 
Evansville (Ind.) Police Departrnent 
Cincinnati (Oh. ) Police Department 
Norn1.an (Okla. ) Police Department 
Dallas (Tex.) Police Departrnent 
San Antonio (Tex. ) Police Department 
Sacramento County (Ca. ) Sheriff's Office 
We st Covina (Ga. ) Police Department 
Reno (Nev. ) Police Department 
Portland (Ore. ) Police Department 
Seattle (Wash. ) Mayor's Office 
Spokane (Wash. ) Police Department 
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Reasons for Geographic Focus. During the site visit process, 
agencies were asked why a particular geographic focus was selected. 
The following reasons were provided by 18 agencies conkacted with 
reg;:,rd to making service available on a jurisdiction-wide basis: 

In that the law enforcement agency was lElgally 
mandated to "prevent crhne" in the entire 
community, the survey has to be offered 
jur isdiction-wide. 

If services were provided exclusively to 
target areas, the agency n'light be charged 
with not providing "equal protection" to all 
citizens. 

Tho logic behind the use of target areas was investigated as part 
of the genoral survey and the site visitation process. Of the 81 agencies 
reporting the usc of target areas during the general survey (e. g. 24 that 
use targets exclusively, plus 57 that use targets at least occassionally), 
the two principal reasons given for emphasizing this approach were: 

The target area represents a high crime 
concentration; and, 

The use of a target area facilitates program 
eva lua Hon. 

When questioned in more detail about the use of target areas, 
site visit agencies offered two additional perspectives. First, it was 
learned that an inadequate understanding exists as to how target areas 
can be used to evaluate program success, i. e. quasi-experimental 
research design. Second, only a few interviewees understood what data 
were needed to identify target areas that meet research/evaluation 
rcquirelnents. 

Clientele Served and Why. When asked if survey programs 
intentionally emphasize a particular type of premises, all 206 responded. 
Their answers are presented in the following table. 
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Tablc III. 20 

Intenti.onal Survey Program Emphasis ~/ 

Prelnise s Type 
No. of Times 

:1tfentioned 

All pl'cl'nises t .• :eated equally 
Residences stressed 
Com.mercial prelnises stressed 
Publi.c building/institutions stressed 

a / Two hundred and s LX agencie s respontled. 
b/ Multiple responses were provided. 

127 
53 
27 

4 
211 b/ 

Of the 20 agencies contacted durin;s site visitations, program 
crnphasis was defincd somewhat differently. In parti.cular, it was noted 
by 14 agencies that rc:)'sidcllccs have and continue to receive b'Ie prepon­
derance of actual surveys; four provide the rnajority of SU1",re.ys within 
non-residential prem.ises; and, two noted a relatively even distribution. 
The rcasons behind thE; heavy residenl:ial emphasis were as follows: 

Assesslnent 

There are apPl'oximately ten til"rles more residential 
prelnise s than n011.-ro s identLal pren1ises in Inost 
jurisdictions; and, therefore, 

It is quite logical that nlOre surveys are directed 
toward residential premi.ses. 

The Questions Assessed. Within the context of program service 
area and cli.entele,- the following questions wore raised: 
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Can l:arget areas be used to advantage in 
implementing a security survey progra.rn.? 

Is there a rational.e behind the selection of 
survey program dicntele groupi>? 

Assessment of the Questions. With regard to the uSt:! of target: 
areas the survey found that: 

In nearly 90 pel-'cent of the 206 agencies surveyed, 
the entire jurisdiction comprises the progral'n 
ser vicea:l'ea. 

The intensive usc of target areas is dj.££Lcult 
for 1110S(: agenci.es because of their 11 juri.sc1iction­
wick responsibility 11 allcl the potontial public 
charge of "unequal protection. 11 The use of 
target areas in conjuncHon with jurisdidion-
wide services (i. e. canvassing in target areas 
while responding only to requests in the 
remainder of a jul'isdi,ction) appears to be a 
feasible aiternati.vc based on site-visit responses. 

Earlier research indicated that target area s focus 
on high crime concentrations.}j This contention 
was not confirmed dul'ing the general survey and 
only one of the agencies visited uscs target areas 
for this purpose. 

Although it was the intention of 25 of the agencies 
surveyed that exclusively use target areas to employ 
them as a basis for evaluation, only five indicated 
that such assessments have actually been conduded 
within this fran1ework. 

This final (,bservation warrants discussion due to the fact that 
during sit.e visits it was found that personnel in most agencies did not 
lmderstand the use of the tal-get/control area, or quasi-experimental 
des ign proces s. Thus, although this approach ha s the potential to ass ist 
in program assessment, sufficient knowledge does not exist in the field 
to realize this potential. 

1/ White, et. al. PoHce DeparL1nent Program, p. 47. 
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.M(i1"(~OV(!J:, If. addUlrmal x-osoax-ch is to b(",J. conducted, those agencies that 
pa.1'Li\~tpaL<; 0.,£1 Ilmodda" should 1:){~ thoroughly briefed on this approach and 
llh(}u)(l t1fJe it CD Itnplemenl: security survey activities. 

Vrith rogard to tho loa lionale behi.ncl the selection of survey program 
('lh'l1/;nl<! groups, little unlvers:lliogic appeal'S to exist. That is, based on 
Iwn(~);al sm:v<:y and field visits, most agendes respond to the needs of all 
LYP\!(l OX prOrni£H!Ei. Of ~ho~Jf; thaI: have intentionally stressed residences or 
lnw irwll S clit.abll.shn:wn{;l:;j, <lee i.s ions appear to be ba sed on specific 
In en.! (~()ndUlol1s (i,. (~. 11101'0 1'u f:1 ielenco or bus ines s had boon victim ized; it 
WlHl f(:U (hat n. unit could achi.ev(.) "a greater impact" by concentrating on 
mw gl'ou.p C)]' the oUwt; etc.). 

'l'JlJi~ RELATIONSHIP AND IMPACT OF SECURITY 
(;6I3~f.;~~r7\]\fT)' OHJ)INANC1~S ON Tng IMPLEMENTATION 

Tu d<.wolop inlo:rrnation concerning the relationship and impact 
of iH'vudty codes ilnd ordinances on the im.plem.ontation of survey 
}ll'ogJ:iUll.H i\ ntln:J.bcH' of subject£> W(H'C investigated. These inclu.ded: 

1<'i nd Lngfi 
1\,:'~1;.J-fM._-'" 

Tho 11.1.tn1.ber of agencies with adopted or 
pen,ding codes; 

FacLc;.z S IJ.l1c1erlying the adoption of codes; 

The' coverage of sccul:ity codes; (l. e. new 
Or (~xisf..ing structures, residential sites, etc.); 

A.drninist:ration and eniorcen'lent of security 
cod('o i and, 

D<H'tu't1Cnled h'l'lpact ('If secul'ity code s. 

StitttlH tlf SC't'Ul:icy Codes. Twenty-three, or approximately 12 
p~·l.'v ... nt t)! thl.' ag('ndes r(,~sponding to the general survey reported the 
('xit; tl.'nn' ~)( ,01 adopted S(;\('urity' ('ode. The table which follows lists 
tlwH(' uHmnnnitil's. Notably, cui additional 51 agencies indicated that 
~\ ~ ()(h' w.\:; Ilin Pl'()(,0S~ It. 
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Table III. 21 

Jllrisdicl}OnS with Adopted Secnrity Provisions 
In :BLiilding Codes or Rala ted Ordinances 

Ha'rtford, Connc c tiCllt 
Plainfield, New Jersey 
Montgomery County, lvfal:yland 
Dade County, Florida 
Miarrli, Florida 
Miami Beach, Florida 
Tmnpa, Florida 
East Lansi:ng l Michigan 
Saginaw, 1'1ichigan 
Minneapolis, 1vlinn.esota 
Ne\v York City, N~\v York 
Colurnblls, Ohio 
Springfield, Ohio 
Topeka, Kansas 
1ifis soula County, Montana 
Sioux Falls, South Dakota 
Oakland, California 
Los AngeIer; County, California 
Modesto, California 
Oxnard, California 
Concord, California 
Seattle, Washington 
Tacon"la, Washington 

Factors Underlying ~he Adoption of Codes. Three jurisdictions 
visited during the research have adopted security codes. When the 
question was raised as to why action was taken to adopt these regulations, 
two general reasons were offered. First, it was reported that during 
crirne prevention training the need for and propriety of such legislation 
had been discussed. Second, as a result of implementing surveys and 
through the general conduct of crim.e prevention prograrns. those invQlv(>d 
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itl tItt, IJl'fJ( (~!i~; 11~tn·nl~d that 8C('llrity weaknCnSCS WCr<:~ being 'Ibuilt 
iut t)1t lWW }wn10U and buildirws. Due to this fact, crime prevention/ 
HUt' VI~y01'1i edt Lhtl.t i.t would be incon.cclva ble for them to keep 
IJ!L1 I~ vdth tll<' v()lm:n(: of S(:curity w(;akncSScs that would parallel 
)1(: ...... (1J)l'7lr\Jdimt. 

The qU('F,tion of whether codes were being considered and 
why w:w also usk(~d of ()th(~:r jt'tt'isdictions visited. In three cases (i. e. 
tq~lillg tOll, '/'('>!('J.,s; St. Louis I Misf1()\ll:ii and, Palo Alto, California), it 
wnN IJol('d t)ml ('>:pwdel1ce gailH.:~d through security surveys had 
1H'(,< lJ1H,),tl~d ('od(~ dovdolnJlcnt eHorts. 

A~j a HH!fL)Hl of g('t..illing a b:wadcr perspective of factors 
l!~.u<1illg tl) ()d~' <h:ve'.\opmunL (;Oll1.pn.l:iHons were made on the basis of 
ti\U'V\~y '{ltogl.'aUl <l.go illld the 8i%<.: of jurisdictions in which adopted or 
lwl1d:inH ( (Hkll ~1.XiHt. l"inditlgs are !)um1uarizec1 in thc two tables 
whi.< h lolltJw. Notttbly, Cl'OhS talmlat.iol'ls concerning these variables 
Wt'I't~ 1'1111, Iml no Htn.t.i.tlli<.'illly significa.nt l'clationship resulted. 

Table HI. 22 

Ag~'·l'ld.t\ s vlith Adopted 0).' PI;:nt]ing Secltrity 
Code' 01' 0)'(111)1).'11('(>. by Age of Survey 

Nmulll''l' \vith nduptt'd 
\ mh'!': tll' ONHll:iJH'(,H 

Nl.llulH'l' with p<'ndinn 
tlHh'I" 0)' 0).' <1in;\IH ('8 

}) 1" og l' at')) 

Age of Program 
.-~--~-~--~--~~~--~~~--~~--------~ JJes s than (; l"rl.onths 1 to 2 2 to 3 3 year sand 

61110nths to 1 y(;'~ years _ years older 

o 2 8 6 7 

7 6 26 11 3 

7 8 34 17 10 

82 

Totals 

23 

51 

74 
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Table III. 23 

Agencies with Adopted or Pending 
Security Code or Ordinance By Size of Jurisdiction 

Size of Jurisdiction 
4,999 or 5, 000 to 10, 000 to 25, 000 to 50, 000 to 100,000 to 250, 000 to 500, 000 to 1 tnillion 

less 9,999 24,999 49,999 99,999 249,999 499,999 999,999 or tnore 

00 
Nutnber with' 

{,J.J adopted code or 
ordinance 0 a 0 a 8 3 4 4 4 

Nutnber with 
pending code or 
ordinance 5 1 5 10 15 9 2 4 0 

Totals 5 1 5 .10 23 12 6 8 4 



11}~~;lV(;l"tLl.~~: qf SC<:\.H!.ty Codes. 'J:./ All of those responding 
lo Uw grmnl'al r3Ul'yey lh<1t reported the exi.stence of adopted codes 
llot(!cl Lltt'LL Llwt;(! lav!(i are applicable to new cons truction. Nine of the 
Z'? a.l~;() Hti.l.tc:d that the cadet) deal with existing structures. !:../ In 
arlrll.tlnn, HU.l'Vcry findingE1 tnd.i.cate that 18 percent of the adopted 
ef)d(~fj Ineludl' IJT)(!(.!i.fic: P):oVi.si.011S cleali.ng with lUulH.:.farnily dwellings. 
trIm talJl(' which follows summar i",es this information. 

Tahle Ill. 24 

Types of p:t"(.ni:'li.Bc~; Covel.'ed by Adopted SecLU:ity Codes 

Singlp ft:llnily t(lsidcnccs 
JvrnHt~ tarn i.ly re' s idenecs 
Cornnw:t'C' ial!mannfacLur ing 

os Lahli!3hnw)).ts 

No. of Codes Covering 
Such Premises a/ 

9 
18 

12 

j,\Jl}':~~2:l.,~!t~:.~.t~H1 and )i;nfol'ccrnenL of Security Codes. Agende s 
pill·t.ldpD.llr1!~ in (he gc..'l1.e:rtl.l s\.u:vcy were asked to identify who adminis­
tl'l'H u,nd/o\' enCore'of) securiLy provisions. Ten of the 23 police 
ng('nci(,H with ~O{kD also have specific enforcement authority. The 

. ti.\hh' on th{' fClllov,tj,ng page lists these agencies. 

Ir-).':I't:Tu~~7~'tile01nll'l0l;ly covered in secur tty codes include specifications 
for dOD1' D.ncl wi.ndow systerl'lS, fraIning and fasteners, lock 
~\BRl'rnl)ly upeciJi.<'at.:ions, and lighting specifications. 

,~I An ntti,'l:Ilpt wu s not rnadc to document the degree to which existing 
.t",,-

sln\('tuteH W(,l.'(' covcl'(~d \:t.nder these codes. However, based on 
\'lw pt\.fll i\XPPl.' ienl.~(~ of rnen.lucr s of the l'esearch team, such code s 
gC'lH)r;,\lly pert,) in 1;0 additions or imprOYCInents which equal at 
IN\st riO pnl'(;'en.t of the valu.e of the original structure. See also, 

. ".6J)ui.1!!1.~~tL0l2-c:~~·ily Code for 'Texas Cities: An Explanatory Hand­
hook t\nc) l~cct)l'l)m(,md('d Ordinance, pu.bUshcd by Texas Municipal 
""r;~~w-:" A\'l~tin, T(~xas, Janual'Y, 1975, pp. 10-23. 
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Table III. 25 

Survey Programs Legally Empowered to Enforce 
Compliance of Code DeficiencLes 

Plainfield, New Jersey 
Miami Beacil, Florida 
Columbus, Ohio 
Springfield, Ohio 
Mis soula County, MontcLl1a 
Los Angeles County, Californi.a 
Modesto, California 
Oxnard, California 
Sea ttle, Wa shington . 
Tacolua, Washington 

In the 13 remamLng cases, findings in.dicated tbat the codes were 
. admin.istered by public works agencies, fire deparbuents and 
environmental protection agencies. 

Notably, it was learned through telephone and on-site 
discus s ions that the survey agende s rarely exercised enfo:r:celuent 
authority. In two of the agencies visited--Dade County, Florida and 
Concord, California--the code has had no effect on the SUl"Vey process. 
In these jurisdictions, code enforcement is t:he responsibility of the 
10,cal Building and Zoning Division and Public Works Department, 
respectively. 

In Seattle, Washington, however, Ordinance 98900 is 
enforced by the Chief of Police. Although this enforcement authority 
is used in the survey proces s to encourage compliance with 
recornmendations, site interviews revealed that seldon'l, if ever, 
are violators issued citations. 1./ 

l/ This pos ition wa s supported by a Sergeant from the Seattle Police 
Departn'lent in an unpublished paper ("Crime Prevention Bureau 
Operation;', by Sgt. Orin Church, p. 4) which stated that "a hard­
nosed attitude on the part of the police will be self-defeating. " 
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1252.£.~!:"()(mted Im.pact of Security Codes. Each of the juris­
dicHona with Ildopl<.:d eodes that was vis ited (i .• e. Dade County, 
Florida; Go,..OO l' <1, Ca.lifornia; and, Seattle, Washington) was queried 
{~H lo the I:m<:c(~ss c.£. the codes. In each case those interviewed 
:t'(,p()l!L,~d that they fell codes were having a positive impact on, crime. 
!Jowc'I'cr, .none of these "impressions!' could be supported by evalua­
ti.(')l1 ftncli.:ngs. ll'u.rlhc).', the research team was advised that no real 
(If:fo)'l(l havo 'b(~Cll made to systematically evaluate the impact of the 
(,(Hl(HJ fJin.c(~ th.ey were adopted. 

rrh~ Quos Lio.n A s seA sed. C011.cerning the relationship of security 
(:()('I<~s and o1'di.l"lat,)GCls with sccUJ:ity programs, thc following questions were 
NI, tiled: 

Is the security code cons idcl:ed an effectivc 
o1'in:10 dol:orl'ent measure? 

What has been the impact of security codes 
0)1 tho survey process? 

What ha s been the im.pact of secllrity codes 
on c);i.rninal victin1.Lzation? 

No evi.d(.~nce was found that SUppol'ts the contention that secur ity 
('odt's u,l.'e df(~C'tjv(' crhne deterrents. Although this opinion was shared by 
many <q~nnc.ios tht'Ll: responded to the general survey, it is supported by 
only ~ubj(~(~Hvc judgements. Non<~thelc$s, an ever increasing number of 
jtu.'iudi.eHol1.s a)'(~ 1:t:1.rning toward this crime prevention tool. The general 
IHll'V('Y dOGnn::tcnc<'d thaI: 23 jurisdictions have adopted codes, while 51 
ol'lwl'l:i ari) in the pl'ocess of dC\Tcloping codes. Other estimates indicate 
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that upwards of 400 cities have adopted codes, 1/ while 120 ol:he.rs are 
II in proces s ". '!;../ 

This information suggests that the security code has th~" potential 
to substantially augment the actual survey process. This hypothesis \vas 
support:ed by all survey personnel contacted during site visit:ations. If 
further research on the survey program is conducted, howe 'Iter, an ef~ort 
docmuenting the impact of security codes is essential. 

INCENTIVE PROGRA MS RELA TED TO THE 
SECURITY SURVEY 'TECHNIQUE 

The Focus of the Survey 

Information was sought during the work to document whethel" a 
relationship exists between the survey process and val"ious incentiv(~ 
programs. In particulal,", inforr:nation was gathered to determi.ne: 

The type s of incentive programs utilized; 

T.he agencies us Lng incentives in conjunct:i.on 
with the survey; and, 

The way in which incentives are utilized and 
their impact on the survey program. 

1/ Ms. Bomar, a member of the Project Advisory Comnlittee 
conducted a telephone survey concerning this question in h~r capacity 
as Information Specialist, National Crime Prevention Institu~e. Survey 
findings provided by the Building Officials and Code Administration 
Association, Chicago, Illinois, based on information they hac1maintailled 
thru 1973 indicated that upwards of 400 cities have adopted codes. 
Notably, the following organizations were, also, contacted but reported 
having no information on this subject: Council of State Governments; 
International City Management Association; National Clearinghouse 
For Criminal Justice Planning and Architecture; National Institute of 
Municipal Law Officers; National League of Cities, among others. 

2/ Ibid. Estimate based on a "log" of information requests maintained by 
the National Cr ime Prevention Institute. 
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~£J!. of Inc:;cmtivc 1?rogtaJ~nd How They al'e Utilized. Only 
7,() (If lhn ?()() arwncies reoponding f:o the general sUl'VCy reported that one 
OJ' rnOtE incentive pl'ograr.ns are used in conjunction with physical inspecti.olls. 
'J 11,. rtppl'(Jn.dwH tHwd by Lhese agenci.es b1cludcd: insu:r:ancc rate reductions; 
11'('(' 01' to(lu('od coot fw(~u):ity hat<lwarc; and, free or reduced cost hardware 
inHlalln.tlon. 

SCV/:'I)'n.) <1.g('nd(~A l"<:pol:Led that they cooperate wi.th insurance 
('Olnpn.!)i.(w tim!.: off(·), )'atc :l'cclucti.o.nn to hcn'l1.cowners or tenants insurance 
pl't'lntnlYW in afH;(H~iaITO;l wi'i'h.' Gel=lain cl'irnc prtwcnl:ion programs. No 
d()(,\lUH'n! dt proof of tilL!> <:lJ'rangcrnenl wa s provided in the gf;)ncra1 survey 
Ol' (,()I\lcll)(~ ronnel clnt'iDg fic1el work. 

Wi.Lh l'q~a:t(l to_free hal'c1vl<l.re insLallation, field visits 
<ltH'mTl('nt(~d lIu\t wlu'rl t:hi.s npproach is used, al'rangCluonts are most 
t'mnmonly rnttde wUh tIw owners or rnanagem.ent of apartrnent com­
plf~'>:l.·11 h)' $(,(·\~l'i.ly sllrvey personnel to oHer reduced cost hal'dware 
and frcm lU/1lal1atiol\. In part:ienlal', aiter a sunrey, apal'bnent 
In:\.n[\g(mH\~'~ \.$ l\liC0rll'a.gnd to pnrclmsc irn p:r:ovcd door and window 
l(H'kn tn.lmlki lo offer the hnl'c1ware for sale to tenants at cost; and, 
to \\1.lP ('XiHLi.l'lg mailltenU)1Ce pers011l1cl 1;0 install the locks hec of 
dl~\l'g(\. 'nH~ Ll!nn.nt: can pn.y cash for the hardware oJ.' authorize a 
cl!!c1ndi.nll Cr<.nn .hi.s or bo1' socu.dt:y deposit. When moving from the 
pl'pn\bH'I-l, Llw t(man\; l'nusL 1<:<1.vo the hal'c1ware in place. Thus, by 
<'hnngint' only lod\: t'yHnd01:s ~:r: combinations to maintain effective key 
<~()ntr{;ll, tlU' cornplex realizes permanently impl'oved security. A 
vaddy of olher apptoaches have also been attempted using municipal 
n,,\il1f:(~niU1('(·. Pl~:t'l:lom)cl; purchasing bulk quantity hardware through 
})l'ighhorhoo<l groups n.nCl cOlnrnunity as sociations, and arranging for 
tHf!(>O\mL b\11k tl1.sl·allal:ioll; et:c. 

Although not' .p0l'lSOl'cd by the Missoula (Montana) Police 
l)!'}H\'l:tnw.nt, Ol1(~ local hardwal'e store offers a reduced installation 
l':tk fO.l.' h;:\l'(lwa1.'{' sold to customers pl'CSellting completed survey 
dH'd>;URl~. 
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Where free harnware is offered It was found that this is done 
in conjunction with large scale cornmunity development grant funds 
ava ilable thxough the Department of HOtls ing 2.i"lti TJ rban Development. 
One such program is uncler development in st. Paul, lv:tinnesol:a. More 
specifically, federal funding is to be. used to offset up to 25 percent of 
the cost of security improvern.cnts identified (up to $200) during physical 
inspections and made by i.ndividuals in designated target areas. 

The Cedar Rapids (Iowa) Police Department incol.'porates a 
burglar alanu leasinurogram with its securil:y survey activit:ies. That 
is, at the request of a survey recipient, the departrnent installs and 
monitors a burglary alann syster:n, at cost. A prerequisite fOl' participation 
in the alanu progl'am, however, is the irnplernentatio:n of all rCCOIUn1()).l­
dations made by the cli"!partment dur ing a formal secnr ity sluvey. 

Althou.gh not yet in effect, a unique incentive pro:;ram is in 
the process of dcvelopm.ent in Minnesota. The State Legil·,laturc is 
presently considering a bill that would include a state inC011'1O tax: 
deduction of up to $300 for security improvements made by individuals. 
The purpose of the bill would be to shift some of the respons ibility for 
crime prevention to the indi.vidual. In so doing, it is felt that mOJ~e 
individuals will tak.e a sincere interest in security under the assurnp­
!:ion that they are "getting a break" fl'om the government. , 

Agen.cies with Incentive Programs. The table \\rhich follows 
lis ts agencies that reported the use of incentiv<:~ progran1s dur ing the 
general survey. 1/ 

Those sampled were not asked to indicate if they planned to usc 
incentives, or if they had employeel them and since discontinued 
using this technique. 
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Ta ble III. 26 

Agencies Offering Incentive Programs 
In C'"'njunction with Stu-vey Activities 

£:'J£ency 

Glastonbul."Y (Conn.) Police 
nopa 1: tnlen t 

Wat(~:d')Ury (Conn. ) Police 
])epartmon.t 

Cobb Cm .. ll:1ty (Ga. ) Police 
n(~pal' tn::l(,l1t 

nowling Cl'('e:n (Ky. ) Police 
Depa l' tu;)(\n t 

nopkins vi.lle (Ky. ) Police 
))opa l' trnetl!: 

M(·t)1phi.A ('renl,).) Police 
I)(~ pa:r: (,n)en~ 

Joli,cl: (Ill. ) Police Dcpartn:lOnt 
SOl.lU'J. BONl (Ind. ) :Police 

l)(~parl:ment 

l,~clm1 P.l"\.l1' in (Mi.nn. ) Police 
D<' pa l' huon I: 

])a11(, County (Wi.s. ) Sh(;~r iff's 
()ffi(,~e 

C(}J:pus Ch.dsl:i. (Tex. ) PoHce 
J)(~pal:t:nlenl: 

C"l'(~l'nsbo:L'o (N, C. ) Pnlice 
De pa l' tm.cnt 

Cedar Rapids (Ia.) Police 
Dcpal.'tn')cnt 

Aurora (Col. ) Police 
nepartn.w)1t 

Bn:cken.ridgc (Col.) Police 
Dt'pal't:ru('nt 

IHIUng!:l (Mont.) Police 
J)c, pa l' !:r.t'')(ml 

Mts SOtlla County (Monl:. ) 
She.' riff's OfHce 

San Mateo (Ca.) Police 
n(~pal'tmcnl' 

San Ra(a(~l (Ca. ) Police 
J)cpt\.1:hnol1t 

Vallejo (Ca.) J:>olicc 
no,pal'hntmt 

Type of Incentive Program 
Insurance Rate Reduced Cost Reduced Cost 

Reduction Hardware Installation 

x X 

X 

X X 

X 

X 

X 
X 

X X 

X 

X 

X X 

X X 

X 

X 

X 

X X 

X 

X 

X 

X 
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AUhough it: was beyond the scope of the present study to dl;1termim'\ 
why incentives are utilized, sUe visits to four agencies that uso such dtwices 
--Greensboro, Eden Prairie, Missoula and Cedar Rapi,ds--:t:evealed that they 
are aimed at pronlOting and inc.reas ing cornpliance. 

Notably, during the general sm:vcy and site visits no evaluations 
concerning the relationship behvecn sm:vey cOluplianco rates and incentive 
prog:rarrls were found. Further, no data w ~re a va ilable as to the actual 
cost or ben.efits reali:>Jed by those who "ake aclvanl:agc of incentive programs. 

Assessment 

The QuesHo:'l. Assessed. WiI:h :l.'cgard to the n.se of incentives, 
the following question was raised: 

Ha s the use of inccnH vo s had a s igni:fi.cant 
effect on the survey proces s '? 

Assessment of the Questions. With i"~gard to the question, the 
following wa s found: 

Only 10 percent of the 206 agencies sarnplec1 
were found to usc incenti\res. 

To the extent l'hat incenti.ves are employed, 
they serve- as Ilillduc~m.entsll to snrvey 
prograrn compliance. 

No dfort has b~len made to evaluate the 
relationship between survey compliance l.'atr:s 
and i.ncentive programs. 

No data exists regarding the specific costs 
and benefits thaI: accrue to t1.sors of incentives. 

Moreover, the growing usc of security codes and incentives 
suggests that security survey administrators are aware of the limited 
impact their programs are like:1y to have, and l"t!cognize that codes and 
incentives can substantially augment this impacto Correspondingly, 
it may be hypothe sized that without the expanded usc of cocles and incentives, 
the full potential of the security survey technique will never bi'! rea1i~cd. 

91 



Section IV 

IDxpectatioHS fo): tho Security Survey Program and Perceived 
and DOCUll"H.m.tCd. Levc;;~ls of Fulfillrnent 

To d~)ter.l'nine what those ilTlple.menting security survey, pr.ogi:an1s 
h(.~d "a.dually" expcct~d to accomplish through the use (;:1. the techniques 
and the degree to which. stH.:h r.:X?(.'.c:talions had been actualized, a num.ber 
of topi<-:s were invcBtigatcd dU:l.'ing the research. These included: 

The assllmptions, goals and objectives nlade i1~ 

relation to wha.t COll1d be expected of tht.::! sc::curity 
Sl.l1'Vt'Y pl'ograrn; 

The levels of. fuliillrncnt concerning the assumptions, 
goals and objectives that those llnplenlenting snch 
pl'og 1·(11'11.S focI have been achieved; and, 

Knowledge that: exis ts that rnight be used to validate: 
the Pl\l:CclVec1 Sll(.:ces~ of the fuHilll'ncnt of such 
assumptions, goals and objectives. 

ASSUMPTIONS, GOALS AND OBJ'ECTIV:ES UNDERLYING 
I;C)-CAL SECURITY PROGRAMS' 

'1'11(' 1"O(',\'I.S of 1:l1e S\Jl"V~Y 

survey: 
The following factors 'Nerc investigated in the course of the 

The a!>surnptions or expected accomplishments that 
underlie the initiation of a secul'ity survey program j 

Th(~ existen.ce and nature of goals and objectives 
:.t:c1ating t~) overall crirne prevention programs and 
sp(,~<.~ificall}r to sccnrity Slll"Vey prograrns; 
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Why and by whom goals and objectives arc flreparcel, 

The ways in whlch goals and objcct:ives arc used. 

Fi.ndings 

What W'as to be Achicved/Program,As~l.lrnptio,~ VV'hen. asked 1:0 

articulate the a:,sumptions which undergirded the initlal:ion o.f ~hei:l' security 
survey program., 204 general survcy respondents were unable to cHffel"en­
Hate between assumptions, progran:1 goa.1s and objectives. lI'Ol' exam.ple r 

statements referred to as lIassurnptiollsl1 n'lost fJ:equently were: 

Ila i'eduction in the i.ncidence of burglary:" and, 

Ilan in'lprovement In poliCe-COll'llUunil:y relatiol1S". 

The rem.aining tWf) agencies stated that they Ilhad no p<l.rticulal: assunlptions ll • 

This same pattern \vas found arnong the twenty agcnci.es visited. 

What "\Nas to be Achieved/ProgralTI Goals and Objectl,res. Of the 
2.00 agc-mcies responding to this question, 62 percent indicatedl:hat written 
goals and objecti.ves existed. When asked to specify what these goals and 
objectives were only 133 responded. Thei.r answers arc presented in the 
following ta.ble. 

Ta. ble III. 27 

Crime Prevention/Security Survey Goals and Objectives 
Noted. by 133 Agel1cies 

Goal/Objective 

To reduce the incidence of burglary in residential areas 
To reduce the incidence of burglary in commercial areas 
To advise the public of specific security weaknesses 
To cause citizens to take action to help protect their own 

ell VirOnlTIents 
To improve police-community .relations 
To reduce general criminal activity 

(Continued) 

93 

Number of Times 
lvlentioned 

105 
101 

79 

73 
73 
70 



Goal/ Objective 

Ta ble III. 27 

(Continued) 

To advise the public of specific security improvements 
To achieve a reduction in the number of successful 

burglaries committed where little or no force is 
requi.red to enter prernise 

To increase the age.n.cy's knowledge of security 
weakne s s in the cOITIITIunity 

To reduce larceny and other lesser property criITIes 
To increase the percentage of burglaries detected 

while in progre s s 
To reduce the fear of cr ilne 

Number of Times 
Mentioned 

68 

56 

52 
50 

45 
43 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
·1 

Only 29 percent of the 206 agencies were aware of written goals I 
tind objectives dealing specificaliy with security survey acthrities. These 
goals and objectives directly pa;t'allelled those stated. in the above table. 

Why and by Whom are Goals and Objectives Prepared. With I 
regard to the reasoning behind the developlnent of' goals and objectives, 
in only 37 percent of the cases did the decision emanate from within the I 
security survey/crime prevention unit, as is noted in the following 

. table: . 

Table III. 28 I 
The Ea s is for the Development of Goals and Objective s 

Basis for Action 

Grant/funding requirement 
Cil:y or agency high level management 

rcquiren1cnt 
Administrative decision of security 

survey progralTI direc;.or 
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No. of Respondents 
Noting Reason 

68 

22 

52 

142 

Percent 

48% 

15 

37 

100% 
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How are Goals and Objectives Used. The agencies with writt~n 
goals and objectives were also asked if they served a useful end boyond 
meeting a grant or related requirern.ent. Of the 117 responding, 78 
indicated that goals and objectives "provide general prograrn focus ll ; 

(i. e. to reduce the incidence of residential burglary, commercial burglary, 
shoplifting, etc.); 43 stated that they "s\:!l"ve as general indicators for 
progran1 managment and evaluati.on" (i. e. the degree to which the incidence 
of such crimes is reduced). 

As a means of confirming this iniorrrlation, two st:ops were taken. 
Documentation was requested from the agencies that indica.ted in the general 
survey that evalua{:ions had been perfonued. Less than a dozen were 
received. Of those, ten did not use goals and objectives as a basis for 
analysis. In order to obtain additional docmnentation, the san1.G request 
\vas made of the 20 agencies contacted during site vis itations. Only four 
agencies provided evaluations based 011 program goals and objectives. 
Importantly, in 16 cases unit personnel "knew what goals and objectives 
were", but did not understand how they could be structured to assist in 
program implementati.on and evaluation. This is particularly interesting 
when one considers that a primary criterion used in the selection of the 
site visits was the existE:m.ce of data concerning prograrn Sllccess. 

As ses sn-lent 

The Que stions As ses sed. Three key questions provided the frame­
work for the assessment of securi.ty survey progralTI assumptions, goals 

and objectives: 

Do conscious and/or written assumptions, 
goals and objectives comlTIonly undergird 
security survey programs? 

Where they exist, do goals and objectives 
serve a purpose beyond that of simply 
meeting a grant or administrative requirement? 

Are goals and objectives actually serving as 
a n1eans of measuring program accomplishments 
or success? 
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ASSC:Sf:lmC11t of th,e Questions. With regard to these questions, 
the folJ.owi.ng was f01).11<1: 

NinctY-hil1C pcrccnt of the 206 agencies surveyed 
were unable to differentiate between assumptions 
and program goals and objectives. The remaining 
agencies stated they "had no particular assun'lptions. II 

Approximately four out of every ten agencie s 
surveyed J'\.ave 110 written progralu goals or 
obj(~cti.vcs. 

Of tllos(;) agc11cics that have w,ritten goals and objec­
tl.VCEi, 63 pcrcent indi.cated that they Wel"e a funding­
;relatl~c1 :roqni.r<nucnt. 

Docurrwntt~d cddenc.c concerning the usc of goals 
a:nd objectives as basis for program evaluation was 
a va Hable :f:rol'n only 3 percent of the 206 agencies 
sampled. 

Crimo prevention survey staff in 16 of the agencies 
site vi.s itcd did not have sluficient knovlledge and/ or 
skill to uSb goals and objecti.vcs as program imple­
r1'1onl:a[:ion and Clvaluation \:ools. 

ll'i.ndings Lnclicat:ccl that as sllluptions underlying the use of 
tlw fJ('ct\,dl:y su:rvoy tecJmique arc non-existent and goals and objectives 
arc pxt:ant in only 60 pel"Cent of the agencies surveyed. Based on !.lite 
vi.Bi.t (\xpt.n"ioncc, ho\vovo1:, it is reasonable to conclude that even in 
1:]WI10 i.nHlal1cC~l, 1:1.gCl.'V:.:y personncl arC generally not equipped to use 
l'1W11'l (,\.s of.t\~ctivc 1.11unagcn"lent or evaluation tools. This conclusion 
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is supported in the litera ture. 1/ 

One reason for this c~ndition may be the inadequate attention" 
given to this topic during crime prevention/ security survey training. 
As a rneans of testing this hypothesis, a re\riew was made of the 
curriculum used at the National Crime Prevention Institute .. where the 
vast rnajority of survey program, administrators :r~ceived their formal 
training. The hypothes is was confirmed by this review. 

Moreover, if assumptions, goals and objectives are 1;0 be uscd 
effectively for management and evaluation purposes, three steps lllnst be 
taken. First, a "n10del 'l set of assumptions must be developed fron1 
which reasonable g0a.ls and objectives can be derived. Second, these 
models should be "ln1ade available" to all agencies which have developed 
or are considering security survey progran1s. Third, crirne prevontionl 
security survey "training" should include specific segments dealing with 
the planning, implementation and evaluation of such progralns. 

11 Koepsell-Girard and As sociates, An Operational Guide to Cr ime Pre­
vention Program Planning, Management and Evaluation (Falls Church: 
Koepsell-Girard and Associates, 1975), p. 7. George L. Morrisey, 
Management by Objectives and Results (Reading, Mass. : Addison-Wesley 
Publishing Co., 1970), pp. 2-10 and passim. Koepsell-Girard and 
Associates, Administrative Crime Prevention Course: Student I-Iand­
book, 1975, pp. II-I through II-33. The National Commis s ion on 
Productivity, Opportunities for Improving Productivity in Police 
Services (Washington, D. C., 1973), p. 39. It should be further noted 
that during verbal discussions with other NEP Phase I Community Crime 
Prevention grantees, it was 'learned that data aggregated in those studies 
supported this contention. 
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l __ 

PBRCgrVgD LEVELS OF FULFILLMENT Of.' 
SECUIUTY SUl\VEY GOALS AND OBJECTIVES 

The: li'ocus of the Stt:rvey 

To determine if security survey program goals and objectives 
have heen met, respondents to the general survey were asked if, in their 
opi.nj,ons, the things they originally expected to accomplish had been 
achi(.!ved. Their responses are discussed belov,r. The presentation of this 
information has been organized in terms of the following areas: 

Burglary Rate Considerations; 
Program Compliance Considerations; 
Police -COmlTIlmity Relations Cons ideraHons; and, 
Citi.~(m Awareness and l{nowledge Considerations. 

During Lhe gencral survey and site visits efforts were also made 
Co nneQvcr do(~umcn.(;ation that suppoded contentions concel:ning p,erceived 
l\:Llfi.lhncnL of gon.ls and objectives. 

}l'in<1ings - ~ 

Writl.C'.l). data pl:ovided by the vast majority of agencies responding 
lo the ~lUnrey did not document: the levels of fulfillment claimed by personnel 
sm: veyc!d. In the mai..n, the docurnentation tha,t wa s identified focused on 
invent.o'L'yi.ng program activity as opposed to evaluating the achievement of 
goals a.nd objectives through the application of methodologically sound research 
dcs igns. Ht')w<.wel.', in a few cases ,reliable knowledge concerning goals and 
(\.chj.cvem(~nt was found. These findings are discussed in the next section of 
thin l.'oporf:; e. g. "Doct'lmented Knowledge Concerning the Success of the 
Sccu'ri.ty Survey ProgrOl.n'l." The unsupported contentions of survey personnel 
are l"epol·t:cd in the following paragraphs. 

Burglary Rate Considerations. As referenced earlier, high 
ht1.:t:gln..ry l'ateEi arc one of the principal factors behind the establishment 
of many security survey programs. Consistent with these findings, when 
ask('d to deftnl~ theil: goals and objectives, the reduction of burglary was 
th(~ rnost con1'monly stated target. The following table presents general 
Stl1'vcy r~spollses concerning the perceived levels of' success in realizb4i;t 
this goal. 
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Table III. 29 

Perceived Success in Fulfilling Crime Prevention/Security 
Survey Goals and Objectives 

Pel~cent Notin~ Level of Fulfillment 
Very Some Not Don't 

Crime Prevention Goal Successful Success Successful Know Total 

To reduce the incidence of 
residential burglary ~/ 15% 65% 

To reduce the inc idence of 
commercial burglary b/ 18 61 

a/ One hundred and five agencies responded. 
bl One hundred and one agencies responded. 

11% 9% 

9 12 

Program Compliance Considerations. Questions were raised 
in the general survey a s to whether or iginal agency goals and objective s 
relating to compliance had been fulfilled. Responses to these questions 
are presented in the table below •. 

Ta ble III. 30 

Perceived Success In Fulfilling Goals and Objectives 
Related to G Impliance Among 

Eighty-Six Responding Agencies 

Anticipated Results 

Survey recipients have 
implemented recomlnended 
improvements 

Perceived Level of Fulfillment 
Very Some Not Don't 

Successful Success Successful Know 

34 % 62% 2% 

99 

100% 

100% 

Total 

100% 



Furfher, survey respondents were asked to estimate compliance 
:t'atun among those who had received security inspections. The table 
whic.h foHows summarizes general survey responses. 

T able III. 31 

l!:;stimated COlupliance Rates Arnong Responding Agencies 

}iisti.matcd Perce.ilt of Surveyed 
PJ:(nni.s(~ s t:ha.t Implcmellted 
ne.: cOmrnel'ld.ations 

1;089 than. J.O perc(;:nt 
11 [:0 24 p(;rccnt 
25 to '.1~9 pCJ:cent 
50 to 74 percent: 
More than 75 perccnt 

'rotal 

No. of Agencies 

20 
22 
32 
35 
22 

131 

Percent 

15% 
17 
24 
27 
17 

100% 

I 
I 
I 

'1 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

PoHce-Con'lll"lunity Relations Considerations. As referenced I 
NJ.l'lier, 73 of those responding to the general survey sought to improve 
po1ic~-comlYl\lnity rclat:i.ons through the implementation of a security 
SU1'VCY program. Varying opini.ons were offered as to the effect the I 
t<:<::lm.iquc has had Oll this somewhat allusive measure of program success. 
fJ'hesc opinions are pl'csented in the following table. 
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Table III. 32 

Perceived Success In Fulfilling Goals and Objectives 
Related to Improved Police-Community Relations 

Among Eighty-Eight Agencies Responding 

Very Sonle Not 
Anticipated Re sults Succes sful Success Successful 

Survey program im.proved 
police - com.n'l.unity 
relations 68% 32% 0% 

Don't 
Know Total ----

0% I 000/0 

As the table indicates, the majority of those responding felt that 
the in'l.plelnentation of a security survey program had strong positive 
effects on their agency's relationship with the community. Also, 14 of 
the agencies vis ited felt tha t community attitude concerning law enforce­
ment had irnproved as a result of the survey program.. However, no 
documentation existed to support this contention. 

Citizen Awareness and Knowledge Considerations. Respon­
dents in the general survey had clear perceptions involving the effect 
of the survey program on citizen knowledge and awareness. Many 
elnbodied these thoughts in security survey/crime prevention goals 
and objectives which called for the survey program to make the populus: 

aware of its security weaknesses; and, 

aware of security improvements needed to 
rectify such weaknesses. 

When asked about their success in fulfilling these goals, a 
variety of responses were received, as are summarized in the table 
on the following page. 
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Table III. 33 

}JC1'cc:lvcd SLlC!C(;SS In Fulfilling Goals Concerning Increased 
Public Awarel1css of Security Weaknesses and Irnprovements 

Very Some Not Don't 
Succes sful Success Succes siul l<now Total 

Citili('11H heC0J11C aware of. 

f)('(,llrity we,,\)1,.neSHCS a/ 

CHiz,ent; bC'.('omc awtl.re o£ 
11(' vd lld tl e (' II dt y 
:trllpl'overn(~nts b/ 

iL/"'liIT-gh t y:tiu: l\ {\ r (' S po J we s . 

~/ !';ighty-ol1c\ l'l~Sp()nSe!'L 

46% 

47 

530/0 0% 1% 

48 1 4 

'rlw Qacstion Assessed. With regard to perceived levels of 
]»'Ogl'ttn')SU'(TIHS J the following ql1estion was assessed: 

To what degl'ee do (.a·hue prevention personnel 
feel SC!Clll."ity survey progl'am goals and 
objecl:i.ves wel:e fulfilled? 

100% 

100 

'1'))(' da,(:a. nr(.~ inconclus ive with regard to the degree to which crime 
pl"ovon\'ton pe:nionnel feel security survey goals and Objectives were 
fnlr.tll{'<'i, and littlc dOl;l1lUented evi.dcncc was found to support the various 
(·nnt~mt:i.ons. On the avcl;age, in relal:ion to all the goals considered, over 
90 pCl"c('nt. foU they had achieved some level of fulfillment in relation to 
",rhnt !:IH'Y had set: out: to nccompli.sh. 

In? 
'V<J 
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DOCUMENTED l<:NOWI.JEDGE CONCERNING THE 
SUCCESS OT!' THE SECUBr.ry SURVIGY PROGRAM 

The Foclts of the SUl'veL 

Information and data provided by a vast rnajority of agencies 
contacted offered no 111eaningful knowledge concerning the impact of 
the security sllrvey prograrn. However, this study was not i.ntcnded 1:0 

analyze individual projects, it was necessary to rely solely upon 
available eva111ation rnaterials to assess security sunrey progl'am success. 

In this regard, over 20 percent of the agencies respondi.ng to 
the general sllrvey indicatc)d l;hat evaluations had been porfo:nned. ]) 
Although copies were request:ed during the general survey, less than a 
dozen reports \xlere received. Of those, rnost unil:s sirup1y dOculllc.ntl'cl 
progralll activity (i. c. number of sU.rveys c0111plctec1) as opposed to 
program impact (i. e. reduction in burg1a.ry) a.nc111I:i1izcd opinions and 
attitudes of l'ecipients as t:heir primary analytical base. 

To obtain a broader sample of con'lp1etccl ovaluations, t\vo 
additional steps were taken. Fb.'st, a lette); requesting copies of 
evaluat:ion reports was mailed to those agencies that originally indicat:ecl 
the existence of such materials (those agendes that already fonvar(h~d 
evalual:ions were not re-contact.ed). Second, during site visitations, 
evaluation rnaterials and other pertinent: data were revi.ewed. 

The evaluations that were received wore reviewed in tern1S 
of a number of perspectives. These included the methodology used; 
the nature of the indicators employed; and, the results of the work. 
To facilitate discussion of the points identifiecl in thts process, the 
following clas s ifications are used: 

"1/ In more than half the cases, the reported evahmtions had been. 
carried out by unit staff. 
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Burglary rate considerations; 
Cornpliance rate considerations; 
NI.U11bcr of surveys requested; 
Numbel' of surveY's performed; 
Utilization of $ul.·vey findings and 
rC<.:ornrncndations; and, 
.AUit I.ldinal information us ed to docmnent 
l))~()gram success. 

Burglary Rate Cons idel'ations. Two approache s were employed 
hy those utill::dng thi.:-J indi.cator as a measure of program effectiveness: the 
j\1l'LI'l(ll<;;Li.on's ovorall burglary rale; and, rates of victimization among survey 
l'eC'ipiot1tfJ. 'rhe knowledge developed by a number of evaluators on this 
I;opi.(· ls d tsons sod below vi" -a - vis jurisdi.ctions where prograrn evaluations 
W(' 1.'0 ide' nl i.fi.o(l. 

If\)c AJ:lington (Texas) Police Depal'truent indicated the survey 
d[ol'l ha;J';;""(l' a SLt.~O~1g, positi.ve effect on. burglary rates. 1/ In particular, 
ritm'() 1:110 n sLrthlis hni(~nL of; the program i.n January, 1975, burglarie sand 
aLll'mpt/; 11<1.vO ch~clincd hy 2.8 percent. Although the unit does not totally 
aU rlhnt(' HllfJ CkCl'CH\.El(l to the survey prograrn, the following statistics are 
)'('vl'altng: 

Table III. 34 

13urgln.l'Y Profile for 
Calcncln.:l.' 1975: Adington., Texas 

Nmnb<.'l' of bnrgln.l'ies city-wide 
NLUlt1wl' of HLll'VCyS COl)cht(:lcc1 al 
l>r~'wi~H'S l)\l).'glari~led after survey 

Residential 
Burglaries 

1,060 
301 

2 

Commercial 
Burglaries 

240 
132 

2 

I~r~N(~i:n was available on \riciHmizatiolls arnong this group 
pdol,' to bdl1g surveyed because the program respon.ds only to 
l'oqn('stfl, which tnay or may not inchtde past victims. 

TT'lnf;;'rlllatlon d)·(\.\vl1 from UH~ City of Arlington, Texas, "Granters Fin.al 
PI'OjN:l.n.cpO):t ll

, Grant No. A C-7S-A 01- 2741, undated as subm itted 1:0 
t'lH.' OfHc:(~ o[ the Govel'ror, Criminal Justice Division, State of Texas. 
Nota.bly·, this infol'lllal;ion was varifiecl during a site visit to Arlington. 
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As the table indi.cates~ of those units surveyed, only two wil:hin 
each category were subsequently victimized. FoUowing (:ht}se incidences, 
the M. O. 's of each case were analyzed by unit personnel. The l)l'oces s 
under girdi.ng the ir analys is in.volves the iollowi'tlg clcrncnts: 

Following each completed sunrey, the A:rlil1gton 
Crime Prevention Unit utili::~es a compliance 
in.forrnation postcard to stimulate inlplome1'l.tation 
of survey recommendations and to judge rates of 
conlpliance. AfteJ." three and one-half n1.onths, 
295 postcards had been sent to Sl1.l'voy recipients; 
32 percent had been l,'ctl1.rned. In each of the fOUl' 
referenced cases, the recipients had n.ot returned 
the postcard. 

Btu:glal'Y offense J:epol'ts are reviewed by unit 
personnel to detern1ine how burglaries occur. 
Offense l'eports on the four cases were cOTl1pa1'cc1 
with survey recon:nnenda(;iOl1s to detcl.'l'n.i.no if entry 
had boen made through a portal that had beon l,'efcl.'e.nccd 
during the secl1.rity sunreys as needi.ng in'Jpl'OVcln(,~nt. 
In only one case was this true. In the other (:h1'oO 
cases, no relationship could be drawn between 
the point of entry or IT:tctbod of entry and survey 
findings; i. e. no force was employed anel/or infor­
mation provided in the offense report \vas too sketchy. 

Working in concert with the contiguous City of Atherton, I:h<.' 
Menlo Park (California) Police Department attempted to judge the 
irnpact of the slll.-vey process on th~ rate of burglary. 1/ Using a quasi­
experimental design, con.trol and target groups were ~iClected within 
each jurisdiction. The socioeconomic and demographic characteristics 
of these groups were said to be similar. 

The survey progral"n which insucd called for the total saturation. 
of the target areas. Door-to-door, block- by-block contacts were 
made and surveys were conducted. The statistics which follow illustrate 
the ilnpact the program has had on burglary in. the target areas. 

1/ This inforn1ation was extracted from "The Hom.e and Business 
Secudty Surv('.y", an undated report prepared by the Menlo Park 
Police Department, Menlo Park, California. 
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Analysis Group 

0 Total Jurisdiction 
0' 

Target Area 

Table TIL 35 

Burglary Incidence CIty-1VIde and in Target Areas, 
1974 - 1975: ~;renlo Par:, ami .Ath.erton, California 

Menlo Park Atherton 
Burglaries Percent Burglaries 

1974 1975 Ch.ange ~974 1975 

503 403 -19" 9C}'0 83 89 

156 97 -38.61'0 43 13 

Percent 
Change 

+ 7.2% 

-69.8% 

-------------------

-
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During the 1970' s, the Palo Alto (Califo:t:nia) Police Department 
docmuentec1 that the burglary rate increased by approximately IS percent 
a year.}) Because the crime pre venHon unit cons ists of only two men and 
realizing that alone they could not impact on the entire city's burglal.'Y 
rate, the survey program focused on reducing burglary in.cidence an10ng 
prior burglary victims. 

Although sufficient time has not pas sed to make all. accurato 
determination of the survey program's irnpact, data on prior vicl:imiza­
tion and subsequent victimization of survey recIpients is being rnaintainecl. 
A summary of the data developed to date is presented below. 

Ta ble III. 36 

Burlgary Pl'ofile of Surveyed PrerniRes 
During Calendar Year 1975: Palo Alto, California ~I 

Type of Premise 
Residence Busi.ness 

Burglar ized premises that 
received surveys 

Victimizations after sur :ley 
was conducted 

515 

12 

a/ The 1975 crime rate in Palo Alto was 2.5 burglaries per 
100 population. 

158 

15 

Lette}: to Charles M. Girard from Lt. C. B. Hauser, Coordinator, 
Police-Community Services, Palo Alto Police Department, February 
'24, 1976. Notably, this information was varified during a site visit 
to Palo Alto, California. 
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As was the case in Arlington, Palo Alto survey per sonnel 
COll'lpare offense reports of surveyed prenlises with recommendations 
presented as part of each survey. Of the 12 residences and 15 businesses 
that have been revictilnized, the comparison was said to have shown that 
n1any had not il"nplelnented survey recOlnmendations. 

In conjun.ction with an LEAA High Impact Program grant, the 
St. Louis (Mis saud) Police Department began utilizing the survey 
tecbnique in n:l'i.d-1972. Consis tent with the requirement of the grant, 
steps were taken to evaluate the effectivenes s of the overall prograrn 
and, in particular, the inlpact of the survey approach. 

Initially, the survey effort focused exclusively on previously 
victinlizled commercial establishments. By closely monitoring and 
croS s- refe:rEmcing offense reports with survey ·re cipient inforlnation, 
the following was learned about the overall survey process: ~I 

A sample of 300 businesses surveyed by the CPU 
(cr ime prevention unit) were burglar ized 587 
times during the 12-month period prior to being 
inspected. Following the security survey process 
these saIne 300 establishm.ents were victimized 
only 250 th ... les. in the 12 months after being surveyed. 
This represented a 57 percent reduction in victimiza­
tion ilmong those busines se s surveyed. 

Of the total nun1.ber of businesses surveyed 
through October 1, 1973 (2,782 businesses) a 
reduction in the burglary rate from the year prior 
to the survey through the year after the survey 
was registered at 41.5 percent. 

II ]~xtracted fro111. "Field Review Report". Project No. X-MP3-72-dl 
and S-M-39-72-dl, dated November 29, 1973, Missouri Law 
Enforcement Assistance Council, Region 5. 
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To provide an additional perspective on the ixnpact of the 
survey, a group of 217 "control businesses" which had not received 
phys ical inspections were identified. Each such busine s s wa s located 
in an are8, "sin1ilar" to areas in which surveyed prelnises were located. 
When the control group burglary experience was compared with that of 
the surveyed bus i.nes ses, the following was found: 

Surveyed businesses registered a reducti.on in 
burglary of 41. 5 percent; the " contro1 businesses" 
registered aLl percent increase. }) 

In early 1975, an additional evaluation of t.he impact of the security 
survey was conducted. This work focused on the value of the survey vis-a-vis 
over 300 residential pren1ises that had been inspected. Findings regarding 
this evaluation 'are presented below. '!:.../ 

1/ Ibid. 

Following surveys of 321 premis~ s, eaeh was 
revisited; 24 had becoluevacant (abandoned, 
burned or torn down, etc.); 92, or neady 3'0 
percent, had implemented recOlnmcl1ded 
security improveluents. 

There were 77 burglaries committed against 
the 321 dwellings during the 12-ITlOnth period 
before they were surveyed. During the six-
luonth period following the surveys, 18 bur­
glaries were committed. Only one of these 
dwellings had implemented recolnmended 
security ilnprovements. 

2/ Inforlnation drawn directly frOln an untitled, undated report compi.led 
by the crime prevention unit staff and. provided to the i'esearch team 
during the site visitation process. 
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The Seattle (Washington) Mayor's Office security survey 
prog:::am hal'; been judged effective.l..! The primary indicator used 
to ch'aw thLs conclusion was burglary data.. That is, SeatHe staff 
compares current bUl-glary reports with previous victimization statistics. 
r.r:b.(~se comparisons are made on a city-wide, as well as census tract, 
basis. Usi.ng thi,s approach, the following results were documented 
concerlli,ng the eHol·ts of the agency's survey activities: 2/ 

Between January-June, 1975, and the same 
period for 1974, an 8. 1 percent decrea se in 
reported burglary occurred in. target areas 
where surveys were conducted. During 
January-June, 1975, for the city as a whole, 
excluding target areas, residential burglary 
fell by only 1.8 percent. 

Of the total residences surveyed, a sample of 
346 was selected for analysiso Of this group, 
4.6 percent had been victim,ized during the six 
month period pdor to receiving a survey. In 
the six months following the survey, only 1.4 
percent had been btu-glarized. 

Compliance Rate Considerations. Cnly four of the 206 jurisdic­
Hons contacted (hHing the research were able to provide data in terms of 
survey compliance. Albeit 39 agencies reported that they gather and 
mai.ntain ~mch inforrnation. These data, as well as the methodologies 
utili?;ed to gather it is discussed below. 

1/ Infcn-m,ation was drawn fronl Progress Report to Law and Justice 
:Planning Office, Office of the Governor, Olympia. Washington, 
concerning Burglary Reduction Program, Grant No. 1485 for the 
period of August 1, 1974, thl'ough July 31, 1975. It should be noted 
that the security survey is provided in conjunction with block watch 
ol'ganizaHon and property marking activities which made it difficult 
". • • to tell which se)~vice or services were the most useful as 
a burglary reduction strategy. " See Community Crime Prevention 
Progr,C:l.l'n ,Evaluation of Second Year Burglary Reduction Project, 
Angust I, 1974, through July 31, 1975, prepared by the Seattle Law 
and Justice Planning Office, Research and Evaluation Section, 
Dccem.ber, 1975, p. 2. 

2/ Ibid. 
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Compliance rates are determined by the Ar1ingto~l Police Depart­
ment through the use of a specially prepared postcard. 1./ The cards are 
mailed to each recipient approximately six weeks following the conduct of 
a survey. As the cards are relurned, compliance statistics are computed 
by agency staff. The system has been operative for three and a half months. 
During this period, 295 postcards have been sent to survey recipients; 123, 
or 32 percent, have been returned. COlupliance rates determ ined through 
this system are reported in the following table. 

Ta ble III. 37 

Survey Compliance Rates for Arlington, Texas 

Degree of Compliance 

All survey recOlnluenclations 
implemented 

SOlne survey recomrnendatiOlls 
impl0mented ~/ 

No recommendations 
implemented 

Total 

Postcard Respondents 
Nunlber Percentage 

16 13% 

103 84 

4 3 

123 100% 

a/ At least one survey recon1n:lendation was implemented. 

Compliance data is available for two periods in conjunction 
with the Seattle Mayor's Office Community Crime· Prevention Program, 
as is described below. 

The most recent compliance data deals with residences surveyed 
from May-July, 1975. In particular, program staff recontacted each 
survey recipient by phone to ask about compliance action. Of the 400 
households contacted, 148, or 37 percent, indicated that all survey 
recommendations had been impleluented. 

1/ Letter to Charles M. Girard from Lt. C. B. Hauser, Coordinator, 
Police-Community Services, Palo Alto Police Department, February 
24, 1976. Notably, this information was variiied during a ·site visit to 
Palo Alto, California. 

2/ Information drawn from "Progress Report", prepared for the Law and 
Justice Planning Office, Office of the Governor, OlY!TIpia; Washington, 
by the City of Seattle Burglary Reduction Program .• dated September 11, 
1'975 and augmented by site visit interview. 
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When a broader evaluation. of the Seattle program was under ... 
tak(;l'J. (t. c. for the period of August 1, 1.974 through July 31, 1975), a 
(;omewhaf; di.££erent irnpression resulted. 1../ More specifically, a 
sLati.stical testing met:hodology was employed, using information 
sl:()l,'ed i.n th,e cUy's com.puter files dealing with the survey process. 
The following findings l,'esuHecl: l:.../ 

Based Oh a random sample of 1,102 households 
surveyed during th.e project pcriod, the mean 
nurnl)cl: of recOlnmendations Inade by the project 
staff was found to be 2.33. The mean number of 
reeomrnenc1aH011.s in~plclnented was o. 96. A 
po.ired t-test run on this sample indicated that, 
statisti,cally, the number of recommendations 
implen.1ontecl was s ignifi.cantly lower than the 
l1un~ber of l'econ~]nendations Inade (t= 16.77, 
d.f. :::199). Of the 1,102 households, 615, or 
56 percen!:, had irnplemented at least sorne of 
the rccoll').n~cnc1ed improven~ents. The IUO st 
common rcasons given for failure to comply 
were: Jack of time; the irnproV'elnents were 
unneeessarYi the in~pl'overnents \vould not .help 
prevent: burglary; and, it was the landlord's 
responsibility to sec to the improvements. 
(Intcl'cstingly, 11.0 mention was made in the 
evaluation· concerning the cost of ilnproven.1ents 
as a rcason for nOll-con~pliallce. ) 

Compliancc assessments were undertaken by the St. Louis 
,J)olj,('.o Dop,\l'trnenf; twicc since the initiation of the survey program 
in t"\1ic1-1972. One survey focused on the rate of compliance among 
(',ornl.'l'l<:xcial establishments; the other focused on res idential compliance 
l'atC's. Each is discussed below. 

In conj\,lllction with the evaluation of burglary prevention 
activities ini.tiated under an .LEAA High Impact Grant, the implementa­
ti,on. rate an1.ong cOlnrnercial survey recipients was assessed in two 
of tho dty's "t:al,'get:" area.s between June 16, 1974, and September 15, 

l./ Vinc('nt: A. Van Del' Hyde, IICommunity Crime Prevention Program 
Evaluat:j,on of Second Year Burglary Reduction ;":)roject", Seattle 
IJav,r And Justice Planning Office, December, 1975, p. 12. 

2/ Ibid. 
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1974. 1../ In particular, the project's overall design called for all 
140 conlmercial establishments in two designated target areas to 
receive a security inspection. Each inspection was to be followed up 
by three on-site revisitations during the 90-day period cited above. 
From. the assessJ:nent, it was learned that 81 of the businesses, or 
58 percent, in the cOlnbined sarnp1e imp1eInented at least one of the 
X'ecolnmended security improvernents by the conclusion of the third 
follow-up visit. 2/ The table which £o11o\,;'s details the number of 
types of securitymeasures taken by those involved in this experim.ent. 

Table III. 38 

Security Measures Implelnented by St. Louis Merchants 
In Experhnenta1 Areas 

Types of Measure 
Nmnber of Times Measure 

Implemented 

Lights 
Locks 
Security grating 

26 
80 
62 

In early 1975, a second assessment of compliance rates was 
undertaken •. This effort focused on compliance among 321 surveyed 
residences. Speci5cally, each of the residences was revisited. Of the 
297 that were occupied, 31 percent, made one or lTIOre recommended 
security improvements. i/ 

1/ William Ward, Progress Report: "Target Hardening" Experhnenta1 
Area, prepared by Burglary Prevention Advisory Section, undated, 
pp. 5 and 16, and augmented by site visit interviews. 

2/ Notably, no data was available concerning rate of compliance at 
the time of each of the visits. 

3/ Information drawn directly from an untitled, 
compiled by the crime prevention unit staff. 
obtained during the site visitation process. 
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In addition to compliance infonnation obtained during site 
viflitFl, an eViJ,luation report W':LS received fron'1 the Golden Valley 
(MiltlHHJota) police Departnlent. 1/ Pertinent information included 
In'this :reporl is presented below:-

In. Auguflt and September, 1974. Golden Valley Crime Preven­
tion Unit staf.f cO)'l.duc:tcd a survey to determine rates of cornpliance 
anl(mg SUTV(lY l'ccipicmts. To make this determination, a randOln 
fHl.mplc:. of 160, or 80 percent, of the first 200 survey recipients was 
draw)). Those included in th(Jt sample had froln eight months to one 
yeal' to iroplcm.ent survey rccornmendations. Each homeowner 
selncled w<.u; subsc:quc:ntly visite,d and asl<:ecl a series of questions 
l'ug~.L1"c1ing va:dous asp<:;cts of the survey proces s, including compliance. 
'J.'lw tn,blc following p:l,'csents the results of this aSSeSSlTlent. 

Table XII. 39 

Golden Valley Secnrity Survey Com.pliance 

Study Findings for 160 Premises Visited 

~~~!LUl.0Jl t£ dMca s I.1r_(;'_, ___ . _______________ ~ 

.To in. Opo:r:ation I. D. 
Tl: i rn OJ: altur shrubbcry 
.Add 011e Ol' lnore deaclbolts 
Add ox aUcr lighting 
Add nolLcl doors or cover garage windows 
Add cornlucl'ciaJ locks to sliding doors/windows 
Acld. i.lhnnination to house nunlbE~rs 
Add cJ.(~c.tric door openors 
Acldl\O).).·,l'oluovable mosh to doors/windows 
Add w()od in tracks of sliding dool"s /windows 
:pin hinl1cs 
Install screws in upper track o:E slinding doors/windows 
Add n· widc angle vicw(n" 
Add 1), tJJi sl:ri.!\:(: plate~ or properly secured one 

No. of Times 
Mea snre Imp1elnented 

35 
19 
17 
11 

8 
5 
3 
3 
3 
2 
2 
1 
1 
1 

~/-Di.scussion is based on "The Effectiveness of the Honle Security 
Checktl, an undated report prepared by the Golden Valley Crime 
PrC'Jf~ntion Unit, Golucn Valley, Minncsota, for the Governor's 
Cornmission on Crime Prevention and Control. 
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Number of Surveys Requested. During the site visits undertaken 
in conjunction with the present survey, investigations were made as to 
whether records were maintained in terms of the nnmber of surveys 
requested. .Further, efforts were made to determine if and how such 
information was used to access program success. 

All of the agencies visited maintained some type of a consecutive 
survey log. These logs are used to: 

record the timing and volurne of requests; 

provide a ci1rono10gicallisting from which 
survey personnel select and perform site 
in.spections; 

manage survey per sonnel (eo g. if backlogs 
build, per sonnel involved in other crhne 
prevention activities are detailed to conduct 
surveys); and, 

assess the efficiency and productivity of 
per sonnel whose pdmary respons ibility is 
the conduct of surveys. 

As surveys are completed and verified, request logs are "cleared". 

Nurnber of Surveys Performed. As part of this evaluation of the 
physical inspection technique, inquiries were also made during the general 
survey and the on-s ite work to determine if and how information concerning 
the number of surveys undertaken was maintained and utilized. 

The data obtained during the general survey on program activity 
was incomplete which tnade it necessary to dev6~op ranges as opposed to 
specifics concerning the number of surveys actually conducted. The 
following table presents a breakdown of cumulative survey activity by age 
of program. A s can be seen from t he table, activity varies widely. 
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Table Ill. 40 

Surv(~y ActlvUy by Age of P:rogl'am 
(At')'1o:ng 151) Agcndes Responding) 

Slll'V(';yn 

C:()t)flu,(!t(·d. Dlll'Ing h~tHl than 6 m.OS. 1 to 2 to 3 y:rs. &; No • of 
.1~H~~:,.~1.12;?JJ,::: n til 6 J'r')t'JB. ~9--LY..~ 2 yrs. 3 yrs. over Asencies 

1 ... 4,) c' .) 7 2 2 a 16 
49 '" e)l:) 3 4 1 3 a 11 

100 .. 249 5 8 15 7 a 35 
(1)0 .. 4t)9 (. c-

0 11 8 a 26 
!;OO '" 9')9 0 0 10 8 2 20 

1 ODO ... 1999 0 5 8 6 1 20 
ZOOO '" 2999 0 0 4 5 a 9 
'1 (l () () '" 4()!) C) 0 0 1 4 4 9 
1)000 nmJ OVC J' 0 0 -- 1 4 4 9 

To ti:Llfl 15 29 53 11 11 155 

1o;ae11 of I;h('. ng('\l1Ci(lf) vi.sited m.ailll:aincd some accounting of the 
mUnh~\1· of l:Hll'V('YS that they had pe:l'fol'nwd. The agencies indicating the 
hil~IH'Hl Imevey ndivity (e. g. 5 1 000 and mol'(: s,n'veys) a1'(\: 

AUan.ta (On .• ) Pollce Dcpartrnent: 68, 000 

fit:. IJonls (Mo.) Police Depal.·tmcnl:: 10, 500 

Scattle (Wash. ) Mayor's Office: 7, 000 

ScatHe (Wash~ ) Police Dcpartrncnt: 5,000 

}i'l:orn sltc in.£onuation, the nmuber of surveys conducted during 
{U\ • .\ V~'l<I\H(' pl'ogram yeal; was (ound .to vary widely. The follov.,ring table 
d!'nn~'fi the fHLt'V'cy a.ct:i.vity· of I:h(' 20 Qgcncics visited. It also relates this 
'¥~d\vHt to the· numb(.~.l' of persons in each ,,"gcncy that conduct sUl'veys. 
\"[n,\l1y, Ow tabh~ indicates the percent o( l.'esldential units surveyed 
(hn'lng un t\Vt'l'ag<' yNlJ' and over the lift' of the progran1S. 
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Table III. 41 

Program Activity Among Agencies Contacted During Field Survey 

Ave. No. of 
% Total Households Surveyed e / No. of Surveys No. of Unit Surv.eys Per 

Conducted During Personnel that Person In Per Average Over Life of 
Agency Average Year Conduct Surveys Survey Unit Program Year Program 

Arlington, Texas 450 4 112 1.3 1.3 
Atlanta, Georgia 34,000 85 400 a/ 20.7 41.4 
Cedar Rapids, Iowa 150 1 150 .4 .4 
Chattanooga, Tennes see 1,000 1 b/ 2.8 2.9 
Concord, California 75 1 75 .4 .8 
Connecticut State Police 700 1 c/ N/A N/A 
Dade County, Florida 1, 000 24 42 N/A K/A 
Dearborn Heights, Michigan 1,250 10 125 a/ 6. 1 6.2 

:: Decatur, Illinois 500 1 500 2. 1 6.3 
-.J Eden Prairie, Minnesota 200 3 67 

Greensboro, North Carolina 1,200 6 200 
Lafayette, Louisiana 400 1 400 
Maricopa County, Arizona 700 2 c/ 
Missoula, Montana 800 1 800 
Palo Al to, Callio rnia 1,550 2 775 
St. Louis, Missouri 2,500 3 83:> d/ 
St. Paul, Minnesota 1,500 3 500 
Seattle, Washingto!l (PD) 1, 000 2 500 
Seattle, Vvashington (MO) 2,500 4 625 
Wilrn.ington, Delaware 1,000 5 200 

a/ Two man teams used to conduct surveys. 
b/ Eighty percent of surveys conducted by patrol officers not assigned to survey unit. 
e/ Nearly all surveys conducted by reserve/auxiliary officers. 

N/A N/A 
2. 1 3.9 
2.5 5.0 
.6 2.0 

11.6 17.4 
11.0 21. 2 
1.0 • 7 
2.0 4.7 
N/A N/A 
1.9 5.4 
5.2 15.5 

d/ Figures reflect the use of patrol officers to augment unit survey officers. 
;/ Calculations based on 1970 U. S. census data drawn from County and City Data .Book 1972: A Statistical 

Abstract Supplement (Washington, D. C. : U. S. Government Printing Office), pp. 629 and passim. 
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Assessrnent 

The Questions Assessed. With :t:ega:rd to docnm.el'l,tL'd kn.owlcdge 
conc(-!1'ning the success of secu:rity Sl1:rvey progra1:lls, the following 
questions were assessed: 

Is burglary rate data an. effective indicato:r 
for m.easul'ing program. Sllccess 7 

Is con1.pliancG rate data an d£ective indicator 
for m.easuring progran'l success? 

Is intor111ation on t.he num.bcl' of 
requested generally mainlaitl.ed and, i:C so, 
is this information of any value '? 

Arc levels of survey activity cOl"l'1parable 
a.mong progl·arn.s and, if not, why is this the 
case? 

Is inforrnation concerning survey £indirtgs a.nd. 
reCOl'l1.l1Hmdatiol1s :mainLcl,ined and, if so, what 
llseful purpose is served? 

Is docnl1'lentation concerning public attitudes 
towa1:d the srt:rvey progra:m. maintained and, if 
so, what useful, purpose is served? 

As sos sment of the Question. As documented. cadi<n', 40 percent 
of those respondi.ng to the survey did not mention bUl'glal'Y rate as a reason 
for intitiating a security survey program. Further, only five agencies were 
found that use burglal'Y rate data to assess program impact. Although this 
sample was limited, the data suggests the following. First, the technique 
can have a measurable effect on reducing vi.ctimization among surv5::Y 
recipients. Second, unles s an entil'e jurisdiction can be saturated with 
surveys, 1/ jurisdictionwi.de crime data do not appear to provide a precise 
enough indicator of actual 01' potential program impact (co g. the actual 
number of surveys concll'lcted by most programs is generally not large 
enough to have a significant effect on jurisdictionwide crime data or trends). 

1/ For example, it is the intent of the Atlanta survey program to impact 
all residences and businesses in the city. 
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g,d!a"r, II :tn~).y 1)(: ttVJi"~ lH,dnl ((J aase.HiS burglary l;ates among prcroi.ses 
IIH1' •• i'1'1,·rl ·/in .. l\, ...... it l all oUwr prelni.oeH in a jurLsdi.ctLon, or among an 
(';"I'!'l'iHWlif,d awl i'i cont.l'ol area, if a quasi-0xpel'iroental approach is used. 

.filu-vpy fin,liuga h'l.dic:(l,te that le.ss than ZO percen'; 0.£ the 206 
a:~I''IH kfJ wn.tnl!! i.n';:'2mr~l..tan('l} rate., dtt.t~ ... As a :result, it cannot be det';!r.· 
1111W'd if IJIld1 dal,~ 't.l.'e ;:t,n. cCfectlvc Lndicalor of program. success. Notably, 
llliVf/'V!!l', tit(' limJ,[j·!l ('(llnplianc(! dat:a whi.ch (}xists suggests t:hat when 
t.UI'VI'Y .I·t~t /Hmnl'l1t,l~dlonH arc itllplom<mt(:d a rccipicn.t is less likely to be 
VIII tnli .wIL 

'I h,' dr·t1nitl.l1n of Il co'D'l.pliancc" wtt.s found to be inconsistcnt~ It 
\V,tt. dll( lWl l 'lllt·tl in llH' g(·nm:n.l anl: vcy and conHrmC'.d du:ring site vis ita tiOl1 s 
th.ll lit) ('mi1nIflH tlt·finHi.on £01' C'onlpHancc exj,sts. Although a la);ge nUlubcl: 

('ql}11'w:im,lll'ly half) t\·H (hal (;ompliane(~ m(~an~ I:hat ttsome survey improve­
hll'!!I: WI'1'i' tmpl('ln('ut<HIII, thtB ddiniHon varied ev~n within indivi.dual 
ar'\'w il'/" 'I ha I ill l i.( cmtld noL 1w tt.gl'ced whct:h,el: " some improvernents" 
lw"t1!1 hil~h. pdol'ily- Ih'rnEJ, 01' <.thy security imp:r.ovcmcnt:s regardless of 
111'IIIl'ily, Fnl'tlil'X') lI~lOnl(dl eoulcl 110t bC' clcn.J:ly defined (i. e. how malJY 
impt'Il"'!'ilwnlll II-r(' cOlwi.(h-red to b(~ "some"). :tvforcover, a com.lnon 
d,·ltuilitlll of l'0111plt,11'l,('(' must he ('otahli.shed,ac amini.mum., withi.n 
il1<lh'ithhll agt'nd(·tl if tlw l'(HruUlng dat~\ is to b(~ of allY value as an effective·· 
W',',;. il1di,('a[O't'. 'lhtr. ponition is snppc)rted by t:he li.l;c:t:n.tm:e. }J 

WUIl r<"W\l't!lo .ml,:n~;l:;'elnt!..'~l info 'l,' mll t:i.Q 11 , all agencies contacled 
Hhthd'du tJOI\W COl'n\ of UHUH'('ulive log of survey requests. It was also 
InllWl tll.tl lhi: lufrn'rnatl(H) iB I.uwd £01.' a v~ri.cty of pm'post's (i. e. including 
ft'lwl'a'l l'I't'tn'lIB} [ou)nn.').g(1 the lhne of survcy manpower, to rank order, 
,wll It) aHHi'~Hl tIll' ( rnd('H<.'Y tt.nd p1.'odl..lcU.vity of survey persolltH:l). Unfor­
lnH:tll,ly, NUl' l·~\f,r'(\.reh showed that the level of nse of survey request 
InCUl'lIhlt\.tll\ 1,''''1'\('1·1 wtth-ly amo.ng juriscllctlons. Nonetheless, it may be 
nmdnch·d ll)'\! bt'~>(nwl' oC the alrnost uni.versal e.:dst(\nce of this infol:mation 
:\U\nlln ilUl'\il'Y 'lg"lH.·i('~, It: sh(mld be \ls(~d as a c011.venient and useful 
mt1iH'q~t\nw1\t tool t\.ml l,.·rnl,-';'<'Ilcy i.ndknlor. 

Ht\,n.~ l'dlng .:'!!~\lH o~~ S\l,rv('y aeHvLty, the. n.g'encies responding 
I tl I ht' n\·lWl';\l!H.lJ·\~{'·Y pro\ri(h~d incompl(~t'e info.rmation, therefore more 
th'l~~,ih'd HHUl,\.·t\l Wt'l't' g:.'\llH'l~('tl during the sitc' vi,sits. Fl'om this data 

f/ '\VhYt~::~';r."ar.7P:--.""'.l~-.----"""-
~. . 
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it was found that only four of the 20 agencies ha\re surveyed r:nol'C than 
10 pcrcent of the houscho1ds in their jurisdiction. It was also found t.b.at 
total snrvcy volumc and the productivity of the individual units 'laded 
widely. ]j 

With reference to tho utilization of infol.'n'l.ation on snrvoy 
findings and recommcndations, it was found f:hal: 86 porcenl: of those 
responding to the general survey rnainl:ain such data. UnforLunatcly, 
it was also found that; the vasl: majority of l:hesc agcmcics \,lS0 the 
lnformation primarily 101' l'ccorc1 pUrpOSl"ls. 

Fi)lally, the attil:udinal i.ndicators mai.ntai.ned by I:h080 who 
partldpatoc1 in the survey are not adequate to asses s the cffcd:ivcnc s s 
of the security inspocti.on technique. 

1/ One l'oa son for this variance is the method llsed by the agencies 
to generate surv(~y requests. This topic is discussed in Section VI: 
Analysis of the Security Survey Process in Relation to the 
Framework. 
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Section V 

Security Survey Fram.ework 

THE SECURITY SURVEY PROCESS: THE PRINCIPAL 
FRAMEWORK 

Figure III, on the following page, identifies an.d orders the 
principal activiUes which encon:lpass the security survey prograr:n. 
process. Activities placed within a solid rectangle constitute steps 
actually taken by a crilne prevention/security survey prograrn unit. 
Activities found within a dashed-line rectangle repl~escnt actions 
aS5urn.ed to be taken by the general citizenry or the recipient of a 
sccu:dty survey. Each activitiy, whether it is pedorl1'led by a sn:t:vcy 
unit 01" a citizen, is dependent upon the activity that precedes it. 

In the figure,the flow of prim.ary activities is connected by 
vertical or oblique arrows. Survey unit-executed activilicl;; cQllnect.ed 
by horizontal arrows represent a secondary step in the process flo\"</. 
Citizen-'execllted activities connected by horizontal arrows rop:l'escnt 
the assllrned eHect of a un.it-initiated action, but need not necessarily 
be executed in order for the pl'in'lal"), flow to continuo. 

The initial step in the process flow--"Agency designs, pre­
pares for and executes a security survey progran'lll- -includes all of 
the prelilninary steps that must preceed the formal com.mencement of 
program. activities. These include: identifying and gaining access to 
necessary financial, D'lanpOWer and other resources; the establishrnent 
of goals, objectives and priorities; and, the selection of specific pro­
gram strategies. 

There are two prilnary strategies used to gencrate survey 
requcsts. As referenced in the figure, il:oln left to right, there are.: 
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General SHcUrity Survey Process Flow Framework 
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Public Education Model. This approach, which is 
used by 68 percent of the 206 agencies sarnpled, 
is characterized by general public educational and 
prom.otional activities o It requires citizens to 
initiate contact with the survey unit. 

Direct Solicitation Model. Thirty-t.wo percen~' of the 
san"lple use this technique. This approach is initiated 
with the review of burglary reports. Security s\1rv~ 
personnel then contact victilus directly, 0): canvas s 
areas that are suffering high rates of burglal:Y. When 
the canvass technique is used, all pren"lises in target 
areas are contacted. 

The direct solicitation n"lodel is the prin"lary l'l.1eanS of sUl."ve}r 
generation by nearly three-quarters of the agencies visited in the field. 
It should be noted that although two solicitation models were identified, 
this differentiation continue s only until the date ami/ or tirne for a 
survey is established. From that point, an activities' are t1~e same. 

Moreover, the following pages pl'esent a generalized l'eview of 
the prin"lal'y steps that comprise the security survey process flow. 
Included in the review is a smumary of the 1"1"lost cornmon efforts taken 
in the process; major variations to the process j and, related in:tOl'l':'fiatioj),. 

Before proceeding, however, the reader should be aware of 
two points. First, the process flow discussion is based solely on 
information gathered during. visits to the twenty law enfOl'Cen"lent or 
related survey-perforn"ling agencies. 

Second, this fran"lework dis cus sion is intended to be general 
in nature. Although certain references are rnade to the activities of 
specific agencies, statistical or other docmnentation is not provided. 
Such docum.entation and other necessary details arc presented in 
subsequent sections of this chapter. 
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Th::i.s (1,.( tiVitYI \vhich l;e:(lccts the "public education model", is 
dC'[;i:g'Je<1 W educate and 0'1fl.ke the public aware of the nature and 
I.waiJ,\.b1.'Hty of ilw scnniLy SU1"Vey service. Primary methods of pro­
lIlOfirm include aclvl'rtising through all forms of media; the distribution 
of hrc)(.:huJ."cu and othe.r p:dnted materials; and, paxticipation in public 
Pl'c'I,(mL<dioJ1B by sllJ:vey unit personnel. 

ThrClltgh llH.!fw eff.orts, it is as s un1.ecl that the public will be 
lr"Wcll' mv;u'{> of the' prognl.l'l.1. and will contact the Cril1'1e prevention/ 
St~' Hl'i(.y H\ll'V~'y uui.! tu :r:eql.1est a Stu·vo}r. 

Tl.Hl ,L\l'lingL()ll (Texas) Police Department employs a son1.ewhat 
diHt'J'('nt <lpp.ro(t('h in <:a:n"ying out this activity. That if::" to participate 
ill that n.gmH'yls formalized Neighborhood Watch Prograln, a premises 
fiUl'V('Y iw l'l~(l'lir(!d. ThtlS) citizens who wish to participate in the pro­
gl'iUll n,:r:t~ lll'gl'd to rl'.~qucst a survey either at a neighborhood watch 
11ll'V!11lg CD.' SUbt-H~quently, by c()lltacling the crime prevention unit. 

Ink:rc!sting)y, the Arlington Police Department "vas the only 
af~(·nt Y among the sitos visited to monitor the prolnotional m.E:thod which 
Ul(n;( i.llfluell~~'B c.;itiz(~ns to request pren::lises surveys. That is, as 
~i\P'V('Y .1:~~qlH'HtS· an~ received by telephone, the caller is asked which 
Pl'0111Otionnl IYH.'.thods cal1scc1 then}'l. to l.'eql.lcst a survey. This itdornla­
linn iH pt~riodi(n.lly lahnl.ated and used to review and/ or m.odify promo­
!io)l:tl s Ll:n t\~f"6(' s. 

TIlt' "di:rect solicitation Inodel" is characterized by the 
l\Hl' or lnl.l:gla.:ry 0:1: offense repents to identify actual crime victims. 
Drawing £:1;01\1 thi~ il1forll'Hltion, strategies for contacting potential sur­
v~'Y :t't'ciph'l1l::; ru"t' dt~velopcd. lvfost agencies contacted that stress this 
approach ('ontnet all bUl"gln.:qr victin'ls. That is. victhn information is 
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logged (i. e. nan"1e, address, copy of offense l'eport, etc.), and s\'1l'vey 
officeTs contact each victiln in order of their appearance in the log. 

Two of tl:e agencies visited use offense Teport information to 
identify and focus survey efforts in target areas Or in high crim.e pockets. 
The Seattle (Washington) Police Departn"1ent conducts mos t of its 
surveys in high crirne pockets, which are usually stationa:ry for onl}r 
short periods of tin1.e. The departn1.cnt concentrates on COn'l.l1'lC rcial 
pren1ises. 

The SU1"Ve)T program. conducted through the Seattle 1lIayor' s 
Office (i. c. C0111.munit)T Crime Prevention) uses target areas on :.1. l"l"10r(:' 
form.alhed basis. After reviewing offense data, cenSus b."acts being 
subjected to high rates of victirnization are identified. Concentrating 
exclusively on single fam.ily res idences, steps are taken to conf:act and 
offer the survey service to all prior and potential crinlC vicLims within 
the target: al"ea, using a saturation-type stxategy. 

Contacting Potential Survey Recipients 

Through the "direct solicitation rnodel" potcntial sm:vc)r 
recipients al"e contacted by a crilne prevention/ survey lmit. This 
contact is Inade in a variety of ways, the 111.0St con1.l1.'lon of which arC 
telephone calls and personal visitations. By and large, most of the 
agencies visited con tact prior residential victirns via telephone, and 
prior comlnercial victin1.s in person. 

Other Inethods of making initial contact with potential survey 
recipients include the following: 

Canvass. Both prior and potential residential 
victilns are contacted personally, through 
saturation canvas sing by the Atlanta Police 
Department and the Seattle lvlayor' s Office. 
The Greensboro Police Departlnent also uses 
a canvass approach selectively within evolving 
high crime pockets. 
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Ini.tial (;1' i.rr)(.~ Scone Investi.gation. Approxinlately 
80 pc:rcc:nt of the surveys performed by the Chatf:anooga 
Police Dcpa:rtm.ent are condu.cted by patrol officer s 
as pl).rt: of Lhe initil).l crime scene investigation. No 
priO)' contact is made with the potential survey 
redpient. 

y'!:'£!;im .Lcttnl;. Drawing from Qffense report 
information, the Palo Alto Police Department con­
tacts <1.11 \'ictims through a form lettor which describes 
the. survey service and suggests that the \'ictim contact 
f:h(~ crlrnc prevon!:ion nnit to request a pren1ise s 
itlsp(}c:!:i.on. Sin1i.lar letters a1"(~ also sent to the neigh­
\.)1.')1'13 0;( vkt:ims. 

In f:ll1'en agtU1clOS (i. e. Atlanl:a, Greensboro, anel Lafayette), 
if i.niti,tl ('onL<1cC i.s not possi.ble (i.. e. no o1'\e h01110, etc.), literature 
pnd;:cl'r; ci0.sc':,t"i,bb1g lIw snrvcy as \'\'011 as se.curily actiOrl. that can be 
lnb'u it)'(' dlhc\}' left ttL lhc premises 01' mailed to the potential recipient. 

Wlt0.J1 conta ct i.s made with potential rcciph~nts via telephone 
thJ'ongb i1ny of l'lH.~ solicil:o.ti.on rnodcls, an effort is made to establish a 
oOllVlmi~')1t daLe and tirne to perforrn a survey. When survey staff make 
()n.~stk pnl'l:ionn.l ('ontact wiLh n. potential recipient, the service is 
OUt,t'pd i\.1\d n'l~y btl cOl1cluctecl immediately or at a prescribed time. 

In (',ul:yi.ng ont n. Atll:VCY, all but two agencies utilize a printed 
dtf'cl::l.lst 01' qtlORtlonnn.irc as <in aid to identify security weaknesses 
<mel t;}wn. noLo J"C'cornnlenc1od improvements. (The Lafayette and Concord 
po1.ic(' depi\l'Ln::wnls nse .no such aid). 

Finally. at I:he. conclusi.on of the physical inspection, nearly 
;l.l.l of lho (\.g~)ndes visil:od also clescl"ibc olher crime prevention activities 
whl.ch In<.~y be of IH.U1.l').fi.t to the recipient. The most common programs 
dlsct\Rst'<l in I:his rnan\'\(:;r are: Operation Identification; Neighborhood 
\V'nt~'h; Citt~.en C dtno Reporting; and, Ne ighbor.hood Alert. It is as sumed 
tl\(\.t; the (1i.s~~\1.ssi.on of these additional activities will result in broader 
l.~HIy;ml pndieipat.ion in c:t'trnc pt·cvcntion. 
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The Presentation of Survey Recomrnendatiol1s 

All of the a,gencies that usc a survey checklist review findings 
and recomn.endations verbally at the conclusion of a survey. In 
addition, albeit they discuss all recon:m.endat'ions, they emphasize 
only those judged most impo:rtant. 

Seventeen agencies leave a copy of the cOl1Jplcted checklist· 
with survey recipients and present recoll"lmenc1ations in lhe fonu of 
a typed survey report. The wr itten reports are generally n"la ilecl to 
residential recipients and hand delivered to commercial recipiel1.Cs. 1/ 
The agencies that use the latter assume that hand delivery insures 
the security of the reci,pient (i. e. security \veakncsscs stand less 
of a chance of getting in the wrong hands) and further enhances 
rec ipi,ent co n"lpliance • 

Overall, the varlous means of presenttng rccon1n1enc1ations 
are all designed to enhance recipient compliance with survey 
recommendations. 

Survey Follow- Up 

Seven of the 20 agencies visited pedorm a regular or perloclic 
follow-up of surveyed pren"lises. The purpose of this re-survey is to 
confirm rates and levels of cOlnpliancc and encourage those who ha ve 
taken litt1~ or no action to imp1emcnt recommendations. In cases 
where follow-up is performed, findings are sometimes us ed as input 
to an overall program evaluation. 

Monitoring Program Effectiveness 

The final activity involves the evaluation of program effective­
ness. This is generally accomplished through the review of offense 
reports. Of the 20 agencies visited, only two regularly monitor program 

1/ The Lafayette Police Department, which uses no printed checklist, 
presents only verbal recommenc1al:ions at the conclusion of physical 
surveys. 
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df(~cLi.v(;:neS$. Specifically, the ArHngton and Palo Alto police 
cJ(~pi:l,l.'tmenLt' r';guhtrly lrlonitor vi.ctimi7.ation rates among program partl­
<.~i,r);\nLs. AH a result of this effort, it is assumed that the survc'V process 
l.f) imp1'ov(!d by detcrm.ining if and/ or how implemented recOlumenda­
tjon.B u,:e ddeated and by making app:ropl'iate changes to survey 
t<'.chniqll.cs. More detail cOllcerning this evaluation approach is pre­
H(~);),(c..!d r.hH!whcl:c in. this chapter. 

Othc:t: ag<mcies visited also luonitor the effcctiveness of their 
Pl'O[p;nnw clD;ough 11:)Ol'C detailed, but periodic evaluations. These 
indud(~ tbe agendes located in Atlanta, St. Louis, and the Seattle 
Mayor' H Office. 

Tlw rl'),1'l,airling agencies use survey and/ or follow- up inforlua­
lion in conjunction with. offense .t·cports to "spot check" progranl 
cfCuctivul'WHS on a pcriodic o.nd inform.al basis. 

VA1UA'.I.'IONS TO THE PJUMARY FRAMEWORK 

Till' :C3;n))lCwo:rl< dcscriucd above includes all of the :key activities 
pU.dOl'UH!cl n,H p;trl of a typical security survey progran1.. In order to 
Hlrtl«' thi:l l,'(wi<.~w cornplete, however, certain val:iations mus t be 
di:;(ltHfJ('d. Th('~HO v;,:u·iation.s rela.te speC"i.ficaUy to surveys of major 
n()ll",)·(1.rd.(h~nl'iaJ. cornplexos, and to public h()\lSing facilities. 

A nU111hc..'l· of.agcn(.~ic~: visited pCr£Ol'lU surveys of large, 
lunlli-:(n,cility ('01111'n01'cia1 and nlannfacturing complexes in addition 
to lndi.vi<hml X(.!si(i<.mtia1 and cOlnn.'lercial recipien.ts. Nearly all the 
Ht1XVl'.yS of this type lI.l:C generated throngh the "public education luodell! 
dOH e:dbed above. The 111inol' variations that axis t in the remainder of 
tilt' Ill'OC'N,S indndu th(~ following. 

Survey is Offc:l'C::.d/Condncted. This activity is the same as 
in thl' g(llwl:al frarnewOl.·k with tho followiDg exceptions: 
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In addi.tion to establishillg a date :(01' the physical 
inspection, all overall survey strategy is 
established. That is, workLng directly wilh cor­
porate management, priority areas in need of 
security irnprovexnents are identi:Ci.ed and general 
cost paralueters are reviewed. 

The actual survey is generally performed by a team 
of survey officers and :requircs f:t'on1 One to several 
days to complete. 

Checklis ts are rarely used because of the complexity 
and uniqucne s s of the prCluise s sur veyed. 

The Presentation of Survey Recomrnenc1ations. As in lhe 
general fran1ewol:k, survey findings and recolnn"lendations arc verbally 
reviewed with the m.anagcr of surveyed pr(:ll1.1ise s at the conclus ion of the 
physical inspection. In additi.on, the following steps arc taken: 

Formal survey reports, 01' "security plans" are 
developed following each su:rvoy. The reports 
are generally in nan'atLve form, includ<.: and 
prioritize all recomnlenc1ations, and are aug­
mented with graphics, photographs, etc. 

The rcports are provided to corporate. r:n.anagen'lent 
by way of fonnal presentations. Occassionally, 
the first of these presentCltions is labelled "iniol'rnal" 
to allow £01' Change s or rnodifications to be incorporated 
which are m.Ol'e consistent with managen'lent' s fis cal 
policies and/ Or capabilities. 

The en1.phasis given to top management in this approach is 
based on the assmnption that only in this way will necessary SCCUl'ity 
improveluents he authorized. That is, rarely do managers of indivi­
dual plants or outlets have the authority to a.pprove significant security 
expen.diture s. 
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Tho n'uHllm,ng ;:t(,tivHies of this "other than individual pro­
I I'll( • .flow" ;Ll'C id(~l1i1ntl to L1:w basiC' framework. 

I I!Jtlldnr~ Alltlv)J+i1,y SUTveys 
~".;-.,,,,,-,--~-----

Anwng the ag(m.des visited, sccudty sl1l:veys within local 
,[>111) li (' hCllwing a.ntl'wl'ily cOJl'lph~xes ate pcrfonncd in two ways. In 
11)()Ht C,Hi<'H, IHU·Vl.!Ys <:1.):1..: pe:.riol"fncd by crime prevention/security 
mlit 1,'(!l'flOJlnd <1AJ p,tl·t oJ: their overall ~lUl"Vey activity. The process 
it. g<'llnl'nl1y conrdsUull with the basic- iralnework described above, 
but hH'ol'lHJ)'rt.U's lwn.:r-ly all th(~ variations cHttlinec1 in the "other than 
iudividu,d l'vvipivnllH'oc('.sl;) flow". 

In tIll' l"vl'n,d.nillg C:'8..!WS , tho actual physical inspections are 
l't'j,fUl'uu,d l)y illi',l(~p('nden,( C'onll'f)..ctO:l·S. This process variation is 
(1\'li( r'ilH'cl lH·]llw. 

'1'h(' \Wt' of SL'Cll:l.'i.ty surveys by Local I·rousing Authorities 
(LIlA Ill) it, <L la7 u1f'rnent of. 1.11.0 Target Projects Program {TPP}, which 
;!l Jil1;mcTcl lhrough tilt! Fl'd('l.'al ])(!pn.l' Lrnent. of Housin.g and Urban 
])PVv)llplIlC'nl. .An LHA mny n.pply :£0): vnd receive a grant undc:r the 
TP.lJ an n 11\l'('\.118 of fint\,lu'ing ))mjor Inanagem.cnt, m.aintenance and 
td'tlll'ily 1.lUj,)'/'tJvc'rnl'ulB in OlW or rnore selccLed cornplexes under its 
nnllwl'ityo 

'1'hl.' ini.tial <wpects 0:£ this apPl'oach involve th.c execution of 
it'll <tlP,'I.'Pllwnt lwtw(H'1l nn LEA n.nc1 a pl."ivale contrac'cor. Following 
('x('(ution \)£ tlw <."cmtn\.ct., t.he contractor a.r:ranges specific survey 
d~>til.ib wit 11 t h<' EX(lcnlivl..~ Dir('.ctor of the LHA and the Project Manager 
uf tlw tn,'q~('t building o:r: <.'(>rnplcx. No contact is lnade with members 
uf ii, knilut a~wocint.ic>l1 or with residents as a whole. 

III ('01Hluvting till! 1:iurvcy, a detailed inspection is ll1ade of 
\'n.t h l'(,'pl'\'lienl<div(: flQo:t plan in the targct building or cOl1.'lplex, 
in nddilion III t'ounliUl\ ttl'C'('tS, (~xt(n'i()l' arcas, and other aspects of 
t1w \w(\r,~l1 l'OlHpll'x. At t:ht' COl)<:'lllsion of the survey, a draft narrative 
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report is prepared, together with necessary gl.'aphics and d:t'awings 
to identify specific security risks and to present recor:n.~tl'lenc1('.d 
itnprovements. 

A copy of the dt'aft report is forwarded to the Executive 
Director of the LHA, who assesses the findings and l'ecomnlcndt:llions 
with the Project Manager to insure accuracy, potential "'£iectivencss 
and financial feasibility. The contractor then visits wHh tlw JC:x:ecu t.ivc 
Director to map out snch changes Ol' luodificatiol1s as mt:l}r he noc:cssary. 
A final report is then prepal'ed which is s ub.rnittoc1 t:o the Executive 
Di:rcctor who, in turn, presents the. survey findings and l.'ecomrucndation.s 
to the LEA bo.n·d. Onlyaiter the Board has approved the recom.rn,cncln.­
lions can funds be allocated and s tops be lakon to implornell.t the 
re COl1.'ll1'londed ilnprovernellts. 

Security Codes and Ordinances: Their E:LCect on the 
SecLlrity Sm:vey Fraluewo:t:k 

In two ju:risdictions s(,~curity codes have prodnccd variations 
in the survey fral11.ework. These are Seattle, Washington and Gru(ms~ 
boro, North Ca:r:olina. I 

In Seattle, Ordinance 98900 !!relating to and rcql,l.I.l:nlg 
security devi.ces for prev0ntion of burglary in certain bui.ldLngs used 
for business purposes and providing penalties for violaHons", is 
enforced by the Chief of Police. In its secnrit:y snrvey pl'oces 8, tho 
department's security unit, which concentrates on business cstablish­
m.ents, is affected to some degree by the code. In particular, the 
unit contacts crime vi.ctims only, with personal contact made only 
after the second victimization. At this time, both the first: and 
second offense reports for a s itc arc 1'0. viewed primarily to identify 
potential code violations. When a survey officer arrives at the 
scene he firs!: confirms the code statns of the premise and notifies 
management of same. Only then is an actual survey offel:ed an<l, if 
accepted, is performed. Thus, the primary purpose of the security 
unit's personal contact with a victim is code related; the secUJ:ity 
survey is secondary. 
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The' 01'('('l'wl)()l'o Poli.('(:. Departm.ent has initiated what is 
lnown nn n. 1'~;hi.(!J.d of C(H)fidcl1ce" program,. The progl'al'tl. seeks 
Ill(' TJ,vrU dp[\.[ tOll of. rnn.jol' butldo1' 8 1:0 usc i.mproved secu1'ity a s an 
addl!/I fln.ln rortLul'l~ lor l'l:HidenHal dwellings.};) This pl.'OCe88 
J,~(·l'l!'l·n.l1'Y p(1)'r~nelH the IIdi.toct Eloli.Gi.tatLo,n model". More details 
n./i to fbtH tLppron.cll lO)J.()W. 

}'rm:n a l'0.view of building perrn,its, the su.rvey nnil: del'er­
luluPD wl)('l'(~ lWW fmhrlLvtflionfl, ~~pal'Lrnertt complcxo!:i, etc. are u.ncler 
c'mwlnl.dicm. l)l'Ll.wi.ng froln this into l'rna ti.ol"l, a crirne 3",l'eVe11tion 
(l ffk,. l' ll!:YJ:~()n~:JIY_.S'<ill!.l;,~.~H do v dope' l'iL. Lo (;xpla in t bC:1 8h Lcld of Confidence 
pl'(JI~t'a1il illvl lo (~)H·(}l1.J·agn pal'Li.dpalion. It should be noted that 
Val'lll ipn .. lio11. ill. thi.G r>1'ogt'alTI i.8 voluntary, but iC a developer comrnits 
ttl pal'! ldpalr> 1l1wdrtc l'!·(lni.l'enwnl.'s fot rccei.vi.ng the " s hield" are 
llHmrl,dol'Y. 'J law, dul'i.ng til(' i.l1.iLi.8J, conl<.l.('.l~ tho t:errns and conditions 
['ell' IH'oHl'am p:u'fl t'ipali 011. ,l,l'{! dlnel1.oscd and decisions arc made on 
\v\tdIJ('l' OJ' Hot all. inclivtdnal clOVe10pl~l: will pa:rHcipat:e in the program. 

Wi.lh 1'1.'gard f'o lHWl construction, lIlspcctions a1.'e made 
P" l'iOt1i('d 11y hy C'l'Lnw jH·('V(ml:l.on pt. 30nn01 to insul'c that all 
fI1l1!'1rl l't'flt! il' ('lnl'lIt~l al'f· lw l.ng r:n.e t. 'flws (' inspccti<.)):.(s arc n.1ade 
al VaJ'1,OnU 1l(,qWB o£ c()lultrudioll ",nd arc generally nnal.1110lll1Ced. In 
lhill way, Ow mlLt can he assurt~c1 l:ltat: p:roPI.:'.t' strnctnral steps are 
Iwi.llIt 1!t1l.I'H, <,\11<1 Ih,\[. l'r~qnl1'nd hardwarc is installed i.n a propel' manner. 
I1t'lH'l1lling on lh(\ al.:llhO'l.'·iLy hnl.c1 by job ;(01'C1'110n, unit pel'solma). will 
clttlt'\WB tqH~dne ht:\r(\warc and structural requil:crncnts \vith either the 
dt'vI'Jopt<l' ()1~ tIH' job fO:l·clnan. 

Wlt(\l1 all IH,'c'I.l1:i.ly htl.l'c'lwa:t'c and r6lat(~d requil:emcnts have 
lH\!'lI uwl and, wherl [>l.'l'fniotH'fl }m.ve h('cl1. completed and are ready for 
nVntt>\~IH'y, tlw (h'vdnr>(~l' infotl1.)s the edrnc prC::\I'cntion unit. so that: 
(IN,,tl:; ('~\U 1H' nfftx(Hl. GcnC'tnlly, dcwelopcl's \vill inforno:; the unit: as 
m·tliO\).H of Ihl' IH1.hrHvisiotls an' ('ornpktccl, rathe.t' than askLng unit 
IWl'NOn,l'\p) to vtntt tlw Htt(~ as individual unUs are completed. 

Xi 'r'f\~~$~:~"rri.y:~\q~i.~~~~n'\i.\nL"s -t:o obta in a ItShi(~ld of Confidence" 
\\1,'(' tj\lll(\ :ii.n'\t1n:r to rnt\.ny se<"u1.'ity code;:; and ()rdinanccs. 
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All promises which quaUfy for a Shteld of ConHclenc<.: decal 
are recorded in unit fil(3s. Filed on a sequential basis aC<'C)l'c1illg lo 
the dates upon which tlecals art} affixeel, each pren1ises is ic1elll:iHcd 
hy hnilder or owner, address, apaJ:tment or hOURC'. nU111bet, and 
miscellaneous inform.ation. Although I:his file could serVE' as a 
Ineans of assessing the prog.ram's effecti.veness (i.. e. SUbSl~qU(~l1t 

vidirnizati.on), it: has not hcel1 syst:elUc.'l.\:lcally tHlecl in. this na\:nrc. 

MEASUH.8MENT POINTS 

Figure III. 1 1:>1'08C)).1:S a now diagrar:n. of the p:dncipal sl('ps 

or interventions involved in the secllrity 8lu'vey il'arrtc\"\·'0rk .• Drawing 
frOln the :fra:m.ewol'k, three lU.easurcment pOints exist, at which a 
variety of data iii, 01' can easily be, collected as a nleans of c'vt'\,hm.ting 
the progl'aln's efiec.l:i:vcness. l.../ Theso pOints of 111 (')t'\. S Ul' cnncnL Ot:Cltl" 

at tho linto surveys a . .:e a:l.'ranged; at the tirne Slll"Veys al'U acLually 
conducted; and, at 1:he tiu1.e survey follow-up occurs. Following is 
a. breakdown of inio1"lnation that is or can be deve1op~d. 

Ivlcasul"ernenL Point One: When SU1'Vt'"lyS ax!? A:o:angl'cl 

'[\Vo key rncthocls of promotil"lg or generating surveys arc' 
discus sed above. They are genC:!lally defined as a public oclllcation. 
modol and a direct solicilation model. With l'cgaJ.'c1 to o\talnat:ing 
t:he public eclncatiol1. model, several types of inforrnation sh.ould be 
gathered. For cxal'nple, when calls l'cquesting an i.nspl~ction are 
received by a security survey u,nit, the following types of lluol'maHon 
should ho recorded: 

How Citizen Became Aware of Survey P.l:ogl'arn. 
Using a pre-printed form, the unit secretary 01' a 
snrvcy officer can check the promotional nlcans 
that most directly contributes to citlzel"lS' calls 
for sorvice (i. e. radio or television spot, news­
paper article, pl' iuted matel.' ial, public 

1/ Thin data could also he used to t:eSt a prog:l.'an'l's I.mdedying 
assumptions. As noted in Section IV, however, no 1.1l1dcl:lying 
as s un"l plions could be al' ticula ted by the prog rams salxlplcd. 
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presentation, etc.). When this Lniormation is 
ta bulated, it can be used to determ ine if, in fact, 
people see or hear program information; if they 
are willing to become informed; if t'~ley are concerned 
about the potential of being victimized; and, if after 
becoming informed about the program, people are 
aware of their own security weaknesses. Further, 
by compiling the results of this inquiry, an agency 
can deternline the means that are most effective 
in promoting the program. Based on such 
information, the least effective approaches can. be 
discontinued, or modified appropriately. 

Citizen's Reason for Requesting Survey. This 
evaluation measure would indicate what each 
citizen expects to accompEsh through the re~eipt of 
a security survey. Findings could be included in 
each recipients' file. During survey follow-up this 
subject could aga in be ra ised to determ ir. ~ if 3. 

citizen's expectations had been satisfied (i. e. 
irnproved feeling of security, reduced "fear" of 
crime, etc.). 

Citizen's Attitude Toward Local Law Enforcement 
Agency and/ or Service. This information could 
provide an initial basis for assessing current police­
cornmunity ~·elations. If the question is raised again 
during survey follow-up, it would be possible to 
determ ine if the survey program ha s had some effect 
on irnproving police-community relations. 

General Location of Requests. On a monthly, or 
other scheduled basis, a unit could compile this 
information and compare it with the general locations 
of residential and/or commercial burglary to 
determ ine if the survey program is impacting 
actual or evolving high crime areas; displacing 
the burglary prol:lem to those areas that have 
not received surveys; and, so 011. 
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With regard to the dil:ect solicitation model the types of data 
that should be developed a re a s follows: 

Responses to Survey Offers. This data would 
consist of a listing of the positive anclnegative 
responses received by unit personnel when 
surveys are offered directly to citizens. This 
information could be used, at least in part, to 
confirnl or negate if people are concerned aboul: 
the potential of being victin'lized; if they are 
willing to take steps to reduce this potential; and, 
if people can be persuaded;) on the basis of 
information presented, that the secu.rity survey 
will help to reduce this potential. The data may 
<;tlso be used to assess the public's attitude toward 

. the overall crbne prevention concept of "opportunity 
reduction". 

Number of SUl.",,;eys Accepted and Refuse~ 
Solicitation Type.- The direct solicitation nl0del 
utilizes a variety of techniques; i. e. telephone 
contact, personal or nlail contact to introduce 
and offer the survey service to prior\' dnle victhus; 
etc. Other appro;:.r-hes involve the saturation of 
evolving high crim~ areas where both prior and 
potential victinls may be contacted (i. e. canvass; 
"Neighborhood Knock" programs, 1/ etc.). If 
records are rna intatned concerning the number 
of surveys that are accepted and refusee: by 
solicitation approach,. assessments could be made 
as to the most successful or produ.ctive technique • 

.C~ ______________________ _ 

1/ In the Neighborhood Knock technique, after a victim's premises has 
peen surveyed, the surveyor personally informs the victim's 
neighbors of the crime problem and offers to perform an inspection 
of their premises. 
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With this information, unit management could 
eliminate the less productive approaches, or 
attem.pt to determine modifications needed to 
increase productivity. 

Citizen's Attitude Toward Local Law Enforcement 
Agency and/or Service. The nature of this informa­
tion and its purposes would be the same as that noted 
a bove under the "public education nl0del". 

Gencral Location of Surveys. The nature of this 
information and i"s purpose would be the same as 
that noted above under the "public education model". 

Measur"-'tn.ent Point Two: Wll!f.m Surveys are Conducted 

At the tilne security surveys are actually conducted, a variety 
. of othOl' information is, or can easily be, developed, as fo11o\,,,,s: 

General Recipient Inforlnation. More than 80 percent 
of the agencies responding to the general survey 
indicated that certain basic data is retained con-
cerning sm'vey recipients. This data includes: the 
recipient's name, address, type of premise; date 
the survey was conducted; the crime risks identified 
during tho s tll'Vey; and, specific securit~r ilnprove­
nlcnts that were recornm.ended. This infol'l'nation can 
be of nse later in assessing victimization among 
program participants (e. g. when cross-checked with 
agency offense reports). The data concerning identified 
crime risks and recOlurnended improvements could 
also be used to determine if implCluentation is an 
effective deterrent to illegal entries. The Arlington, 
Texas, Crime Prevention Unit, for example, main­
tains and us'";s the data in this way. 

Total Surveys Conducted by Premises Type. This 
data will provide a means of assessing the activity 
and productivity of the survey program as well as 
individual survey pel'sonnel. 
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Time Required to Conduct Surveys. By reqULrmg 
survey personllel to regularly record the time 
required to arrange and conduct individual surveys, 
certai.n efficiency information could be derived. 
That is, the productivity of individual surveyors 
could be exam ineel, a s could the geneJ.°al cos t/ 
efficiency of methods of presenting recomn1.endations 
(i. e. presentation of completed checklist, prepar­
ation of separate survey reports, the hanc1-deHvery 
or n1.ailing of such reports, etc.). Propel' assess­
ment of these points would, however, require cross­
referencing this data with compliance information 
(see Measuren1ent Point Three, "Survey Compliance 
Data ll , below.) 

Other Preventive Measures Already Taken by 
Recipient. By noting other security meaSl1l"eS taken 
by recipients prior to the survey, it would be 

·possible to make some asseSSlnent as to the level of 
awareness and/or secudty consciousness that exists 
in the cOlnmunity. This data could also be used, in 
part, to assess the value or impact of other broad 
public information/education efforts agencie s may 
have undertaken (i. e. promotion of Operation 
Identification, lock-up campaign, etc.). 

Prior Victimization History of Recipient. The sn"vey 
officer should also note the actual victimization history 
of each recipient (i. e. both reported and unreported 
offenses). This could provide a more accurate basis 
for a subsequent determination of program impact than 
may be available solely through historical. offense reports 
or Uniform Crime Report data. 
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Measurement Point Three: When Follow-Up is Perforr:ned 

The third measu:rement point occurs when a survey follow-up 
is performed. Information that should be developed at this point includes 
the following: 

Survey Compliance Data. This would include infor­
mation on whether or not recipients have implemented 
survey recomn1endations and, if not, why not. This 
information could be used to determine if an informed 
citizen will take action to protect his environment. 
Information on why a :l,'ccipient has not complied could 
also be valuable in determining if uncontrollable 
factors have mitigated against a person's desire to 
comply (i. e. the costs of security improvements; 
unernployment; a renter be ing unauthol'ized to make 
permanent improvements, etc.). Compliance data, 
a s referenced above, CQuid also be cra 5S -referenced 
with time factor information to assess the cost­
efficiency of certain solicitation and survey techniques. 
(See "Time Required to Conduct Surveys!!, above). 

The Fulfillment of Citizen's Rea sons for Reque sting 
a Survey Satisfied. Drawing from earlier recipient 
information, information could be gathered to 
determine if the citizen's rea sons for reque sting a 
survey were satisfied. 

Other Preventive Measures Taken Since Survey. 
This would be an itemization of the crime prevention 
measures taken by recipients following a survey. This 
could be used as a measure of the crime consciousness 
resulting from or encouraged by the survey process. 

Citizen's Attitude Toward Local Law Enforcement 
Agency and/ or Service. At this time, the citizen 
~hould once again be asked to offer an opinion 
concerning the local law enforcement agency and/ or 
the service provided. By comparing the responses 
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with those offered to a similar quesf:b~l asked 
at the time the survey was arranged, :his 
information could determ ine if tho survey 
progralTI improved police-com.l'lllmity relations. 

It should be noted that very few crime prevention/ security survey 
programs actually collect even part of this data. Most progran'ls have 
gathered little or no data eithei· because of manpower limitations or the 
lack of a clear understanding of how to design programs so they can be 
evaluated. 1/ 

EXOGENOUS FACTORS AFFECTING SURVEY 
PROGRAMS 

There are many factors which have an affect upon the success 
of security survey program efforts. Such facto.~·s are "givens" with 
which each progran:l must contend and they val:JY greatly among juris­
dictions. These factors include: size of agency and survey unit; 
organizational plaCelTIent of survey unit; staffing considerations; the 
nature of survey training; the existence and nature of securi!:y codes 
and ordinances,; and, so on. 

Each of these factors was reviewed in Section III: "Some 
General Characteristics Related to the ImplernentaHon of Physical 
Security Survey Programs". Although this analysis was beyond the 
scope of the present study, it was undertaken to assist local project 
administrators assess the particular environments in which their 
survey programs must operate so they can make appropriate policy 
decisions regarding the implementation of this technique. 

l/ See Section IV: Expectations for the Security Survey Program and 
Perceived and Documented Levels of Fulfillment, for additional 
detail on this point. 
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Section VI 

Analysis of the Security Survey Process In Relation 
to the Fran1.ework 

PUBLIC EDUCATION MODEL: METHODS AND 
TECHNIQUES USED TO GENERATE SECURITY 
SURVEY REQUESTS 

The Focus of the Survey 

In£orm<ation was sought in the general survey and as part of the 
site visits vis-a-vis the relationship and effectiveness of the various 
prOlTlOtion strategies and techniques used in the in1.plementation of the 
survey process. Specific subjects investigated included: 

Findings 

general approaches utilized and which agencies 
implement the public education model; 

techniques employed to generate surveys; and, 

the impact 0.£ the various approaches, media 
techniques, etc. which are a part of the public 
education lTIodel on the overall survey proces s. 

General Approaches Utilized to Generate Surveys. Two basic 
approaches were identified in terms of the public education n"lode1. 
Over 40 percent of those responding to the gel1era1 survey said 
they use mass media, public presentations, etc. to stimulate citizens 
requests for surveys. An additional 20 percent pointed out that while 
the media is used fron1. time to time, word of n1.outh and other informal 
prolnotional techniques are llsed to generate interest in surveys. Impor­
tantly. in both instances final responsibility for requesting surveys 
is left to the citizen. 

141 



Technique s Employed to Publici.ze Surveys. When a sked what 
specific techniques were employed to inform citizens of surveys in 
hopes they would request inspections, the conducting of public presen­
tations and the distribution of printed materials was mentioned most 
frequently by those responding to the general survey. The following 
table details these responses: 

Table III. 44 

Means Used Most Frequently to Publicize Survey Progl"amS ~/ 

Number of 
Means Times Mentioned b/ 

Newspaper 119 

Radio 73 

Television 21 

Telephoning prospective recipients 22 

Pub1i.c pre sentations 148 

Distribution of printed materials 132 

a/ Two hundred and six agencies responded to this questiol1. 
b/ The question was designed to illicit mutual responses. 

When queried further as to the source of printed materials 
general survey respondents indicated that in addition to materials prepared 
and/or financed by the survey unit, several sources provide free materials, 
as follows: 
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Ta ble III. 45 

Sources of Literature a/ 

Source l\1'a te ria Is Pro vide d 

Securl!;y hardware distributors sJ Lock brochures 

Local civic/business organizations Printed materia.ls 

National Crime Prevention Printed materials and 
Institute program information 

National Sheriffs I As sociation Printed materials 

Other law ellforcement agencie s Printed materials 

!!:,./ Two hundl'ec1 and six agencies respond.ed to this question. 
b/ The question was designed to illici.t multiple responseso 

Nurnber of' 
Times Mentioned b! 

150 

66 

63 

50 

35 

c/ Notably, these c1istribntors also provided free hardware displays 
to those units ropo rting. 

'The Impact of the Various Approaches. In order to obtain more 
detail, the agendes contacted in the field were asked to note the 1110st 

effective and the least effective means found to pub1ici:~e the survey 
progranl. Responses were mixed, as is illustrated below. 
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Table III. 46 

Ratings Concerning Means of Publicizing the Security Survey Program 
by Agencies SHe Visited 

Mea)lS 

Newspaper 
Radio 
Televis ion 

NUluber of Time s 
Noted as A Best Method 

Number of Times 
Noted as A Worst Method 

Public presentations 
Distribution of printed 

6 
2 
3 
4 

7 
7 
6 
1 

U'),al:cl'i.als o 3 

Albeit no substantive inform,ation was maintained by 19 of the 
agencies that wer c visited, the following opinions concerning the 
relevance and impact of va'dous of these techniques was offered. The 
opinions were: 

Use of the Media. Feelings on the impact of 
newspapers were mixed. Agencies which referred 
to it positively were generally not part of large 
"met:roplexes 11 and had es tablished good workin~ 
relationships with one or more local newspapers. 
Radio and television were viewed negatively mainly 
because of unsatisfactory experience with Public 
Se:r.vice Announcements (PSA). That is, where PSA 
time wa:> provided, it; was not during prime- time 
(e. g. as one respondent indicated: IISurvey ads 
were uSllally shown just before the National Anthem 
and station sign-off. "). Those viewing radio and 
televi$ion favorably were generally from smaller 
jurisdictions and! or had a well- established rapport 
with station personnel. 

Distribution of Printed Materials. Although the 
distribution of printed material was said to pro­
duce few survey requests, one respondent noted 
strongly that it was an important cog in the public 
education and awareness pro(~ess. 
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It should also be noted that none of the agencies visited had 
undertaken public awareness polls to determine if public education. 
rnateria13 are "getting the message across" to the general citizenry. 
Several jurisdictions, howeve:r, are in the process of planning and/ or 
conducting such polls (i. e. Atlanta, Dallas and Denver). 

Assessment 

The Questions Assessed. With rega:rd to the public education 
model of generating security surveys, the following questions \Vel"C 

raised: 

Does this approach have a significant eHect 
on program success? 

Arnong the means used to prom.ote the prograrn, 
has the. use of the lncdia been found to be eHective? 

Assessment of the Questions. Based On the data, it is not 
possible to dcterrnine if the "public education rnodel" has had a )).1.orc 
significant effect on progranl success than other approaches. Further, 
it is difficllit to assess the effectiveness of the luedia in pl"om.oting 
and advertising the survey process. None of the agencies contacted 
had polled their conuTIunUies to detcrm.ine if levels of awarenes s COn­
cerning the survey have been enhanced by lTIedia usage. Nonetheless, 
those that have close working relationships with local newspaper and 
radio station personnel feel that these media are valuable in carrying 
out survey progralufi. 

Knowledge Gaps 

If additional research is undertaken 011 the impact of the 
survey process, the reasons why individuals request su~veys and als!) 
their level of awareness based on various advertising techniques should 
be assessed. Further, the in"lpact of this approach on such factors as 
compliance rates and subsequent revictin"lization, in comparison to 
other survey generating techniques should be assessed. Cost factors 
involved in the advertising process should also be considered. 
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DIRJ~CT SOLlCITATION MODEL 

The li'o ell s of the SllX vey 

Three basic subjects were researched in terms of this topic. 
)1'1.1' s l, the nUlnbel' of agencies using this approach was evaluated. 
Sc:cond, the methods used by those employing the direct solicitation 
rnoch~l were investigated. Third, available knowledge concerning the 
irnpact of the rnethod vis-a-vis survey inlplem.cntation was sought. 

:1)' inc'l i.llg s 

Agencies Using the Approach. Tilirty- two percent of the 
gcn.c:l.'al survey' respondents l'cpo:ded that they generate surveys by 
directly contac:ting burglary victirns. Even though the rnethods used 
to generat(' surveys was not a site selection criterion, interestingly" 
1.5 of the 20 agencies visited use the direct soliciation l'l'lodel. ~/ 

Methods Utilized in Relation to the Approach. During the 
site visits, inform.ation was gathered c.oncerning the various methods 
);cllatcd to the dirt1ct solicitati.on approach. Each of the agencies use 
Cl.'i:nlC reports to idenLify Sll1'vey recipients. In two cases- -Atlanta 
and the Seattle Mayor 1 s Office- - crime reports are used to identify 
trtl"get al'cas, where a canvass approach is used. In the ren'laining 
13 cases, direct contact is made with prior \'ictinls. 3../ All but one 

~~--------------------------------1/ J(ey criteria used in selecting the sites to be visited 
included the availa.bility of evaluation inform.ation; the nature of 
data rn.aintained; type of agency; geographic locaLion; age of pro­
gram; fl.1l1ding base. staffing patterns; the existence of adopted 
security coc'ies; and, the use of incentive progralns. The methods 
nsed to gene:rate sn:t'veys was not a consideration. For more 
detail, see Chapter lI, Project Methodology: The Survey Research 
Process. 

2/ The jurisdictions that make direct contact wi th prior victims 
includE.': Cedar Rapids; Chattanooga; Connecticut State Police; 
Dcarbol'n Heights; De catur; Eden Prairie; Greensboro; Missollla; 
Palo Alto; St. Louis; St. Paul; Seattle (Police Department); and. 
Wilmington. 
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of these 13 agencies- - Palo Alto- - use pel's onal and telephone contacts 
in addition to the occassional use of "victir:n letters" to reach pot()ntial 
recipients. Palo Alto uses only the victirn. letter approach. 

Impact of this Method. No evaluaHon inforn1.ation is bcing 
rnaintained as to the impact of this rnethod on the overall survey process 
and no evaluation work was fonnd to exist in tenus of this subject. 
However, those interviewed during site visitations gave the following 
reasons for this approac:h being c.m'/floyed: 

The group ib 11.1.ore r(:;c~;ptive to the su:rvcy 
program. than po tential victirns; 

The group is l~asio:t: to ide>ntify and contact 
(e. g. through the' review of crirnc /burglary 
repol' t:s); and, 

The group is more likely to corn.ply with sur,rey 
reC01l1111.Cndations (1. e. s i.nca th.c)r ha \'e already 
suHered oue loss). 

Dra\ving £rorn ge::ncral survey data, it was found that the average 
nurnber of sunreys conducted during the life of prograrns that focus on 
prior victin1s was greater than the average for progro.n1.s that concentrated 
on potential victims. Specifica.lly, prior victim, survey p:rogrmns con­
ducted an average of I, 137 surveys per year. Potential victim oriented 
progran1.s conducted an average of 906 surveys a year. 

Based on these findings) anothe:l.' compo. dson was lnacle 
concerniv.g the manner in whi.ch surveys are generated. The following 
table details the <l:verage lllunber of inspections per. surveying officer 
in terlTIS of survey generating techniques. As t l1e table indicates, when 
the "public education modell' is compared with the "d.irect solicitation 
model", the victim oriented approach of the latter results in more 
sUl:veys. Further, when the general canvass within target arca~ is used 
by those directly soliciting surveys more inspecl:ions r~sult than when 
victims fl'om the entire jurisdiction arc contacted. 
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''';tj'1·;';~1 :';;~~Hai"l' ~,[ !-jqrVr.·Yf, C/Jnducted pC·.f.' Y~:a): By 
q'B',;I'i'~h;' Oflif I'~ H.·lfdh·!' t'l Sltt'vey G('lH.!l·ation 

'} i'~ Imi!lW? fUl' Agt'HCh'/f Vbited 

d,' H , { ; ",.Ln t '1,', db IIl'i,l" 
\'ll h~n:. "HAy 
("$l" I ,d ,lIhV.~,l ~'. i14 I,p'rq'l 

A\'I:~'ug" No. ot Surveys Concluded 
:(:'m: Slll'V~¥i~l!; Office:r 

167 

512 

1:1 Ihl dit. t! ~it11h il;~liun apprl.HLC h ltlOrt' d£ectivt; 
iu t'YW l\d h,;,! !,m'Vt'l"!1 than nth~'l' t;pt.'hn.iqul's? 

/t:, .,t ;, ";:',~~~;t. ',~!L~::.l.l!!.:..:t.u';ll:': AbtH\t l)lH' .. third of the D.g oneie s 
; ),~c,! :$, hI ti~~, ",'U, f'.d i.1! l'\ ty \'ruploy lh\' <lil,,~ ct so1idtn Hon approach, 

,r, f p;, ,dl~' \, t'¢l\t 1 ld •• dl'!; un pd/H' ('t'hHL' Victit,HH. 'fL.5s a.pproach 
• """ ~ •• %~. ~.w <I .l', .hh'~'\),(.i\,l' ,tN \lPI;l~fH'd tu passive'. 
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AgE'ucies that COnCeJI'ltrate on prior victims gellel'ttlly conduct. 
lUOre surveys than those that concentrate on potential victit118. Specifi­
cally: dnl:\ving from general s ul'vey data, it. was found tha.t the <J,verage 
nU111ber of surveys conducted pc:r yE.a.r by programs that focns on prio,r 
vic1:irn8 was 1, 137, while th(~ averC:lge for progra.:ms tha t ~'Ollcent;l'atc on 
potential victims was 906. lnterestingly, when prior victin,l-Oricl1ted 
prograrns which conduct 81ll:'VCyS jl.uisdictiol1-wide w<ne cornpal:od with 
agencies that c.oncentrate on. target areas arnong units visitl'd, those tba.l 
focus on target areas and ll,!Se the ;..:anvass techniq'.le cOl1ch'ct n),o:t:<.:~ $lU'VOyS. 

Thir; should be viewed with caution, however, since the sarn.ple was vcry 
slU,i).ll. Nonethe10ss, theso overall findings were substa.ntial'ed in the 
:LteH'ltu:t:e. 1/ Moreover, survey volume ri."l,ay directly reln.tC' 1;0 tb<-' 
approach uscd by an agency- in genc:l.'ating inspections. 

THE CONDUCT OF A SECUIUTY SURVEY 

The Focus of the Sl.~rvey 

Data concerning the natun::.; <:\;nd focus of Lhe survey·inBLI.'t'lrncmt 
(c. g •. Checklists) llsed in Iconjuncll-./l with in1plern.enting pbysical 
inspections was aggregat(~d during the reseal"eh. This in£ornl~llion 
~ocused on the following sllibjccts.: 

If survey iLUstntnlcnts \verc utiliz<.":c1 and why; 

Whether different instrum.ents werc utili,&cd 
when condncting rcsidential and C0111n1,crcial 
surveys and the reasons undergirding such 
dccisions; and, 

Appro8.chcs uS cd to develop check1i8 ts. 

1/ White, ct. a1., Police Department Programs, pp. 49-51. 
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j"j,WlilW,f. 
~.~ ~.riIIt~ ::~ ~\.."~.U::. .,. -,,'= 

'lIt(' U/l(' of Hl'cndty Chl!cklists. Eight}r-six percent, or 177 
of till' Hg;:;:l7'r;:ij"'(b,.tT-;;~ldv,d to ill(; gene,'nl survey indicated that a 
~ hI:, J~1iI'! in \HiI,d n.n till (l,id in conducting surveys. Eighteen of the 
%0 .aJ~!·l}(hql vbiu,d al~w r('lJOl'led that thoy used checkUsts. 

.J\.g(·llcil'u vi:.Hed W(~r<' qtli,;riec1 as to why sllTvey checklists 
\Vt')'!' llliliy,t~d. OVt'l'all) ),'{'bpundnnts indic:n.tGd that: checklists provide 
a II} I1JflUW1I, ("UlY (c) lUi<' h·aHH~wC):r.kl' for survuy in1.plen.1.(mtation. In 
{,'1'111:, of why Clll'cldi:;u; are not ernployed, the t\vo agencies visited 
th'LI djc1 wd \W(~ thil; rtpproa.t'll as wull as tb.<;1 29 jltrisdictions that res­
ll'llttkd (0 till' !WHc'l'nl ~nl)'V(~y nnd reported th<.:y did not rely on chccl<­
H!d 1'1 ,0[[('1'1'(1 the f(Jlluwing :n~n.[Hms: 

Tlw ('lwc kliBt limits sll1:vey' flexibility; 

Snt'V(!Y:; Ul'V {t)t> c1ctailC'd and un.iquc to be 
nllldlH iv(' lo (l dwcJdisl pl'oc:edlU,'e; <1.'ld, 

tJ.'lH~ lU)(' of a cho('kli.st )('ave.s the impression 
of 1HH lwillg Pl'of.<' S slonal. 

H.\'ld.dvllt1n 1 H.ild Con1nl.el'dal Surv0. ys and the Role of the 
Cltl'( 1"hl,t:'~11r;tlY7~;il7-~('nt:1 Or 108, of the respondents to the general 
·t;\;,:\'~:Y~I1~~t \Hi(' du'ddiHts l't::po1:t<.'Cl thal lh<.'y utilize different versions 
fot' t'\·!Jldt'nlia.J and nUlltlH'l'd~11 si1 eH. All sHe-visited agencies employed 
m·p,tI·.~ll' l'\'Hidt'nlinJ nnd comrn o:1:dnl chcc'klis ts. 

'J'ln' pl:im,ar)' l·~\n.son of£(ll"l'd by agcmcies visited vis-a-vis 
\lu' H).~\ of !ivp:n:att' Stll.'V(,;y in;:ltl"Ulnents \V'as that cO.m.r:ne:rcial organiza­
titm" h.LVt' difft'J'l'nl Bl~ln,·ity In()bl('.rn~ tban, residences. As such, 
t illtHllt' 1'\ i{~l ~ hl'ddiHb. h<w~~ to eovl.~r !'llOre points ofvuln.erability and 
lw llWt't' (h,t:d.lNl in t\.\,[tt:t'l'. Notably, this htlter finding was borne out 
dHdn~', tlH' gt·IH~.l.·;'J :nn·vl'Y. 'l'hat is, I)V('1' 62 pel'cent of those responding 
h) thin i~'1~m\ imlit~iltt'd tha,t l)(jn~l'('sidcJ1tial Sll1'VCyS were l1'lOrC detailed. 
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Approaches Used to Develop. Chec1dis ts. Neal:ly 80 pe:l'C'cnt 
of those ~sing ~hecklists d,evcloped them llsing inforrn.ation provided 
by others. That is, checklists pr,epared by other lav.' enforcC'l:l1cnt 
agencies we1'e l'i.sed to provide,the ','£o:rr:nat" as to WllL1t should be 
il1-clnded. All agencies visited drew from. others in designing their 
survey checklists. 

Assessn1.ent 

The Q'Llestions Assessed. Two m.ajor gucstiol1H we;rc assessed 
with l'egal'd to the natl.li:e and use of a survey instrurncnl in the ilnplc­
l1.1entation of physicaLinspcc,tion.'s. These were: 

Are checklists utili7.ed and why? 

Docs th<:~ level of detail for COll1.mer cial and 
l:esidential surveys differ and are separate 
checklis ts employed? 

AssessnlC~nt of the Qucstions. Eighty-six porcent of the 206 
agencies contacted use a printed chccldist as an aid in conducting 
security SLl1'VCyS. The data indicated that the primal:y reason underlying 
the usc of checklists is that they provide a "baselinolf for the conduct 
of physical inspections. Moreover, findings sugge s f that checklis ts arc 
valuablc aids in the security survey pl'ocess. 

Findings also docun1.cnted that cOlnn1.ercial survcys are rnorc 
detailed than residential inspections. This finding is sL1.bstantiat~cl by 
earlier work. 1/ 

1/ Ibid. 
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rU;(;U;"lMhNDATIONS !vrAJ)r~ BY SgCUIUTY SURVEY PERSONNEL 

The.' FIH'!l{i of til(' SU1'V(!Y' 
.·~~C'''''''':::C'~.J'{~:~~e~:>t;,:*..:t~"'''''' __ r~ __ ~'I,;'~_ 

'l'lw bUl"V('Y !()nHJec1 on two major perspectives in te:rlns of 
tht· l'!'( onllTH'ndl1t1.Olw d~'v('l()p('d in l:datic)ll t.o physic.'al inspections. 
'I lWEi(' Wl'I.·(~; 

F·ifl(lill:~n 
""-T C'::,t~ -t,.~.';;1;'r",< _:::.~ '1 

Tlw IH ope o£ s m:vc y :I: e <':Olnrn.c.'nc1a lions; and, 

'1'h(' vn.rlOtW i1.vp:r:oaC'l)(!$ used to pl'O$C!nt survllY 
finclilJ:~ll fLnd'l.·ccmrlln~mdaliol1.s and the :reasons 
\\llly tIa'y WC.~,l·l~ S(>]t.:( tl.~d. 

'l'lt(· Sc (lpt' and NiLLtu'(! of Slll'Vl~)t Hecomt11.cndat.ions. To dete:r.~ 
1.lliul' I ht' 7;T';;i;7;"~')T 1·i'ul~v0y'''i;l:C:C)h\;;:H:ndn.ti(Jns provided t () l' c cipients of 
pb}!.h ,,1 iw.pt'tUOllt'j tlHHiV pnl'ticipatillg in the genera.l survey were asked 
III 111(1k.11/' t1w apJ!l'tltt~ 11 tHH.'<1 in pr{'s('l1ting rc('(}nl1.1H'l1datiol1s. The 
hdln\'dll!~ t.ll,lC' pl'!'~;vnt!i finr'lingH. 

'tabl,' III. 48 

TIn' SCI-liH' ()f SUl"voy Itecom.rn.enc1atiolls a/ 

t i. !l1'I'al 1"'1t lIH 
~"', r ,'II",.<;<7I'::;'T·~.~\:""" -" ""''!:rtr.:~4O''O'='''<_'~'''''''''-'''_, ___ 

All l't'\ IHnmt'lHln.tillll'l (\1'(' l'r!..~Bcntl·c1 
\\:5 ih )H) j'~·r~\l·~·lH~· to p:l'iol'ily en 
1.1111) 1t'<1 lit \' '/ 

All l'l~llmmwndnnt}tlS are presented 
lnn hpt.·d.fi ( pl'hldtit.,~ axC'not.ed 

(hdy hiHh priorit>r l'pl..'Orn.ll1l'nClaliol,$, 
01' th~l~ll.' 1.1\ lw\·d of: imrnNlinl(' 
'\t thll). n,t't' P\:'\\}it'ntl'd 

'1 () tt\ lB 

No. of Times 
}"[entioned E../ 

47 

139 

16 

202 

Pel' cent 

23% 

69 

8 

100% 

\!.l":i~\~;""Ti\'·;;7ir(:'(J~;\d~ft)~:t' n.g cncl<" S l'e sponded. 
);1 Thi.s '1ul.'stion wn,s dl.'slgnC'd to illicit m.ultiple responses if appropriate. 
~'lt'. 
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When this ques ti0l1 was raised du:ring the On- site proces s, all 
agencies contacted stated that they provide all :reco.mrnendations. developed 
during the survey to the recipient. Notably, two-thirds of the agencies" 
stressed the fact that they also prioritize the recomrncmdations t.o enh.ance 
the rate of: cOlnpliance concel'ni::-ig those considered most in'1p(Jrtant. . 

Approaches Used to Present Find.ings and Recormnen.dations. 
Three approache s to providing r'ecol1'ln'lcndations to survey recipients 
were identified hom th~ general survey. These app:l.'oaches whic.h all involve 
the verbal presentation of recol1'lluendations are outlined bel(;\w. 

Table III. L19 

Methods of Presenting Surve).r Recol1'lmendations 

Method 

Only verbal recol'1'lrnendations 
pl'ovided at survey scene 

Verbal review plus copy of cOl1'lpletcd 
checklist provided at survey scene 

Verbal recommendations presented 
at survey scene, plus written 
recon'lmendations subsequently 
provided to recipient 

No. Times Each Method Not.ed !!:.,I 
Residential Non- Rcsidel1f:ial 

Surveys ~I _ . .;_:_~u:'{cys 5,1 . 

38 28 

113 82 

89 138 

al This question was designed to illicit multiple responses. 
bl One hundred and ninety-seven agencies responded. 
cl Two hundred agencies responded. 

Three main reasons were offered by those participating in the 
general survey in terms of why "written" recomm.endations arc provided 
to survey recipients. Responses are summarized in the following table. 

153 



Tablt~ III. 50 

HNl,I/l1H!; IO.l;' tfw Us (. of Wl'itten. RC(:olumcndations 

No. of 'firne s Mentioned ~/ 
n,usidenlial Non-Residential 

Surveys ~/ Surveys C / 

II;!..I, gl'('iLll'l' impad fin 
t IIlul'litlw I' 

He :.n'1ll, HWl'~~ dC'tailt'd L\,lld 

t tUllpl'dlt'w,iv(' 

60 

58 

54 

~l</'nti~tCli\~:I~«1(~'rT"\;;;L';:;Zl7-H ignT-tf to illic it Jl1ultip] u r espons e s. 
T;l Ow' IJllltd n·d {l.wl tWII itgl'lldc'H l'(!"ij)'l1'lclud. 
"' I (hit' 11ll11l11'vd lhi 1'1,/ "nill{' a.!.f.(~lldv':; l'vslx>nded. \ 

96 

71 

79 

J)1lr1n~\ Hit I' VlBit,\'tiollS, ngt'ncies W(\1:C asked to identify the 
:illq',lc' lHlnd impfll'tanl llH'lhml of pr<.'~('ntillg survey .rccon~mcndations. 
(H [hI .W .q~(·m it'!; conla('j('d l 13 ('un~id<:~red the vCl'ba.l presentation 
Itl 1'1'\ 'IHlll\VnclaliouH an lli.l,:vl.tlgt:l'w llgrcatt:!st 'irn.pact" on the Tecipic~,:~, 
'fhi:. imp.tvl w.tS dt'Htwd by th!.~H\,} agclldes as the increased level of 
d\daU ,1l1d Hn<h'l'Htilnding aHo:l.'ded by the p<.~rsonall'eview and discllssion 
llf t'l"t UJ'il,/ wI.'ahm'HtH'B n.!ld nt'Cuss<.u:y 1.n::q)l'overncnts. :M.oreovel', it 
\"',1:; nil' uPinion of thi~; g)'OUP lhn.t the v(;')"hal prcsenf'ation ,mode 
!'lih:tHt ('cl dlll.IH'l'B .fOl' <.'omp1i~uH'v witb.""SltrV(;!y fi.ncHngs • 

. ~ II -- ~ :::_' '1 -1:t-~~:~~ ,: : ... ;_,;;:,¢:,*",-_~ ... ~_~""",;t'~ __ ~_-'"1I _______ --''--___ --'-'_ 

\Vlmt 1::\ Uw sC'~)P(' of !Hll·veyrc(,OJ11n1.cndations 
IH'o\'id('e) inspt'<.'lion l'(.~dpil.;'uts? 

1.54 
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HO'N arc secu;rity su:t:vey recon:u:n.endatiollS 
prescnted? 

Docs the n~lethod of presenting rccomnl.end(),Lions 
have all effect on cornpliance? 

Assessll"wpt of the Qu(".stion. In the general sUl;vey, 92 perCel'lt 
of the 206 agencies currently present all reconlmendations at the 
conclusion of physical inspections. Of (:his group, 78 percent also 
prioriLize their reco.mmenclatiOlls. The ve.rbal presentation of rOC0111111.e11-
datioh(,!,. lp used by all the agcnciQs sa.mpled. 

Those agencies visito'.:l stressed the l1eeclfol: thi.s cOl1:lbillOd 
approach. They also l"eportecl that the verbal elerncnL is tho Ilkeystollc~11 
of this pOJ:tion of uic survey pI"oces s since it allows [;ho surveyor an 
opportunity to explain, describe and clal'i.:£y \vl"itten l'ccoll1.r:n.enclations. 

Site vtsits also cOhfirr:.,~d that this II con1binocl app:t'c)<tch 'l 

enhances pl.'ogl'~m conlpliance. Unfo:t'tunately, as noted elsewhere in 
thi.s report, feV\r efforts ha ve been 111.ade to docurnent: COl.'l.'l.pli.anco vis­
a-vis the presentation of survey reconlmenclatiol'),s. 

Sl!.:CURI'TY S'01-( VET' FOI.JLOW -UP 

The Focus of the Survey 

Infol:l!'1ation was aggregated concerning the followll.'lg subjects 
related to the follow-up of security surveys: 

'The usc of and reasons underlying follow­
up progranls; 

Follow-up approach and methodf.' utili:M~d; Cl.l1c.1, 

Reasons that follow-up efforts are cm.ployed 
by agencies irnp1.cn1enting sccuri.ty survey 
pro gra rnt;. 
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Follow ... \:lp (l,PP)'oach and methods utilized; and, 

He<l.HOll!; Hmt follow-up C£!Ol"ts are ernployed 
by agend(~8 inlplelJ:lmtting security survey 
pr()g:r,t~lns • 

'1'11<'. Ulil:7,at1011 of :F'ollow- Up :i?:r.op,rarn.s. Eighty-th.rce, or 
110 IH·;t'r (!l}T~ of th(}"~Z06 ag~~J)dus ):espolltling to the general survey 
-i.ndit cl.led that a f05.'xHa]' follow-up ("olTIpOrwnt is part of their progran1 .• 
Wlwn n.Hhud why;;\. follow-up Pl.'Occ$s .. was employed in conjunction with 
tht' IHll'Vt:YI lh{' follllwing l.'(~asons wert; offo:l:cd by general survey 
pi.t1' (i (:'i.pa.nt ~J. 

P\l:rpUS("~; S<'l,,,'od by Survey P:t:og:l'arn Follow- Up ~/ 

nood pub) it l' t'ln. Huns 
To vt':dfy <'()nlvlinn(" ... ~ 
'1'0 l'lH \l\ll'ag(1 in<';l"CatH~d (.'o.mpliancc 
'>.0 5rHitl.l:(· )'l't'oul1lH'ndn,tiollH [l.l'e 

und 1..' 1'RlOud 

To hHH.'l f\ll~l<Jing agcnt:y rcqnirement 

No.' of Tirn es 
J\.lcntioncd.!?/ 

49 
45 
44 

26 
14 

~l-'~:rfL);:onc; agenclcn res,ponded to this quesl:ion. 
]2./ 'thi.s qu<'sti.on \vn.s designed to elicit multiple responses. 

'Jt'.t'orn fidel l'eSeal,'cllp i.t was f.ound that six of the 20 agencies 
Iw.(l f(lllow .. l,'lp cor'npononts. Four of th.e six indicated that the Iollow­
up \\'(lB (h'.Bi.glWd 1.0 vt.~l'i£y or l~nCC'tll'age compliance; one stated that it 
wa:, a Hi'ant .t:~-q\.tU:mnenL; a.nc)" one noted that the rollow-up was 
t'tlt:l'nl tally tl publi.e )"clnHo.n s effort. 
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Follow- Up Approa.ch and Methods. II When queried as to 
whethel' all SllrVt?y recipients or only a sanl~le arc contacted for 
purposes of follow-up during the general snrvey, 47 pel.'cel),t of those 
using the approach reported that all recipients are contact:et;1. The 
remaining 53 percent: stated that: they contact only a sarn,ple of those 
that had received surv<':ys. 

In terms of the 111Ctho<1s used concerning (:he conduct: o:f follow­
ups, general survey respondents luost frequently cn'lploy tlu:ee as 
reported in the following table o 

'Ia ble IU. 52 

Follow- Up Approach Em.ploycd !!:.,I 

Approach 

On- site visitation 
Confir rna tion Ie Her I Pos tcard 
Telephone contact 

No. of'Iirnes 
Mentioned '::..1 

71 
15 
22 

a!Eighty-three agencies respondca.. 
bl 'Ihis question was designed ro elici.t multiple responses. 

Non- Utilization of Follow- Up. 
survey respondents for not following up 
on the following page. 

The r(~asons offc:red by genel'al 
surveys arc smTI1'narized 

II Notably, data' concerning follow-up/cou1pliance for the agencies 
site visited that utilize this technique were discussed in Section III, 
Documented Knowledge of Success. 
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Table III. 53 

Iv~a(Whf:l Why a Follow-Up Component is Not Util.i:.:-.ed a/ 

Too time consuming 
Manpower lim itations 
I<n.oWI'l low compliance 
Follow-up flUggcst enforcement 

(or ha 6 slo) Lq recipient 

No. of Times 
Mentioned '!!../ 

36 
80 

5 

24 

~li . ()n~-:'i;~;(h'od an.d twent:y-thl'ee agencies responded. 
y,2./ The quc .. stion was design.ed to elicit multiple responses. 

AlnQ1lg thos(~ agencies vi.si.ted, 14 had no follow-up cpmponent.· 
Will')) tl,Hkcd why th.ny did not: usc the technique, responses para,llelcd 
tllcHH' noted aho"re. 

Af:lODf1Bl'n('llt .--- ~-".--.... 

The Q1.wsHol1s Assessed. Thf! survey considered two major 
q\1.C~ r;ll<'))lS co.nce:t:ning thi,) follow-up proces s. The se were: 

Do agencies utili?ic follow-up components as 
part of their survey program? 

\Vhy do agcncicR follow-up surveys? 

ASHessrnent of the Quest:ions. Sixty percent of the survey pro­
gram.s salnpled have 110 (ollo\V-UE component. Of t.hose that do, no 
(~vtcl<.nlC(~ exists cQ}lc<n'ning tho effectiveness of follow-up. 
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The l'easons given for employing follow-up relate mainly. 
to survey cOD'lpliance; i. e. to verify compliance, (:0 en.courage 
ir.creased compliance or to insure rec01:nrnenc1c::tions arc Ullderstooc1. 

In terms of reasons why follow-up programs are not n(:D.i~(~c1t 
the two response.s mentioned most frequently Tc.1ated to tin1e [ilnd 
-manpower. In short, a s noted ~lsewhere in this report, only a few· 
men are assign.ed to perform surveys. Thus, it: may not be realistic 
to expect that they have time to (:onc1uct follow-ups or re-snrveys. 
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Section I 

Introducti.on 

Chapte1.' III presented an asseSSHlent of the security survey in 
torn-ls of myriad pararneters related to this important crime prevention 
technique. Due to the level of detail provi.ded in the discussion the reader 
may not recall all of the III,<:ey" findings and conclusions developed as a 
result of this national scope survcy. Thus, this chaptcr prcsents an 
abbrcvia!:ed discussion of these points and also offers reconnnendal:ions 
in f:orrns of the "fubu"c l ' of the security survey. 
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Section II 

Study Findings and Conclus ions 

LOCAL CONDITIONS THAT AFFECT THE 
INITLA TION OF A SECURITY SURVEY PROGRAM 

Factol's that Playa Role in the Initiation of Security 
Survey Programs 

Findings indicate that four factors playa role in the developl~lent 
of security survey progrcnns. These are: high burglary rates; the desire 
for improved police-community relations; formal crhne prevention training; 
and, the availability of outside financial support. 

High rates of burglary and the wish to improve police-community 
relations were mentioned mos t frequently by the 206 agencie s as factore 
influencing the intiation of security survey programs. ~/ Notably, 40 percent 
did not mention high burglary rate::; as a reason underlying the i.nitialusc 
of this crim.e prevention tool. Moreover, these factors appear to be most 
influential only in tenns of stimulating a desire to take SOlne rernedial 
steps or positive action. 

Crime prevention trainLng and the availability of LEAA funding 
appear to be most important in enabling local agencies to initiate security 
survey programs. 2/ 

When comparing training and funding factors, findings indicate 
that crime prevention training is the single most important factor (i. e. 
as referenced, nearly 70 percent of the 206 agencies surveyed had at least 
one person who had completed formal training prior to the initiation of 
their survey programs). 

1/ Sixty percent of the agencies noted high burglary rates as a factor 
at play and 49 percent mainta ined the des ire to improve police­
community relations. 

2/ Forty-seven percent of the agencies mentioned crime prevention 
training and 20 percent noted the availability of federal funding 
as factors influencing the initiation of Sl}l'Vey programs. 
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The importance of LEAA financial support as a factor must not 
be overlooked si.nce it i.s a key funding source for approxinlate1y 60 percent 
of all pl.'ograms less than two years old. Interestingly, ho\\'ever, the 
remaini.ng 40 percent have receivcdno LEAA financial support. This 
suggests that the interest created in security survey programs during 
crime prevention traini.ng is sufficient to justify local funding of a significant 
number of programs. 

Factors that Ple.y a Role in the Continuation of 
Secu.rity rJurvey Progran1.s 

Eighty percent of both federally and locally-funded programs 
inclicatec1 that the key factor behi.nd the continuation of crinlC prevention/ 
survey program.s is support from top management. The data suggests 
that this support is ilnportant not only in terms of I:he general acceptance 
of the program, but \",' ith regard to continued funding. This contention 
was borne out during a s i.te vis it to a defunct progralTI, where the absence 
of top nlanagement :.;upport was a key factor in the agency's clec is ion 
not to provide local funding support at the cessation of LEAA assistance. 

Approximately.three-fourths of the agencies in both gl'OUpS also 
noted that: lli.,r.{h levels of public support is an important factor in term s 
of progrCJ.nl. C0 1'lt i uuation. 

Finally, i.n 97 percent of the cases, securi.ty survey programs 
are part of a broader crhne prevention eHort. Program continuation 
within this context \vas found to be based on the security survey's 
"essential qualities". That is, it was felt by 84 percent of the 178 agencies 
responding in terms of this subject that the survey program ~>:ovides 
irnportant face-to-face contact with the communi.ty, which helps to "educate" 
the public as well as to enhance police-community relations. 

SOME GENERAL CHARACTERISTICS RELATED TO TIlE 
nvI.PLEMENTATION OF SECURITY SURVEY PROGRAMS 

The Size of Crime Prevention. Units and the Importance of 
the Security Survey as a Crime Prevention Technique 

The number of personnel assigned to crime prevention/ security 
survey units bas no relationship to the size of the law enforcement 
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agencie s of which they are a part. Ninety-four percent of t:l:; 206 
agencies responding maintain units of less than ten people. Of the 
162 age?-cies 'with a total authorized strength of more than, 50 persons, 
91 pel"Cent have units of ten Inen or less. 

Even though ass igned to survey units, personnel spend only a 
sma1l portion of their time conducting surveys. In 80 percent of 186 
agencies responding, unit personnel spend less than half their time 
engaged in survey-related activities. Further, in 97 percent of the 206 
agencies, the secu.rity survey is only one component of a broader crime 
prevention program. This requires the limited staff to implement a variety 
of crime prevention techniques. Moreover, although the data documents 
that the security survey is an important component of crime prevention 
programs, in lnost cases it is not a primary function of these units. 

Therefore, in that the number of personnel assigned to critne 
prevention units is small, does not proportionately increase wi.th depart­
mental size anel staff are called on to perlornl a variety of functions it is 
unHkely that the security survey will becorne the primary function as long 
as current lnanning patterns and program implem.entation strategies 
persist. In addition, data suggests that crin.te prevention \U1its are not 
staffed at a level which will permit them to produce a meaningful impact 
iur iel ic t ionw ide • .. 

Organizational Lecation as a Function of Agency 
Size, Program Age or Funding Source 

Agency size, age of program, and survey funding source have 110 
stati.stical relationship 1:0 the organi.zationallocation of survey units. 
Although some patterns appeared to exist, statistical tests of signi.ficance 
did 110t substantiate this hypothe sis. 

If further research is conducted, it may be valuable to c1etennine 
if organizational location is a factor in actual progranl success or impact. 
The study did not attempt to identify the reasons behind current locational 
assignments (e. g. the chie£S/~jheriffs were not intenriewed), or if and why 
organizational shifts had taken place during the life of these programs. 
Thus, future research may also wish to reassess whether program age, 
size, or funding sources are significant factors relati\re to program 
implementa tion. 
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Eighty-five percent of I;hose responding to the general survey 
u.se 01')1), sworn personnel (;0 perforn'l surveys. In lnost of those 
cases (i. e. 145 of the 175 responses), survey personnel are fon-nally 
assigned to a crime prevention/security survey unit. Argun'lents 
offered during the site visits justifying this approach, related to the 
sworn officer's undc.rstanding of crilninal "MO'S", coupled with 
formal survey training. It was also i1.oted that this approach. is an 
effective way of improving police-colnmunity relations, which was 
said to be a benefit that law el1fOrCeluent Cl:gencies would be "hard­
pressed to give Up'l. These argUlnents are supported by earlier 
work. 1/ 

With regard to the cost-effectivenes s of alte rnative staffi.ng 
pa~terns (i. e. use of paid civilians or volunteers to conduct surveys), 
litllc specific docun"lEmtation is available. In general, however, t\"vo 

conclusions may be drawn. First, by its very nature, the use of 
trained volunteers to conduct su.rveys is less expensive, than the use 
of salaried personnel. Unfortunately, no data exists whtch compares 
and c10ctunents these two approaches in tern1S of productivity, survey 
quality, compliance rates, or other factors. Second, the potential 
problem s are significant in term s of the varying and unknown backgrounds 
of non-law enforcelnent per sonnel. 

It can also be COllcluded that it is more cost effective to use 
one person to conduct surveys rather than two (i. e. the latter approach 
Ls used in Atlanta, Georgia and Dearborn Heights, Michigan). This 
conclus ion is supported by earlier re search. 2/ 

~--------'------1:.../ Arnold SagalYll, Re s ;.clential Security ("Washington, D. C.: U. S. 
Government Printing Office, December, 1973), pp. 71-73. 

2/ The National. Commission on Productivity, OpporttU1.ities for 
Improving Productivity in Police Services (Washington, D. C., 
1973), p. 42. 
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The Relationship Between Program. Im.plenlentation 
and Security SUrVtlY Training 

The general survey docurn.ented that security survey training 
has become so closely incol'porated \vith overall criule prevcntion 
trainLlg that no clear differentiation could be macl0. When site survey 
recipients were asked to distinguish between survey instruction and 
overall crin"l.e pre~,ention training, it was ex:plained that luany topics 
covered in the ove.rall training were critical to the successful in."lplc­
Hlentation of a security survey prograHl. 

Over 90 percent of those responding to the gencral survey 
require security survey training as a prerequisite to the conduct of 
physical inspections. Du.l'ing site visitations, aluong those noti11.g 
survcy training was esscntial, it was reasoned that although past 
police experience is helpful it is not sufficient to equip personnel to 
n1.al<.:e reasonable, cor.n.plete and understandable recolun"l.endations con­
cerning security in".\proveHlents. This suggests that trained surveyors 
perfonu Hlore thorough and effective su:t"veys. Although docun10ntation 
is weak, the two agencies visited that did not originally requ~re 
training generally supported this contenti.on. Unfortunately, because 
such a large pexccntagc of agencies require form.al training, it is 
unlikely that em actual relationship can be detcnuin.cd 1 evcn through 
additional research. 

The Use of Target ATeas in Survey Program 
IHlplementation 

With regard to the usa of target areas, stndy findings were 
as follows: 

In nearly 90 percent of the 206 agencies sUl:veyed, 
the entire jurisdiction comprises the pl'ogl'alU 
service area. 

The intensive use of target areas is not cHlployed 
by most agencies because of their jurisdictionwide 
responsibility and the potential public chaTge of "unequalfl 
protection". Nonetheless, the use of tal"gct arcas in 
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conjunction with jurisdictionwide servic.es (i. e. 
canvassing in target areas while responding only 
to requests in the reInainder of a jurisdiction) 
appears 1;0 be a feasible and effective alternative to 
focusing only on an entire city, based on survey 
findings. 

Earlier research indicated that target areas focus 
on high crim.e concentrations. 1./ This contention 
was not confirmed during the general survey and 
only one of the agencies visited us es target areas 
for this purpose. 

Although it was the intention of 25 of the agencies 
surveyed that exclusively use target a.reas to enlploy 
then1. as a basiR for evaluation, only five indicated 
t.hat such assessnlents have actually been conducted. 

This final observation warrants discussion. During on-site 
\vork it was found that per sonnel in m.ost agencies did not understand 
the us e of t1'1o target/ control area, or quasi- experirnental design pre­
cess. Thus, although this approach appears to have the potential 
t.o assist in progran1. evaluation, sufficient knowledge does not exist 
in the field to r eaUze this potential. !vloreover, if additional i:esearch 
is to be conducted, those agencies that participate as "models" should 
be thoroughly briefed on and us e the target area process. 

T'~'le Rationale Behind the Selection of Survey 
Progran1. Clientele Groups 

Little univel.'sallogic exists regarding selection of survey 
p:rogl'Llm clientele groups. Based on the general survey and field visits, 
l1'lOSt agencies respond to tho needs of groups occupying all types of 
pren1.ises. Of those that have jl'1t.entionally stressed residences or business 
establishment.s, decisiv".s appear to be based on specific local conditions (i. e. 

1/ Thomas W. White, et. al., Police Deparbnent Programs £or 
Burglary Prevention (Washington, D. C. : The Urban Institute, 
Februa.ry, 1975), p. 47. 
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n"loJ,;,E! residences or businesses have been v1ctim,izod; it was felt that 
a unit could achieve !la greater in"lpact" by concentrating 6ii"'lYi1C:~ g):oup 
or the other ,; etc. ). 

The Impact of Sec'l1rity Codes and Ordinances on 
Survey Program Implementation 

No evidence wa s found that supports the contc~1tion that 
security codes are effective crime deterrents. Although this opinion 
was shared by many agencies that responded to the general survey, it 
is supportE:d by only subjective judgernonts. Nonetheless, an ever 
increasing nUluber of jurisdictions are turning to\vard this crime pre­
vention tool. The general survey documented that 23 jurisdictions 
have adopted codes, while 51 others are in [:he process of developing 
codes. Ot:her estimates indicate that upwards of 400 cities have 
adopted codes, }) while 120 others are llin process". 'l:..1 

This information suggests that it is widely believed that 
t.he security Gode has the potential to subst'antially augluent the intended 
accomplishments of the security survey. This hypothesis \vas Suppol.'lec1 
by all survey personnel contacted c1Ul'lllg sUe ',,risitations. If further 
research on the survey program is conclucted, therefore, an eHort 
documenting the impact of security codes is essential. 

II Ms. Bomar, a member of the Project Advisory COlTnuittee, conducted 
a telephone survey concerning this question in her capacity as 
Informati.on Specialist, National Crime Prevention Institute. Survey 
findings provided by the Building Officials and Code Adminis tration 
Association, Chicago, n1inoi.s, based on information t,hey had 
maintained through 1973 indicated that upwards of 400 cities bave 
adopted security codes. The followi.ng organizations were also con­
tacted, but had no information on this subject: Council of State 
Governments; International City Management Association; National 
Clearinghouse for Criminal Justice Planning and Architecture; 
National Institute of Municipal Law Officers; and, the National 
League of Cities. 

2/ Ibid. Estilnate based on a "log" of information requests maintained 
by the National Crime Prevention Institute. 
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The Importance of Incentives in Irnplemonting 
a SecLlrity Surve y Prog ra.m 

With rega.rd to the use of incentives in conjunction with the 
socm:ity Sltrvey process~ the following was found: 

Only 10 percent of the 206 agencies sam.pled 
used incentives. These incentives include 
insUl:ance prelniml1. reductions, discount security 
hardware, and reduced- cos t hardware installation. 

To the extent that incentives are ern.ployed, 
the y serve as "inducen1.ents" to survey recipients 
in ten.ns of cornplying with the target hardening 
recOl.11.rnendations offered as a res ult of the 
physical inspections. 

No effort has been made to evahlate the relation­
ship between survey cOD1pliance rates and 
inc(>ntive program.s. 

No data exists regarding the specific costs and 
benefits that accrue to agencies that use incentives. 

Moreover, the growing use of securitv (' rv1 r:c ~",l inc'::Xl~ives 
suggosts that security survey admin}.:,:.~·"·<:':iUr"s"'ai'e'~ware of the limited 
il'npact their p~'ogralns aT';! ltk~1"·rr~ have and recognize t:hat codes and 
incentives may .?C;:': l'equirement if this impact is to be substantial. 
COl'l'cspondin'gly, it may be hypothesized that without the expanded use 
of codes and incentives, the full potential of the security survey 
technique will never be realized. 

EXP1ECTATIONS OF THE SECURITY SURVEY PROGRAM 
AND PERCEIVED AND DOCU MENTED LEVELS OF SUCCESS 

The Existence and Purpose of Progl'am Assumptions, 
Goals and Objectives 

The following was found with regard to the existence and 
purpose of security survey program aSSUlTJptions, goals and objectives: 
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Nil1.ety-nine percent of the 206 agencies surveyed 
were unable to differentiate betweon assnm.ptions 
and progran1 goals. The rerr1aining agencies stated 
that they "had no particular ?s smnptiolls " • 

. ,~' .. , ..... ,. 

Approxirna teJ.y,--f6l{~:> of every ten a gonc ie s sur veyed 
have }1,Q ... '\~'i~fi:ten program goals 01' objectives • 

. ,.> 

Of those agencies that have written goals and 
objectives, 63 percent indicated thcy were a 
funding rela ted requirement. 

Docmnented evidence concern.ing {:he usc of goals 
and objectives as bases for prograrn evalnaf:ion 
was available £'t'On1 only 3 percent of the 206 
agencies sarnpled. 

Personnel in 16 of the 20 agencies visi.ted did 
not have the knolvlcdge and/or' skill Lo effectively 
usc goals and objectives. 

As noted, assuu1ptions underlying the use of the security 
survey technique are nonexistent and goals and objectives are articulated 
in only 60 pel"Ccnt of the cases. Based on site visit experience, however, 
it is reasonable to conclude that even in these instances, a.gency personnel 
are geneJ:a.lly nol equipped to use goals and objecti\re s as effective manage-
111ent or evaluation tools. This conclusion is supported in the literatnrc. 1/ 

1/ Koepsell-Girard and Associates, An Operational Guide to Cl'i111e 
Prevention Program Planning, Management and Evaluation ()TalIs 
Church: Koepsell-Girard and Associ.ates, 1975), p. 7. George L. 
Morrisey, Management by Objectives and Results (Reading, Mass.: 
Addison-Wesley Publishing Co., 1970), pp. 2-10 and passim. 
Koepsell-Girard and Associates, Admi.nistl'ative Cl'ime Prevention 
Cour se: Student I-Jandbook, 1975, PP/II.-1 through II- 33. The -
National Commission on Pl'oductivity, Opportunities for Improving 
Producti.vity in PoHce Services (Washington, D. C., 1973), p. 39. 
It should be further noted that during verbal di.scussions with o(:her 
NEP Phase I Community Crime Prp.vention grantees, it was learned 
that data aggregated in these studies supported this contention. 
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One ):eason for thi.s condition may be the inadequate attention 
given (;0 the '\.i.se of goals and objecHves as management tools i.n crime 
prevention.! security SU:l.'vey training. As a means of testing this 
hypothesis, a review was made of the cu:n:iculurn used at the National 
Crirn.e Preventi.on Insitute, where the vast majority of survey program 
administrators received their formal training. The hypothesis was 
confirmed by thi.s re view. 

Moreover, if these tools are (;0 be used effectively for manage­
ment and evaluation purposes, three steps must be taken. First, a "model" 
set of aSS\.1.1npti0l1S must be developed from which reasonable goals and 
objectives ean be deri.ved. Second, these rnoc1els should be rnac1e 
available to all agencies which hav'e developed or are cOllsi.dorillg security 
survey progl'arns. Third, cri.n.1e prevention/secrutiy sm:vey training 
should inclnc1e specific segments dealing with the planning, implementation 
and evaluation of such programs. 

Pe l'ce i.vecl l,evels of Fulfillment of Security Survey 
Goals and Objectives 

To c1etc.l'l1'lil1.e if security survey prograrn goals and objectives 
have been nl.e(;,:i:espondents to the general survey were asked if, in their 
opinions, the l:hings they had originally expected to accon1.plish had boen 
achieved. During the general survey and site visits efforts were also 
n1ack to uncover c1ocl1.m.entaioll that suppol'ted contenti.ons concering the 
perceived fulfillment of goals and objectives. 

Wri.tten data provided by the vast majority of agencies respon.ding 
(;0 the survey diclnot document the levels of fulfillment cla imed by 
per sonnel sur veyecl.. In t.he 11'1 a in, the documentation that wa s idenHfied 
focused on inventorying program activity as opposed to evaluating the 
achievement of goals and objectives through the application of methodolo­
gLcally sound research designs. 

Moreover, Lhe data with regard to the degree to which crime 
prevention personne:l "feeltl security survey goals and objectives must be 
cons idered inconclus ive. This conclus ion is further supported by the 
fact that on the average, in relation to all of the goals COIlS idel'ed, over 
90 percent felt (;hey had achieved some level of fullfilment in. relation to 
what they had set out (;0 accomplish. 
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Documented Knowledge Concerning the Success 
of the Secu:rity Survey Progra~ 

Inforrnation and data provided by a vast l1:lajority of agend es 
contacted during the survey offered no rneaningful knowledge concerning 
the i.mpact of the security survey program.. However, over 20 percent 
of the clgencies responding to the general survey indicated that their 
programs had been evaluated. ~/ Although copies of these. reports wore 
requested during tho general survey, less than a dozen were received. 
Of thoee, m.ost simply docum.ented prograrn activity (i. c. 11Ul"n.bcl' 0:( 

surveys completed) as opposed to program impact (i. e. reduction in 
burgla.:t'Y) and utili:!',ed opinions and attitudes of recipients as their pl'i­
n"lary c.malyt:ical base. 

The evr.tluatiol1s that were ).'ocoived we:t:e :roviewed in torr-n.s of 
a number of perspectives. These included the l1.1.ethodology used; the 
n.ature of the indicatol's crnployedj and, the rest.:llts of the work. The 
finding s reported below are based on inforn"lation provided in thes e l'Q'POl.'ts. 

As noted ea:rlier, 40 percent of those responding to th.€". Slll.'Vey 
did not 1':0. on t1. 011. burglary rate as a. reason. for initiating a secllrity survey 
program. Further, only five agen.cies were found that use ~blll'glar)r r·(Lte 
data to asscss program. in"lpact. Nonetheless, the da.ta froln thest~ agenCies 
snggests the following. First, thc techniqlte can have' a rn.castl.1'able effect 
on l'eclucing victirnir.ation among survey recipients. Second, ur1css an 
entire jurisdiction can be saturated with surveys, 2/ citywide crime data 
do not: appear to provide a precise enough indicator-of actual 01' potential 
program hnpact (e. g. the actuG'.l number of surveys conducted by most 
programs is generally not large enough to have a significant effect all 
jurisdictionwide crirn.e data or trends). Rather, it l'nay be m.ore llS eiul to 
assess burglary rates arnong prel'nises surveyed vis-a-vis those not 
inspected in a jurisdj.ction, OJ: an"long an experirnental and a control 
ar{~a, if a quasi-expl:rin"lcntal approach is used. 

"1/ In more than half the cases, the reported evaluations had been 
carried out by unit staff. 

2/ For example, it is the intent of the Atlo.nta survey program to 
contact all residences and businesses in the city. 
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Less than 20 percent of the 206 agencies maintain compliance 
rc..te data. Consequently, i.t cannot be dotenninec1 if such data are an 
effective in,dLcator of proiSram success, Notably, however, the limited 
compliance data \vhich exists suggests that when survey l'eco11.'1mendations 
are implemented a recipient is less likely to be victimi2.ied. 

The definition of "compliance" wa s found to be incons is tent. 
It W'3.S documented in the general survey and confirmed during site 
vis ita tions that no comm,on definition for compliance exis ts. Although 
a large number (approxi.rna tely half) felt that compliance meant that 
"S011.'10 survey ilnprovernents were in1plemented", this definition varied 
eVOll within individual agencies. That is, it could not be agreed 
whether "sorne irnprovements" Ineant hig.h-priority iten'1s, 01' any 
security llYlprOVernents regardless of priority. Further, "some" 
cou.ld not be clearly defined (i. e. how many im.provements are 
cOl1sidercd to be "some"). l'vforeover, a COIUn'10n definition of COlU­
pli.ance Tnnst be establi.shed, at a mininlUlu, within indi.\ridual agencies 
if the resulting data are to be of any value as an e£feeti'veness indicator. 
This position is supported by the literature. 1./ 

All a gencie s conta ete d rna inta in some form of cons e cu t i ve 
log of survey requests. This information is used for a variety of 
purposes (i. e. including general records, to manage the time of 
survey manpower, to order or prioHtize surveys, and to assess the 
cifici,ency and productivity of survey personnel). Unfortunately, site 
visits showed that the level of use of survey request information varies 
widely among jurisdictions. Nonetheless, it may be concluded that 
'because of the existence of this information an'1ong so lnaU:y survey 
agencies, it can be used as a luanagement tool and efficiency indicators 
can be easily adopted. 

1/ VihUe, et.al., p. 48. 
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The agencies responding to the general sUl'vey provided 
incomplete information regarding levels of survey acti.vity. COl~.se,­

ql1.ently, n101'e detailed figures were gathered during the site visits. 
FrOln this data it was found that only foul' of the 20 agencies have 
surveyed more than 1. 0 percent of th~ households in their ju,r isdi.ction. 
It was also found that total survey volun'1.e and the productivity of I:he 
Lndividual units varied widely. 1/ 

Eighty-six percent of those respondi.ng to the genel'al survey 
rna intain information on survey findings and recomn1endations. 
Unfortunately, it was found that the vast rnajori.t;y 01 these agencies 
use the infonnation priroarily for record purposes. 

Finally, t:he attitudinal indi,~atol's maintained by thOS1.3 who 
participated in the survey (i .• e. plaudits from citi:wns, favorable 
edi.torials frorn the rneclia, etco) are not adequate to assess th~ 
effectiveness of the security inspection technique. 

THE SECURITY SUR VEY FRAMEWORK 

The basic securi.ty survey frarnework consists of five steps. 
Theyi.nclude: 

Generating survey reque sts; 

Conducting the physical inspection; 

Presenting survey recommendati.ons; 

Survey follow-up; and, 

Progran1. evaluation. 

A graphic portrayal of these steps is presented in Figure III on page. 123. 
A summary discussion of the illustration follows. 

1/ One reason for this variance is the method used by agencies 
to generate survey requeists. 
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Two prilH:ipal mC:fJ..DS arcnBed Lo gcnerab:;; survey requests. 
'Iliny a l'{~ (loCi n(,~d ;:),.$: 

ptibli.c: P~(hH":..a~j.on lvfodd. 'Illis approach, which is 
UHOrl hy 611 pt'')'r;:cl1L of I:he 206 agencies sampled, 
is chal'a<:tcri.:,·wc1 by g<!1lcral pu.blic educational and 
p:r(JIYloLiont11 activiti.<!!). It requires cLtizcns to 
ini.t:i.ato conL('Lct wiLh a slU'vny uni,t. 

Db'(H.:t ,solicitaaon Mo(lt:L Thi.rty-two percent of 
'flw H<t'l111)l.7:uso tb is tcehr:l.ique. 'Ibis approach. i.s 
h1.lf:iat<'Hl wi,th (;bo );cvi.cw of burglary reports. 
H(~cnl' i ty HUl' vey pc:)" sonnel then contact victim s 
dlr~'(:t1y, or ca.l1v(Lps at('as that a);e suffering high 
l'tLteEJ of bm·gla·l.'Y. V.rhcl1. the canva.ss technique is 
uS('(l, .!.:l}.;..l):l.'c)11')i.sns in t:argof: areas arc contacted 
1101 just pr lCn' vi.cHms. 

J11 (';\l'l'ytng m:ti; (L survey, .<'1. printed checklist or questiollnaire 
i.ti 1.~I'lwl·aJl)r t'lIH'<1 ~1.$ nn n.id tC) idont.i.f:y security weaknesses and to note 
1'1~('(ll1illwwlpc1 i.n"lpl'Q\r(lnlcml:s. At lhe co.nc1usion of ['he physical inspec­
fion, HHHd <'I1Wl1c:i<'s oh;o c1csGl:lhe other crime prevention activities 
wbit>h l1'\.I.Y 1)(1 of lwncf:U: to the reci.pio.n.I:. The most: common programs 
cllHctl:HH\c'l n.t; l;hiB th.nc ar<~: Operation Identification; Neighborhood Watch; 
Gi l.i7.l.'n G1'irrH' :n.('pot'!:ing; a.nel,! Ne ighborhooc1 Alert. Agency per so nne1 
n~Jtl\lml' thal \:1'11.1 di.scnssion of these additional activities will result in 
h.\'(,ad~'1· dU'/.Nt pi.\.:i.'ti(·i.p~ti('>n in ct'in"le prevention. 

Almut haH of the ngoncics that use a. survey checklist review 
nnclin~\t" a.Dc'\ ·l.'('('onlllwndntions vC'.l.'bally at the conclusion of a survey, 
C),nd ll'i\vp n. c'opy of n cmnph'lcd checklist. The remainder of the 
;tp,I'XW1'Nl pt'l' Sl'nt r('Gonwncndntions in the fonn of a typed survey report. 
fJ'lH' :Hn)'v .. ,y r(~p()d~ n n~ A(\11l'ra11y m.ailed to res idenHal recipients and 
Ih\iHl .. d!'liVt'.I't'<l 10 ('olnn'lCl'ci<tl .l.'ccipic.nts. The agencies that use the latter 
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approach aSSUU"1e that hand delivery insures the security of the recipient 
(i. e. the survey reports which identify secu:t'ity weaknesses sf:and less of 
a chance of getting in the wrong hands) and further enhances l'ecipient 
compliance. 

Survey Follow-Up 

The purpose of ,survey fol1ow-up is to confirm rates and levels of 
compliance among inspection recipients, althollgh the agencies surveyed als 0 

assume that cOlnpliance is encouraged anLon.g recipients who have taken 
little or no action. 

Progran1 Evaluation 

The final acti.vity involve s the evaluati.on of progran"1 effectivenes s. 
This is generally accOlnplished by conLparing offense reports wU:b. survey 
recipient files. 

ANALYSIS OJ!"' THE SECURITY SURVEY PROCESS IN 
RELATION TO THE FRAMEWORK 

The Effectiveness of the Public Education Approach 
In Generating Surveys 

Based on the da·ta, it was not pos sible to determ i.ne if the public 
education model has had a 11"10re significant effect on program snccess than 
other approaches. Further, it is difficult to assess the effectiveness of the 
media in promoting and advertising the survey process. None vf the agencies 
contacted have pol1ed the ir communities to determ ine if levels of (Lwarene s s 
concerning the survey had been enhanced by media usage. Nonetb,eles s, 
those that have close working relationships with local newspaper ('md l:adio 
station personnel, feel that these media are valuable in carrying out survey 
prograrns. 

If additional re search is undertaken on the impact of the survey 
process, the reasons why individuals request surveys and also their level 
of awareness based ori various advertising techniques shpuld be' ~u:;sessed. 
Further, the in-lpact of this approach on such factors as compliance rates 
and subsequent revictim ization, in compar ison wl.t:h other survey generating 
technique s as well as cost factors involved i11 the advertisi.ng proces s 
should be exarnined. 
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About; on(~-third 0.£ the agcncies l'esponding to the general 
fHlrvvy elnploy Lho di'l.~cct ~Jolicitation. approach which generally 
('mv~<'rlt);(lteo on 1'1;'\.01' c.rimo victims. This approach can be defined 
n,H {l,ggx'essiv(\ as (>pposed to passtve. 

Agcnci.eH that concellb:al:(! 011 priOl: vi.ctirns generally conduct 
TnC)]+£, H\l1:V(lYH tlml1, ~ho s() that concentrate on potential victims (i. eo 
aN i.n t.he calH' of the pl;l,bli.c education approach). Sp<>cifically, drawing 
fr01.H 1.{(~1"1(~1·al fJ\:u'vey data, it wa s found that the average num.ber of 
H\1J"l"YH cOH(lnctod pOl' yca1.' by programs that focus on pdor victims 
WO,H I, 1'~7, while the aV(!1'age for programs that concentrate on 
pDlc:l)ltf~l vi.climu was 90(). Intcl.·cstingly, among units visited, when 
l>l'i,i)t' vi(·tbn-()l'i(\)1t:~dl p):ogl.'an"l.s which conduct surveys ju.risdiction-
wi.rl(\ \V('.):(: comptu'<.:d wi,tIl agenci.es that concentrate on target areas, 
llHHH' lha[; fO('~1f1 ())l hl.l'gds areas and \lse the canvass technique 
nmrl'l'wl ltWl'(! ~n1l'voys. This should bo vi.ewed with cautiol1., however, 
tlbH~(' tlu' flan'lplc; was vory c;)"n.all. Nonetheless, these overall findings 
a.~'!\ HuhstallLi.n.L('c} 'by Cl'l.l: lltcl.'atul'c. Jj Morcovel', survey volume may 
di.t'(·clly .l'(·lnL(' to the n.pp1'oaoh \.\sec1 by an agency to generate inspectionso 

Jt;tght~ fdx peroent of the 206 agenc i.es contacted use a printed 
dw{'hllRt ~.\.B an, ai.d in cOl1Ch:l.Ctin.g sccnrity surveys. The data indicated 
lhill llw pdm.al'Y 1'(',aS01) ull.do:l.'lyil1g the usc of checklists is that they 
Pl'twtrh' t.\ Ill)(\sdb.1C II for tho conduct of physical inspections. 

In Ul(~ g~~ntn'al survey, 92 percent of tho 206 agencies currently 
Pl'I'H'111 ~\.1.11·('COlnn·H'ndaHons at the conclusion of physical inspections. 
Of this ~~tO\J)'>, 78 percent also priol'iHzc their recomtnendations. The 
v~'l'h:\l pt'(Hwhtnl:ion of :recommendations is used by aU the agencies 
st\.mpl(~d. 

17\'-\fi;fu:~M:n.l. " Po1i{~e ])eparttnent P.l.'ograms, p. 49-51. 
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Those agencies visited stressed th(~ need for tho presentati.on 
of both verbal and documented recolnmel1dations. They also repo.d:ed 
that the verbal element: is the "keystone" to this portion of the S\ll'\rey 
process since it allows the surveyor an opportunity to explain, des­
cribe and clarify his :r;ecommendations. 

The Use of Survey Follow-UE... 

Sixty percent of the survey proglL'amS sampled have no follo\v­
up component. Of those that do, no evidence exists concernillg the 
effectiveness of follow-up. The reasons given for en"lploying follow­
up relate mainly to survey compliance; i. c. to ve:dfy cOJ1'::pliance, 
to encourage increased compliance or to insure that recon"lll"lendatLons 
are unders!:ood. 

In terms of rea sons why follow-up programs are not utilized, 
the two responses rnentioned 11'1Ost frequently relate to time and 
Inanpower. In short, as noted elsewhere in this repol't, a relatively 
few rnen are ass igned to perforn"l surveys in typical law en£ol' cement 
agencies. Thus, it Inay not be realistic to expect that th.ey have time 
to conduct follow-ups or 1'0 - surveys. 
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Section III 

The Fu.ture of the Security Survey Process 

THE CURRENT STATE OF THE ART: A 
JUDGEMENTAL ASSESSMENT 

Security survey progralus a s they are pl'e sel1.l;ly des igncd and 
executed1 suffer from. a number of shortcomings. First~ prograln 
assum.ptions are nonexistent and, where goals and objectives cxi.st, th(\y 
are not structured or used to facilitate program. n';tanagem.ent and 
evaluation. 

Second, the target populativns th.at sl..uvey agc:nc::i.as atternpt to 
serve are far beyond that which available m~npower ca.n c:tiedi\rely Govor. 
Specifically, in nea.dy 90 percent of the cases sLuc1icc1, entire jurisdictions 
cornprise the agency service a.rea. Efowever, l'egardless of I;he SlZC of 
the ju:dsdiction or police depa:l.'tm.ent, in 94 percent of the cascs, survey 
uni.ts consist of less than ten men. In addition, crime prcvenl:iol'l pCl:sonncl 
spend less than four hours a. day actually conducting surveys in ci.ght out 
of ten agencies surveyed. 

Third, only a lhnitecl number of evaluations were idcnrtflcc1 th.at 
focused on the 0 vcrall impact of the secul' ity su.rvey teclU'lique (i.. <:;/\ 

reducing criminal victilnizati.on, improving police-commn,nity l'el(:l,·:ion8, 
etc.), or the va rio u.s approache 8 that m.ay be used in hnplenlenting such 
programs (i. e. the inlpad on compliance rates produced by variout' 
m.eth.ods of presenting recon~m.enclations, concentrat:ion on priol: VOJ:Sus 
potential burglary vicHms and so on). 

Several positive findings concerning the security survey we!.'c 
also docmnel1.tcd during the present study. These included: 

Evaluat'ions of the impact of security survey 
programs while limited in number, varified 
that the technique can ha ve a mea sura.ble effect 
on reducing victimization among survey recipients. 

179 



Approxhn<ttely 80 perceni; of the agencies 
st\ldied believu they ha.ve had "some success" 
e)); W(5)'() "ve:ry successful'/ in achieving crim.e 
pl'eve11.l;ion/ s eC:l1:dty su:rvey goals. 

Si',)o= out of ten sccm:ity sm'vay pl:'ograrns are or 
wore pJ'cvioltsly fund.cd through LEAA. 

)}"'O);cy perccnt of the a.gencics studied with 
survey programs two years old or less are 
locally funded. 

In, l1ca.dy 80 p<n'ccllt: of the pJ:ogralus surveyed 
that al'C currently fu.ndecl by LEAA, unit 
pe:t:sOl111oJ. 1'cel "strongly" that security survey 
nctiviHes will continue after the cessation of 
fedoral S\.1.PP01't. 

Jo~j.gbty foul' percent of the ag~ncies that repol·ted 
on the 1'vahw" of the security survey stated that 
it: is ~l'\ essential part of their program and offers 
i1'l.lPO)'I:n.nt face-to-face contact with. the community, 
whi.ch p:t'ovicles crime pJ:ewmtion officers an 
OpPOl'b.:m Lty to "educate" the public an.d enhance 
poHc<.'. cornm.unity relations. 

lVrCll'(lOV(~l'l l:he value 0:( the sceurity survey as a cl'il'n)~ prevention tool was 
m'lpp()l't(~<1 by sb..1dy finc.1ings. 

r!yq~l&]vn~liTATION OF SlnCU1U'JY SURVEY PROGRAMS: 
~nn; ISSU1',iS OF COVERAGE AND COMPLIANCE 

Nm\.rly all 1:11('. cLgenci.c S surveyed utilize the entire comnlunity as 
tIle il.' proiP'urn sOl'vi cc a. :ca. The unde:rmanned crime pl'evention units 
haN~', ho\vcwel:, only scratched I:ho surface in tel.'ms of the number of 
hO\\H<'llOldll and busitw8ses sm;veyed i. e. only four of the 20 agencies visited 
11<\(1 su.:I.'voy(ld rnol'O than 10 percent of the households in the jurisdiction. 
'J'll.llH U; n:H\y be asked whether a survey program can reach a large enough 
Ht.:gt'nent of tho cc:nnn'lt:mity to have an itnpact and will those who arc surveyed 
{,,11,(." a. c tion ? 
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Progra.m. Service Area 

With regard to prograrn coverage, the following issues 
r:nust be considered: 

Can total jurisdictions be realistically served? 
One of the primary objectives of Atlantn.'s "'THOR" 
progrmn is to survey all residences and businesses 
in the city. A t\"vo-year, LE.AA-funcled "High­
hnpact" grant which substantially supports ct 151-
Dian crin10 prevention/security survey ltllit is 
making this objective a rea.lity. Aftc:l: the first 
year of this progranl, approxinl.atoly hn.l.£ the city's 
total premises had been surveyed. This shows that 
\'lith sufficient m.anpowel', a se.t'vict:' area as large 
as an. entire jurisdiction can be covered. r-Io\vevcl", 
few agencies will have the advantage of tho levol 
of Hnn.ncial SllPPO:J:t p:rovided tllTOllgh large scale:' 
LEAA funded programs. 

Arc thcJ:e any realistic altc:rnatives to the llStl of 
paid, sworn personnel in ca:n:ying out Slll"Vey 
programs? As docllrnented in the general sLuve)'; 
approxin1.ately 20 percent of the 206 agencies 
samplecl use non-paid sworn personnel or civilians 
to conduct secllxity surveys. Of those agencies 
visited, four fell into this category. The Atlanta 
prograln, just referenced, ernploys 54 civilians. 
The Seattle Mayor's Office program is comp:t:isec1 
almost totally of paid civilian personnel. The 
Maricopa County Sheriff's Office and the Connect.icut 
Sta.te Police use sworn auxiliary personnel in a 
volunteer status to conduct surveys. These exan.1.ples 
are given to demonstrate that salaried civi.lians 
as well as volunteers al:e being used to angluent: sworn 
survey rnanpower. Thus, it may be. possible fOJ: survey 
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unit:s with only lb.nited manpowel.' to use alternative 
staffing techni.ques and ther(!by cover a 
laxgol' gcographic ilrea. A caveat WilS offered, 
howevor, by serveral of the agencie s that employ 
this alf:ornativc approach. That is, complete 
backgro\.1nd checks must be made on all those 
pOl.' sons to be i.nvolved in conducting surveys. 
JJ'u:d:hcll', such pel'sons U1ust also complete 
cl.'irne p:l'evention/ security su;rvey training. 

Sh.cmlcl area s sma lle 1.' than a total jurisdiction 
be \~l as a framowork for survey pl'ograrns? 
Ro gardlcs s of the staffing strategies used, it 
wi.ll be cHffi.cult for mo st survey units 1:0 develop 
a large n"lal1po\ver :(o:l.'ce. Irrespective of the 
siv,c: of 81..11:VCy tUl.its, however, the use of I:arget 
a:l.'cas can oHel' a framework for the systematic 
innpeGtioll of pl:clniscso They also can providc 
a rcalistic basis for evaluating the impact of a 
sUJ:vey pl'og.l'aln. 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

I 
S\1l'V'(~y recipilml: compliance with recomlnended security in'lprove-

i'n(:n{:R carl be C'o1'tsi.dcl'<~c.1 as a key to a successful inspection program. At I 
)n(' SOllt, howe vcr, lil:L1e factual knowledge exis ts concerning actual 
('om.pEanee rab.:s. In fact, less than 20 percent of the 206 agencies 
surveyed Inaintain cornpliancc rate data. However, I:he limited compliance I 
data. \vhich exists suggests that when survey l'ccolumendations arc in1plemented 
a l:(')<~ipt(,l.1t: is less likely 1;0 be victimized. Moreover, if a program is to 
achtt'vt' i.ts full potential, every effort lnust be made to maximize rates of I 
COl':t1pliance. Toward this cnd, the following issuc must be considered: 

What al!:nrnatives exist to enhance levels of 
program compliance? Program follow-up, 
according to the general survey, is a key method 
of encouraging compliance with recommended 
sccur ity improvcrncnts. As \Va s also found in the 
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general survey, however, survey units cannot 
rcalistically be expeded ~o pcrfonu such a foUmv­
up due (:0 manpoweJ~ J hniti.a.ttons. 

Two alternaH\res appea.r to exi.st to augnlent follow­
up as a ll'leanS of maxb.11.b,ing compliance rates. The 
first involves the use of incentivess\.'tch as insurance 
prelU ium l:educl:ions 1 staLe or local ta.'-:: deductions 
for expenditure s luadc to inlprove one IS phys ical 
sccnrity, and free or reduced cost security bal·dwa:l.'c 
purcha se and installation plans. Althol1.gh ('vidence 
concerning the iu'lpa.ct of incenti\rcs on cor:nplial1ce 
does not exist, suHicient local interest al'H:l support 
for such incentives suggests that (:lwy luay positively 
bnpact cornpliancc. 

The sccond alternative focuscs Qt( th('. adoption of 
scc\.:t1'ity codes or ordinances. Even \vithout clocu­
nl.entation on the impact of such legislaLion, the ir 
adoption placcs a ceilillg on the ntll1.1ber of p1.·emis('s 
that luust he surveyed. Tha.t is, 11'10S(' codes can 
fO.l' tho i.n.corporation of minimum secnri.ty stanclnrds 
in new construction. When such. codes are Innnda~ol:y, 
compliance is guaranteed. :tvtorcovor, survey nnits 
have to considel: only those preluiscs constructed 
p:dor to approval ot those laws in jUl:i.sdidiollS that 
have adopted codes. The total pl'emises (:0 he 
surveyed will. not increase. This will not: only 
case the task of survey uni.ts, bul: will be a positive 
step I:oward insudng that target hardening measm'cs 
are "built into" the community a s it gl"OWS. 

RECOMMENDATIONS TO ENHANCE SECURITY SURVEY 
PROGRAM llvIPLEMENTATION IN TIlE FUTURE 

The Law En£')l'cement Assistance Administration in conjunction 
with state criminal justice planning organizations, local units of govcrnrnent 
and other agencies involved with the implement:ation of crime prevention/ 
security survey programs, should take the following steps to insure ~he 
continued usc of the security survey technique and to enhance its impact: 
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in Lbe future. \ 
J,.JEAA should conti.nue (;0 encourage the initiation 
of SCC1.1:tity su:r.vcy programs (:hrough its various 
funding lncchanisms in that: the technique can 
hn.ve n. lneasurable effect on reducing victilub,ation 
amo)lg sm:vay recipi.cn.ts; it has been judged an 
lIes 8011(:1aJ.'I part of cxi.sl:i.ng crbne preYenl;ion 
progl:an1.S; 60 peJ.'cen~ of all progran.ls surveyd 
that aro lesE; than two years old l'eceive LEAA 
suppod; it is leU f;hat nearly Sf) percent of the 
pl'ogra.rns sUl:veyeel that currently l.'6cl;~ive LEAA 
funclLn.g will be continued after the cessation of 
fede:ral support:; and, it provides law enforcement 
personnel an opportunity for face-to-face contact 
wi.ch (:])e comn1.L1l1i.ty during which they can educate 
the public concerning target haJ.'dening tcchniqucs 
a.nd <.mhan<:,e pollce cornnlunity l'clations. 

To instll'c tl~at. CffN:tbre managemcn(; and 
e\'aluaci.on tools arc; available to the over increasing 
~u'bel' of cJ.'i.rne pl'e",entiol?;. uni~?:. a "m,oelel" set 
0:C n.1:l8urnptions, goals and ohjocti'\res must be 
dC\fclopl~d; and, those n"\odels should be Ilrnade 

avatlal)le " ~o all agencies \'\Thich have or a.rc 
cons i.c1c:dng a soetu: tty survey program. 

Cdrnc pl'(lVentiOl1 training pl:ogl:am curricula 
should incorporate inc1epth moc1ulesconcerntng 
!:lc.cul'ity survey program design and implementation 
based 011 testable aSf,:umptio.ns, goals and objectives. 
Evaluation techniques should also be stressed in 
this training 1:0 insuro that those Lnvolyed in 
imphnl'H'ntLng p.l'ogranls can manage and evaluate 
the i1' p:t' () gra m s • 

Sccu1'ity survey programs should be designed and 
ilnplem.cnted in areas withLn local jnrisdictiol1s 
which (;0..11 be reali.st:ically served by available 

2P3:.!1POW01' • 
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Security t3Llrvey program.s should inclnde an 
ongoing evaluation con1.ponent. 

A broad- based evalm"ltion focused on conllllL •. ~i ty 
c dr.ne prevention efforts should be designed c:tl\cl 
undertaken. This effort should examin.e tbe 
importance, interrelations hips, cos 1.s (1.nd benefits 
of each of the 1'1I.ost COlTnllOl1 clol11.ents of these 
progran"ls; i. (..l. Operation Identification; COl'nnJ.unily 
Crime Repo.d.ing; and, the Security Surve~l dllO to 
the fn.et thn.t nearly all agl'mcy crim.0. prevention 
program.s incorpo:r:ate all of these target hardening 
approaches. ]'urther, the relationship Clnd 1.111.1'act 
of incentive prog:ran'ls and secm:ity codes and 
ordinances on enhancing crirne prevention p1' ogrZll'nS 
should be t<;~sted. Notably, 86 percent of t1)(,~ agencies 
surveyed now rn.aintain survey recipient inf.ol'rnation. 
Moreover, the data exists to p<'1rforn."l a CODlpl'chensivc 
cvaluatioll,at least fron"l the standpoint. of tb.(' sL'cur'ity 
SUl"voy. 
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The International 
Training, Research and E,.,aluation Council 

Two-Ten East Broad Street 
Falls Church, Virginia 22046 

(703) 536-3040 

Septen1.ber 26, 1975 

Dear Executive Director: 

Inte:rnational Training, Research and Evaluation Council (TREC) 
is conducting a National research survey cOncerning a crime prevention 
technique comlTIonly re£eTrec! to as the Security Survey. The :r:esearch 
sUl'vey is being funded through a Law Enforcerncnt Assistance Agency 
grant. 

One of the initial tasks of this grant is to identify the va;riol.ls 
agencies-pLlblic and private-that have or are utilhdng the security 
survey technique to reduce residential OT COlnn1.CTCial ..;rin"1e es pecially 
burglary. Since the Public Housing Agencies in cities acras s the 
country have instituted a m.ultitude of security progran1.s within theil' 
j\uisdictions, we are requesting your cooperation in helping us by 
indicating whether OT not yOUT agency has or is using the security 
survey technique either as a stand-alone progl-am 01' in conjuncl:ion ' 
with other security progl:an1.s. 

TREC's working definition of the security survey technique 
is, "an actual on- site physical inspection of a facility or residence 
including pubHc access areas to assertain its present security status and 
to rnake reconlmendations to hnprove secul'ity (target hardening) where 
necessary. " 

Regardless whether your agency is conducting a security survey 
progralTI or not, we would appreciate it if you would complete the limited 
inforn1ation requested on the enclosed self-addressed post card and return 
the post card to us within two clays of receipt of this survey letter. 

CGlv1:1p 
Enclosure 

Thank you for your cooperation in this survey reql'l.est. 

Sincerely, 

Charles G. Mertens 
Senior Associate 
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RETURN POST CARD 

The Interna tional Training, Rcse:1 r ch 
and Evaluation Count i 1 

210 East Broad Street 
Falls Church, Virginia 22046 

; --- .. 

Code --------
Agency Name 

City, State Zip -------------------------- -------
Name of Person Completing This Form: 

Security Survey Program Yes No ------- ---------
If Yes Above,- Name of Security Survey Ditcctor: 

Tel. No. 
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UNIVl~RSE LISTING OF 
AGJ~NGlJC8 KNOWN TO CONDUCT SECURITY SURVEYS 

East IJal'!Jord 
G1<t fl tonln'l.1."Y 
Tlal'tfo:rd 
JJnl'tJorcl 
N(!w Ho.v(m 
New Uavnl. 
N()l'wn.ll~ 

Norwkh 
Vft:\. t(~ J'])\"I1.'Y 

Nono 

Selected £01' 

Telephone Contact ~I 

T 
T 
T 

Population 
(()oO's) 

57 
21 
158 

137 

79 
41 
108 

Part of 
SMSA 

x 

x 
X 
X 
X 

X 

~r"T d(:H)otes those indudcd in \'elcphone survey. All others were 
pU,l'!; of rnail Slll'vcy. 

JJ..! Key: PI)::.: p()UCC Departrncmt; SO ::: Sheriff's Office; 
Univ ~.:: tlni.versi,ty; cn ::: City I-Iall; 
Hf:lg Auth c: Housing Authority; DPS ::: Departm(;mt 
of Pnblic SafdYi SP :;:- State Police; 
C of C ;-: Charnhe,r of Commerce; 
MO :; Mayor' s Offic\.~ 
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Agency 
Type bl 

PD 
PD 
PD 
SP 
PD 
Hsg Auth 
PD 
PD 
PD 
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UNIVERSE LISTING OF 
AGENCIES KNOWN TO CONDUCT SECURITY SURVEYS 

Selected for Population Pent of 
Telephone Contact (OOO's) SMSA 

REGION I 
(Cont'c1) 

11ASSA CEm ~3TC r[T S --------...----.---
Boston 641 X 
Bos(;on X 
13OU1'ne T 13 
BrocktO\vn 89 X 
Fa1l River 97 X 
SonlcrvilJ.e 89 X 
WorceG tOl~ rr 176 X 
yarrnoutb. 12. 

N.CW HAMPSHIR"G': .------
Naslma 'I' 56 X 

RHODE ISLAND ----

pawtucket T 77 

V1I:RMON'l 

None 

194 

Agency 
Type 

:PJ) 
Esg Auth 
PD 
PD 
PD 
PD 
PD 
PD 

PO 

C of C 
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UNIVERSE LISTING OF 
AGIDNCIF;S KNOWN TO CONDUCT SECURITY SURVEYS 

Selected for 
T5llephonc Contact 

NEW ,n~'8.HJ;~Y 
K."",,,_~"-'~ __ _ 

Ashl.1.l'Y J:)<.I. 1'1::: 
;for B cy CiL Y 
MGt NH' County 
MlJlville 
1'n 1.'!J ilm.rnl'y<J.'l'OY Uills 
]. ~J n infil~ld 

B 1.1 ffn.],() 

Nc·,w )1'01'.1\ Ci.ty 
NYFD (fkx C1'i.1.1.W Unit) 

'I' 

T 
'1' 

T 

NYC (Cornrnuni.ty Affairs Div) 
NeVI York Ci.ty 
H\'\ffon~ COl.J.nly T 
White PlahHl 
Yonk(\l,'g 

FUKR'r'() RICO .. ;;;""t;;; __ ... _____ ll~_ 

195 

17 
261 
304 
21 

Population 
(000' s) 

Lcs s than 2500 
47 

463 
7,895 

1,125 
50 
205 

Part of 
SMSA 

X 
X 

X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 

Agency 
Type 

PD 
PO 
SO 
PO 
PD 
PO 

PD 
PO 
PD 
PD 
Hsg Auch 
SO 
PO 
PD 

Hsg Auth 

·1 
I 
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UNIVERSE LISTING ali' 
AGENCIES KNOWN TO CONDU CT SECURITY SURVEYS 

Selected for Population Part of 
Telephone Contact -12.00 's)_ SMSA 

REGION III 

DEJAWARE 

Newark 21 X 
New Castle County 385 X 
Wilrnington 'I' 80 X 

DISTRICT OJ!""' COLUlvlBIA 

Washington, D.C. T 757 X 
Washing(:on, D.C. X 

-MARYLAND 

Baltimore T 905 X 
Baltimore 
Ga ithe l' s bUl' g T 8 
Hagerstown 36 
Montg01TIery COUl1ty T 523 X 
Rockville 42 X 

PENNSYJ.J VANIA 

Allentown 110 X 
Bethlehem 73 X 
Lower-Merion T 6 
Philadelphia 1,949 X 
-Reading 87 X 
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Agency 
Typc_ 

PD 
}:lD 

PI) 

PD 
Hsg Auth 

MO 
IIsg Aul:h 
PD 
PD 
PD 
PD 

PD 
PD 
PD 
PD 
PD 



U1'1IV,ERSE LISTING OF 
ACH';NClYJS l<:NO'WN TO CONDUCT SECURITY SURVEYS 

(Con.t I cl) 

VIRGINIA 

Alcxo.ncll'in. 
Cho.l: 10 t~o G ville 
CIHHli1pc(l}~e 

Ji'n, il:fax Coun.ty 
H<)'l'X1P lon 
N(H'folk 
1'10:1:[011:: 
Portsl1\onth 
R i.cl n'l.)oncl 
:rt~a 110k(~ 

Vb'gil'lLa Beach 

W.F:srl' VIRGINIA ... -
B1uefi.cJ.d 
elm:!: 108 ton 
Hnnf.irtgton 
Pa.1:k(~l· sln.u: g 

Selected £Ol: 
~.:e30ne CO'tlta d 

T 
T 

n'l 
.1. 

197 

111 

39 
90 
455 
121 

308 

III 
250 
92 
172 

16 
72 
74 
44 

Population 
(OOO's) 

Part of 
SMSA 

X 

X 
X 

X 
X 

X 
X 

X 

Agency 
Type' 

PD 
PD 
PD 
PD 
PD 
PD 
Hsg Auth 
PD 
PD 
PD 

PD 
PD 
PD 
PD 
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1 
I 
1 UNIV.ERSE LISTING Oli' 

I 
AGENCIES KNOWN TO CONDUCT SECURITY SURVEYS 

I 
Selected for Population Part of Agency 
Telephone Contact • (OCO's) S:N.rSA Type " 

I' RJBGION IV 

AI.JABAMA 

I· Binninghan1 T 301 X PD 

il FLORIDA 

Boca Raton 29 X PI) 

I Casselberry 9 PD 
Dad~ COlmty X Hsg Auth 
Dado County T 1,268 X DPS 

I Ft. Laudel"dalc 140 X PD 
Hollyv;,roocl. 107 X PD 
Jacksonville T 529 X SO 

1 1vIia111i 334 X PD 
Miami Beach 87 X PD 
Pinellas County 522 X 80 

I Fon1pano B ea ell 38 PD 
Sara !:iota 40 PD 
Sarasota County T 120 SO 

I St. John's County 31 X SO 
St. Petersburg 216 X PD 
Tampa T 278 X PD 

I West PallX'. Beac.h X Hsg Auth 

GEORGIA 

1 Athens 44 PD 
A t:1a nta T 497 X PD 

1 CIa yton Count:y 98 X SO 
Cobb County 197 X PD 
Columbus 151 PD 

I Marietta T 27 X PD 
Savannah 118 X PI) 

I 
Statesboro 15 PD 
'Vaycross T 19 PI) 

I 
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UNIVERSE LISTING OF . 
AGENCrES KNO"WN TO CONDOCT SECURITY SURVEYS 

Selected for 
Telephone Contact 

REGION IV 
--rc--ont'd) 

KENTUCKY 

Ashland 
Bowling Green 
Covington 
Harlan 
Hopkinsville 
Jeffel.'AOn County 
Lexington 
Louisvi.lle 
Louisville 
Newport 
Owens'boro 
Paducah' 
St. lvfatthews 

MISSISSIPPI 

Harrison County 
Jackson 

NORTH CAROLINA 

Burlington 
Greensboro 
Greensboro 
High Point 
Mecklenbur g County 
Shelby 
Wilson 

T 

T 

T 
T 

T 

T 
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Population 
(OOO's) 

29 
36 
53 
3 

····21 
695 
108 
361 

26 
50 
31 
13 

135 
154 

36 
144 

64 
354 
16 
29 

Part of 
SMSA 

x 

x 
X 
X 
X 

X 

X 
X 

X 

X 
X. 

X 

Agency 
~.~., 

PD 
PD 
'PD 
PD 
PD 
PD 
PD 
PD 
Hsg Auth 
PD 
PD 
PD 
PD 

SO 
PD 

PD 
PD 
Hsg Auth 
PD 
PD 
PD 
PD 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
1 
1 
1 
I 
I 
1 
I 
I 
1 
I 
1 
1 
I 
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UNIVERSE LISTING OF 
AGENCIES KNOWN TO CONDUCT SECURITY SURVEYS 

Selected for Population Part of 
Telephone Contact (OOO's) SlvrSA 

REGION IV 
(Cont'd) 

SOUTH CAROLINA . ------_ .. 

Charleston T 67 X 
Greenville County T 240 X 

TENN)I;SSEE ._------_ ... -

Chattanooga T 119 X 
Memphis X 
Nashville l' 448 X 
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Agency 
Type '" 

PD 
SO 

PD 
Hsg Anth 
FD 



UNIVERSE LISTING 01i ' 

AGJi:NCIES J.<NOvIfN TO CONDU CT SECURITY SURVEYS 

Selected fOJ: 

:r clcphone Conta ct 

RV:GION V 
--''''_., .. '''--_. 

ILJXN om ----_ .. 
Alf3 ip 
Aurora 
D1oorni:ngton/No:l:ll1a1 
Cal.'bondale 
C haric stOll 
Ghi.cago 
Chicago 
Chi.cago He ighl;s 
Cook COUll~y 
Decahrr 
Dcc:l.'Helcl 
DcT<alh 
I;lgil1. 
Joliet: 
Mo.",/wooll 
J.'alatbH: 
pco:da 
Rockford 
Sangal'11011 Coun-ty 
Spl.'ingficld 
Vnll County 

T 

T 

T 
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Population 
(000' s) 

11 
74 
40 
23 
16 
3,367 

41 
5,488 
90 
19 
33 
56 
80 
30 
26 
127 
147 
162 
92 
249 

Part of 
SMSA 

x 
X 

x 
X 
X 
X 
X 

x 
X 
X 

X 
X 
X 
X 
X 

Agency 

~.:. 

PD 
PD 
PD 
PD 
PD 
PD 
Hsg Auth 
PD 
SO 
PD 
PD 
PD 
PD 
PD 
PD 
PD 
PD 
PD 
PD 
PD 
~O 
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UNIVERSE LISTING OF 
AGENCIES KNOWN TO CONDUCT SECURITY SURVEYS 

Selected for Population Part of 
TeleEhone Contact (OOO's) SMSA 

REGION'i,r 
(Cont'd) 

INDIA.NA 

Anderson 71 X 
Elkhart 43 
Elkhart County T 127 
Evansville 139 X 
Ft. Wayne T 177 X 
Gary 175 X 
I-Ialnmond 108 X 
Indiana polis 745 X 
Portage 19 
So. Bend 126 X 

MICHIGAN 

Am1. Arbor 100 X 
Battle Creek 39 
BatHe Creek T 
Bloomfield 4 X 
Clinton To\vnship Less than 2500 
Dearborn Heights. T 80 X 
Detroit 1,511 X 
Detroit X 
East Lansing T 48 X 
Flint 193 X 
Highland Park 35 X 
Holland 26 
Jackson 45 X 
Kalalnazoo T 86 X 
Lansing 132 X 
Mt. Clemens T 20 
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Agency 
TYEe .... -. 

PD 
PD 
SO 
PD 
IYD 
PD 
PD 
PD 
PD 
PD 

PD 
PD 
C of G 
PD 
PD 
PD 
PD 
Hsg Auth 
SP 
PD 
PD 
PD 
PD 
PD 
PD 
PD 



tlNIVEltSE LISTING OF 
ACa';NCIIDS KNO'WN TOCONDU CT SBCURITY SURVEYS 

R1XHON V 
tJ~;_",r~_~~ ........ ~ ,..,._~~ 

(CO):I,t 1 d) 

MICIllGAN 
.?<>~-----

(ConVd) 

M\lIJlwgOl"t 
Pm1t:iac 
Saginaw 
At. Clair Shol.'cS 
S~cl;Hl)g Heights 
Wa:t: l' ('m 

'\V'yorning 

MtNNl';SO'I'A 
....... '>;0 .... ,."'____ ~ ~ 

Burns'ville 
Jo~del'l P:ra. ir i() 
Golde:n Vallcy 
Minno<.). po 1 U3 
St. Paul 
St. J'<:\.uJ. 

Bu!:l\n' County 
Cinchmo.ll:i 
Clev(' 'la 'lid. 
Coh,unl>\lS 
Cuyaboga Counly 
l)(\law~l'c 

IIa.mi.1ton 
Ihnnilt:Ql'l C(,')\1l1ty 

JJlmt~ 

Mt\llSficld 

Selected for 
Telephone Contact 

T 

T 

T 
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Population 
~IOO's) 

45. 
86 
92 
88 
61 
179 
57 

20 
7 
24 
434 
310 

227 
453 
751 
540 

15 
68 
924 
54 
55 

Part of 
SMSA 

X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 

X 
X 
X 

x 
X 
X 
X 

X 
X 
X 

Agency 
Type ":" 

PD 
PD 
PD 
PD 
PD 
PD 
PD 

PD 
PD 
DPS 
PD 
PD 
Hsg Auth 

SO 
PD 
PD 
PD 
Hsg Auth 
PD 
PD 
SO 
PD 
PD 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I' 
'I 
'I 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

:1 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

UNIVERSE LISTING OF 
AGENCIES I-(NOvVN TO 'CONDUCT SECURITY SURVEYS 

Selected for Population ParI: of 
Telephone Contact (OOO's) SMSA 

REGION V 
(Cont'd) . 

OI-JIO ----
(Cont'd) 

Marion County T 65 X 
Miamisbm'g 15 
Shaker Heights 36 X 
Spr ingfield 82 X 

WISCONSIN 

Dane County T 291 X 
Eau Claire 45 
Racine T 75 X 
Wisconsin Ra.pids 19 
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Agency 
Type . 

SO 
PD 
PD 
PD 

SO 
PD 
PD 
PD 



UNIVERSE; :CISTING OF 
j\((J;:i''fCn~S KNOWN TO CONDO C1' SECURITY SURVEYS 

JJ)! W;:r!1 ~'U\' 
{ ~~.:;;;.:' <t J >II. ""'" ,. .. Ia >l l"I.tq.¢ ,..'" 

nOf~aln(la 

I tllf\yt'Ut' 
N(~~ .. ,1 O):lC'tlnn 

I'~\\l' MV;{ 1 r:c I 
::-1;' ~ ,::I' >« _.,. ~ ~,. ~·r·'.\ ~ 

AU,\ICju('rq(w 
r 'I..n.' tn.ln.1J 

Ln\;'tcm 
N()l'ln~\'~i 

'{ !·~XAH 
i;G.;t~ l,.,,~-;\'':: ~ 

A \.i Im\f' 
1\,1\').:'\1' ill<.) 
/\ l"lin,ghm 
]\,t'(\ \U UO,).!; 

COl'lHU.el\'!: in~i 
1)\\11\\ :~ 

1);\ lln ~ 
":1 '1 ;'\no 
l.'tll:C \V ()l,tb 

S(~h:d,;:d fOJ: 

::!;S:15:J?}IOn~~onta ct 

T 
T 
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Population 
(OOOIS) 

18 
69 
593 

74 
52 

90 
127 
90 
116 
205 
844 

322 
394 

part of 
SMSA 

x 
x 

x 

x 

X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 

Agency 
Type "., 

PD 
PD 
PD 

PD 
PD 

PD 
PD 

PD 
PD 
PD' 
PD 
PD 
PD 
Hsg Auth 
PD 
PD 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
'I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

UNIVERSE LISTING Oli' 
AGENCIES KNGWN TO 'CONDU C'I' SECURITY SURVEYS 

Selected for Population Part of 
Telephone Contact (OOO's) S:tvlSA 

REGION VI 
(Cont'c1) 

TEXAS 
(Cont'd) 

Galveston 62 X 
Garland 81 X 
Grand Pra i1' ie 51 X 
Harris County T 1,742 X 
Lubbock 150 X 
Mesquite 55 X 
Midland T S9 X 
Odessa 78 X 
San Angelo T 64 X 
San Antonio X 
San Marcos 19 
Texarkana 31 X 
Tyler 58 X 
Victoria 42 X 
Waco 9S X 
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Agency 

TyPe ':' 

PD 
PD 
PI) 
SO 
PD 
I'D 
PD 
PD 
PD 
Hsg Auth 
PD 
PD 
PD 
PD 
PD 



'Ul'UVERSif; LISTING OF 
A.CX·;t::CU;[.; J<J,~()V1N TO CONDU eT SECURITY SURVEYS 

C(~d:Ll: HapirlH 
)>aV('1l1101'/ 

1 hili 'Mo jUl:~) 

TO\N!MH 
'II!. ,-: ~ ~ :,~ t". :::_., ..... iI;lfII 

J 11'111' ~~.L 

OV(:1'h,ncl 1'.11':1\ 
tr'C1lwh,1. 
Will hil.t 

?\n~;~;(n! IU 
"_ ". l' : ,,;~ rr.R .. t •. , r ... - ;I" 

Imh'p,md l'lH'l' 

l~il1w;1.n GUy 
HI. Lnulll 
m. l.(mlH 
SI. 1.[I\1! H Counl.y 

t.hH'oln 
( )lil.\h~\. 

f{t'ot t Hhlu.tf 

S(:l(:ctcd for 

:t~~eEhone,C~tac..!= 

'1' 
'1.' 

T 
'II 

T 

,rr 
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Population 
~OO's)_ 

III 
98 
201 

5 
77 
125 
277 

112 
507 
622 

951 

150 
347 
14 

Part of 
S:t-.1SA 

x 
X 
X 

x 
X 
X 
X 

X 
X 
X 
X 
X 

X 
X 

Agency 
Type " 

PD 
PD 
PD 

PD 
PD 
PD 
PD 

PD 
PD 
PD 
Hsg Auth 
SO 

PD 
PD 
PD 

I 
I 
I 
I . 
. . 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
II 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

UNIVERSE LISTING OF 
AGENCIES I(NOVfN TO 'CONDU CT SECURITY SURVltyS 

REGION VIn 

COLORADO' 

Aspen 
Aurora 
Breckenridge 

Seleded for 
Teleryhotl.e Contact , 

Denver (Multiple Program) T 
Ft. Collins T 
Glenwood Spr Lngs 
Lakewood 
Pitkin County T 
Pueblo 
Stean"lboat Springs 
Vail 
Wheat Ridge 

MONTANA 

Billings T 
Helena 
Missoula 
Missoula County T 

NOR TH DAKOTA 

Fargo T 

SOUTH DAI(OTA 

Sioux Falls T 
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Popnl~tj,on 

(ODD's) 

ParI: of 
SMSi\. 

Less than 2500 
75 X 
Less than 2500 
515 X 
43 
4 
92 X 
6 
98 X 
Leso than 2500 
Less than 2500 
30 

62 X 
23 
29 
58 

53 X 

73 X 

Agency 

Type ':' 

PD 
PD 
PD 
PD 
PD 
PD 
DPS 
SO 
PD 
PD 
PD 
PD 

PI) 
PD 
PD 
SO 

PD 

PD 



UNJ:V.F.RSE; LISTING OJ!' 
ACH'~IYGT1:;S I-(NOVfN TO CONDUCT SgCURITY SURVEYS 

S(!l(.!ctC!(l for 
2:"~~:J~pho:ne Co:t1t~ct 

Hl';(lIUN VIn 
~ ';":, • ~ 'I. ,,~; •• m.."'l 

(C;oni1d) 

Ogrh·.n 
Salt 1 JaLt' ~C 
Hall LaJ~I~ (Uni.twl Cl'i.t))(,! 

'P),{~\!tmti(m 1>:rrOl't, Inc.) 'J' 
'Oln,11 City 
'tll.\!J Cmmly T 

~l.' 
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Population Part of 
--1Q00'~ SlvJSA 

69 
176 

x 
X 

Less than 2500 
138 X 

41 

Agency 

Type ':' 

PD 
PD 

PD 
SO 

PD 

I 
I 
I· 

I 
I 
I 
I, 
I 
I 
I' 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
II' 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

UNIVERSE LISTING O:~' 
AGENCIES I<NO,\YN TO CONDUCT SECURITY SURV)I;YS 

Sele cted :fo r Population Pa:l."t of 
Telephone Contacf; (OOOt s )_ SMSA 

Rl-!-::GION xx 

ARIZOl':A. ------
~8'la g staff 26 
Mal'icopo.ConTJ.ty T 976 X 
Telupe 63 X 
Tucson. T 263 X 
Tucson :x: 

CALIFORNIA ---.. 

Anahelln 167 X 
Atherton. 8 
Bl'ea 18 
Carhibad 15 
Concord 85 X 
Contra Costo. Coullty 553 X 
Frcrnont 101 X 
Fresno T 166 X 
Garden Grove 123 X 
Glendale 133 X 
Glendora 31 
Hanfor~l 16 
Huntington Beach 116 
Hillsborough 9 
Inglewood 90 X 
Long Beach T 359 X 
Los Angeles T 2,816 X 
Los Ange:les X 
Manhattan Beach T 35 X 
Manteca 14 
Menlo Park 27 
Modesto 62 X 
Ne\~/al'k 27 X 
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.. 

Agency 

Type ':' 

PI) 

SO 
PI) 
PD 
Hsg Anth 

PD 
PI) 
PD 
PD 
PI) 
SO 
PD 
I'D 
PD 
PD. 
PD 
PD 
I'D 
PD 
PD 
PD 
PD 
SO 
PD 
PD 
PD 
PD 
PD 



,,(JNrVJ~RSE LISTING OF 
AGJ·;I'{CU1S l::tKYNN ~ro CONDUCT Sro;CUIUTY SURVEYS 

Snlc:cled '£01: 
:10~1(~phonSL COEJ:act 

H J:;C Hf1NP:,,,,, 
(e/Hl/ltT) 

(;A J <IF{ >HNIA 
... (( :0;11 7;1'i 

();d 1·1wl 
(j.I.U:llld 

O("'dWljdt' 

( ll·,ill~~t· 

O:\ll~tld 
-I I.t III id I tl 
P J ,'it li~lll [ Hill 
.I 1m110rn 
H('llWtHHl (:u 'l 
Hil'lllWJwl 
~ia('i'luhf'lllo C:tHHlly 
S.U l';UUI'~\! (J 

!! III lit'}'lhll'dillO 

~ :.UI 1>1 ('gll 
:,,(11 .ltl!;(' 

~' .. \n .1 ,I \( udl'n 
ti.Ul l,fall'o County 
~tm l\,d',-tl'] 

H, 111 l.\ 1 'Ill l'h. ~ l'~~ 
,sf (It 1. Lnll 
Hmll1) \,rl(' 
\',~ 1)'('1<1 .. 
\' ('lll u r.l 
W I'ni (·w. in,\, 

',C 

'X' 
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Pop\llQ.~ion 

(OOO's) 
-"' --:..~-

362 
41 
77 
71 
56 
25 
87 
56 
79 
63?. 
254 
104, 
697 
4'1(' 
6f) 
556 
39 
70 
108 
86 
67 
56 
68 

325 

P,~rt of 
SMSA 

x 
X 

x 

x 

x 
X 
X 
X 

x 

X 

x 

X 
X 
X 
X 

x 

Agency 
Type '.' .... _'rl~. 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I~· • 
I 
I 

Hsg Auth I 
PD 
PD 
PD 
PD 
PD 
PD 
PD 
PD 
PD 
SO 
PD 
PD 
PD 
PD 
PD 
SO 
PD 
PD 
PD 
PD 
PD 
PD 
PD 

PD 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I-
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

UNIVJI.;nSl'~ LISTING Oli' 
AGENCIES lCNOWN TO GONDU C'r SECURITY SURVEYS 

Selectod fOl" Population Pal;t of 
Telephone Contact (000' s) S1vrSA 

II--

REGION IX 
(Cont'd) 

NEVADA 

Carson City 15 
Las Vegas X 
RellO T 72- X 
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Agency 
j:'ype " 

PI) 
IIsg AtHh 
PD 



UNIVERSE LISTING OF 
AGENCIES I<NO'VTN TO CONDU CT SECURITY SURVEYS 

Selected for 
Telephone Conta.ct 

RECiTON X 
.~'" ,-,."' .. ", ... ,,,,..- ............ " ... -

~.sKA 

AnchoJ'age 
Ii'a j:L'banks 

Idaho J.·'a118 

Medford 
:Mnll:nor.nah County 
PorlJ.ancl 
POl'Uan.d 
:H.o:-) (J lnu' IT 
Seas ide) 
Vvo..shing!·on County 

'WASIJING~[lON 
-.I." _ .. 

13 ellcv'u(', 
Clark COl.m,ty 
Ki.l.'ldand 
S('at~tlc 

Seatt1e 
Seattle 
Spokan(~ 

':ra(':Otn~ 

'1' 
'1' 
'1' 

T 

'I' 
T 
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Population 
(000' s) 

15 
48 

36 

28 
556 
383 
383 
14 
4 
158 

61 
128 
15 
531 

171 
155 

Part of 
SMSA 

PD 

X 
X 
"'r J,}' 

X 
X 

X 

X 
X 
X 

Agency 
Type " 

PD 
PD 

PD 
SO 
PD 
MO 
PD 
PD 
SO 

PD 
SO 
PD 
PD 
CH 

I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

Hsg Auth 

PD I 
PD 

I 
I 
I 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I· 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I· 
I 

Appendix C 

Final Telephone Survey 
Instn:nncnt 
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VERSION NO.3 
PHASE ONE EVALUATION 

QUESTIONNAIRE 

TEl,EPErONE SURVEY INSTRUMENT 

Agmu.:y: __ . ___ --:---:-_______________________ _ 
UnU OJ" No.rne of Divis ion: 
I'OP1:I) a. Li.on Agency Serves: 
CUy: 
sr;n,tc/%i.}): __________________ _ 
JTcc1nl't:l,l I\ogl.on i.n wh.ich Agency Located: 
'rd(\phonn No. 
Agency 'I'ypn: 
l)t\ 1" I' of SMS..i\: 
COl1<1nds Surv,,1Y; 

Po:nwn Contacted: 
J)n, t(~: 

Cnll-nac'k/Re-Contact Schednle.c1 for: 

Intonri.e\v Reschedule for: 

SUl'v(,)r NQ. : _ 
'fl"\.lCC Tntc/'vlmvC'r: 

Date 

215 

Date Time 

Time 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
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I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
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I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

1. 

INTER VIEWER INSTRUCTI.ONS 

INITLI\.L CONTACT 

A. From. available iniol'rnation, make call to a specific person 
in each agency to be contacted. 

B. If person is out or unavailable, determine when he can be 
conta.cted. 

C. If contact nalne is wrong1 or pe:l.'son is no 10ngcJ: with security 
s\.u:veyicriIn.e prevention agencY1 detel'U'line and contact new 
person in charge (or "in the la.10\V"). 

D. If proper contact is made: 

(1) confirrn 11an'1e and title 
(2) conii.rlu existancc of pJ:ogra1l1 
(3) explain purpose of program. 
(4) a.sk ior permission (:0 conduct intervi.ew 
(5) if not pos sib1e1 estal;>lish 11'mtually agreeable time to do so. 

E. If it is found that progran1 has been discontinued: 

(1) luake contact with n10st :I.'ecent un.it director 
(2) explain purpose of NEP project 
(3) ask ii he would comp1el:e a questionnaire ii mailed to him 
(4) if possible, get son1.e fonn of comrnitl11ent to complete 

the que s !:ionna ir e 
(5) get proper title, luailing acldJ:ess, etc. 
(6) conclude dis cus s ion 

. 216 



XL }~}~y POINTS TO MENTION DURING INITIAL CONTACT __ ~ __ ,~t";"""';o...-.:.~. _____________ · ____ . __ ~ 

A. Agcl'l.cy and pl'og:rarn infol'lnation will remain anonym.ous • 

XL Agetley l.ll not being evaluated, but is simply adding 
to the; f}cdy-of-knowlcdge on the security survey pt·ocess. 

C. The in.f;crvi<~w wi.ll dcal with sueh topics as: 

(J) l>l:ogl:n:nl Goa1s/ Objectives 
(2) T'ro gl;a.l'n Budget 
(3) :[)l'ogJ'alYl Sla.ff 
(Ij.) ~Pl'O [{:I:a 111 Clicl1t:elc and Service Ar ea 
(5) StD.'VCy Inspcdion Activi.t:ios 
(6) P:rog);(1.I.X'l. Rcco:rclkccpil1g and Data 

J). Jntm'vic;w will ral<:o approximately 30 u1inutes. 

'E. Ailk if he would get a copy of his CUl:l'ent grant or pl'ogl'am 
dc!scriptiol1 a.mI budgct S tnce he rnay need to refer to it 
(hD: lug l h(~ diR cns sian. 

1·'. In. ol'dx~l' to lill'lil: th.c an'lOUllt of tirne that the respondent will 
hrwe to Hpcnd on the phone, interviewer is prepared to go 
thl'ongll (;h<:! qucstiOl'll1n.i.:rc qnickly with little elaboration 
nn(,!d(~d from tl1c l"cSpOndcllt. 
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I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
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I 
I 
I 
I 
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A. 

B. 

... 

INITIAL CONTACT 

Hello, lTIay I speak with SOlTIeOne who could discuss what is 
being done by your agency in the area of: 

police- comn"lunity relations 
security survey inspections 

- burglary prevention 

If contact is made go to Section B. 

., 
If ope:rator doe sn 't know who to connect you with, then asl, to 
speak to the Secretary of: 

Chief of Police 
- Sheriff 

Agency Director 

., 

If no contact is m.ade concerning agency's survey p:rog:nulJ., 
deterrn.ine why. (Check one) 

t 
No progran'l exists. 
No current ongoing progran"l but agenqr previollsly 
conducted surveys. 
Cooperates with a survey prograrn, but doc·s not dir~ctly 
rnanage or implement progran"l. (In this instance, ask 
who does and get narne, address, and telephone l1LllTIbe::r) 

Other; specify: 

Hello, I would like to ~peak with someone who could disCllSS the 
implementation of your ,agency's Security Survey Progl'arn. Can 
You provide rne the na.t:ne of the key program personnel to contact? 

Name and Title Telephone Number 

When contact is identified, go to Section C. 
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c;. 1I1!l1o, (Conta(t) , my namc is (Intervic\vcr) of The 
In1cn'ml"li~mal T:r.n.ining, R(H;ca't" <.:h, and Evahlation Council of 
Wtu,hi.ngteJJiI D. C. We aTC conducting a national study of 
IH'(, u,d,ty fll1l:vey prog:r.arn,s 80 that others wishing to in1.plen1.ent 
r,~ security' survey progran') will have the benefit of the suggestions 
awl. (,!XIJ(!1,''i,,:nccs of ,;!xisting or fortner program,s. It is Ollr 
unrlc:t's ta:ndh'l.g th,lt your ag eney reg lI.larly conducts security 
infJpecliul1n, It; the).! correct? 

tf No 

- If Ye'}; 

No 

Om: tank, besi.des identifying agende s that conduct 
8ccnrity sUt'veys is to dOClln"lOnt the various pro­
gl:arn pha~les or activities from initial planning 
th,rough the process of assc~sing program success 
or failu:re. In that you don't have such a prograrn, 
or yom: profP"m'l.1 doe sn' t us e on- site inspe ctions, 
it wO~lld not bo appropriate for me to take your 
time. Thus, t.hank you for your help and interest. 

1 wonc.1t:.r if I ('ould ask you a few questions about 
yOlU; security sl.lXvcy prograln. Vlc estirnate that 
this lnte:nr iew will take appl'oxhnately 30 n"linutes 
t.o co.mplcte. The qucs tion s we will be asking will 
('over t(')pics such as: 

Prug:nu:n Goals/Objectives 
Progl'(trn Budget 
Progl'CLrn Staff 
Pl.'og rarn Clil\llt(~le and Service Area 
Survp.y Insp(~ction Act.ivities 
Pl'ograrrl Rc('o:rdkceping an.d Data 

Ma.y' I P:l'o('('ed with the interview at this ti.mc? 

Yes No 

Would rm1 g ct a ('opy of your Cllrrent grant (or 
C'lll'l'\;'n\ pl'ograll'l, description and budget) since you 
l'l'\ttYI.'H'l'd to rt~fel" to it as we proceed. 

lvln.y I l'l'sd)(~dule the interview? 

If ),{'S, set np tirnc for interview. 
Ifno. obtain reason for not cooperating. 

21<) 
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I 
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1. 

2. 

3. 

GENERAL INFORM..4.TION 

By what nan1e do yon refer to your security survey progrurl.1? 

(1) 
(2) 
(3) 
(4) 
(5 ) 
(6) 
(7) 
(8) 
(9) 

Secur ity survey 
Premise sUl.'vey 
Residential security survey 
Security inspection 
Home surveys 
Industrial inspections 
Comn1.ercial security snrvey 
Building inspection 
Other; specify: 

When diel you begin your survey pl:ogram.? 

(1) 
(2) 
(3) 
(4) 
(5 ) 

Les s tlmn 6 n10nths 
More than 6 Inonths bul: les s than 1 year 
More than 1 year but less than 2 year s 
More than 2 years but les s than 3 years 
More than 4 years 

Is your survey program. a component of a more encornpassing 
crilne prevention effort or is it a sepal'ate pxogram .. 

'(1) 
(2 ) 

Separate program (go to Q. 6) 
Cornponent program 
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4. 

f' ) . 

'/ . 

If: n. C()1npr)l1(mt!, wha,L ate) tho ot:hcx components of your crime 
P,),(:VCH1.l.iO)1. program? 

(J ) 
"""" .. ~ ....... "",,,.;!,. 

(2. ) 
",:.r_.~ 

(~) _.-
(4) ---(I) ) 

,-"""'-"''''''-
((J) 

~-.--I.'I"" 

01)(> ;ra Han tdentiHca HOlt 
Neighbo:r:hood watch/ cil:i.~cn cr lm.e reporting 
Ci.tj,zcn pab:ol 
PuhUc info];rnation and education 
NoLghhorJ1ood alert/knock 
OI;}'Wl;; specify: 

'Why tfl Lhn mlJ.·vl~y p:rog.l'al1"l a com,pc)l1ent of your overall 
]>l'OIP'P.!U ? 

Cirant rcql..lil:urn.ent 
:r.lnpm:trlul: elcnH.mt Ln. cor:npl'ehensive C. P. program 
II \VaH mlco\l1:n.ged in C. I). t:raining 
Provi.des su):vi.c<.~ function as opposed to a P. R. 
pn)gran'), 
OLhm:; Rpceify: 

lIn.n [h('l'(~ 'bec'l\ an ovaluiJ.tio:n Hf;udy conduc(;ed of the secur tty 
fl\Jl'V(~y pl'ogri\m? 

YUH (go to Q. 7) 
No (go to Q. 9) 
non t {; know (!So 1;0 Q. 9) 

If yr'oj how wa!) tlH: study accomplished? 

(l) 
(;~) 

( ~) 
(i1 ) 
(11) 

SC<~\11.'it:y snrv(~y project personnel 
Agc'l1,ey pc).:sonn('l 
.slr:tll.~ p~l'son))el or state-employed consultant 
A~t\lH,:y-mllploye<1 consultant 
Otlwr; SP(~<'i:£y: 

---~------------------------------------
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8. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

12. 

What is the title, author and date of the evaluatioll report? 

(1) Title: 
(2) Author: 
(3) Date: 
(4) Location of copies: 

Have provisions in your local building eode cl(!ali.ng wi.th i.rnpl:ovcd 
physical security 'been adopted (i. e. mi.nim.urn locks 0:1.' secu:t:ity 
hardware requirenlen(:s for rosi<1enc~~s~ apartrn.cnts or 
comn1.cr ci.al establish11.1.ents). 

( 1) 
(2 ) 
(3) 
( 4) 

Yes (go (:0 Q. 10) 
No (go to Q. 16) 
In proces s (go to Q. 16) 
Don't know (gC) too Q. 16) 

If yes, does the security ordinance cover: 

(1 ) 
(2 ) 
(3 ) 
( 4) 
(5) 
(6 ) 

Single -fam iJ.y 
Mu1ti-fan1.ily (four uni.ts or morc) 
All residential 
COlnm.el: c ial/ rnanufaotul' Lng 
All commercial and l:csi.dcntial 
Other; specify: 

If yes, does it deal with only new construction, 0): n1.ust 
existing structures also be brought ttp to standard? 

(l) 
(2 ) 
(3) 

(4) 

---
Deals with new construction only 
Retroactive 
Other; specify: 

Don't know 

If yes, is one of the functions of the survey pl'ogral'rl to identify 
local securi.ty coele violations? 

(1) 
(2 ) 

Yes 
No 
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1 ';, /, 10 nw IJ1irVI'Y pr'j~p·{tnl (IH' adminiHLl!ring agency) legally 
Im*"..,:t~r(!d to "lIffjr('(~ (Olnpll<ul('o of cod(; dc£i.cie:mcics? 

(l) 
{I.) 

W1J~ll c:fi'!!( l d(II'H LIlt! (!()(l(~ m1fol'c(!rrHn1~ activity have on 

II 'It! I'n,11 ("OJ n pJ ian" (' of () the l' fj(~ en1.' ity lHl.rVCY l' C C01111TICllclations ? 

(1) 
(/, ) 
(1) 

'_~"::"~~"I,..w 

Sflll1{, 

N(Jw~ 

I 'nU,'\' dt'Tla rLmont 
1 )ttl)H(~ WO l"l~H Ibll iJeling dc'pa r b:nonts 
FI1'O d~'pn l' LmrmLI fi)'(: i.lu;pcdol' 
l':nvi l'OlllnmlL<:Ll pl.'oteclion agC'ncy 
OllWl'j flpt~C'iry: ---,----------------------.-----------

\VIII'I'I' (hWll till' ~l\ll'V(,y pl'ogrnrn unit: Ji.t i.1)to your agency's 
tll'l~,l ni ~~a [iona 1. :d'l'\'ldn n~? 

HI~np()l1ni.blC' dtl'udly to <,'hi.of/administrator's ofHcc 
Ht~llpOltnlbh: to tli'!:ocLor of: Uw sel:Vlccs fUllction 
(i, v. ],.wl'sonncl amI h'aining, planning and research, 
('01111nIll1i('ati,ollH J d:t:.) 

Rpspo1L!d,blc' to ('lil'odoJ.' of an opc:l'atiol1.s function 
(L (', \:lni:Conn pn.ll'ol, invcs!:igation tacf:ical units, etc.) 

<Jt 11('1'; l-q)\' <: ify: __ ,_.~. _________________ _ 
~~",,~~'r..~"'''''''*''~_~ ____ \ _______________ _ 
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17. 

18. 

Several contribtlting factors arc often at play wh(:'J\ ~\. ~'l)(' ('ific 
cl'hne prevention/ security survcy pl'ogl'arn is 0$lablished. 
Can you indicate which of. the following fae-to).'s WOl'e 

irnportant. in yo lll' agency's decision to initittte tlw SI.' curity 
survey' p:rogran'l? 

(1 ) --(2) ----
(3) 
( 4) 
(5 ) 
(6) ---
(7 ) 
(8) 
(9 ) 

(10) 

None 
Chid/adrnini$b:ato1.' suggested pl'ogrrnn 
High :r:atc of ulu'gl2..l')t 
High ratc~ of larc('ny 0:;:' It!SSOl' Cl'i.m.l~s 

Availability of fundo (slat'.' 01' fL)c1n'al) 
Bccauoe forn:lal c:r:inle pn'!vl.!nlion tnl.i1ling 
inchldcd a specific security survey COmpOlll.'nt 
KlloWlt!dgc of $1.1xvef progran1 SUtTt'ss ('ls(~wh.t'rt) 
Polico- cornrn.uniLy J.'clations initiativtl 
Con.1Jnunity prcssn:re 
Othor; spc.'ci£y: 

'Whn.t did IOU expect to accoll1.plish in. addition to r(.~chH·ing 
<::rirnillal opportunity when y(m initiaLed the 51.' curily S 111'v('~y 
prog:ram? (Note: l:Zcad choice!) to intervicwt'l'. After lhl~ 

interviewee has responde'd, turn to pttge 35, qLLC'sticm 1.15 and 
~~heck £01' YOU1' original ans~~. ) 

( .l ) 
(2) 

(3) 

(4) 
(5 ) 
(6 ) 
(7 ) 

(8) 

(9) 
(.l 0) 
(l L) 

(12 ) 

Nothing ill pal'ticLlla:r: 
A :redu<:tion in the inddcnce of burglal.'Y in 
rcsidcnti::tl areas 
A ;r:edudion in the incidence of bm:gla.l.')r i.n 
COJ'X;:l'l"lCl' cial al' cas 

A reduction in larceny and lesser prop('l'ty crimes 
A roduction in the ie ax of C'rirnc 
An irnproven'lc.!lll in police-co.rnmunity relation:; 
An incrnasc: in the agency's knowledg(.' of HCntl'ity 
weakness in the co.rnn:n:mity 
An in('l:<:~asc in the- pcrC'(\uta,gc of bl1J:gla:dc5 detected 
while in progress 
To advise the pnblic of spl'd£ic security w(l<I.kneSH(lS 
To advise the public of sped£i(: sl'cm'ity itnvrov(>l'tH'J'l.lti. 

That the citizen would ta],e (1etic>u" by way of 
cornplianec, to help protect his own cn.vi:ronnwnt 
To achieve a reduction in the nurnbc).' o£ Sltt'(,'(>Ell,£\tl 

bUl.'gla'1:ios cOl'l:')rnitled whoro liltle or no fore!' to 
gain entry 
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WL:l,[ /'lvI' rlirl you C,:.qHlt:C to acltiev<:~ un l1 r0(~UU of a security 
tmrvI'Y l>"IJ;~1 ,tHt'; (~ot~s Wh(;~ qneRtion i.s cmnplctod, turn to 
JJ:jJ~.;"""~~!!~51tl~WJ12!!:..lJ.5~.J~~~(;dbn responses in aEErOpl"iatc 
1.' l~~~ S~!··:i~~.o. 

OJ 
{I. } 

(4) 

A I Ill!' ! inti' t lit' Huettl.' iCy flUl'VllY Pl"of,p;a'lY1 was il:l1.ph!'mon~cd, 

WI'1'(' l11",'('. H)wcific, .'YEil:.t,.!-H}..)?l'ogl'am goals/obj(~ctLvcs 
1'1·.1;1 [/·d !'lll'dft(',ll1y Lo ~tl.t!('_'2}:iLLPl"-~,:Y(.)y.Q.: 

VI':; (go lo C). 21) 
No (no to C~. 23) 
Don I[ hnow (go to Q, 23 ) 
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21. If y(>s, whn.t ""Ul.'() they: (Note: Do not: l.'oad Lll(~ UsL; but l'<\lh(~r 
whc'1.1 a goal is giVl'll, Ii.!. i.t ip~c! of l~hn ) ~t'C'~l-f~~lH \Yi:lh'~ h~~ 
con('.m'ronco o{ l:hc int~;n'ic~ec. J\.l~(), "Hcl' ~hj.R qU('~L~~. 
bcC'1'l eornplctod, turn [;0 page 37, q\.1oHli(>llEj.l....!~I·\~~_s:~k th('H~ 
~~ls wb iell ~yel'o ciled byJ:}}C' inl:0rvi.(;W\f.9_£...J 

(1. ) ---
(2) ---
(3) ----

(4) 

(5) ---
(6 ) ----
(7 ) ---
(8) -_.-
(9) ---

(10) 
--.~--

(1.1 ) 

(12) 

(13 ) ---

To l:oducc gmwl'al C1' hninal n.<.:tivily 
~l'o roduco the inci.c1onc.c of bU1: glal'Y in 
'l'es i.dcnHal at cas 
To l:0ducc ti1l' incl.dcl1ce of hurglary i.n 
c:on'\n:H~:('C'.ial atca 
To roduce the inciclm"l.(~(, of lnrc~C'.ny' and h'l,SBel' 

propel'ty Cl'in1eS 

To l'ccluec.1 I:ho fea:\: 0;( c'\'hrw 
'1'0 h:n.prov~~ p()1iec~(:()l11l'l.lUnity l:datiol'1.H 
To inel'uas() I:he ag~m('.yls knowll'dge of soc..'U.l'i.ty 
wc'c\.knc88 j.n the ('.ol'nm.u:niLy 
To i.nc'l·(~;tse Lhe pCl'n~mtn.g(' of lm.rglft'l'inB 
ddccLt'l'l w.hilt\ in pl.'Op'css 
TL' ",c1vi,s c.~ tho pul>lic 0:( spt~cifi.c I; ecul' i.ty 
weaknesscB 
'1'0 ndvisc the pub1i.c of sp('ci,(ic t~uctl1'ily 
inlpl'OV(m:'l('l:ttR 
To en-usc cot:izcns to In..KU actiM\ to .1w1p 
proted; {:hcil' own onvi.ronrnenti.; 
To a(!b.i.()vt~ n l'cclueLi.on i,n I:he numb~'J: of lmq;lrvdes 
l'Cq\..li.rillg lil:th~ OJ.' n.o {o:tco Lo gai.n (~ntl'y 
Nol: able to j:(~sponcl rtt l:bne of h')\.cl'view 

Wha t othol' wdttcn goals I ol)jnctiV(!s \'VC'l'O thCl'(} l'clo.tiv(' to yOU1' 

survey Pl:ogl'Um? (Note: When <)t'wsLio:n.is cot12,plQLcd,....!:£E.'!2:. La 
l2.ago 38, qn<:s{;i.(~l l1b, and l:1:~nscl:i.be 1'S.?J)01.SCS in appropl'i.n.l;e 
spacc; then go to Q. 26) 

(1 ) 
(2) 

(1) 

(4) 

Non(' 

-------
-------------------
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At Uw timo the security survey prog:J:aln was ilnplelnented, were 
f:hO):e Wl'UtOll. guaJ.i; and objectives for your overall crime 

l)rev£!1tir.2P J21'ogram? 

(1) 
(2 ) 
(3) 

Yes (go to Q. 24) 
No (go Lo Q. 26) 
Don't kn.ow (go to Q. 26) 

Ii yes, what wore they? (Note: Do not read the list; but rather 
when a g~al is give_h, H,t it into one of the listed goals with the 
.s~1],clll"r(mCe of the: i:nteyvicwce. Also, after this question has 
):'::~<:2..2:2:plel;e(l) tun). to page 39. question 117 and check those 
g;m1ls w!lich were ci.ted by 1;11e interviewee. ) 

(1) 
('2. ) 

(3) 

(4) 
(f) ) 
(6) --
("I) ---
(H) ---
(9) 

(J. 0) 
(11 ) 

(12) 

(13) -.-

'j:'o reduce general cr i.min~l activity 
rJ'o reduce the incidence of bU1.'lgal'Y in ~:esidential 
areas 
To reduce (;hc incidence of bm:glarv in comnlercial 
arcaf) 
To rcd.uce lal:ceny and other lesser property crirnes 
To reduce the foal' of c1'in:1e 
To im.prove police"cOl1.11ntmit:y relations 
To increase the agel1.cy's knowledge of security 
wc<:~kncs s in the conlmunity 
'1'0 i.nc:l.'easc the percentage of burglaries detected 
while in progress 
To advise.: the p\,\blic of speci.fic s·ecurity weaknesses 
To advi.se the public of specific security improvements 
To canse citizens 1:0 take action to help protect thei.r 
own enVirO'1.1:t;l.'lents 
'1'0 achieve a reduction. in the llum.ber of successful 
burglF.u'ies C0111111.itted \vhere little or no force 
is required to enter pre:mise 
Not able to respond at time of interview 
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25. 

26. 

27. 

28. 

What other written goals/objectives are there relative to your 
overall program? 
page 40, questk!\ 
spaces) 

(1) 
(2 ) 

(3) 

(4) 

None 

If yes, why were such goals / objectives developed? 

(1) 
(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

Grant/funding requirement 
City or agency high level managen1cnt 
requirement 
Administrative decision of security survey p:rogram 
director 
Other; specify: 

If yes, how were such goals/objectives to b..: used? 

(1) 
(2) 

(3) 
(4) 

to provide program focus 
to provide program staff an understanding of work 
activi.ties 
to se,t've as indicator(s) for progran1 evaluation 
Other; specify: 

Who developed the goals/objectives? 

(1) 
(2 ) 
(3) 

(4) 
(5) 

Mayor, manager, {;ountyexecutive, etc. 
Chief, sheriff, executive director 
Command personnel not located directly in security 
survey/ crime prevention unit 
Security survey/ crime prevention program staff 
Other; specify: 
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29. 

30. 

31. 

PROGRAM BUDGET 

Is there a specific budget for your security survey program? 

(1) Yes (go to Q. 30) 
(2) No (go to Q. 31) 
(3) Don't know (go to Q. 31) 

What is the main source of £unding for your security survey 
.E,1"ogram? 

(1) 
(2, 
(3 ) 
(4) 
(5 ) 
(6) 

(7) 
(8) 
(9) 

State criminal justice planning agency (from LEAA) 
Direct LEAA special funding 
Other federal agency (Specify ) 
Other state agency (Specify ) 
Police agency budget 
Other local government agency budget (Specify __ 

Civic organization 
Other; specify: 
Don't know' 

What is the main source of funding for your overall crime 
prevention program? 

( 1 \ 
.LI 

(2 ) 
(3) 
(4) 
(5 ) 
(6) 

(7) 
(8 ) 
(9) 

State criminal justice planning agency (from LEAA) 
Direct LEAA special funding 
Other federal agency (Specify ) 
Other state agency (Specify ) 
Police agency budget 
Other local government agency budget 
(Specify 

Civic organizations 
Other; specify: 
Don't know 
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32. 

33. 

33a. 

34. 

. (Note: If primarily funded with federal monies) In your 
opinion, will your program continue when outside federal 
funding ceases? 

(1) 
(2 ) 
(3) 
(4) 

Yes (go to Q. 33) 
No (go to Q. 34) 
Don't know (go to Q. 34) 
Not applicable 

If yes, what is the m.ain reason for the continuation. of the prograu'l? 
(Note: Do not read choices) 

(1) 
(2 ) 
(3) 
(4) 

Ac1n'linistrators support the prograrn 
The program has high level of public acceptance 
Elected local government officials support pl'ogralu 
Other; specify: 

If your program ~ funded primarily with federal monies, and 
those luonies have ceased, how was the level of Yo'Llr survey 
program effected? 

(1) 
(2 ) 

(3) 
(4) 

Continued at same level 
Progralu was reduced to the extent that surveys wer e 
not publicized, but were provided on a request basis 
Program was discontinued 
Other; specify: 

(Note: If primarily funded with local monies) If your program 
is funded primarily with local monies, what is the main reason 
for the continued existance of your program? (Note: Do not 
read choices) 

(1) 
(2 ) 
(3) 
(4) 

Administrators support the program 
The program has high level of public acceptance 
Elected local government officials support program 
Other; specify: 
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35. 

36. 

Besides your own agency, what other agencies contdbute 
p.l:ogram materials to the security survey project? 

(1) 
(2) 
(3) 
(4) 
(5 ) 
(6) 
(7) 
(8) 
(9) 

(10) 
(11 ) 
(12) 
(13 ) 
( l4:) 

None (go to Q. 37) 
LEAA 
Other federal agency 
State C. J. planning agency 
Other state agency 
Police agency 
Other local agency 
Civic organization 
Security hardware distributors 
N.C.P.I. 
National Sheriff ' s Association 
Other law enforcement agencies 
Other; specify: 
Don't know (go to Q. 37) 

Specify what materials were contributed. 

(1) 
(2 ) 
(3) 
(4) 
(5) 
(6 ) 

('7 ) 

Hardware displays 
Posters, billboard, etc .• 
Survey related literature 
Vans, cars (primarily for use in surveying) 
Hardware equipment for installation at survey site 
Othel~; specify: 

Don't know 
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37. 

38. 

39. 

40. 

PROGRAM PERSONNEL 

What is the Agencyls total authorized manpower strength? 
(Note: Includes full-time, sworn, and non-sworn) 

(1) 1-10 
(2) 11-20 
(3 ) 21-50 
(4) 51-100 
(5) 101-250 
(6 ) 251-500 
(7) 501-750 
(8) 751-1000 
(9) 1001 and Over 

( 10) Donlt know 

What is the Crime Prevention Unit! s total authorized 
strength? (See note above) 

(1) 1-5 
(2) 6-10 
(3) 11-20 
(4) 21-50 
(5) 51 and Over 
(6) Donlt know 

Of those persons assigned to your program, how many actually 
conduct surveys? 

(1) 
(2) 
(3) 

--- All 
Some 
None 

Is the conduct of surveys the only work function performed by 
the s e people? 

(1 ) 
(2) 
(3) 

Yes 
No 
Donlt know 
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4J. • 

42. 

43. 

44. 

45. 

Of all those people who are engaged in security surveys, what is 
the average number of hours per day spent on such activities 
per indi.vidual? 

(1) 0-2 hours 
(2) More than 2 but les s than 4 hours ---
(3) More than 4 but les s than 6 hours 

(4) More than 6 but less than 8 hours 

(5) 8 hours ----
(6 ) Don't know 

Of the agency personnel who conduct surveys, how many are 
sworn officers? 

(1) 
(2 ) 
(3) 
( 4:) 

All 
Most 
Some 
None 

Are there persons other than those in your agency that 
conduct surveys? 

(1) 
(2) 
(3) 

Yes (go to Q.44) 
No (go to Q.48) 
Don't know (go to Q. 48) 

If yes, who do they represent? 

(1) 

(2) 
(3) 
(4) 

Other agency personnel not specifically 
assigned to survey unit 
Personnel from other public agem:ies (go to Q.45) 
Other people paid by your agency (go to Q. 46) 
Don't know (go to 0.48) 

If personnel from other public agencies conduct surveys, what 
agencies do they represent? 

(1) 
(2) 
(3 ) 
(4) 
(5 ) 

Fire inspector 
Security code inspector 
Public housing inspector 
Other; specify: 
Don't know 
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46. 

47. 

48. 

49. 

50. 

If other people are paid by your agency to conduct surveys, what types 
of people are they? 

(1) 
(2) 
(3) 

Students 
Elderly 
Other; specify: 

If volunteers conduct surveys, who do they represent? 

(I) 
(2) 
(3) 
(4) 

(5) 

Neighborhood groups 
Civic or business groups 
Elderly groups 
Other; specify: 

Don't know 

Is security survey training required for all personnel who 
conduct surveys? 

(1) 
(2 ) 
(3) 

Yes (go to Q. 49) 
No (go to Q. 50) 
Don't know (go 1:0 Q. 51) 

If agency personnel receive formal security survey training, 
what is the source of this training? 

(1) 
(2) 
(3) 

(4) 

Outside training institute (NCPI, POST, TCPI, lvICCC, late. ) 
A specialized agency training program 
Other; spec.ify: 

-~-------.-----------.,----
Donlt know 

If no, why isn't security survey training required? 

(1) 
(2 ) 
(3) 
(4) 
(5) 

(6 ) 

Security check list is provided 
Survey recol11.mendations are standardized 
Too costly 
No security expertise on staff 
Other; specify: 

Don't know 
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51. 

52. 

53. 

54. 

PROGRAM SERVICE AREA AND CLIENTELE 

What is the security survey program service area? 

(1) 
(2 ) 
(3) 

Jurisdiction wide (go to Q. 53) 
Target service area wit.hin jurisdiction 
Both of the above 

If a target area smaller than your total jurisdiction is used as a 
security survey progran1 area, why was this decision ll1ade? 
(Note: Do 110t read options, but fit interviewee response, with 
his c011sent, into o:l.1.e or more of the follovving.) 

(1) 
(2 ) 

(3) 
(4) 
(5 ) 

Total jurisdiction too large to cover adequately 
The use of a Larget area fac ilitated program 
evaluation 
Target represents high crime area 
Other; specify: 
Don't know 

Does yout' survey program intentionally muphasize one of the 
following? 

(1) 
(2 ) 
(3) 
(4) 

(5) 
(6 ) 

Residences 
Comme:t:cial/manuafacturing establisluuents 
Public buildings / institutions 
Other; specify: 

All {;)~eated equally (go to Q. 55) 
Don't know (go to Q. 55) 

What is t:he primary reason for this emphasis? 

(1) 
(2 ) 
(3) 

(4) 

(5 ) 

(6 ) 

Crhninal incidence is concentrated in this area 
Public or political pres sure 
It is an area where potential exists to make a visible 
hupact: on the crime problelu 
Do not have resources to cover all building types 
adequately 
Other; specify: 

Don't know 
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55. 

56. 

Of the total surveys you conduct, which of the following 
recipient-types are contacted most frequently? 

(1) 
(2) 
(3) 

Pr ior victims 
Potential victims 
Don't know (go to Q. 57) 

Why has this approach been taken? (multiple response possible) 

(1) 

(2 ) 
(3) 
(4 ) 

(5) 
(6 ) 

The agency responds to requests, so enlphasis 
is not conscious 
Group felt more receptive to survey progranl. 
Group is easy to identify and contact 
Group is more likely to cor:nply with survey 
recOlnmendations 
Other; specify: 
Don't know 
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57. 

58. 

59. 

PROGRAM OPERATIONS/ACTIVITIES 

Which of the following means are used most freql1ently to 
publicize YOUl' security survey program? (Note: May be 
:m.ultiple response) 

(1) 
(2 ) 
(3) 
(4) 
(5 ) 
(6 ) 
(7) 
(8) 

(9) 

Newspaper 
Radio 
Telephone calls to prospective recipi.ents 
Pl1blic presentations 
Door -to -door distribution of printed material 
Mass mailing of printed material 
Distribution of printed material in public areas 
Other; specify: 

None of the above 

In cal·l.'ying out your security survey program, do you offer 
any of the followi.ng incentive packages? 

(l) 
(2 ) 
(3) 
(4) 

(5 ) 
(6 ) 

Insurance rate reduction 
Free or reduced cost security hardware 
Free 0);' reduced cost hardware installation 
Other; spt~cify: 

None of the above 
Don't know 

In ter:ms of mnphasis. which approach does your agency use 
to generate requests for security surveys (Note: Do not read 
altcl."llatives. but Ht interviewee responses. with his concent, 
into one of the following): 

(1 ) 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

(2) 

Broad-based agency-initiated solicitations (i. e. use of 
111ass media, mass mailings, etc.) 
Selected, agency-initiated solicitations (i. e. contact with I 
specific victim types, victims in specific geographic areas, 

(3 ) 
(4) 

etc. ) 
Unsolicited (i. e. low key), citizen-initiated approach 
Other; specify: 
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60. 

61. 

62. 

Can you provide the principle reason why this approach is used? 

(1) 
(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 
(6 ) 

Need to generate large number s of requests 
Need to concentrate l'equcsts within particular 
geographic or target areas 
To avoid large vohnne of rcquesto which agellcy is 
no(; equipped to handle 
Other; specify: 

None of the above 
Don't know 

If the program staff uses a bl'oacl-based soliciation approach, 
how is the approach irnplemented? (Note: Can be a rnulti.ple 
response) 

(1) 
(2) 
(3) 
(4) 
(5) 
(6) 
(7) 
(8) 
(9) 

(10) 
(11 ) 
(12 ) 

Extensive mass u"ledia use 
Selected luass luedia usc 
Public presentations 
Sa tura Hon Ie tte l' 
Victbn letter contacts 
Saturation telephone contacts 
Victim telephone contact,s 
Satura.tion doer-to-door contacts 
Victim door-to-cloor contacts 
Neighbors of victhns door-to-door 
Other; specify: 
Don't know 

If the program staff uses a selected, agency-initiated approach, 
how is the approach imp1em.ented? (Note: May be a ml1Itiple 
!..~sponsc) 

(1) 
(2) 
(3) 
(4) 
(5) 
(6) 
(7) 
(8 ) 
(9) 

(10) 

(11 ) 

Selected media use 
Public presentations 
Saturation letter or nledia use 
Victim letter contacts 
Saturation telephone contacts 
Victim telephone contacts 
Saturation door-to-door contacts 
Victim doo.r-to-door contacts 
Neighbors of victims door-to-door 
Other; specify: 

Don't know 
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63. 

64. 

65. 

66. 

Do you nse a checklist when s l.:l.rveying the following types of 
premises? 

(1 ) 
(2 ) 
(3) 
(4) 
(5 ) 

(6 ) 

Single family residences 
Aparbnents ~nd other multi-family units 
Commercial/manufacturing establishments 
Public buildings/institutions 
Other; specify: 

No checklist used (go to Q. (6) 

Do you use the salne 01' different checklist::; when surveying 
residential and non-residential (i. e. C01l1n1.crcial, manufacturing, 
pnblic buildings, etc.) premises? 

(1) 
(2 ) 

Same -.::hecklist 
Different checklists 

If one or m.ore checklists are used, how were they developed? 

(1) 
(2) 
(3) 
(4) 

UnU:6ed a checklist ab:eady developed 
Tailored/ revised an already existing checklist 
Created own unique checklist, not based on others 
Other; specify: 

If no, why haven't yOl'\ chosen to use a checklist? 

(1) 
(2 ) 
(3) 
(4) 

(5) 
(6 ) 

Limits flexibility 
Gives the impression of not being professional 
Lack of funds (to print lists) 
J.Jevel of detail of survey too minimal to require a 
checklist 
Survey too detailed to be conducive to a chet;klist 
Other; specify: 
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67. 

68. 

69. 

70. 

IVhat other aids are used in tllti conduct of surv·i.f!rs? 

(1) 
(2) 
(3) 
(4) 

(5) 

(6 ) 
(7) 

W:r:itten survey instruction manual 
Descriptive hardware books 
l:laJ:dw<Lre, window and door frame di.spla.ys 
Pamphlets on hOlne or comn1el'cial secu:rity 
problem areas 
Prograln partici.pation decals (shi.eld of con:fide:nce, 
plaques) 
Other; specify: 
None 

Is the level of detail used in conducting non-residential surveys 
more intensive than for ::.'esic1entl.al su.rvey.s? 

(l) . Yes (go to Q. 69) 
(2) No (go to Q. 70) 
(3) Don't know (go to Q. 70) 

Why is there a diffeJ:encc? (Note: Do not l.'ead alternatives, 
but fit int:el'viewee I'esponses, with his consent, into onO or 
more of the following. ) 

(1) 
(2 ) 
(3) 
(4) 

(5) 

(6 ) 

More points of vulnerability (safes, registers) 
Potential property loss is greater 
Poten.tial busi.ness tirne loss is grcate.r 
Higher potential for ilnplemontation of survey 
recolnmendaf:iolls 
To substantially avoid victimization ail;er a survey, 
and the corresponding "heat" it would canse. 
Other; specify: _______________ _ 

What is the average amount of time required to conduct a 
residential survey? 

(1) 
(2 ) 
(3) 
(4) 

--
Less than 30 Ininutes 
30 minutes to 1 hour 
1'\'101'0 than 1 but loss than 2 hOU1'S 

More than 2 hours 
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75. 

76. 

77. 

78. 

If you use a grou.p survey approach, how do yon recol.'d 
survey counts: 

(1) 
(2 ) 

All fal'l1ilies that participat~d in a grot,lp survey 
Only fan1ilios th<:..t receivcd an individual stu:vey 

How are res idential survey J:ecomrncnclations provided 1:0 
reci.pients? (Note;: lvIulti.ple l'espollse is possibh~) 

(1) 
(2) 
(3) 

( 4) 
(5 ) 
(6) 

Verbally on site 
A copy of checklis t is provided 011 site 
Written reconm.1endation is rnailed 1:0 
recipient 
Written recol1.Tn1ondation is hand clelivi::l:ecl 
Ol:hor; tipecify: 
Don't know (go to Q. 79) 

If wl:ittcm recoml1.1cnc1ations are preparecl as pal.'t 0:£ a 
residenl:ial StU\rey, why did you select this method? 

(1) 
(2 ) 
(3) 
(4) 
(5) 
(6) 

More profes s ional 
Has greal;el: ilTl.p· ";:~ on con:lpliance 
ResultR rnorc 'mprchensivc 
Other; specify: 
Don't know 
W.ritten rCSpOllfl$ not used (go to Q. 79) 

I:( written l'ccom.rnendations axe hand delivered as part of 
residel1.ti.~1 survey, virhy was th'is method selected? 

(1) 
(2 ) 
(3) 
(4 ) 
(5 ) 
(6 ) 
(7) 
(8) 

]vIo:t: e p:rofe.s s ional 
Has greater irnpact on compliance 
Results 1'nore cornpr'!.hensive 
Provides better secu:t:ity to recipient 
Good public relations 
Other; specify: 
Don't know 
Wr iHen recommcndat:ions n.ot h~J1d delivered 
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'1tr. l1,.Iw a,,'u ~Hm, .. t·t':H;'d(m.Hal HU:rvcy l'ccomn1cndations proVided 
io l'l:tlVit'llh,'( {t,}otc: lyfultil?l(! 1"ospo))'se is possi.ble) 

(1) 
(7., 
('1) 

(4J 
,'1 ) 
((1 ) 

V(-rlmlly 011 !iif.e 
A ('opy of clwckli.Bt is provided on site 
W:dttt'u l,'('!Corrn't1.0l1da(.i.on is mailed to recipient 
Wl'itlml r(H.!on1x'r\(mdation i,H hand delivered 
O[:Iwl';' SlH!Gify: 
DmlJ L l~rww (go to Q. 82) 

U!, ltYi;~lJ"h!'::!~,~!!l.y.~2;1<::t.~.()n~~ pl.'(!parcd as pal.'t of n011-

l'I'!ljt1t'n!iul HlU'veyu, why was thio l:n(~thoc1 chosen? 

(l) 
(/) 
('1} 
(-I) 
(I,) 

( (i ) 

(1) 

V·) 
(1) 
( it.) 
(Ii) 
((J) 
('7) 
{H} 

Mo:t'(· p')'ofcrH'Jional 
naH g:r.'C'atm: inlp~lcL 0)1 cOlnpli.ance 
RelmUo ),)10l,'P ('ol'npr<\h,m,siv(" 
Othl'l'j liilwcify: 
1>on't )O),ow 
\Yl'iLlt'll. reeOl'rll1.')mlc1a.tions nol: p:r.ovi.dcd (go to Q. 

'l'->fOl't' 1));'ofeSHiollal 
Ihts gtm~ter imp,,"ct on cornpli,ance 
H.l!tnl,lln H1.0re (:om,p:l:clH.n'\,sive 
1'1.'~~vVks hdl;l'l: ~10C\1:dty to l:ccipicnt 
Oood pnhlic x <.'lttf;i.ons 
Otht..1:r; spcei(y: 
Don ' ( 'know 
Wl'ilten :).·oCtm,\ln~m<lnti.ons not hand delivered 
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82. 

83. 

84. 

85. 

In !l1.aking recoluluendations, are any of the following detailed 
by the inspecting officer? (multiple .l'eSpOllSe possible) 

(1) 

(2 ) 
(3) 

(4) 
(5) 
(6) 

Alternative types of security hal'dwal c gcnel:ally 
available in judsdiction 
Estimated cost of recoJl1Ti1.endec1 security im,provemcnts 
Comluercial outlets where rcconnnended item,s 
may be purchased 
All of the above 
None of the above 
Don't know 

In presenting "urvey recornl11endations, which of the following 
approaches is used: 

(1) 

(2 ) 

(3) 

(4) 
. (5) 

All recomn1.enc1ations are presented with no 
reference to pdority or immediacy 
All recomluendations are presented, but specifLc 
priorities are noted 

Only high priority recommendations, or those 
in need of imn1..ediate action are presented 
None of the above 
Don't know 

Docs your progl.·ar:n. have a follow-up component? 

(1) 
(2 ) 
(3) 

Yes (go to Q. 85) 
No (go to Q. 89) 
Don't know (go to Q. 89) 

If yes, why bas such a COITlponent been employed? (Note: Do 
not read alternatives unless necessary): 

(1 ) 
(2 ) 
(3) 
(4) 
(5 ) 
(6) 
(7) 

To vel' ify compli~mce 
To encourage increased cOlnpliancc 
To insure recommendations are understood 
Good public relations 
In response to sponsoring agency requirement 
Other; specify: 
Donlt know 
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El6. 

H7. 

88. 

8 C). 

It a LI,llow up com,pOl1.Cllt is used, are all recipients or only a 
fJat'l'J.ple (~onta..ctt!d 7 

(1) 
(%) 
(1) 

All rcc.ipicnts contacted 
Sa:mplc of rec.ipients contacted 
non't know 

How if) t11(' fonow up activity conducted? 

(1) 
(2 ) 
(3) 
(4) 
(f5) 

On.-sU:e visitations 
Confirmi.ng lettc): I po s lcarc1 
T' elephol1x! conca c t 
Otl:w:L'; specify: __________________ _ 
Doni t blOW (go (:0 Q. 89) 

Why was this follow np rnothod selected? 

(1) 
(2 ) 
(3) 
(.;1, ) 
(15) 

'1'0 bettor veriiy cOlupUance 
To s(;i.nlulate desire to c01nply 
Because of cost, time and manpower considerations 
Othe:L'; specify: --------------------------------Don't know 

Ie c:qim'lcy h118 no follow up cornpollcnt, why was this deds ion 
u)(.\c1c? 

(1) 
{Z) 
(3) 
(-1-) 

Too HnlO consurning 
:tvfanl?OWl~ l' lin'lita (;ions 
l<n.o\\'l'l low co:n1pliancc 
l"ollow up suggcsts cnforcement (or hassle) 
1;0 recipient 
OI:ho1'; specify: 
Don 'I: know 
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90. 

91. 

92. 

How do you define survey cornpliance? 

(1) 
(2) 

(3) 

(4) 
(5) 

All recomrnendations implemented 
Prhuary or high priority recol'nmenc1ations 
inlp1emented 
Some recornluenc1ations imp1enlentec1, not 
necessarily those given high priority 
Other; specify: 
Don't know 

Within the context of your definition, what percentage of 
the total premises (all types) you have surveyed has c0111plied? 

(I) 
(2) 
(3) 
(4) 
(5) 
(6) 

Less than 10 percent 
11 to 24 percent 
25 to 49 percent 
50 to 74 percent 
More than 75 per cent 
Don't know 

If compliance is not an issue with your prog:l.'alU, why hot? 
(Note: Do not read, but fit response, with intervieweei's consent:, 
into one or more of the following). 

(1 ) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

Survey itseJi provides abundance of good public 
relations 
If surveyed premises are subsequently burglarized, 
and recommendations were not complied wl.th, 
investigating officers and detectives are subject to 
less citizen wrath 
The program is effective in generating broader 
security consciousness within the commu1!l.ity 
Other; specify: 

.------------
Don't know 
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How do you lnww i.f your program is successful? (Note: Do not 
!.(~~l(l, __ hut fi.,l: ,l:CflponscB, with interviewee's consent, into one or 
!!].2!(! of trw followi.ng) 

(1) 
~--

(2) --(:~) 

(4!) 
........--

(:5) 
«(, ) . , . 

(7) 

Have cort),pli.ance data 
Citi.x('l1 cormncnts received by Chief 
CitLxcn COu'11ncnts received by othel' agency and 
pl'o[,;"t(],m. per sonnel. 
Letters fl.-om ci.ti.~cns received by agency or 
pl:<)g'ram sti).£:( 
'Media. praise (i.. e. editol-ials, fea,tures, etc.) 
01;1101'; Apcci£y: -------
----------------------------------------Don \ L l,now 
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94. 

95. 

96. 

97. 

PROGRAM INFORMA TION AND EVALUATION 

Do you l:etain a copy of the survey fi:ndings and rCC0111111endations? 

(1 ) 
(2 ) 

Yes (go to Q. 95) 
No (go to Q. 96) 

How is this u1.ate:ria1 used? 

(1) 
(2 ) 
(3) ---
(4) 
(5 ) 

(6 ) 

For records purposcs only 
By detectives in investigating vicl"imizecl prernises 
By progran1. staff t~ assess cOlnpliance or prog'tan.1 
e£fedivene s s 
By insurance agencie s 
Other; specify: 

Don't know 

If no, "lVhy dOl'i't you retain this in:f.ornlation? 

(1) 
(2, 
(3) 
(4) ---

(5) ---(6) 

Inability to secure records 
Recipient apprehension about permanent: rccol:cl 
No need for survey infonnation 
Survey approach does not allow for it (i. e. survcy 
findings and recotnmendations are presented 
verbally on site) 
Other; specify: 
Don't know 

During you:r current fiscal year, how many surveys do you 
anticipate conducting in the following ty-r:es 0;.; premises '? 

(1 ) Individual 1'e s idence s 
(2) ___ Multi-family units 
(3) Commercia1/mnnufacturing establishulents 
(4) Public buildings/institutions 
(5) Total (1£ not pos sible to break down) 
(6) Don \ t know 
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9B. 

lOO, 

101 * 

I 
~-------

Dt'tl.' ing tlw lifo of 'your pro gl'aT'll to da te, how many of the 
£ollowi:ng ha vc been surveyed? 

(1) 
(2, ) 
(3 ) 

, - (4j~) 

(15 ) 
(6 ) 

Indivi.dual. :tCG Wallces 
Multi.~f.arnj.ly uni.ts 
C01'l11nCl'cial/manufactur ing establishments 
Puhlic In.tildings / ins titutions . 
'l'otn.l (If not pas sible to break down) 
Don't know 

Whon (lpa);tn1(mts or othOl' multi.-£arni.ly complexes are 
HUl:'V(:,ycd; who do yon most: frequently deal wi.th? 

(l) 
(2) 

(~,)' ---~-

Apa:r:lment ~nal1agcrnent personnel 
Ind ivich:w.l tena.nt:s 
Don f t l~now 

How aro your eot:mts for mul!:i-farnily surveys reconled? 
W...s:J~::L_l?o not read ttl,1;cn'nali.ves .. but fit interviewee response, 
wit;h hill confHmt,_ i.nto one of.J:he following) 

(:I. ) ----
I') ) , ." 
(3) 

.---

(J1: ) 

(5) 
~-

One rccorded snl'vcy for each apartn1ent 
complex cOl),tactcc1 
Ono rcconled survey for each floor plan in 
c01.nplc.>::cs surveyed 
One :t:eco:l.'dcd sUl:vey f01' each apartm,ent un.it 
whi.ch. receives all inclivic1ua.1 survey 
On(~ reGorded survey fOl' each unit in aparbncn(; 
cornplcxcs conl:ac(:ed l'egal'dless of whether 
i.ncli.vidnaJ. SUl'vcy was conducted 
athol'; specify: 

Don'l: know 

Do you lrti.tiniain records cQ::1cerning pl'ogran'l participants? 

(1 ) 
(2 ) 
(3) 

Ycs (go to Q.102) 
No (go to Q. 108) 
Dc))')"- 1n10w (go to O. 1. 08) 
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102. Which data items are maintained? 

. (1) 
(2) 
(3) 
(4) 
(5) 
(6 ) 
(7) 

. (8) 
(9) 

(10) 
(11 ) 

Name of participant 
Participant address 
Type of unitl establishment 
,Date survey offeredl request0d 
Date survey conducted 

__ Da te of follow up 

--- ,Participant compliance action 
Prior victimization 
Subsequent victimization 
Other; specify: 
Don't know 

103. Is this information stoi'ed in a computer or in SOl1"te other 
machine readable form? 

, 104. 

(1) 
(2 ) 
(3) 

Yes 
No 
Don't know 

Do you analyze this data? 

(1) Yes (go to Q. 105) 
(2) No (go to Q. 107) 
(3) Dc;m't know (go to Q. 107) 

105. For what purpose is the data analyzed? 

(1) 

(2 ) 
(3) 
(4) 
(5) 

(6) 

To determine subsequent victimization among 
program participants 
To assess compliance or compliance rates 
To tabulate survey prog.ram e.ctivtty 
To meet funding agency requirer:nent 
Other; specify:, _______ . ____ _ 

Don't know 
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106. 

107. 

1. OB, 

109. 

110. 

Has thi.s data shown your program. to be: 

(1) 
(2 ) 
(3 ) 

. (4) 
(5) 

Vel:Y succes sful 
Successful 
Not succes siul 
Succe s s il;1conc1usive 
Other; specify: 

If no, why don't you analyze the data? 

(1) 
(2 ) 
(3) 
,(4) 

(5 ) 

Do not ha. ve sufficient thne or manpower 
Special fundi.ng not available for this function 
Function not required by funding agency 
Other; speci.fy: 

Don't know 

Do you have access to 0]: en.lploy the services of a data 
arialyst? 

(1) 
(2 ) 
(3) 

Yes 
No 
Don't know 

. Do you rnn.intain and use victin1j.zation data concerning 
non-partici.pantR to help assess your program's performance? 

(1) 
(2 ) 
(3) 

Yes (go to Q. 11 0) 
No (go to Q. 113) 
Don't know (go to Q. 113) 

Docs this data relate to: 

(1) 
(2 ) 
(3 ) 
( 4) 
(5) 

Victilnb~a'Cion of non-pal:ticipallts 
Victi,1.uization of non-participants 
Vic(:inlization in control areas 
Other; specify: 
Don't know 
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111. 

112. 

113. 

Do you use the data to help assess the level of your 
progl'mu's S\:tcccss? 

(1) 
(2 ) 
(3) 

Yes 
No 
Don't know 

Is the vidin"l~zation data stored in a COluputcr 0.1' other 
machiu0 in readable form? 

(1) Yes 
(2) , No 
(3) Don't know 

Overall, what factors have c011tributeclluost t:ov,rarcl. your 
program' s succe~s? (Note:, Do 11~~~'cad a1te:l."l1atives, but 
fit interviewee'sresponscG, wi.th his 'c011sent:, into one 01' 
more of the fol1o~:ng) 

(1 ) 
(2 ) 
(3) 
(4) 
(5) 
(6) 
(7) 
(8) 
(9) 

(10) 
(11 ) 
(12) 
(13 ) 

Availability of ol.1tside funding 
T.op H"lanagernent SUpp0l.·t for f;he prog:l."an"l 
Internal (l:ank and file) snppOl't: for the pl'ogran1 
COlmnunity-wide support for the i.n·o5raln 
Availability of trained prograln manpower 
Medi.a support 
Compliance rates am.ong prograrn. par~icipants 
Secur ity pl'ovis ions in. local building codes 
Availability of quality printed materials 
Sound evaluation assistance 
Outside technical assistance 
Other; specify: 
Don't know 
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114. Overall, what factors have served most to ~imit your program's 
success? (Note: Do not read alternatives, but fit intervi.cwee's 
responses, with his consent, into one or more of the following) 

(1) 
(2 ) 
(3) 
(4) 
(5) 
(6) 
(7) 
(8) 
(9) 

(10) 
(11 ) 
(12) 
(13) 
( 14) 

Absence or limitation of program funding 
Lin1ited top management support for the program 
Limited rank and file support for the program 
Limited community-wide support for the progran1 
Lack of adequately tra il1ed program manpower 
Limi.ted media support 
Lirrlited cOl.npliance rates among participants 
Limited coverage of program 
Absence of f:)ecnrity provisions in local building codss 
Lack of Mgh quality printed materials 
Lack of evaluation capability 
LaGk of outside technical assistance 
Other; specify: 
Don't know 
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115. In your oplllLOn 1 of the things you originally expected to 
accomplish, how successful has the survey prograrl1 been in 
achieving the following? (Note: As per instruction on page 5, 
question 18, refer to your original answers. ) 

Not Don't 
Very SOlne Successful Know 

(1.) Nothing in particular 
(2) Reduction of burglary 

incidences in residential 
areas 

(3) Reduction of bur glary 
incidences in comm.ercial 
areas 

(4) A reduction in larceny 
and lesser property 
crbnes 

(5) Reduction in the fear of 
crin~e 

(6) l1nprovement of police- ---
community relations 

(7 ) Increasi.ng agency's 
knowledge of security 
weaknesses in the 
community 

(8) Increasing the percentage 
of burglaries detected 
while in progress 

(9) Increasing 'public aware-
ness of key security 
weaknesses 

(10) Increasing public aware-
ness of heeded security 
improvelnents 

( 11) Causing citizens to take 
action (i. e. compliance 
with survey recommenda-
tions) to help protect 
their own environment 

(Continued on next page) 
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(12) Achievement of reducing 
the l1'lln1ber of successful 
burglaries committed 
where little or no force 
is required to enter 
prernise 

(13) 

(14) 

(15) 
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In your opmLOn, how succes sful have you been in achieving 
your established security survey goals? (~ote: As per 
instructior~ on page 7, question 21, refer only to those goals 
which have been checked. 

Not Don't 
Ve£l. SOlne Successful Know 

(I) To reduce general --.-
criminal activity 

(2) To reduce the incidence 
-~--

of burglary in 
residential areas 

(3) To reduce the incidence ---
of burglary in 
cornmercial areas 

(4) To reduce the incidence ---
of larceny and lesser 
property crimes 

(5) To reduce the fear of --
crime 

(6) To improve police- ---
community relations 

(7) To increase th~ agency's ---
knowledge of security 
weakne s s in the community 

(8) To increase the percent-
age of burglaries detected 
while in progress 

(9) To advise the public of 
specific security 
weaknesses 

(10) To advise the public of ---- -.-'-
specific security 
improvements 

(11 ) To cause citizens to take ----
action to help protect 
their own environment 

(Continued on next page) 
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(12) To achieve a reduction 

(13 ) 

(14) 

(15 ) 

in the number of success­
ful burglaries committed 
where little or no force 
is required to enter 
premise 
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In your opmLOn, how successful have you been in achieving 
your established overall crime prevention goals? (Not",: 
As per instruction on page 8, question 24, refer only to 
those goals which have been checked) 

(1) To reduce general 
criminal activil:y 

(2) To reduce the incidence 
of burglary in res idential 
areas 

(3) To reduce the incidence 
of burglary in commercial 
areas 

(4) To reduce the incidence 
of larceny and lesser 
property crimes 

(5) To reduce the fear of 
cri.me 

(6) To improve police 
community relations 

(7) To increase the agency's 
knowledge of security 
weakness in the community 

(8) To increase the percent­
age of burglaries detected 
while in progress 

(9) To advise the public of 
specific security 
weaknesses 

(10) To advise the public of 
specific security 
improvements 

(11) To cause citizens to take 
action to help protect 
their own environment 
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(12) To achieve a reduction 
in the number of success­
ful burglaries committed 
where little or no force 

Not Don't 
Very Some Succef;lsful Know 

is required to enter premise 

(13 ) 

(14) 

(15 ) 
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118. 

119. 

I 
i 

Based on this discussion, it is apparent that the security 
survey is a relatively small activity in terms (~f your overall 
crime prevention progralu. 

Because the survey is a smaH activity, how im.pol~tant is 
it in terms of the other crime prevention programs? 

(1 ) 
(2) 
(3) 
(4) 

Essential part of the program 
Limited value to overall program 
Can be eliminated without hurting program 
No opinion 

Why is this the case? 

(1 ) 
(2 ) 

(3) 

(4) 

No reason 
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Appendix D 

Final Mail Questionnaire 
Package 

(Including Cover Letter, Questionnaire 
Instructions and Follow- Up Letter. ) 
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The International 
Training, Research and Evaluation Council 

Two-Ten East Broad Street 
Falls Church, Virginia 22046 

(703) 536-3040 

Dear Crime Prevention Supporter: 

As part of a national Department of Justice research effort, 
the International Training. Reseal' eh and Evaluation Council is presently 
assessing one of several key crime prevention too1s--the premises or 
security survey. The purpose of the work is to more clearly define the 
various approaches used in carrying out s'urveys and to determine. based 
on the experience of those in the field. if it has shown to be valuable in the 
prevention of crime. The results of the project, including specific 
recommendations, will be distributed broadly by mid-1976. 

As one means of obtaining crucial program. information, cont.act 
is being made with 200 local law enforcement and other agencies believed 
to be using the security survey tool. By way of the enclosed questionnaire. 
we hope to gather pertinent information concerning such topics as program 
goals and objec tives. staff complements. area and clientele served. and 
implementation techniques. Although the questionnaire may appear some­
what bulky. it uses a fill-in-the-blank format which can be completed 
quickly. (P:re-testing has shown that less than 30 minutes is required. ) 

As I alU sure you will note, we arc not requesting that you or 
your agency be identified on the questionnaire. Further, the documents 
that will result from our work will make no reference to particular agencies 
or individuals, but instead will offer composite information on survey 
program approaches and techniques. 

We recognize the burden this request places on what is certainly 
an already busy staff. Because of the importance of crime prevention, 
and especially the security survey in aiding law enforcement agencies and 
the community alike, however, we sincerely hope that you will have the 
time to assist in this project by returning the completed questionnaire within 
seven (7) days. 

If you are not presently involved in your agency's crime prevention/ 
security survey efforts. we would be grateful if this material could be 
forwarded to a person currently assigned to that function. 

Thank you for your help in this matter. 
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Charles M. Girard 
Project Director 
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Ma i1 Survey 
Qu.estionnaire Instructions 
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A Ques tionnaire 

To Assess the Security Survey Process 
i\..s An Ingredient In Community Crime Prevention 

A Research Project Sponsored By The 

National Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice 
Law Enforcement Assistance Administration 

U. S. Department of Justice 

Being Conducted By The 

International Training, Research and Evaluation Council 
Two- Ten East Broad Street 

Falls Church, Virginia 22046 

(703) 533-3040 
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INSTRUCTIONS 

The fol1O\ving questionnaire is designed to obtain specific 
in£orrnation C'oncc:r:ning your agency's se curity survey program. B?";fore 
you proceed further, it is important that the following be understood. 

1. 

2. 

3. 

The q\lcstionnail-e is not designed to evaluate your program) 
but rather to contribute to a more complete body of knowledge 
on the security survey process. 

The docutlicnts that will result from this project will make 
no specific reference to your agency or your agency's sur-,.c:,r 
acthdties. InsU~ad, the information will be used in developing 
a corn posHe of survey prog ram approaches and techniques. 

If you have any· questions regarding the ins lrl.U"nent, please 
feel free to contact us. 

As you will note, the questionnaire uses a fill-in-the-blank 
format. Pre-testing of the instrument showed that it could be com.pleted 
in less than 30 rninutes if the following steps were taken. 

1. Have a copy of your current grant application (if program. is 
federaUy funded) or budget narrative on hand, since you. may 
need it for reference purposes. 

, 
2. Disregard questions that are not: pertinent to your program. 

(That is, pay carefu.l attention to the "go to" instructions 
following various r.inswers. They are designed to direct you 
past inappli,:-able questions. ) 

3. If a question is confusing or if you cannot honestly ar:r"ivc at 
a reasonable answt:"r, do not hesitate to check the "don't know" 
box provided. 

4. In many instances, ~rOI,I m?y find that 1110re than one response 
to a particular que IS HOl'! 1.S appropriate. In such cases, simply 
check all those rc""ponses that accurately reflect your program 
activitic.:s. 

Please return the completed questionnaire in the C'nciosed 5(,1£­

addressed, ~Lamped (:Ilvelope within seven (7) days. 

Thank you for your help. 
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December 15, 1975 

Dear Crime Prevention SuppC)rter~ 

We recently forwarded a questionnaire concerning the 
security or prelnises survey technique to your agency. The 
purpose of that questionnaire is to build a cUl1'1ulative body of 
information identifying the various security survey program 
components and implementation approaches currently being 
utilized by Crime Prevention units across the country. 

In that we did not request agencies con'1plel:ing these 
quentionnaires to provide their names, there is no way of our 
knowi.ng who has or has not responded to our original mailing. 
Thus, the following le\:ter is being sent for two purposes. First, 
for those of you who have c0111pleted and returned the questionnaire, 
we wish to express our appreciation. Second, if you have not 
as yet completed the form, we urge you to do so--without YOU): 

assistance we will be unable [,0 develop a corn,plete understanding 
as to the value of the security survey as a c:ri.m.o prevention tool. 

If your agency did not receive the original qnestionnaire, 
please call us collect at the following nurnber. (703) 536-30tj:0 or 
536-3041. 

Thank you for your help. 

Sincerely, 

Charles M. Girard 
Project Director 
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Appendi.x F~ 

Fi.nal Site Sn:l."vcy 
pac;kagc 

(JrH'htding Jl1fltl'tlctions, Process 
Flow Mab- ix and SUpplClucntal 

Qnest:ions} 
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Qu.esHons 1:0 be Raised During 
Sitc! Vis Uations 

regarding the 

NEP Phase One Evaluati.on 
of the 

Sccl'l,'r-il:y Survey Tcchnique 
as a 

Cl'in:te Prevention Tool 

The rnl(~rnational '.l'raining, Research and Evaluation Council 
Two-Ten East Broad Sb'eet 

Ji"aHs Ch\HCh, Virginia 22046 
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PART ONE 

Inter vent ions and Proces s Plan 

The purpose of this pad of the survey will be to a:I:ti.culate and 
chart the flow of interventions that comprise security survey activities 
in the ag(mcies to be visited. The gathering of complete information i.n 
this part of the site visit will be essential in allowing us to define the 
basic frameworks of the securi.ty survey technique and the flow di.agrams. 

As a means of insuring that this i.nton-nation is gathered, the 
following steps should be followed carefully. 

Step 1: Identify all possible procE'SS flow alternatives that may 
exis t \vithin a subject agency by asking if: 

it has an adopted secl1.rity code 
it has an active incentive prograni 
it uses a gl:OUp survey approach 

For example, an agency Inay not have an adopted code; 
may have an active incentive program; and n1ay not use 
group surveys. The process flow matrix for that agency 
would be checked a s shown in the illustration on the 
followilig'page. Thus, eight possi.ble process flow 
variations may exist in the exarnple cited. 

Step 2: Beginning with "Individual Recipients, "l..! interventions 
should be identified for each proces s flow variation 
checked. Next, interventipn should be identified for 
each proces s flow variation checked undei' "Recipients 
Other Than Individuals". 2/ 

!/ Individual recipients include individuals, separate families, or 
individual retailers, merchants, manufacturers, institutions, etc. 

?:../ Recipients other than indiViduals is defined as manage.t"s of 
apartment complexes, management of eha ins of retail outlets (i. e. 
7 -11 stores, McDonald's, etc.), superintendents of school systems, 
housing authority directors, superintendents of municipal buildings, etc. 
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Step 3: Under each process flow variation, all actual 
interventions should be identified. For purposes 
of this survey, an intervention is defined as a 
"contact" with a survey recipient (note: the 
contact may be with an "individual recipient" or 
a "recipient other than an individual"). 
Interventions should begin with the first contact 
made with a recipient and concluc1e with the last 
contact 111ade. 

Step 4: For each intervention, it is necessary to determine, 
specifically, what the contact i.s and how and by whom 
the contact is made. 

What the Contact Is. A list of possible contacts 
for an agency without an adopted security code 
(i. e. colnnll1 1 under individual recipients 011 

luatrix) may include: 

1) Establishing a date and time for survey to 
be conducted; 

2) Conducting the survey; 
3) Presenting survey recommendations; 
4) Following-up to determine and/or assist 

in compliance; 
5) Establishing date and time for re-survey (in 

case of victimization); 
6) Conducting re-survey; and, 
7} Second follow-up. 

Variations rnay, of course, exist. For example, 
recommendations may be offered at the time the 
survey is conducted, which might preclude i/;3; 
an agency may not have a follow-up component, 
which would preclude #4; and, subsequent 
victimizations may not have occurred, which 
would preclude #5 -7. 
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How I;.!i(~ Cpntact was Made. With regard to this point 
let us look at # 1: Es tablishing a date and time for a 
survey to be conducted. It will be necessary to know, 
fOl: (~xample, how this comes about. Does a citizen 
contacl: the CPU; does the CPU contact the citizen; 
does a pah'ol officer or detectiv.e inform the CPU 
T,(\garding a specific security weakness; etc. Another 
example )11.ay be in 4(4: Follow-up. How is follow-up 
genCl:ally accom.plishecl; i. e. random telephone contact; 
pcrs(mal vi.sit; follow-up letter; etc. 

Who Makes the Conh~ct. Taking 4,,2: Conducting the survey, 
as an i1J.usb:atiol1, determine for example who conducts 
the surveys; i .• c. sworn crime prevention officer, patrol 
officer, non- sworn law eruorcerrlent agency mnployees, 
vohl.1ll;eer s, de. 

81:(~l?_{i:. On(;:.e t:he intel'ventions (i. e. what, how and by whom) 
al:e ccnnplctcd. under one process flow variation, proceed 
to the next unti.l all are cornpleted. Go through the 
8,,",111.0 !;lorLes of questions , filling in appropriate deta ils 
a11d noting Il s an.1e as ", to save tinle. 

It is possi.ble thr",t the infonnaHon sought in this part of the site 
v'lsl.t 111Z1.¥ ;:~lrcady have b\~en gathered in the telephone or mail questionnaire, 
(H' l))n¥ again be l'cqucst('d in the supplemental questionnaire. Pay this no 
,h('od at thi.s jUl1ch.'l1'c. It is too important that we have the information 
sought i.ll I:his pa:rt of th.e vis it for us to chance that it exists elsewhere. 
If we d\.lpHcat(! we duplicate. 

On the n(~xt page is a blank Proces s Flow Matrix. Use it in 
('().rnpl(~ting· Step One, above, for the subject agency. Use a separate 
note p<l.d to del:a;.l the rCl1'laini.ng information requested regarding the 
tnL()).' vent:ions. 
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Individual 
Recipient 

Recipients 
Other Than 

Individuals 

N 
-..) 
-..) 

No Adopted 
Security Code 

PROCESS FLO\\' "MATRLX 

Vfith Adopted Security Code 
Structures 
Co,-er-ed 

Structu.res 
Kot Covered 
Before After­
Code Code 

Ko Active 
L"'lcenti ,-e 
Program. 

Remember: relative to each intervention ask: 

WHA T the conta ct is 

"\Vit!:l Active Ince:::ltiYe Frog-ram 
Qualified Structures !\"ot 
Structures Qualified 

Before Afte::-
Prog-ram. Program 

HOW the contact was made ~including steps leading to contact, if appropriate) 

BY WHOM the contact was made 

Group 
Sur\""ey 
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1. 

2. 

3. 

PART TWO 

General Impacts of the Security Survey Program 

Arc there private secnrity com,panics or 'lconsultallt.~11 in your 
comnlUnity that conduct surveys "for a fee"? 

Yes 
No 
Don't Know 

If yes, has the survey-for-a-fee approach increased, decreased 
or re'mained about the sarne sillce the initiation of your progran1? 

Increased 
Decreased 
Remained about: the Sarrie 
Don't Know 

What effect do you think your program has had on this situation? 
Explain, including doc.umentati.on if available. 
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4. 

5. 

If a security code 01' ordinance has been adopted in your 
com.rnuni.ty, what effect has it had on the role of the private 
s ecur ity industry? Explain. 

What effect do you think the survey program has had on 

the following: 

Positive 
Effect 

No 
Effect 

Effect 
Unknown 
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neighbor s of th.ose surveyed 
" taking security measures 
security hardware retailers 

stocking "improved" hardware 
purchase of "ilnproved hardware 

in increasinr; volumes 
other (specify) 
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6. 

7. 

8. 

Elaborate and docnment wherever possible on the foregoing 
opinions. 

(Ask only if agency has adopted security code) 
Has the existance of a security code resulted i.n improved 
rates of compliance among units surveyed. 

Yes 
No 
Don't Know 

Why do you think this has occurred? 
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9. 

lO. 

I-las the number of reported illegal entries aborted as a result 
of "bnproved" security hardw'are or systerns increased, decreased 
OJ: remained about the same cince the initiation of your program? 

Incrcased 
Decreased 
Rema ined about the sa me 
Don't Know 

If rate i.ncreascd, do you th.i.nk there is a correlation with your 
survey program? Explai.n (obtain docUluentation where possible) 
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11. 

12. 

13. 

As ide from the effol<ts of )0 ur unit, have you noticed increased 
advertizi.ng of security hardware in your comlnunity? 

Yes 
No 

Can this be attributed to your progr.am? How? 

What potential indicators of your program's success can you 
identify.? 
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15. 

Which do you actually usc? How? 

Arc there indicatOl:s you use to assess your unit's efficiency. 
or activi.ty i.n the conduct of surveys? (i. e. number of surveys 
conducted by unit, surveys per officer, tbne to conduct surveys, 
lfcost" pel' survey, etc.). List those used and 'reguest opinion 
on th~iJ: value. 
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4. a. 

6. a. 

PART THREE 

Supplemental Questionnaire 

How do you integrate your security survey progran1 with other 
crim.e prevention activities? 

(I) Neighborhood Group Programs 

(2) Rape Prevention Programs 

(3) Armed Robbery Prevention Prog'rams 

(4) Other (specify) 

1£ an evaluation of agency's progrmu has been completed, request 
copy (especially of security survey aspects). 
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9. fl. 

Whitt led you to usc:. the security survey technique? 
(.Ii)] abo )"at (~) 

If jurisdiction. has adopted security code, request copy. If 
IH~(I:lr.i.ly provisions a:re part of a broad building code, request 
copy of only se(.~tuily provisions (if code exists, go to Q. 9. e. ,p. 3). 

If. no (:ode exisls , ha.ve efforts to develop one been initiated 
sinn' th\,! start: of YOllr survey program? 

Yes 
No 
Don't l(no\v 
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9. c. 

9. d. 

9. e. 

9. £. 

If yes, what have been the results of such efforts? 

If no, why have no efforts been initiated? 

(If no code exis ts, go now to Q. 17. a., p. 7) 

Did the existence of your survey progran~ c\nfluence the 
decision to promote the adoption of a code? 

Yes 
No 
Don't Know 

If yes, explain. 
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9.g. 

9. h. 

'I 

If a !H:curity n)de was adopted after survey program was initiated, 
hat: bud\ a codt.! had an effect. On the nature of the survey program 
(1. c. in tc~ nn6 of what is surveyed; has progralTI become compliance 
<)l' enio r(:exi"\cl1t ori.ented; etc. )? 

Yes 
No 
Don't ,Know 

If yeo, elabort1.te. 

1£ no, why haHn't: it had an effect? 
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9. j. 

9. k. 

If code affects new construction only, is the survey approach 
used for existing structures (i. e. those not covered by the code) 
and for new structures (i. e. those covered by the code) different 
(i. e. does the agency use different techniqltes, do interventions 

vary. etc.)? 

Yes 
No 
Don't Know 

If yes, eJaborate. 
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f). 1. 

1 ti. It. 

W'lat (·£f(·cL haH thv (ode had on ill('reas<~d requests for surveys 
f),nd/c}l: tlw inslaJJaiioll of ilnpl."ovC'd secLll:ity ha:r:dwarc in structures 
Om! do not <OTtle undo):' the jurisdiction of the code? 

If codc' is (~nfo't, n;dby an agency other than the poli~!> Il~ heriff., 
how dOl'S the CPU/secu:r:ity survey oHice relate to or c:oo::cdin:'.~f 
HB dforts with 1.t? 
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17. a. 

18. a. 

What factor contributed most to the establishm.ont oJ tho 
security survey program. (one response only)? 

Chief/ administrator suggested program 
High rate of burglary 
High rate of larceny or lesser crim.es 
Availability of funds (state Ol" federal) 
Because fonnal crilne prevention training included 
a specific security survey corn.ponent 
Knowledge of survey progral'l'l success elsewhere 
Police-community relations initiative 
Comn"lunity pressure 
Other j specify: 

What did you most realistically expect to accomplish through 
the initiation of a survey prograrn (one response only) '? 

Nothing in particular 
A reduction in the incidence of burglary in 
residen tial areas 
A reduction in the incidence of burglary in 
con1.mercial areas 
A reduction in larceny and lesser properly cl"imes 
A reduction in the fear of cri111e 

___ An improvement in police- C01'Xln"lLmity relations 
An increas e in the agency's knowledge of sccu:rity 
weakness in the comInunity 
An increase in the per cenlage of burglaries detected 
while in progre ss 
To advise the public of specific s.ecurity weaknesses 
To advise the public of specific security im.provcl11onts 
That the citizen would take action, by way of cornpliancra 
to help protect his own environment 
To achieve a reduction in the number of successful 
burglaries committed where little Or no force to gain 
entry 
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1 H. 1). 

1 B. ( • 

lB. \'. 

What nmdl' you hdicv(~ that tbis could be ac:cornplishcd? 

D\HU; you!' ,'H'UU'ity sl1rvey program sLt:ess personal safety 
(i. ('. l.'apu, (Lssa.ulL prevention) in addition to property loss 
)'('d\H lion? 

Itl ow' I3tl'CHHil~(llnOl't1 limn tIl(' <>thor in prcsontaliolls? 

N~) 

.l)on't Know 
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20. a. 

20. b. 

20. c. 

20. d. 

20. e. 

Request copy of written progran~ goals for security Slll"Vey 
program (i. e. from. grant application, prograrn na:t:rative, e te. ) • 

If there are no writ;ten goals, why weren't they developed? 

If progran. goals exist, are they realistic? 

If the)' exist, are they of any real value in prog:t:am planning 
or Inanagement? 

Yes 
No 

Please explain. 

293 



27. a. 

28.a. 

29. a. 

What do you consider as the most iluportant reason for the 
development of goals and objectives relative to a survey 
progralu? Explain. 

Which of the following was primarily responsible for developing 
your goals and objectives? (one response only) 

Mayor, luanager. county executiv e, etc. 
Chief, sheriff, executive director 
COlulnand personnel not located directly in security 
survey/ crime pre-.rention unit 
Security survey/ crime prevention program staff 
Other; specify; 

What is the current annual budget for your crime prevention 
unit? 

$------------------
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29. b. 

29. c. 

31. a. 

31. b. 

Of your total crime prevention budget, approximately what percent 
is expended on security survey related activities (i. e. manpower, 
printed material, hardware displays, local travel, etc.)? 

% ----------------

What is the average annual gross salary of personnel in your 
unit that actually conduct surveys? (Exclusive of various fringe 
benefits) 

$_----

Has your overall unit budget increased, decreased, or stayed 
about the same since its establishment? 

Increased 
Decreased 
Remained relatively consta'nt 

Has your overall resource commitment to the security su::vey 
aspect of your program increased, decreased, or stayed 
about the same since its origination? 

Increased 
Decreased 
Remained relatively constant 
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32. a. 

32. b. 

Many stale criminal justice planning agencies provide financial 
suppod to local agencies at a decreasing level (i. e. 100% during 
first year; 75% du.ring second year, etc.), until the total burden 
of a crime prevention/ security survey program. l1.1.US t be borne 
locally. Has this occurred in your agency? 

Yes 
No 
Don't Know 

Many agencies were at one til-ne provided outside financial 
assistance (i. e. state S}:>A through LEAA) to help support the 
dcveloprnent of crim.e prevention/ security survey program, 
but now no longer receive sllch assistance. Is this true with 
yOtU- agency? 

Yes 
No 
Don't Know 
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32. c. 

32. d. 

33. a. 

If " yes " has been checked for either Q. 32. a. or Q. 32. b. has your 
department picked up the slack dollalo-for-dollar or at an 
increasing level, or has the scope of your progralu been reduced? 

Ag ency contributed dollar for dollar 
Agency provided funding over and above that 
previously received from outside source 
Scope of program has been reduced 

Explain why this occurred. 

If or when outside funding ceases, what will be the single most 
important reason for the continuation of your progratn {check 
one response only~? 

Administrators support the program 
_~~__ The program has high level of public acceptance 

Elected local goverrtment officials support program 
Other; specify: 
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34. a. 

34. b. 

Ii p)'ogram is locally funded, what is the single most important 
reason for its contin\.l,Cd existence (one response only)? 

Administrators support the program 
The program has high level of public acceptance 

___ Elected local government officials support program 
Other i specify: 

1£ p:cograrn is locally funded, what factors or arguments do you 
usc to pursuade your "sponsor" (i. e. city council, county 
C0111l11issioncl)'s, etc. ) to continue or expand your progralu? 
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34. c. 
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How do you document or support these "argum.ents "? Explain. 

Approximately what percentage of your unit's total manpowel: 
resources are expended on security survey-related activities? 

Percent 
Don't Know 

Has this percentage fluctuated since the initiation of your 
program? 

Yes 
No 
Don't Know 
Not applicable 
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38. c. 

39. a. 

40. n.. 

1£ perc{mt:a.ge has or has not fluctuated, explain. 

Of those persons pern'lanently assigned to your unit how many 
actl:i~lly conduct sllrveys ? 

Actual nurnber 
Don't I<now 

Why are only son'le personnel assigned to conduct surveys? 
Explain. 
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40. b. 

40. c. 

41. e. 

42. a. 

Do you consider it desirable to have personnel assigned full­
tim.e to the proll"lotion/ conduct of surveys? 

Yes 
No 
Don't Know 

Elaborate on your response. 

Why isn't there more tilne devoted to the conduct of surveys? 

Do sworn personnel who conduct surveys work in uniform 
or plain clothes? 

Uniform. 
Plainclothes 
Other: specify: 
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-1·2. 1;. Why waf, this choi('c made? 

Is Ihc.l1' 0 n. r en-SOIl why sworn pel's onn(-~l other 
your unit do no t conduct surveys? Explain. 
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43. b. 

44. a. 

44.b. 

If sworn personnel other than those in YOLlr l1nit no\v conduct 
surveys but have not always done so, when and why did they 
begin to conduct? -- --

If non- CPU personnel frolll your agency conduct surveys, f1'on'1 
which units do they COn'le? 

Uniformed division/patrol 
Detec'tives / investigation 
Other; specify: 

If non- CPU personnel fro1'1'1 your agency conduct surveys, 
in what "capacity" do they perfol'n'l surveys? 

As part of general preventive patrol 
During initial crin'le scene investigations 
During follow- up investigations 
Other; specify: 
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Thl~l'/' q\H'fJI.i.011'J J;e1atr;! to the ]Jwlh(Jds and t<!chniqucs 
ur.,(!(] it.l lml'Vey~j (:oncl\lctcd by sworn personnel not assigned 
tu tlH.' (d.uw prev('ntiotl unH. 

(I) 

(2 ) 

(3) 

( 4:) 

(5) 

(6) 

lluw r.l.n~ n~('ipient.s identified (i. c. those that repol't 
n. (:duw, c t. c:. ) ? 

!.low is l:(!(:ipiol).t cont.acted, or how is survey arranged 
(1. (~. at crinw seC' 11 C , etc.)? 

JJow ;:1.1',' '/"('~'ot'()mondati()ns sununa:rized and presented 
tv 1,'('(1.pivnt? 

now if{ CPU noLifi(.'d that a survey has been completed? 

Do B\lCh Htl)'veys include a follow up com.poncnt and, if so, 
who conducts H? 

now is t.hc~ d£('Gt:i.vcncss of such surveys assessed? 
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45. a. 

47. a. 

How do CPU survey personnel coordinat.c their cfforts with 
surveyors from other public agel1.cies or volunteer groups 
who do not work directly with the unit? 

If volunteers are not used to conduct surveys, why has this 
resource not been tappcd? 
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4'1. h. How du iH1J:VCYIJ <'ouducted by CPU persormel com.pare with 
lh()IH~ <OI1Cllt(.:t<.!d by pCl:sons outside the unit (1. e. other police 
l)(~r fwnncl., '[lublic ag oney employees, volunteers, etc.) in 

t u :n:rw ().f: 

( 1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

Vollln1e of snrveys? 

l"cvcl of de tail/ com pl'chc:nSivcnes s? 

OthC'l: as peets (1. c. sllbscquent victimization, the 
t.ype s of :recomrncndations made, etc.)? 
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47. c. 

48. a. 

48. b • 

48. c. 

Is the police depart.ment the best place horn which to adl'l1inistcr 
a survey progrmTI, as cOluparcd, for exarnple, with a fire 
departrnent, building inspectors office, non-profit voltniteel' 
agency, etc.? Explain. 

Do you consider $oU).e for.mal survey training essential? 

Yes 
No 

Explain your r0sponse. 

What do you consider the minhnUlTI numbe1.'of hours necessary 
regarding security survey training? 

Hours 
No opinion 
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48. d. 

48. e. 

. ..~. 

48.f. 

48. g. 

When did YOll begin providing in- service training rela.tive to 

surveys? 

At outset of program 
___ Afwr prograin had been operational for some thne 

Don't know 

If training was not provided from the start, what was the 

reason for the tin1.e lag? 

Is survey training provided just once, or is a refresher or 
updated COursE:. -provided periodically? 

Provided once only 
Refresher or updated course provided periodically 

Is SL1.rvey training offered as part of recruit training? 

Yes 
No 
Don't Know 
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48. h. 

48. i. 

49. a. 

51. a. 

51. b. 

Does the quality of surveys vary with the nature and length of 
survey training (i. e. Institute-type versus local academy versus 
in- service versus special)? 

Yes ---- No 
Don't Know 

Explain your response. 

What is the principal sourCE! of survey training received by 
agency personnel? (one response only) 

Outsi.de training institute (NCPI, POST, TCPI, MCCC, etc.) 
A specialized agency training program 
Other; specify: 

Don't Know 

Has the geographic area (i. e. jurisdiction, target, beat, etc.) that 
receives the preponderance of surveys changed during the life 
of your program? Why? 

Yes 
No 
Don't Know 

Explain your response. 
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51. c. 

51. d. 

51. c. 

If lal"get areas are used, what is their general cOlnposition in 
tCXlTI. s of: 

(1 ) Ethnic composition? 

(2) Incorne range? 

As it has worked out, has your program. concentrated in n1.ajor 
high crime pockets, or havC:' surveys been dispersed throughout the 
com.m.unity? 

High crime pockets 
Geographically dispersed 
Other; specify: 

Is there any reason· for this pattern? Explain. 
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51. f. 

52. a. 

53. a. 

Has the progran1. had a noticeable effect on the areas served? 
Explain. 

What was the principal reason behind your decision to use a 
target area sl11.aller than your total jurisdiction (one response only)? 

Total jurisdiction too large to cover u.Qcquat.ely 
The use of a target area facilitated program evaluation 
Target re'presents high crime area 
Other; specify: 

Which one of the following is currently served most extensively 
by your program (i. e. is recipient of most surveys, receives 
nlaJority of staff time, etc.)? 

Individual residences 
Apartlnents, n1.ulti-family residences 
Commercial/n1.anufacturing establishments 
Public buildings/institutions 
Other; specify: 
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53. b. 

53. c. 

53. d. 

WIly has YOLU progralu taken this ernphasis? 

As your progrant developed, did its emphasis shift frOlu one 

of these groups to another? 

Yes 
No 
Don't Know 

If yes, describe the shift and why is occurred. 
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57. b o 

I 
I 
I 
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570 Co 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

What is the ~t and least effective means of publicizing the 
security survey program (one response only)? 

Most Least 

Newspaper 
Radio 
Telephone calls to prospective recipients 
Public pres entations 
Door- to- door distribution of printed m.aterial 
Mass mailing of printed materi al 
Distribution of printed material in public areas 
Other j specify: 

How do you know these are the most and least effective means? 

Do you advertise your security survey program separately. or 
as part of your overall crime prevention services? 

Separately 
Part of overall program 
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57. d. 

57. (~. 

57. f. 

Why is this approach used? 

Is there a relationship between program funding and expenditures 
on pl:og:r:am pron1.otion/advertising. i. e. if funding is reduced 
will proJ1100tion/ advertising budgets be cut before manpower 

budge ts ? 

Yes 
No 
Don't Know 

Please explain your response. 
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58. a. 

58. b. 

58. c. 

If incentives are not presently used, were they ever considered 
or tried? 

Yes 
No 
Don't Know 

If yes, why were incentives not used, or discontinued? 

If incentive program.s are presently employed, what real effect 
have they had on levels 01 program participation (i. e. requests 
for surveys; compliance; victimization among progranl partici­
pants; agency support for program; etc. )? 
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58. d. 

59. H. 

:>C). b. 

What spedfic incentive pl'ograms do )rou think worle best? Why? 

Whi<:h of the following general program approaches is used 
Tnos L widely by your agency? (one response only) 

Broad- based agency-inHiated solicitations (i. e. use 
of 111aSS rn.cdia, rnass mailings, etc.) 
Selected, agency-initiated solicitations (i. e. contact 
with spcc..:ific victim types, victims in specific geographic 
areas, etc.) 

___ Unsolicited (i. e. low ke)r), citizen-initiated approach 
01:he:1:; specify: 

What is tho prirnary reason why this approach is now used? 
(one l"OspOnsc only) 

Need to genQratc large numbers of requests 
Need to conccntrclte requests within pal"ticular 
geographic ox tengel areas 
To avoid large volurne of requests which agency is 
not equipped to h~l.Il(lle 
Other; flpecify: 

None of the above 
Don I t J.<now 
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59. c. 

59. d. 

59. e. 

If a broad- based solicitation approach is used, what is the primary 
means used in its implem.entation? (one response only) 

Extensive n1.ass media use 
Selected mass media use 

____ Public presentations 
Saturation letter 
Victim letter contacts 

____ Saturation telephone contacts 
___ Victim telephone contact.s 

Saturation door-to-door contacts 
Victin1. door-to-door contacts 
Neighbor s of victims door- to- door 
Other; specify: 

Don't Know 

Why is this used as your primary l1.1.eans? 

If a selected, agency-initiated approach is used, what is the 
primary n1.eans used in its impleluentation? (one re spons e only) 

Selected media use 
Public presentations 
Satura tion letter or media use 
Victim letter contacts 
Sa turation telephone contacts 
Victim telephone contacts 
Saturation door-to-door contacts 
Victhu door-to-door contacts 
Neighbors of victims door- to- door 
Other; specify: 

Don't Know 
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59. g. 

5'). h. 

Why ii;; this uscd as YOUT primary m.cans ? 

1·1as yorn.· prirna:ry approad1. changed since the initiation of 
your p:rop·a.m? 

Yes 
No 
Don't; Know 

If yonT ge.ncJ:al appl·oacb. has changed, pleas e s urnmarize 
chang0(G) an.d dcscdbc why the change(s) occurred. 
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59.1. 

59. j. 

59. k. 

Of the following alternative ways of generating surveys, which 
one have you employed most widely? (one response only) 

Review crim.e repo rts and contact victilns 
Response to citizen reqLtests 
Responding to reports made by other officers 
(i.~. reports of specific crime risks in a premise, etc.) 
Other; spe cify: 

Why is this approach now used? 

If yotlr approach has changed over tim.c, please explain the 
change and why it occurred. 
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64. a. 

64:. h. 

'16. <I.. 

RC(JlWflt copy 01 chnc1dist(s) used h}f agoncy. 

'Why do you use dHiol"cnt CllUddists ? 

If yon did not alw[.}"s usc diC1el'ent. checklists, when did yon start 
to tlS() t.h'~,tn and why? 

What iD tho sin~~h~ mos t irn['Ol'tant means used to provide residential 
S\l):v~'y J'eC'oH1U1ondations to recipients? (one response onl'y) 

---

Vc:\.''bally on site 
A copy of chcclis t is p:r;ovided on sile 
Written :r C'co)'nl'ncndation isrnailed to recipient 
Written l,'\'(.'Qnunendalion is hand delivered 
Othol'; specify: 

I DOH I t J:Cnow 

32() 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
II 
I 

II 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

76. b. 

79. a. 

79. b. 

W'hy is this approach the rnost irnportant? 

What is the single most ;important n~cans used to l)J;ovic1c non.­
rcsidential survey recomn~endations to -recipient? (one 
response only) 

Verbally on site 
A copy of checklist is provided on site 
Written rc commendation is umiled to recipient 
Written recomluendation is hand delivered 
Other; specify: 

Don't Know 

Why is this approach the n'1ost important? 
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84. a. 

85. a. 

Do you perceive ":tollow up" as a necessary cOlnponent in a 
security survey program? 

Yes 
No 
Don't Know 

If your agency uses a follow up, what is the primary reason? 
(one response only) 

To verify compliance 
To encourage increased compliance 
To ins ure recommendations are under stood 
Good public relations 
In response to sponsoring agency requirement 
Other; specify: 

Don't Know 
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85. b. 

85. c. 

85. d. 

85. e. 

85. f. 

If follow up is used, do you retain data On the results Or findings 
of such contacts? 

Yes 
No 
Don't Know 

If yes, what type of data is retained? 

If data is retained, is it used to assess prograrn effectiveness? 

Yes 
No 
Don't Know 

If yes, explain how. 

If no, why not? 
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87. a. 

88. a. 

89. a. 

What is the primary method you use in conducting survey 
foJluw ups? (one re spons e only) 

On- site visitations 
Confirming letter/postcard 
Telephone contact 
Other i specify: 

Donlt Know 

What is the single most important reason for the selection 
of this app 1:'0 a ch ? (one response only) 

To better verify compliance 
To stimulate desire to com.ply 

___ ?-ecause of cost, thue and manpower considerations 
Other j specify: 

Don't Know 

If you had a follow-up cornponent, how would you design it? 
(i. e. method, data that would be collected, etc.) 
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89.b. 

89. c. 

89. d. 

How would you see the results of such a follo\v-up conlponent 
being used? 

Would you be able to employ- such a follow-up effort without 
specialized training? 

Yes 
No 
Don't Know 

Explain. 



90. a. 

91. a. 

92. 

How do you define survey cornpliance? 

On what bas is or fron1. what source have you drawn your 
estinlate of survey c.on1.pliance rates? Explain. 

What is the primary reason why con1.p1iance is not an important 
aspect of your program? (one response only) 

Survey itself provide s abundance of good public relations 
If surveyed prelnises are subsequently burglarized. and 
recOlnrnendations were no con1.plied with. investigating 
officers and detectives are subject to less citizen wrath 
The progra.rn is effective in generating broader securitr 
consciousness within the comm.unity 
Other; specify: 

Don't Know 
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93. a. 

93. b. 

98. a. 

98. b. 

How do you know your progloam. has been successful? 
(Note primary indicator used by respondent) 

Can this assessment be documented '? 

Yes 
No 

Has the nun~ber of surveys conducted each quarter or year 
increased, decreased, or stayed about the same since the 
initiation of you:r program? 

Increased 
Decreased 
Remained about the same 

Is there a reason for this? Explain. 
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101. a. Why do Y0l'l maintain data concerning program participants? 
(If agency m.aintains data on program participants) 

102. a. Of the survey data you maintain, what is the most important? 

102. b. 

Why? 

If you do not now but someday decide to maintain data, what type 
of data would be of value to you? 
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102. c. Would you be able to perform such data related activities without 
s pe cializ ed tr a ining ? 

Yes 
No 
Don't Know 

I 02. d. Explain. 

104. a. If you do not "analyze" participant data, d..:: you use it in any 
way? Explain. 

108. a. If you had access to 01' employed the services of a data analyst, 
how could he be used relative to a security survey prograrn? 
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109. a. If you do not m.aintain data concerning non-participant victimization, I 
why have you m.ade this decision? 

109. h. 

111. a. 

Do you think the review of non-participant victin1.iI:;ation data would 

be uS e£ul? Explain. 

If you use data to assess the level of your program's success, 
exactly how is this done? 
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113.a. 

114. a. 

What single factor has cont.ributed 11.1.OS t toward your progran1.' s 
success? (one response only) 

Availability of ou tside funding 
Top Inanagelnent support for the progralu 
Internal (rank and file) support f.or the program 
C011.1.11.1.unity-widc support: for the prograrn 
Availability of trained program manpower 
Media support 
Com.pliance rates an1.ong program par ticipants 
Security provis ions in 10 cal building codes 
Availability of quctlity printed materials 
Sound evaluation assis tance 
Outside technical assistance 
Other; specify: 

Don't Know 

What single factor has served HlOSt to limit your program's 
success? (one response only) 

Absence or limitation of program funding 
Liln'~ted top management: support for the program. 
Lin1.ited rank and file support for the program· 
Limited communLy-wide support for the program 
Lack of adequately trained program manpower 
Limited rnedia support 
Limited compliance rates among participants 
Lilnited coverage of prograln 
Absence of security provisions in local building codes 
Lack of high quality printed materials 
Lack of evaluation capability 
Lack of outside technical assistance 
Other i spe cify: 

Don't Know 
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115. a. What was/is the single most important accomplishment of your 

security survey program.? 

115. b. What was the single most significant disappointment or failur'e 

of your program? 
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116. a. 

117. a. 

What was the l'Ylost significant factor that lim.Hed the achieven1cn.t 
of your survey program goals? Explain. 

What was the mos t significant factor that lilnited the: achievement 
of your ovel:all crir:ne pr eventioll goals? Explain. 
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--------------------------------------------------------.~. 

118. a. Wha,t is the real value of a, security su.rvey progl'am? 

118. b. If surveys are part of a broader criUle prevention progra,ln, 
would the program be significantly a.f£ected if the survey 
c01T'ponent was discontinued? 

Yes 
No 
Do~'l 't Know 

118. c. Explain. 
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118. d. How do you think the survey program could he improved 
or strengthened? 
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Appendix G 

A Lis t of Crim.e Prevention Publications 
. Pl'cpa'red By Principals of the 

Training, Research and Educa.tion Council (TR}J:;C) 

An Evaluation of the National Crirne Prevention Institute t S 

Initial Training Progl'an1., a report prepi;Ll"c:d .for L!~.AA/ 
NCPI, February, 19'72. 

An Evaluation of the National C:t'irnc P l'cvention Institute t s 
Second Trc:2:1.ing PJ:ogl'arn, a report prepnxed for LEAA/ 
NCPI} April, 1972. 

An Analysis of the National Crime Prevention Institute t s 
Impact at the Loca.l Level, a report prepared for LICAA/ 
NCPI, January, 1973. 

A Survey of Evaluation Methodology for Use By Local 
Crime Prevention Officers, a report prepared for NCPI, 
January, 1973. 

The National Crime Prevention Institute In the University 
Environm.ent, a report prepared for LEAA/NCPI, .,­
February, 1973, 

An Evaluation of the N~ltional Crime Prevention Institute t s 
Tl"aining Program Number V and Nlln1.ber VI, a :report 
prepared for LEAA/NCPI, July, 1973. 

A Recon"ln"l~nded l"ive- Year Plan for the National Crhue 
Prevention Effort, a report prepared for LEAA/NCPI, 
June, 1974. 
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8. 

9. 

lO. 

11. 

12. 

13. 

An In.troduction to the Prin.c:iplcs and Prn.ctice s of 
c 11i:"nc:f3-;~·c;;tiO~tUcl en t: M (1.n nal, a in ~tl1 ua 1 sup po r Hng 
nn 80-h.oul' curricl'l.J.urn p:l:epare<l 10:1: the Southwest Texas 
State Univc:r.sity, San Ma.rcos, Tex[l.s, Junc, 1974. 

An. Il'l.troc1ttction to the Principles and Practices of 
-Cdrn.Cl5:;:' evention: Inst:nlctOl" s Manua.l, a manual 
SLlppo:rting an 80-hon:!.' curricl'll111n pi'epared for the 
Southwest Texas State University, San Marcos, Texas, 
JUlH~i 1974. 

C:r:irne P:l."evention InstJ:Llctor's Exa.tnination Manual, a 
rntJ.lllw.l containing a series of discussion questions on 
cri.m.o Pl'CvoDtion, a progros sand £jnal exarnination keyed 
to tho st:udent m.anua.l referenced above including instructions 
for thoh utUi:r,ntion, prepared for the Southwest Texas State 
University, San Marcos, Texas, Junc, 197<1. 

An rCvalu(,ttion Model for the Texas C:drne Prevention 
Ins titute, a :rnoclcl prepared for the Southwest Texas State 
University, San Marcos, Texas, June, 1974. 

A Short COU1'S e In. Crirne Prevention: StI.ldent Manual, 
a-B"tudcnt rnannal supporting a. five-hour, in-service 
cl.uricuhu)'l heing prepa.red for the Cornluission on Law 
l1:nfol'ccl'nent O££icc:r:s Standards and Education, State of 
Texr1.s, in process. 

A Sho:ct Course in Crir:ne Prevention: Instructor's 
Manual, an ins tru.ctol' , s m.anual supporting a five- hour, 
'1n- service c m"ricuhl"l''!. I)ro pared for the Comn"lis sion 
On Law Enforcement Offl,cer Standards and Education~, 
State of Texas, Novem.ber, 1974. 

An Index to Educational Aids In Crhne Prevention for 
Use In JClcr:n.entary ~chools, an inventory and description 
of 111aterials fo): use in teaching young children about crime 
prevention, prepared for the Region IX Education Services 
Center, Wichita Falls g Texas, July, 19740 
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15. 

16. 

17. 

18. 

19. 

20. 

21. 

~rie£ Discl.ls~~en .of the History t:tnd Principles of 
Crime Prevention, a paper on cl'hnc prevention £.01' usc 
in bl'iefing elcrnentary teachers about crinle preventien, 
prepare.d fer the Regien IX Edueatien Services Center, 
Wichita Falls, Texas, August, 1974. 

('>.n Inventel'y of Crin1.e Prevention Cencepts for Usc In 
Ele:~entary Schools, a delineation and explanatien)f cdrne 
preventien concepts for USt;) in an elelnental'Y curriculum 
prepared for the Region IX Ecluc('I.tion Services Center, 
Wichita Falls, Texas, Angl1st, 1974, 

l'vlodel Security Provisions £.01' Texas Local Gevernments: 
An Explanatory Handbook and ReCel1.1n"lcnded OrdinalLcc, 
prepared for the Texas Municipal League, October, 197<1, 

Model Alarm Ordinance :(or Texas Lecal Gevernrn,ents: 
A Discussion: 'a:~~:rnendud Ordinance, prepared for 
the Texas Municipal Loa.gue, October, 1974. 

An Evahmtion of the Crime Prevention Prog:l'arns In 
Garland and Mesquite, Texas, a report being prepared 
for the Cities of Garland and Mesquite and the Texas 
C rinlinal Justice Council, in proce ss. 

An Evaluatioli )£ the Panhandle and East 'Texas Regional 
Crin1.e Prevention Prograrn.s, a report being prepared 
for the respcctive rcgional planning agencies and the 
Texas Criminal Justice Council, in l:n"ocess. 

An Evaluation of the Governor's Six-City Crime Prevention 
Progl'am, an asscssm.cnt of the first-year efforts of the 
crbne prevention progran1.s in Abilene, Arnarillo, Beaumont, 
Corpus Christi, Odessa and Waco, Texas, 
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22. 

23. 

24. 

25. 

26. 

27. 

28. 

29. 

30. 

Admillistrati.ve Considerations In Crime Pl"evention 
l?rograrn Planning: Student Manual, a luanual supporting 
an accredited 40-hour curriculum prepared for the Southwest 
Texas State University, San Marcos, Texas. 

Ac.1mi.ni.sb:ation Considerations In Crime Prevention 
Prog-rarn Planning: Instructor's Manual, a manual supporting 
an accredited 40-hour curriculurn prepared for the Southwest 
Texas State University, San Marcos, Texas. 

Recon:11!:~nded (:1'111.1.e Pr~vention Pl'ogran1. Activities, a report 
deta iling the subs tance and adnlinis trative requirements of 
crinle prcvention programs for seven local jurisdictions in 
the Houston, Texas Metropolitan Area prepared for the Houston­
Ga.lve S (;on Area Coune iI. 

Crirne Prcvention Curriculul1.1. for In-Servic~ Training, a ma)1\.1.al 
supporti.ng a two day (14 hour) curriculum prepared for the 
Cook County Sheriff's Police, Maywood, Illinois. 

Crime Prc ve11tion Cun" iculum. for Recruit T;ra ining, a 
manual supporting a one day (7 hour) curriculunl prepared 
for the Cook County Sheriff's Police, Maywood, Illinois. 

Teacher's Guide: Intl'.oduction 1:0 Crinle Prevention, a luanual 
prcpared for use i.n secondary schools prepared for Motorola 
Telcprogl"an1.s, Inc. 

Saleslnanship: A Critical Elen"lent In Crime Prevention, a paper 
prepal"cd for use in the California Crime Prevention Program. 

Evaluation: Friend or ]foe? , a paper prepared for use in the 
C,llifornia C:L"hue Prevention Program. 

Tho FutUre of Grime Prevention, u paper prepared for use in 
the California Crim.e Prevention Progralu. 

347 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 



/ 

I 



, ' , 

" 

I 
',' , , 

I 
" 

I ..... 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I -

Bibliography 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

348 

- - ., 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

BIBLIOGHAPHY 

Anderson, Charles E., "Burglary Prevention by Ta:l'get Area", Cr'irne 
Prevention Heview, Vol. L No.3. Los Angeles, California: 
Attorney General's Office, State of California, April, 1974. 

Bacorl, Sheldon D. The Early Developn"lent of American Municipal 
Police. Yale University, Unpublished Ph. D. dissertation. 

Barnef!., Richard T. "Reporting the Results of a Phase I Study", 
a rnernorandurn issued by the National Institute of Law 
Enforcernent and Crin"linal Justice, Law Eniorcenl.ent 
Assistance Administration, June 2, 1975. 

Champagne, Rachael D. "Survey of Crilue Prevention Progran"ls 
Sponsored by Police Departments in Major U. S. Cities," 
a paper prepared at Georgia State University, Atlanta, 
Georgia, May, 1973. 

Church, Orin. "Crin"le Prevention Bureau Operation", an unpublished 
paper. Seattle, Washington: Seattle Police Departluent, undated. 

City of Seattle Burglary Project. Progress Report. Olyrnpia, 
Wa.shington: Seattle Burglary Project, Septenl.ber 11, 1975. 

Curran, Jarnes T., et. al., editors. Police and Law Enforcen1.ent, 
1972. New York: AMS Press, Inc., 1973. 

Evaluation of the Bellflower Project. Los Angeles, California: 
County of Los Angeles, 1973. 

Flaherty, David H. "Law and the Enforcernent of Morals in Early 
America ", Perspectives in An"lerican History, Vol. V, 1971. 

Gern"lann, A. C., Day, F. and Gallati, R. Introduction to Law 
Enforcement. Springfield, Illinois: Charles C. Thomas 
Publishing Co., 1966. 

349 



Hughes, Mary Margaret, editor. Succes sInl Retail Security. Los 
Angeles, California: Security World Publishing Co., undated. 

Institute oi Crhninal Justice and Crim.inology, University of Maryland, 
Dctel:rence of Crirne In and Around Residences, Cri:minal 
Justice Monograph, LEAA/NILE-CJ, June, 1973. 

The Institute for Public Program Analysis. Assessment of Effectiveness. 
St •. Louis, Missouri: Institute for Public Program Analysis, 
1975. 

A Field Survey of Operation Identification Projects: 
Methodology and Res uUs. St. Louis, Missouri: Ins titute for 
Public Program Analysis, 1975. 

Operation Identification: A Review of General Knowledge 
and Past Findings. St. Louis, Missouri: Institute for Public 
Prograrn Analys is, 1975. 

Plans for Evaluating a Single Operation Identification 
Project. St. Louis, Missouri: Institute for Public Program 
Analysis I 1975. 

Plans for Phase II. Evaluation Activities. St. Louis, 
Missouri: Institute for Public Prog rmn Analysis, 1975. 

A Telephone Survey of Operation Identification Proj(. ts, 
Methodology and Results. St. Louis, Missouri: Institute for 
Pl:lblic Program Analysis, 1975. 

International Training,. Research and Evaluation Council. Key 
Program Issues Surrounding the Security Survey: A 
Franle\Vork of Referenr' e for the Phase I Res earch. Falls 
Church, Virginia: International Training, Research and 
Evaluation Council, September, 1975. 

Journal 0:( Cl'hninal Justice, Vol. 3, No.4. New York: Pergamon 
Press, 1975. 

l<iqgsbury, Arth.ur A. Introduction to Security and Crhne Prevention 
Surveys, Springfield, Illinois: Charles C. Thomas 
Publishing Co., 1973. 

350 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

Koeps ell- Girard and As sodates. Administrative Crirne Prevention 
Course: Student Handbook. Falls Church, Vi:rginia: Koepscll­
Girard and As sodates, 1975. 

Crime Prevention Handbook. Chicago, Illinois: Motorola 
Teleprogram.s, Inc., 1975. 

An Evaluation of the East Texas Regional Crilne Preven­
tion Program. Falls Church, Virginia: Koepsell-Girard 
and As sodates, 1975. 

An Evaluation of the Garland, Texas, Crime Prevention 
Program. Falls Church, Virginia: Koepsell-Girard and 
Associates, 1975. 

An Evaluation of the GoVel'l10r I s Six- City Crime Pre­
vention Program.. Falls Church, Virginia: Koepsell­
Gira~d and As sociates, 1975. 

An Evaluation of the Mesquite, Texas, Crin1.e Pre­
vention Progran1.. Falls Church, Virginia: Koepsell­
Girard and As socia tes, 1975. 

An Evaluation of the Panhandle Texas Regional Crime 
Prevention Program. Falls Church, Virginia: Koepsell­
Girard and Associates, 1974. 

An Operation,,:l Guide to Crime Pr0vention Prograrn 
Planning, Managen1.ent and Evaluation. Falls Church, 
Virginia: Koepsell-Girard and Associates, 1975. 

Mathews, Kenneth D., Jr. Evaluation of the First- Year Results of 
COn1.1nunity Crhne Prevention- - Burglary Reduction. Seattle, 
Washington: Law and Justice Planning Office, 1974. 

351 



Mattick, Hans W., et. al. An Evaluati.on of Operati.on Identification. 
Chicago: University of Chicago, Center for Research In 
Crirninal Justice, 1974. 

Menlo Park Police Department. The I-lome and Business Security 
Survey. Menlo Park, California: Menlo Park Police 
Department, Ull.dated. 

Missouri Law Enf.orce.ment Council. Field Review Report, for 
Projects X-MP3-72-d1 and S-M- 39-72-dl. St. Louis, 
Missouri: Missouri Law Enforcement Council, Region 5, 
Noven'lber 29, 1973. 

Ivlornbiossc, Raymond M. IndLlstrial Security for Strikes, Riots 
and DisC\.s to rs, Springfield, Illinois: Charles C. 
Publishing Co., 1968. 

Morrisey, George L. Managelnent by Objectives and Results. Reiding, 
Mas sachusetts: Addison- Wesley Publishing Co., 1970. 

National Adviso);y Con'ln'lission on Crirnillal Justice Standards and 
Goals. ,COnlD1L1nity Crin'le Prevention. Washington, D. C. : 
U. S. Government Printing Office, 1973. 

Report on the Po1jce. Washington, D. C.: U. S. 
Government Printing Office, 1973. 

Nat:ona.l Con'ln'lis sion on Law Obs ervance and Enfo rcernent. The 
Police. Washington, D. C.: U. S. Govcrnrnent Printing 
Office, 1930. 

National COlumis sion on Productivity. Opportunities for In'lproving 
Productivity in Police Services. Washington, D. C. : 
National Comluis sion on Productivity, 1973. 

352 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

I 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
~I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

National Crin"le Prevention Institute. Directory 1974-1975. Louisville, 
Kentucky, Junc 15, 1975. 

Establishing a Crin1.e Prevention Bureau, a report 
prepared under LEAA Grant No. 72-DF- 99- 0009. Louisvillc, 
Kentucl<..y, undated. 

Nationu.l Ins titute of .Law Eniorcernent and Crim.inal Justice. Patterns 
of Burglary, 2nd edition. Washington, D. C.: U. S. Govern­
ment Printing Office, 1973. 

Report on the National Evaluation Prograrn. Washington, 
D. C. : U. S. Governl'nent Printing Of£ice, June, 1975. 

Nielson, R. Evaluation of the United Crin1.e Prevention Effort. 
Salt Lal:.e City, Utah: La\\' Enforcement Planning Agency, 1975. 

Office of Cr'irninal Justice. Crirne-Specific Burglary Pl"CVention 
Handbook. Sacraluento, California: Office of Crim inal 
Justicc, 1974. 

Palo Alto Crin"le Prevention Unit. An Evaluation of Cril'ne P:revention 
Operations. Palo Alto, California: Palo Alto Police 
Departrnent, 1974. 

Powers, Edwin. Cr'irne and Punishn1.ent in Early Ivlassachusetts: 
1670-1692. Boston, Massachusetts: Beacon Press, 1966. 

President's COlUluission on Law Eniorceluent and the Adrninistration 
of Justice. Task Force Report: The Police. Washington, 
D. C.: U. S. Government Printing Officc, 1967. 

The Challenge of Crinle in a Free Society. Washington, 
D. C.: U. S. Government: 'Printing Office, 1967. 

Reppetto, Tholuas A. Residential Crilue. Cambridge, Massachusetts: 
Ballinger Publis hing Co. I 1974. 

353 



SagalYll, Arn.old, ct. a1. Residential Security. Washington, D. C. : 
U. S. Govel"l).m.ent Printi.ng Office, Decernber, 1973. 

San Luis, Ed. _Office and Office Building Security. Los Angeles, 
California: Security World Publishing Co., 1973. 

Schnieder, A. L. Evaluation of the Portland Neighborhood-Based 
Anti- Burgla ry Progran1.. Eugene, Oregon: Oregon Research 
Institute, 1975. 

Taylor, Jan1.es, e t. al. Field Review Report: Burglary Prevention. 
St. Louis, Missouri: Law Enforcelnent Assistance 
Council, 1973. 

Texas Municipal Leag ne. A Building Code for Texas Cities: An 
Explanatory Handbook and Recommended Ordinanc,es. 
Austin, Texas: Tcxas Municipal League, 1975. 

U. S. Departm.ent of Justice. Sourcebook of Crin1.inal Justice Statistics 
1973. Was hington, D. C.: U. S. Governm.ent Printing Office, 
August, 1973. 

Van Del' Hyde. "Col1wnnnity Cr.ilne Prevention Program. Evaluation 
of Second Year Burglary Reduction Project. Seattle, 
Washington: Seattle Law and Justice Planning Office, 
Decernber, 1975. 

Ward, William. Progress Report: I1Target Hardening l1 Experimental 
Area. St. Louis, Missouri: Police Department Burglary 
Prevention Advisory Section, undated. 

"\V'8.shnis, Geol:ge J. "Citizen Involvement in Crilne Prevention", 
unpublished draft m.anuscript. Washington, D. C.: Center 
for Govermnental Studies, 1975. 

White, Thornas W. I ct. al. Police Departn1.ent ProgralTIS for 
Burglary Prevention. Washington, D. C.: The Urban 
Institute, 1975. 

354 

I 
I 
II 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

Wichita Crime P:l.'eventiol1. Unit. Cl."ime Prevention Evaluation: 
Bnilding Surveys. Wichita, Kansas: 'Wichita Police 
Departm.ent, 1973. 

Wilson, D. W. Police Ac1n:linistr.a.tion. Ne,\' York: McGraw-Hill 
Book Corn:pany, 1963. 

Working Group on Crime Prevention Methods. 
Group on Crh:n.e Prevention ~\/Iethoc1s. 
Majesty's Stationa.ry Office, 1956. 

TELEPHONE INTERVIEWS 

Report of Working 
London: Her 

Telephone iuterview with Sgt. P. E;vans, Plainfield Police Department, 
Plai.nfield, N. J., September 5, 1975, 

Telephone intel:vic\,i' with Lt. R. Piland, MuUnonl.ah County Sheriff's 
Department, Portland, Orogoll, September 5, 1975. 

Telephone interview wUh Sgt. K. Wall, JI;den Pra irie Police 
Depal:tment, Eden Pra ir ie, Minnesota, Sept:ernbel' 5, 1975, 

Telephone interview with Daryl Joy, Southwesl: Texas State Universil:y, 
San 1:l/farcos, Texas, September 5, 1975. 

Telephone interview with Chief Depurt:y Earl Lloyd, Iredale County 
Sheriff's Department, StateSVille', N. C. September 5, 1975. 

355 






