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SECTION 1: INTRODUCTION 

Eden Prairie, a growing community located in the southwest corner of 

Hennepin County, was incorporated as a city on January 1, 1963. The Eden 

Prairie population grew to 6,800 within one decade, at which time the Pub-

lic Safety Department was established. The 1975 population approximated 

10,000, and this rapid growth is expected to continue. Hetropolitan Council 

projections forecast 19,000 residents in 1978 and nearly 50,000 by the end 

of this century. 

Since its inception, the Public Safety Department has had a firm com-

mitment to crime prevention as a police function. One of the Department's 

goals is to prevent Eden Prairie from developing the major crime problems 

that have plagued neighboring suburbs as they have grown. In order to achieve 

this goal and to help create strong community support which is vital to the 

crime prevention approach, the Department immediately created a formal Crime 

:Prevention Unit. 

The Premise Survey 

Among the Unit's many crime prevention activities is the Ilpremise survey" 

program. A premise survey is a police officer's inspection of a home or busi-

ness to determine its security deficiencies and to make recommendations for 

their correction. Many departments offer some kind of premise survey program, 

and all such programs are fundamentally similar. The officers' recommendations 

include locks, alarms, lighting and other security steps that, if taken, are 

likely to make the buildings less desirable and less penetrable as targets for 

burglary. In most cases the inspecting officer gives the occupant a handwritten 

list of recommendations; it is up to the individual occupants to make the actual 
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changes. 

Eden Prairie's premise survey program. is different from most others in 

that the recommendations are "prioritized"; that is, they are listed in the 

order of a burglar's most likely point of entry into that particular struc­

ture. The number and order of the priorities differ from structure to struc-

ture because of differences in the premises' existing security, architecture, 

and surrounding landscape. 

The finished Eden Prairie premise survey list of recommendations is 

thorough, yet concise. The lists are sent to the occupants after being typed 

at the Public Safety Department. Occupants are encouraged to make security 

changes in the order of priority, at a pace of at least one change per month. 

The Department feels that neatly prepared, prioritized survey lists are the 

best way of motivating people to make changes, which Ivill help to deter bur­

glary and keep the crime statistics at their relatively low level. 1 

In Eden Prairie, the premise survey also is viewed as a valuable public 

relations tool. Surveys are conducted by' crime prevention and community ser­

vice officers who are not bound by the traditional duty of responding to calls. 

They therefore are free to make extensive and extended visits to homes and busi­

nesses, spending as much time as is necessary to advise people about home and 

business security. From January, 1973, through December, 1975, the Depart_ 

ment conducted premise surveys on 210 residential targets in the community. 

Since the prioritized format took effect in January, 1974, 160 residences have 

lThe 1973 burglary rate in Eden Prairie Ivas 706 per 10?,000 peop~e (bas~d 
on its Department incidence figure and a Metropolitan Counc~l populat~on :st~­
mate of 7,501); by 1975, the rate had risen 28.9% to 910.5 per 100~000 (M~nne­
sota Bureau of Criminal Apprehension [BCA] figure). 

2 

been surveyed, for a monthly average of 6.7. 2 The Department estimates the 

cost for an hour-long survey to be approximately $20.00 including wages, mile-
. . 

age, and clerical assistance.? The total premise survey expenditure through 

1975, therefore, was roughly $4,200.00. 

The Department has received many letters of appreciation for the premise 

survey service. However, there is little documentation of the residents' 

actual compliance with the officers' recommendations. As a result of the 

Department's desire to determine c'ompliance and to improve its crime preven-

tion program, an evaluation of the premise survey program was conceived. 

Methodology 

In the fall of 1975, the Department of Public Safety developed a follow-

up questionnaire with the assistance of the Governor's Commission on Crime 

Prevention and Control. Questionnaires were delivered to 102 recipients of 

prioritized premise surveys. The questionnaires were hand delivered, anonymous, 

and accompanied by stamped, self-addressed, return envelopes; 50 (49.0%) were 

returned for analysis. 

The questionnaire consisted of three major sections (see Appendix A). The 

first section, which gathered information on the respondents' actual compliance 

with the premise survey recommendations, was adjustable to accommodate each 

2A survey to measure the reorientation of Minnesota law enforcement 
agencies toward crime prevention as encouraged by the Minnesota Crime Watch 
statewide crime prevention program was conducted by the Governor's Commis­
sion on Crime Prevention and Control's Evaluation Unit in the fall of 1975. 
Data gathered from this survey showed an average of 13.1 premise surveys per 
agency per month among member agencies interviewed. 

3A Golden Valley Report of one year earlier calculated a $4.20 cost per 
survey. 
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respondent's exact number of recommendations. The second section attempted to 

determine the respondents' opinions about certain aspects of the premise survey 

program. The questionnaire ended with inquiries concerning Operation Identifi-

cation enrollment and burglary. It was hoped that this information would be 

useful in comparison with the premise survey data. 

Qualifications on Interpretation 

There are certain characteristics of the Eden Prairie community that de-

mand attention before the results of this evaluation are interpreted. In 

general, Eden Prairie is somewhat unique, as highlighted by selected charac-

teristics relevant to premise surveys. As mentioned, the burglary problem is 

relatively low. The 1975 burglary rate (standardized per 100,000 people) in 

Eden Prairie was 910.5; in Minneapolis it was 2455.0, and in the rest of 

Hennepin County (minus Eden Prairie and Minneapolis) it was 1116.5. 4 The 

rates suggest that caution be used in comparing the Eden Prairie results to 

Minneapolis because of the apparent drastic differences in their crime environ-

ments. Similar caution should be used in comparing the Eden Prairie results to 

the rest of Hennepin County. Although the burglary rate differences are not 

as great, the Eden Prairie rate is lower. It is possible that people who live 

in an atmosphere of less crime may have attitudes different from those of peo­

ple living in higher crime areas. These attitudes, in turn, may result in dif-

ferent behavior patterns in regard to premise survey compliance. 

rest of Hennepin County (see TABLE 1.1). Residents in the more sparsely 

populated areas of Eden Prairie may show higher complian~e than those in 

other areas because the security of having neighbors nearby is lessened. 

TABLE 1.1 

COMPARATIVE CHARACTERISTICS OF EDEN PRAIRIE, 
MINNEAPO,£IS, AND HENNEPIN COUNTya 

EDEN PRAIRIE !!.INNEAPOLI S HENNEPIN COUNTya -
DENSITyb 

(residents per 
square mile) 216.6 11,079.9 1,087.4 

AVERAGE MARKET VAlliE 
of owner-occupied 

$3l,168c $19,632c $27,532e 
housing 

AVERAGE "FAMILY 'IN .. 
$17,000d C01:1E: $11,127c $15,395e 

aThe Hennepin County data excludes statistics for Minneapolis 
and Eden Prairie. 

b Computed using 1975 population estimates from the Bureau of 
Criminal Apprehension. 

cFrom the Metropolitan Council's Municipal Housing Profile (June, 
1974), which used 1970 U.S. Census Bur~ data. 

dEden Prairie Public Safety Department estimate. 

e Computed from 1970 U.S. Census Bureau data. 

Two final statistics in TABLE 1.1 show other premise survey compliance­

related differences. The average home value and the average family income 

The difference in burglary rate is not the only distinctive feature of Eden are higher in Eden Prairie than in Minneapolis or the rest of Hennepin County. 

Prairie. Another variable is density. Eden Prairie's population density of 216 Higher market values and income levels may affect the use of security meas-

people per square mile is extremely low when compared with Minneapolis and the 

4Burglary rates taken from the Minnesota Buraau of Criminal Apprehension 
(BCA) Uniform Crime Report (UCR) data. 

4 

ures because of the increased potential loss from such households. 
'. 
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Another potential influence on 

premise survey compliance is the city 

layout. Eden Prairie is a fast growing 

area. Its present total of 10,000 

residents live in an area of 36 square 

miles. As the accompanying map shows, 

most of the commercial and residential 

development is found in the northern 

half of the city. Eden Prairie's 255 

businesses are clustered in five major 

areas. Most of the approximately 3,500 

residential units also are located in 

fairly distinct groups, as indicated 

by the concentrations of streets on the 

map. The residential areas are charac-

terized by their scarcity of through 

streets, which, in theory, raises the 

neighborhoods' cohesion and lowers 

their accessibility to outsiders. 

The clustering of both the residen-

tial and business areas is quite differ-

ent from the more established cities in 

Hennepin County, and it could be that 

this layout leads to different crime 

patterns and different community coher-

ence, which, in turn, may result in 

different levels of compliance. 



At the present time, Eden Prairie appears to be rather uncharacteristic 

of the typical Hennepin County suburb. Undoubtedly, as time passes, the 

city will see more burglary, higher density, a more traditional layout, and 

income levels closer to the county average. For now, however, it would be 

misleading to apply the Eden Prairie premise survey results to any other 

communities unless the communities were carefully matched. 

One characteristic with a potentially longer-lasting influence on prem­

ise survey compliance is the complexion of the Eden Prairie Public Safety 

Department itself. Because the Department was formed at a time when crime 

prevention was starting to gain strength in Minnesota, the Department was 

able to incorporate th:i.s philosophy right from the start. As a result, the 

Department has had a great advantage over more-established departments in 

structuring its agency and hiring its personnel. By incorporating crime pre­

vention from the outset, Eden Prairie has been able to hire officers receptive 

to the crime prevention perspective, rather than having been forced to at­

tempt to convert the attitudes of officers seasoned (and often stubborn) in 

the more traditional law enforcement atmosphere of apprehension, not preven­

tion. It is likely that this departmental complexion has created stronger 

commitments to crime prevention than are found in other police departments. 

In turn, greater departmental enthusiasm may result in a louder and longer­

lasting response from the community, perhaps in the form of increased premise 

survey compliance. 

A final qualification deserves mention. The vast major:i.ty of the premise 

survey recipients in Eden Prairie were first members of Operati.on Identification, 

Minnesota Crime Watch's property-marking program. This is not necessarily. the 

Case in most other communities. The Eden Prairie residents who request premise 
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surveys may be above-average ,in "security consciouspess," that is, they may be 

more willing to take precautionary measures than most pe'ople. In sum, one should 

be careful in using the Eden Prairie findings as standards. The comparative 

value of the results lies in 'the apprehension that if the above-average income 

and security-conscious residents of Eden Prairie do not comply with premise 

survey recommendations, it is questionable that others will. 

Selected Data on the Respondents 

The respondents to the questionnaire had been members of Operation Iden­

tification for as many as 46 months prior to the follow-up. The average 

membership was 15.7 months. They had received premise surveys from 1 to 18 

months before the questionnaire, with an average of 12.1 months. All but one 

of the responses came from residents of single family dwellings, and the aver­

age respondent received 5.1 recommendations during the premise survey. 

Responses to a few of the questions provide a general feeling of the 

people's acceptance of the p:remise survey program. Of all the respondents, 

93.5% indicated that they felt the survey was informative. Of those who made 

at least one change, 91.7% said that they felt more secure after making the 

changes. Only 4.3% responded that the recommendations were too expensive. 

Finally, when asked,if they made their changes out of "personal" concerns or 

I!property" concerns, 58.3% indicated personal reasons and 8.3% gave property 

reasons. One-third placed equal emphasis on both. 
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SECT~ON 2: PREMISE SURVE~ COMPLIANCE 

Overall Compliance 

Premise survey compliance, which is the major concern of this report, is 

viewed from several perspectives in Section 2. Overall compliance and over-

all non-compliance, the topics or the first two sections, each are examined 

using two different data bases. The first analysis is based on the· question-

naire's total number of respondents eN ~ 50), showing how many respondents 

made changes, what types of changes they made, and their reason for non-

compliance. The second data base is larger (N = 255) due to the fact that 

it uses the total number of recommendations made to the 50 respondents. This 

analysis also examines the percentage of compliance, the types of changes, 

and the non-compliance reasons. 

The last part of Section 2 deals with two specialized perspectives of 

compliance. The first is an analysis of the individual, prioritized recom-

mendations to determine the effects of the priority system on compliance. 

The second analysis introduces compliance" levels for the respondents and 

compares compliance activity among compliance levels (non-compliance, low, 

medium, and high compliance). 

Overall Compliance 

The 50 Respondents 

The compliance analysis section begins with a review of the activity 

of those who responded to the questionnaire. Of the 50 people who replied, 

31 (62.0%) made some kind of security change based on the premise survey' 

recommendations (see Figure 2.1). 

10 

PERCENT -

lOa. 

75· 

50-

25-

62% 

Figure 2.1 

COMPLIANCE OF THE 50 RESPONDENTS 

38% 

D MADE CHANGES 

~ MAD·E NO CHANGES 

Most of the people who acted upon the recommendations were able to make 

more than one change. A total of 41.9% made two changes and another 29.0% made 

three or more (see TABLE 2.1). Perhaps a better indication of compliance is the 

percentage of people who made their changes in full accordance with the officers 

5 
recommendations. TABLE 2.1 shows that all 31 respondents who made changes were 

able to make some change in full. The majority (58.1%) made two or more changes 

in full compliance. Moreover, other data show that if a person made a change, 

he most likely mad~ "it in full compliance; 26 (83.9%) of the 31 people who made 

changes made all their changes in full. 

SIt is possible for a premise survey recipient to have partial compliance. 
For example, a person might decide to install a device other than the one recom­
mended by the inspecting officers. A change other than the recommended change 
may appear to provide sufficient security at a lower cost or installation effort, 
and it does deserve credit as compliance. However, the compliance of a recipient 
who makes his changes exactly as recommended is considered more noteworthy. 
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TABLE 2.1 

EXTENT OF COMPLIANCE FOR THOSE WHO MADE SOME CHANGES 

L---~========================~a==========-Ib-OVERALTJ COMPLLi.\J.'\ICE roLL COMPLIANCE 

One Change 

Two Changes 

Three or More Changes 

TOTAL 

N = 31 N = 31 

29.0% 41.9% 

41. 9 32.3 

29.0 25.8 

99.9% 100.0% 

aIncludes any change made at the recommended locations. 

bIncludes only those changes made in full; i.e., rec­
ommended device installed. 

In addition to making most of their security improvements in full, most 

of the respondents were able to make some changes without professional assist­

ance. TAELE 2.2 shows that 83.9% of those who made changes made at least one 

change by themselves. Nearly half (45.2%) of the respondents made two or 

more changes by themselves. Only 16.2% paid to have changes made. 

TABLE 2.2 

~~HANGES WERE ACCOMPLISHED 

Made by Made with 
Respondents Professional 
Themselves Assistance 

One Change 38.7% 6.5% 

Two Changes 35.5 6.5 

Three or More 9.7 -3.2 

TOTAL 83.9% 16.2% 
N = 31 

12 

A review of the amount of money spent by those who made changes shows 

that 87.2% managed to make a change for less than $10'.00 (see TABLE 2.3). Less 

than half (42.0%) of those who made changes spent from $10.00 - $25.00~ 6.4% 

spent from $25.01 - $50.00; and.16.2% spent more than $50.00 in complying with 

a premise survey recommendation. (The number of people making changes totals 

more than 100.0% because a respondent may have made changes in more than one 

price category.) 

TABLE 2.3 

DOLLAR AMOUNT EXPENDED BY RESPONDENTS 
FOR SECURITY CHANGESa 

Less Than $10.00 to $25.01 to 
$10.00 $25.QQ 550.00 

One Change 58.1% 25.8% 3.2% 
Two Changes 19.4 6.5 3.2 

Three or More 9.7 9.7 

TOTAL 87.2% 42. erlo 6.4% 
N = 31 

~ultiple responses possible. 

More Than 
$50.00 

9.7% 

6.5 

16.2% 

TABLE 2.4 shows that most (77.4%) of the people who complied made a change 

within one month of their premise survey. Although the Eden Prairie police offi-

cers have suggested that people try to make one change per month, 29.0% of those 

complying acted upon two or more changes within the first month. (Again, 100.0% 

is surpassed because of multiple responses.) Less than one-fourth (22.6%) of 

the people made changes withiq 1 - 3 months after their surveys, but activity 

continued through the 4 - 12 month period. Responses of more than one year, 

however, are negligible. Apparently if people are going to make changes, they 

will do so within a year of the premise survey. 
'. 
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TABLE 2.4 
a TIME INTERVAL BEFORE RESPONDENTS MADE CHANGES 

(by month~ after Premise Survey) 

Less Than 1 to 4 to More Than 
1 Month 3 Months 12 Months 12 Honths 

One Change 48.4% 19.4% 29.0% 3.2% 

Two Changes 16.1 3.2 6.5 

Three or Hore 12.9 

TOTAL 77.4% 22.6% 35.5% 3.2% 
N = 31 

'1:1ultiple responses possible. 

The 255 Recommendations 

The preceding tables used the 50 respondents to the questionnaire 

as the base for analysis. Another perspective on compliance comes from ana1ys: 

of the total number of security recommen at~ons ma e d · d to these respondents duri: 

their premise surveys. The inspecting officers made 255 recommendations, an 

average of 5.1 per residence. TABLE 2.5 shows that 74 changes were made, for 

a 29.0% compliance figure. F th 31 respondents who made some or all of the or e 

recommended security changes, the compliance figure increases to 47.7%. 

TABLE 2.5 

OVERALL CO~~L1ANCE WITH RECOMMENDATIONS 

Recommenda tions Hade to 
All Respondents 
N = 255 

Recommenda tions Hade to 
Respondents Who Made 
Changes 
N = 156 

14 

74 29.0% 

74 47. rio 

The following four tables present the results of questions asked to 

gather data on specific characteristics of the 74 changes. Unfortunately 

not all of the respondents who indicated that they made changes answered 

the additional questions. As a result, base numbers and percentages vary 

from column to column. For example, although 74 changes were made, there 

were only 67 responses to the question, "'tfuat change was made [full or 

partial]?" Of these 67, 64 (95.5%) indicated full compliance (see TABLE 2.6). 

The 61 responses to the question "Who made the change?" indicate that 73.8% 

of the changes were made by the respondents themselves. Slightly more taan 

one-fourth were done with professional assistance. 

TABLE 2.6 

Ca~CTERISTICS OF Ca~GES MADE 

FREQUENCY PERCENT 
Full Compliance 

N = 67 

Changes Hade by 
Respondents Themselves 
N = 61 

Changes Made with 
Professional Assistance 
N = 61 

64 95.5% 

45 73.8% 

16 26.2% 

The costs of making these changes are shown in TABLE 2.7. More than half 

(54.2%) of the total changes and three-fourths of the changes made by the re-

spondents themselves cost less than $10.00. Of the total changes, 86.1% were 

made for less than $25.00. The data also show that no respondent paid more 

than $25.00 for a change unless it was done with professional assistance. It 

might have been expected that the costs for these professional changes wo~ld 

be substantially higher than the costs for the do-it-yourselfer. Indeed, the 
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professional costs are higher, but it may be surprising to note that 37.5% of 

the changes made by professionals cost less than $25.00. 

Less Than $10 

$10 to $25 

$25.01 to $50 

More Than $50 

Total NUMBER 
of Changes 

Missinga 

TABL"E 2.7 

COSTS OF CHANG"ES K~E 

Total Changes 
(Percent) 

54.2% 

31.9 

4.2 

9.7 

N = 72 
2 

Made by 
Respondents 
Themselves 

75.0% 

25.0 

N = 44 
1 

Made with 
Professional 
Assista~ 

37.5% 

18.8 

43.8 

N = 16 

a'~1issingll figures reflect the answers of respondents 
who chose not to answer questions that asked for 
additional information on the changes made. 

A review of TABLE 2.8 shows that of the changes made, 67.9% were made 

within one month of the premise survey. TIle percentage was even higher for 

changes made by professionals, indicating that the need to seek outside help 

did not cause the respondents to delay in ~aking changes. The second highest 

percentages in all columns are the changes made in 4 - 12 months, with 19.6% 

of the changes made during this time. Only one change was made more than 

one year after the premise survey, however. 
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TABLE 2.8 

TTI1E INTERVAL BEFORE CHANGES HERE KWE 
(months afte~ Premise'Survey) -

Less Than 
1 Month 

1 to 
3 Months 

4 to 
12 Months 

More Than 
12 Months 

Total NUMBER 
of Changes 

Missinga 

Total Changes 
(Percent) 

67.9% 

10.7 

19.6 

1.8 

N = 56 
18 

Made by 
Respondents 
Themselves 

62.5% 

15.0 

20.0 

2.5 

N= 40 
5 

Made with 
Professional 
Assistance 

81.3% 

---
18.8 

-_GO 

N = 16 

a''Missingll figures reflect the answers of respondents 
who chose not to answer questions that asked for 
additional information on the changes made. 

Just as employing an outside source did not seem to cause delay in making 

changes, it appears that high costs in general d.id not inhibit the respondents' 

immediate attention to their security deficiencies (see TABLE 2.9). In each 

cost category, the majority of changes were made within one month of the premise 

survey. In fact, the percentage of changes made within a month is as high 

for changes that cost more than $25.00 (70.0%) as for those that cost less 

than $10.00 (70.6%). 

. . 
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TABLE. 2.9 ] 
TIME INTERVAL FOR CHANGES OF VARYING COST 

(months after Premise Sur:;;~)-' 
1---------- . 

Less Than 
$10 

Less Than 1 Honth 70.6% 

Hore Than 1 Honth 29.4 
---

Total NUMBER 
of Changes 

Hissinga 
N = 34 

5 

$10 ~ $25 

52.9% 

47.1 

N = 17 
6 

Hore Than 
$25 

70.0% 

30.0 

N = 10 

a"Missing" figures reflect the answers of respon~ 
dents who chose not to answer questions that 
asked for additional information on the changes 
made. 

Compliance by Location and Device 

Previous analysis has indicated that 62.0% of the respondents made 

security changes based upon their premise survey recommendations and that 

these people made changes for 47.7% of their recommendations. When based on 

the 255 recommendations made to all 50 respondents, the compliance is 29.0%. 

There are patterns in the data which show that most of the changes were made 

in full compliance with the officers' recommendations, were made by the 

respondents themselves, cost less than $10.00, and were completed within 

one month of the premise survey. The following section examines specific 

points of entry into residences and the accompanying recommended security 

devices to determine the consistency of these patterns. 

The locations most often cited for a security deficiency were front 

doors and patio-sliding glass doors, with each receiving 16.6% of the total 

recommendations (see TABLE 2.10). Garage door locations were n~~t most 
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frequent, followed by other house doors, r:lnd windows. 

TABLE 2.10 

LOCATIONS OF RECOl1MENDATIONS AND 
THE COMPLIANCE RATIN~~ EACH LQCATION 

..., 

------,--------------
TOTAL RECO~1ENDATIONS 

CO}~LIANCE AT EACH 
LOCATION I -, r--I 

Fre9J:1~E£l Percent Fre9~1: Percent 
Front Doors 34 16.6% 9 26.5% Patio-Sliding Glass Doors .34 16.6 14 41.2 Garage Overhead Doors 31 15.1 12 38.7 House to Garage Doors 22 10.7 7 31.8 Garage Service Doors 22 10.7 8 36.4 Other Doors 17 8.3 7 41.2 Lower Windows 21 10.2 6 28.6 Garage Windows 12 5.9 3 12.0 Other 12 5.8 7 58.3 

TOTAL 205 99.9% 73 Percent of TOTAL 
Recommendations 

35.6% Hissinga 50 1 
a . 
"Missing" f~gures reflect the answers of respondents who chose not 
to answer questions that asked for additional information on the 
changes made. In this instance it should be noted that most of 
those who did not answer were those who made no changes. 

TABLE 2.10 also shows the compliance at each of these locations. Com-

p1iance ranges from 12.0% for garage windows to 41.2%0 for 
patio-sliding glass 

doors and other doqrs. The 'd' 'd 1 1 . se ~n ~v~ ua ocation figures should be compared 

with the table total of 35.6% compliance for all locations, not to the 29.0% 

compliance figure presented in TABLE 2.5. 6 Th 
ese compliance figures may reflect 

ho~v important the respondents consider the spec-lfic 
~ locations to be in the pre-

vention of a burglary. The 26.5% compliance at the front doors (the second 

lowest of any location) i h s somew at surprising in light of the frequency of 

6As noted previously, the failure of respondents to answer all questions 
resulted in variations from table to table. 
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front door entry in residential burg1ary,7 and suggests a need for more 

education of the public in regard to burglars' points of entry. 

Data on specific devices is presented in a s~i1ar fashion in TABLE 2.11. 

The device most often recommended was the double-cylinder deadbo1t lock, which 

was the suggested remedy for 31.3% of the security deficiencies. 

TABLE 2.11 

DEVICES RECO~MENDED AND 
!!!.L.Q~~9~g!!~_~~.£i_~Y.!.2E 

Double-Cylinder 
Deadbo1t Lecks 

Channel Locks 
Deadbo1tsa 

Wire Mesh 
Key-Operated Locks 
Charlie Bars 
Otherb 

TOTAL 
Percent of TOTAL 

Recommendations 
MissingC 

-------i 
TOTAL COMPLIANCE FOR 

RECOMMENDATIONS EACH DEVICE 
i ...,. 
Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

63 31. 3'10 
28 13.9 
25 12.4 
20 10.0 
20 10.0 

9 4.5 
36 17.9 

201 100.0% 

54 

25 
12 

4 
3 
4 
7 

14 

69 

5 

39. no 
42.9 
16.0 
15.0 
20.0 
77 .8 
38.9 

34.3% 

aEither sing1e- or doub1e-cy1i~der deadbo1t locks; 
officers did not specify. 

bOther recommendations include the use of nails, screws, 
pins, track locks and other less-sophisticated locking 
devices, the removal of cranks from windows, or re­
placement of unsatisfactory doors. Eden Prairie in­
specting officers recommended these "devices" so 
infrequently that they are individually insignificant 
for analysis. 

c"Missingll figures reflect the answers· of respondents 
who chose not to answer questions that asked for addi­
tional information on the changes made. 

7Thomas A. Reppettofs !esd.dential Crime, (BalH-'!8,"''t' Publishing Co., 1974), 
analyzed Boston Police Department records on resident::,a1 burglary. His data 
show that burglars gained entrance (through either doors or windows) from the 
front of the house 61.1% of the time. 
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Deyices recommended less often range from "charlie bars" (4.5%)8 to 

channel locks (13.9%). The compliance f0r the indiVidu.a1 devices has a 

wider range ~- from 15.0% for wire mesh changes to 77.8% for installation 

of charlie bars. The discrepancy between these two devices is somewhat 

surprising in that they both call for fairly simple corrective action at 

little expense,9 Other than charlie bars, the devices of highest compliance 

are channel locks (42.9%) and double-cylinder deadbo1t locks (39.7%), both 

of which are more expensive devices. 

TABLE 2.12 shows, however, that double-cylinder locks are much more 

expensive to change than are channel locks. Of the channel lock changes, 

90.9% cost less than $10.00, but only 16.0% of the double-cylinder locks 

were installed for that amount. The high compliance figures for charlie 

bars and channel locks may be greatly influenced by their less expensive 

natures, but the above-average compliance of double-cylinder deadlocks 

suggests that expense may not be the primary consideration for making secu-

rity improvements. These figures sho1Q the respondents' ac~eptance of the 

double-cylinder deadbo1t lock as a desirable burglary prevention device 

despite its high cost. 10 

8A "charlie bar" is a rigid pole-like device, which, when placed in 
the track of a sliding cloor or window, prevents entry. Cut-off broomhand1es 
make excellent charlie bars. 

9The reluctance of people to use wire mesh may be due to a fear of 
making t~e residence's exterior less attractive. 

10TABLE 2.7 showed that the only changes that cost more than $25.00 were 
those done by professionals. TABLE 2.12 shows that 20.0% of those who installed 
double-cylinder deadbo1ts felt this additional expense was justified. 
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TABLE 2.12 

COSTS OF GHANGES USING SP~ DEVICESa 

Double-Cylinder Channel Charlie 
Locks Locks Bars 

Less Than $10 16.0'/. 90.9% 83.3% 

$10 to $25 64.0 9.1 16.7 

$25.01 to $50 4.0 

More 'rhan $50 16.0 

Total NUHBER 
of Changes N = 25 N == 11 N=6 

Missingb 1 1 

aAlthough 17 individual devices were recommended 
by the officers, only these three had sufficient 
compliance for further analysis. 

b'IMissing l1 figures reflect the answers of re­
spondents who chose not to answer questions 
that asked for additional information on the 
changes made. 

One undesirable result of the expense of the recommended devices may be 

a delay in the actual installation of a device (see TABLE 2.13). 

TABLE 2.13 

MONTHS AFtER PREMISE SURVEY THAT 
SPECIFIC DEVICES If ERE INSTALLED 

Less Than 
1 Month 

l.to 
3 Honths 

4 to 
12 Months 

Total NUMBER 
of Changes 

Hissinga 

Double-Cylinder Channel Charlie 
Locks Locks Bars 

50.0% 

15.0 

35.0 

N = 20 
5 

80.0'1. 85.7% 

20.0 14.3 

N = 10 N = 7 
2 

al'l-!1ssinglt figures reflect the answers of re­
s?ondents who chose not to answer questions 
that asked for additional information on the 
changes made. 
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As seen in TABLE 2.13, only half of the expensive double-cylinder deadbolt 

changes were made within one month of the premise survey, .whereas 80.0% of 

the channel locks and 85.7% of the charlie bars received immediate attention. 

Although 35.0% of the double-cylinder deadbolt lock changes were delayed to 

4 - 12 months past the survey, the fact remains that they were changed, despite 

their cost. 

The analyses of location and device point to several suggestions for 

future premise survey recommendations. As mentioned, the public i~ perhaps 

in need of more education on the most common locations of entry. Front doors 

showed a lower than average compliance, yet that location is considered to be 

a primary point of entry in residential burglary. The Eden Prairie officers' 

concern over the front door is reflected by the fact that this location is 

one of the two locations most frequently addressed during the premise surveys. 

This holds true for both the overall recommendations and for the first-priority 

(most import&"t) recommendations. Perhaps this concern about the front door 

should be even more stressed to the public. 

The patio-sliding glass door is the other most frequently cited location, 

and the devices most often recommended to secure these doors are key-operated 

locks and charlie bars (see TABLE 2.14). Considering that charlie bars have 

a compliance figure '-nearly four times higher than that of key-operated locks, 

it seems logical that charlie bars be recommended whenever possible. If 
. 

charlie-bars are adaptable to all patio-sliding glass doors and are considered 

as effective as key-operated locks, perhaps compliance would be highest if the 

inspecting officers recommended only the ch~rlie bar. 
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Front Doors 
Patio-Sliding Doors 

Garage Overhead Doors 

House to Garage Doors 

Garage Service Doors 

Other Doors 

Lower Windows 
Garage Windows 

TABLE 2.14 

DE:VICES RECOHMENDED FOR SPECIFIC LOCATIONS 

Doub1e-Cylinder Unspecified Key-Operated Charlie 
Deadbol t Locks Deadbo1tsa Locks ~ 

70.67- 20.67-
38.21- 26.57-

59.17- 36.47. 

77 .37- 13.67-

51.97. 37.57-
23.8% 

~he inspecting officer did not specify single- or double-cylinder 
deadbol t locks. 

Channel Wire 
~ ~ Pinning 

90.3;. 

28.67. 19.07. 

66.7% 

TABLE 2.14 also shows that double-cylinder deadbolt locks are the most 

common recommendation for all doors except patio-sliding glass and garage 

overhead doors. Second in frequency on these doors is the recommendation of 

an unspecified deadbolt lock. TABLE 2.11 showed that when a double-cylinder 

deadbolt lock was specified, compliance was 39.7%. When the deadbolt lock 

was unspecified, however, compliance dropped to 16.0%. Perhaps the unspec-

ified recommendation caused enough confusion to keep the compliance lo~v, or 

perhaps the specific recommendation of a double-cylinder deadbolt lock made 

the change seem more important; whatever the reason, it seems that compliance 

~vould be increased at most house and garage doors by specifying double­

cylinder deadbolt locks in all appropriate cases. ll 

Finally, TABLE 2.14 shows that for lower windows and, more noticeably 

for garage windows, 'wire mesh is the most common device recommended. The 

compliance figure for wire mesh is the lowest of all those examined; perhaps 

alternatives to wire mesh recommendations should be given more consideration. 

llAlthough the double-cylinder deadbolt lock is often said to offer the 
most security of any lock, it does have its disadvantages. For example, its 
unique feature, that of preventing entry from either side of the door without 
the use of a key, keeps intruders out, but it also impedes an occupant making 
an emergency exit from the house. 
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Summary 

Of the 50 respondents, 62,0% made some kind of security change based 

on the premise survey recommendations. A total of 41.9% made two changes and 

29.0% made three or more changes. In addition, 83.9% of those who made changes 

made all their changes in full, and the same percentage made at least one change 

by themselves. 

The majority of the respondents (87.2%) managed to make at least' one 

change for less than $10.00, and nearly as many (77.4%) made a change within 

one month of the survey. 

Additional data showed that the 50 respondents received a total of 255 

recommendations, of which 74 (29.0%) were changed. When asked for more de-

tailed information on these changes, respondents indicated the following: 

95.5% w.ere full compliance; 73.8% were made by the respondents themselves; 

54.2% cost less than $10.00 (86.1% cost less than $25.00); and 67.9% were 

made within one month of the premise survey. It also was noted that no "do-

it-yourself" change cost more than $25.00~ and that 37.5% of the professional 

changes cost less than $25.00. 

Compliance percentages vary considerably among specific points of entry 

and specific security devices. A review of the costs of the individual de-

vices showed that high cost did not necessarily lead to non-compliance, but 

indications are that higher cost causes some delay in making changes. Perhaps 

the most alarming finding of the analysis of specific locations and devices is 

that compliance with front-door recommendations is second lowest of any loca-

tion, despite the front door's popularity as a point of entry for burglars. 
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Overall Non-Compliance 
• C) 

Discussion of general compliance data is incomplete without analysis of 

the respondents' reasons for not making changes, The format for this an.a1ysis 

of non-compliance is similar to that of the compliance section; the first two 

tables present data on the entire group of fifty respondents and the remaining 

tables are based on the total number of recommendations not complied with. 

The 50 Respondents 

Of the 50 respondents, 38.0% made no changes whatsoever. Another 

60.0% made some changes, but they did not comply with everything. Only one 

person made all the changes recommended for his residence. 

The respondents gave various reasons for their non-compliance, The reason 

cited by most respondents was "no time to make change,t1 which was mentioned at 

least once by 71.4% of the respondents. Nearly half (44.9%) mentioned this 

reason more than once (see TABLE 2.15). The second most common reason was 

"didn't agree with recommendation," cited at least once by 32.7%. Only 10.2% 

disagreed with more than one recommendation. The reason mentioned by the 

fewest respondents was "too expensive" to make the change, with just 14.3% of 

the respondents feeling that any of their recommendations would be too ex-

pensive to change. As was the case for "didn't agree," 10.2% gave this reason 

for more than one recommendation. It is encouraging to note that 24.5% of the 

respondents had had an estimate made for at least one proposed change, and that 

71.4% plan to make at least one change. Of these respondents, 46.9% plan to 

make two or more changes. 
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TABLE 2.15 

REASONS FOR NON-COMPLIANCE AND PLANS FOR CHANGE 
(ba~ed on the 49 respondents ~'lh-;had 1ess­

than total compliance)a 

Mentioned 
At Least Once 

N = 49 

Mentioned 
More Than Once 

N = 49 

Didn't Agree with Recommendation 

Too Expensive 

No Time to Make Change 

32.7% 

14.3 

71. 4 

10.2% 

10.2 

44.9 

- - - - - - - - - - - - -- - - ~ - - ~ - - - - -~-

Plan to Make Change 

Had an Estimate 

~ultiple responses possible. 

The 255 Recommendations 

71. 4 

24.5 

46.9 

10.2 

Data based on the total number of recommendations are shown in 

TABLES 2.16 and 2.17. Of the 255 recommendations the respondents received, 

181 (70.1%) were not changed at all. The most common reason for not making 

a change was "had no time" to make the change, which was indicated for 46.4% 

of the recommendations not complied with (see TABLE 2.16). 

Next most popular were "didn't agree with the recommendation," suggested 

13.3% of the time~' and "too expensive," 8.3%. Six less frequent reasons were 

mentioned a total of 14.3% of the time. Encouragingly, 49.7% of the unchanged 

recommendations fell into the "plan to change" category, and 10.5% had received 

a cost estimate. 
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TABLE 2.16 

REASONS FOR NON-COMPLIANCE AND PLANS FOR CHANGE 
(based on the total number of 

unchanged recommendations)a 

~------------------------------------------~---------

Didn't Agree with Recommendation 

Too Expensive 

No Time to Make Change 

Otherb 

Plan to Make Change 

Had an Estimate 

N = 181 

13.3% 

8.3 

46.4 

1. 4.3 

49.7 

10.5 

~u1tiple responses possible. 

b Includes "already feel secure," "not sure what 
to do," "remodeling," "inconvenient," "not 
away from home," and "no good reason." 

Non-Compliance by Location and Device 

The percentages of non-compliance for each specific location and 

device can be determined by taking the converse of their compliance scores, 

which were shown in TABLES 2.10 and 2.11. The two highest non-compliance 

scores for specific locations were found for garage windows (88.0%) and 

for front doors (73.5%). Among the devices, the three highest non-compliance 

scores were for wire mesh (85.0%), unspecified deadbolts (84,0%), and key-

operated locks (80.0%). The major reasons for not making changes on the 

devices of highest non-compliance are that the respondents had no time to 

make a change, and that they did not agree with the recommendation. Wire mesh 

recommendations generated a 29.4% response for "had no time" and 17.6% for 

"didn't agree" (see TABLE 2 .17) . Recommendations for key-operated locks 
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received an 18.8% response for the two reasons. 

TABLE 2.17 

REASONS FOR NON-COMPLIANCE AND PLANS FOR CHANGE 
£1 SPECIFIC DEVICES a 

Un- Double-
Key- specified Cylinder 

Wire Operated Deadbolt Deadbolt 
Mesh Locks Locks Locks 

N = 17 N = 16 N = 16 N = 38 

Didn't Agree with 
Recommendation 17.6% 18.8% 37.5% 7.9% 

Too Expensive 11.8 6.3 12.5 13.2 
No Time to Make 

Change 29.4 18.8 18.8 57.9 

- - - - ... -- - - - - -
Plan to Make Change 47.1 31.3 56.3 71.1 
Had an Estimate 5.9 18.8 18.8 15.8 

~ult:i.ple responses possible. 

Other b 

N = 45 

17.8% 
6.7 

55.6 - - - - -
51. 5 
8.9 

b Includes channel locks, track locks, charlie bars, pinning, 
nails, screws, and other barriers used to secure locations. 

Double-cylinder deadbolt locks have the highest percentage of "had no 

time" (57.9%) and "plan to change" (71.1%) responses. For unspecified dead-

bolts, the "had no time" response was 18.8%, but "didn't agree" was given for 

37.5% of these recommendations. This is by far the largest percentage of 

disagreement, and .. it is especially conspicuous in comparison with double-

cylinder deadbolts. When officers specified double-cylinder deadbolts, there 

was only 7.9% disagreement, nearly five times less than the disagreement for 

unspecified deadbolt lock recommendations. These figures certainly offer 

support for the officers' preference of a double-cylinder deadbolt recommen-

dation when either a single- or a double-cylinder deadbolt lock would provide 

the necessary security improvement. 
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Summary 

The data on non-compliance sho~v that 38.0% of the 50 respondents made 

no changes at all; another 60.0% made some changes, but did not comply with all 

their recommendations. Nearly three-fourths of the respondents said at least 

once that they had not had enough time to make a change, and almost one~third 

disagreed with at least one recommendation. A large percentage (71.4%) of the 

respondents indicated plans to make security changes. 

Of the total number of recommendations made to these respondents, 70.1% 

were not complied with. For almost half (46.4%) of these recommendations, 

the respondents claimed to have had no time to make the change, but an even 

higher percentage (49.7%) said they planned to make a change. 

The analysis of specific locations and devices showed that llhad no time ll 

was the most common response given in all instances except for the recommen-

dat).on of an unspecified deadbolt lock, for which 37.5% of those who did not 

make a change said that they disagreed with the recommendation. 

Individual Priority Analysis 

The Eden Prairie Prioritized System 

A conspicuous feature of the Eden Prairie premise survey J?rogram is 

its use of prioritized recommendations. Other police departments have conducted 

premise surveys by having officers hand recipients long and often confusing 

lists of recommendations without much attention given to the importance of each 

security deficiency.12 A follow-up report done by one of these deJ?artments (the 

Golden Valley Police Department) found that compliance ~vith its premise s).lrveys 

l2See .~ppendix C for an example of recommendations prepared by another 
department. 
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13 was low and recommended curtailment of ~ts program. 

The Eden Prairie premise survey is structured so that recommendations are 

listed in the order of importance, based on a burglar's most likely point of 

entry to each specific residence. Previous analysis in this report has shown 

that 62.0% of the Eden Prairie respondents made some type of change and that 

29.0% of all the recommendations were changed. These figures are more encour-

aging than the compliance estimate in Golden Valley or the estimate in St. 

Paul, where two studies by the crime prevention unit suggested a 39.0% compli-

14 
ance. One reason for Eden Prairie'S higher compliance rating may be the 

prioritized system. The follOWing section attempts to discover whether or not 

those surveyed are following the priorities in making changes. 

l3An in-person follow-up in Golden Valley found that 35.0% of the 160 
people who had received premise surveys from eight to twelve months earlier 
had made some kind of change. The most popular "change," however, was join­
ing Operation Identification; therefore, less than 35.0% had actual physical 
security changes. In Eden Prairie, all recipients of premise surveys already 
are members of Operation Identification. As a result, all changes made after 
Eden Prairie's premise surveys are actual phYSical changes. 

l4In the falls of 1973 and 1974, the St. Paul Crime Prevention Unit con­
ducted telephone check-ups of a sample of the:ir premise survey recipients. 
Each time 100 targets were reviewed, and each time it was found that approxi­
mately 39.0% of the people had made some'kind of physical security change. A 
spokesman for the Crime Prevention Unit commented that he was surprised that 
the compliance rating was so high. In St. Paul, he explained, it has been 
difficult to get people even to request premise surveys, much less to get them 
to make security changes. He bemoaned the fact that most recipients of the 
2,700 residential premise surveys conducted through May of 1976 had been bur­
glarized preViously. Nevertheless, the Unit is conSidering a third follow-up. 

It should be noted that the compliance of those who have been burglarized 
preViously is somewhat different from compliance before a burglary. The lat­
ter type of compliance might be considered more significant in that it is 
truly "preventive" in nature, whereas the former type is essentially "reactive." 

One final point should be made in regard to the comparison of compliance 
ratings found in Golden Valley, St. Paul, and Eden Prairie. It is possible 
that the different methodologies of the follow-ups (in-person checks by of­
ficers in Golden Valley and telephone follow-ups in St. Paul versus question­
naires filled out by the Eden Prairie respondents) may have had a direct 
influence on the compliance ratings. 

31 



Individual Priority Compliance 

If the respondents followed the prioritized recommendations in making 

their changes, it might be expected that compliance would be highest for prior-

ity one, and then decrease in the order of priority. Compliance figures for 

the individual priorities show that highest compliance (44.0%) was attained for 

priority one (see TABLE 2.18). The other priorities show a compliance range 

from 33.3% to 16.7%, but the anticipated decrease from priority to priority 

does not appear. The second highest compliance is found in priority sL~, and 

priority two has the second lowest compliance rating, 

TABLE 2.18 

C~IPLIANCE RATINGS BY PRIORITY 

Priority Priority Priority Priority Priority Priority Priority Priority Priority 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

COOlpUance 
ltating 

N :: 50 N .. 50 N '" 49 N '" 45 N = 34 N = 18 N = 6 __ 

44.0'7. 22.0"/. 24.47. 23.51. 33.37. 16.71. a 

alnsufficient data. 

/l 

It also might have been expected that if the prioritized recommendations 

~l7ere followed, the higher ranked (more important) priorities would be enter-

tained before the lower ranked priorities. However, TABLE 2.19 shows that al-

though priority one has highest compliance, it does not have the highest per-

centage of changes made within one month after the premise survey. Priorities 

two, three, and six show quicker changes, and, in fact, priority one shows a 

surprising delay with 14.3% of its changes b~ing made from 4 through 12 months 

after the premise survey. 

TABLE 2.19' 

TINE INTERVAL BEFORE CHANGES WERE HADE z BY PRIORITY 
(months after Premise Survey) 

Priority Pdority Priority Priority Priority Priority Priority Priority Priority 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

N :: 21 N::8 N = 12 N'" 9 N '" 7 N:: 5 

Less Than 
1 Month 66.77. 75.01. 75.07. 55.67. 42.97. 80.01. a a a 

1 to 
3 Months 19.0 25.0 12.5 33.3 57.1 a a a 

4 to 
12 Months 14.3 12.5 11.1 20.0 a a a 

atnsufficient data. 

The reasons for the i~regu1arities in compliance figures are npt clear 

from the data. Costs of making changes apparently have little relationship 

to these compliance ratings (see TABLE 2.20). It might be expected that high 

compliance and prompt changes would result from recommendations that are in ex-

pensive to change. However, data show that priority one, with the highest com-

pliance, has the highest percentage of changes made for more than $25.00. 

Priority six, with the second highest compliance, ranks second in changes over 

$25.00 and last in changes under $10.00. 15 

TABLE 2.20 

COSTS OF ~~ING Ca~GESz BY PRlORITY 

Priodty Priority Priority Priority Priority Priority Friority Priority Priority 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

N'" 22 N = 10 N :: 14 N'" 10 N=8 N = 6 

Less Than $10 54.57. 40.01- 78.6'4 50.C7. 62.51- 16.7% a a a 

$10 to ~25 27.3 50.0 7.1 40.0 25.0 66.7 Ii a II 

More Than $25 18.1 10.0 14.2 10.0 12.5 16.7 a 8 8 

atnsufficient data. 

Other reasons for not making changes are shown in TABLE 2.21. Again some 

unexpected results appear. It might have been expected that the priorities 

with the highest compliance wo~ld be lowest in responses of disagreement with 

l5The wide variation in costs of making changes is surprising in light 
of the fact that for each priority the most often recommended device is the 
double-cylinder deadbolt lock. 
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the recommendation, perceiyed expense of the proposed change 1 and the lack of 

time to make a change, How'eyer, this is not always the case. J?riori ty one 

(with highest compliance) is low in responses of disagreement, but it is 

relatively high in perceived-expense responses and is highest of all prior.-

ities in the lack-of-time response. Priority six Uvith second highest Com-

pliance) is the lowest in the lack-of-time responses, but it is highest,in 

both the perceived-expense and disagreement responses. The final category 

of TABLE 2.21 proyides some support for the strength of the priority system; 

the percentage of changes respondents plan to make is definitely highest at 

priorities one and two. 

TABLE 2.21 

REASONS FOR NON.COHPLIANCE AND PUNS FOR Cllol.IICE, BY PRIORt'lf'l 

Priority Priority Priority Priority Priority Priority Priority Priority Priority 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

N '" 28 N = 39 N = 35 N = 34 N '" 26 N = 18 

Didn't Agree with 
Rccomnendation 7.11. 10.3% 7.0% 5.91. 19.21. 33.3% b b b 

Too Expensive 10.7 15.4 2.9 2.9 7.7 16.7 b b b 

NOc~~:e to Make 57.1 48.7 42.9 47.1 42.3 33.3 b b b 

-------- --- " -----. - ~ . -. -------------------------------
plan to Make Change 64.3 61.5 34.3 

~ultiple responses possible. 

blnsufficient data. 

38.2 38.5 41.7 b b b 

It has been mentioned that the,~rioritized system is designed to make 

the list of recommendations less overwhelming in hopes that people will con-

centrate on making the most important changes. Eyen with this system, however, 

it is possible teat numerous security deficiencies are found, causing some 

recipients to have lengthy lists of recommendations. As a result, such people 

might have lmver overall compliance, make fewer changes in ful1 1 or delay the 

changes because of so many to do. In order to test this hypothesis, compara-

tive data for respondents with three to seven recommendations apiece are 
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presented in TABLE 2.22. As seen in row one, compliance shows no steady de-

crease as the number of recommendations increases. Xn fact, the highest 

compliance is found not among those with the fewest recommendations, but 

among those with six. This 43.6% compliance figure was obtained despite 

the group's low percentage of changes made for less than $10.00. Those with 

six recommendations made 47.1% of their changes for less than $10.00, compared 

with 54,5%1 73.3%, and 100.0% for those with four, five, and seyen recommen-

dations. The figures for recommended changes made remain consistently high 

as the number of recommendations increases, indicating that having more to 

change does not cause people to make changes of lower quality. The only 

category that suggests security action to suffer among those with more re-

commendations is the percentage of changes made within one month after the 

premise survey; understandably, as the number of recommendations increases, 

the percentage of changes made within a month decreases. 

TABLE 2.22 

CONPLtANCE RATINGS HITHIN VARIOUS GRaJPS OF REC~:l-IENDATIONS 

Of Those Wi th Of Those With Of Those With Of Those With Of Those With 
3 4 5 6 7 

Recornmendations Recoomendations Recoomendations RecOTmIenda tions RecOTmIendations 

N'" 12 II = 44 N = 75 II = 78 N = 35 

Gompliance 16.77. 27.3% 20.0% 43.6% 8.6% 

N = 2 N = 12 N = 15 N = 34 N=3 

Recommend'ed 
Ghansts Made 100.0'/. 91.7% 100.0% 93.9% 100.0% 

Changed for .. 47.1 100.0 Less Thap $10 54.5 73.3 

Changed in Less 
Than 1 Month 100.0 71.2 60.0 58.8 33.3 

--. ~ --------~ -------------------------------. ----
NOTE: The data in TABLE 2.22 should be read as follows: for example, 

the 44 recommendations made to the respondents with 4 recommenda­
tions apiece received an overall compliance of 27.3%. Of the 
12 changes made by these respondents, 91.7% showed full compliance, 
54.5% were made for less than $10, and 71.2~ were made within 
one month of the Premise Survey. 
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It might be thought that the respondents with large numbers of recommenda-

tions have a better opportunity to show high compliance than those with only a 

couple recommendations. As suggested by the nature of ranked priorities, longer 

lists of recommendations sometimes include less important recommendations. 

It is possible that respondents with longer lists could gain high compliance 

ratings by disregarding the top-ranked recommendations and by making their 

changes on the least important ones. Such compliance ratings, although statis-

tically impressive, would be misleading. In the Eden Prairie data, the group 

with six recommendations has the highest compliance score, but it should not be 

held suspect. Further analysis shows that those with numerous recommendations 

did not make the least important changes at the expense of the top priorities. 

TABLE 2.23 shows that compliance on the first priority is highest for those with 

six recommendations. The first-priority compliance increases as the number of 

recommendations increases except for those with seven recommendations, but even 

this group (which had a low over-all compliance of 8.6%) shows high compliance 

on the first priority (see TABLE 2.23). In addition, nearly three-fourths of 

those with six priorities made their first changes on priority number one. (In 

every group the top-priority recommendations were among the first two changed.) 

Priority 1 
Priority 2 
Priority 3 
Priority 4 
Priority 5 
Priority 6 
Priority 7 

TABLE 2.23 

COMPLIANCE BY PRIORITY WITHIN THE 
VARIOUS GROUPS.PF RECOMMENDATIONS 

Those With Those With Those With Those With 
3 4 5 6 

Priorities Priorities Priorities Priorities 
N = 4 N = 11 N = 13 N = 12 

25.0% 27.3% 38.5% 75.0% 
-0- 9.1 23.1 41. 7 

25.0 27.3 15.4 41. 7 
18.2 15.4 16.7 

7.7 41. 7 
33.3 
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Those With 
7 

Priorities 
N = 5 

40.0% 
-0-
-0-

20.0 
-0-
-0-
-0-

Summary 

Compliance figures for the individual priorities show that highest 

compliance was obtained for the first priority. The anticipated decrease in 

compliance from the first priority to the final priority does not occur, how-

ever. The second highest compliance is found for priority six, and priority 

two has the second lowest~ compliance. 

Although priority one has the highest compliance, it does not have the 

highest percentage of changes made within one month of the premise survey. 

Priorities two, three, and six show quicker changes. Reasons for non-

compliance do not provide clues to the irregularities of priority compliance. 

It is apparent that consistent patterns have not emerged to provide full 

support for the hypothesis that recipients of the Eden Prairie premise surveys 

are following the prioritized system in making their security changes. The data 

on plans for change and the compliance rating for priority one, however, do in­

dicate some observance of the prioritized system. 

The Compliance Hierarchy 

Methodology 

A different perspective on compliance is provided by grouping the re­

spondents according to their levels of compliance. In o"rder to perform such 

groupings, it at first was necessary to standardize the respondents' compliance 

activity. 

Scores for the respondents were weighted to give more credit for changes 

made in full and for changes made in the order of priority. For example, a' 

change made on a first priority recommendation received 18 points (the maximum 
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for first priority recommendations) for full compliance and 9 points for par­

tial compliance. Second priority compliance received 16 points (the maximum 

for the second priority) for full and 8 points for partial. Third priority 

received 14 points (the maximum for priority three) for full and 7 for partial. 

The scoring progressing continued down to the ninth priority (which received 

2 points for full and 1 for partial compliance) or as often as necessary to 

cover each respondents's total number of recommendations. The summation of 

each respondent's actual scores (the full and partial points received for each 

) d . 16 d' priority then were divided by each respon ent's max~mum score, ren er~ng 

individualized compliance ratings. 

The resultant percentages ranged from zero, received by the 19 respondents 

who made no changes whatsoever, to 100.0%, reflecting the complete compliance 

of 1 respondent. For this analysis, the respondents were divided into four 

levels of compliance: high compliance, medium compliance, low compliance and 

17 
non-compliance. 

Compliance Findings 

The following analysis examines the differences among the compliance 

groups' performances in making changes and their attitudes toward the premise 

survey program. 

A critic might argue that these groupings are unfair, that there is a built­

in bias toward those who have fewest recommendations. It is true, for example, 

that two changes made by respondents with three total recommendations would yield 

16For the respondent with two priorities, the maximum score is 34 (18 
points for priority one and 16 for priority two); for the respondent with three 
priorities, the maximum is 48 (18 + 16 + 14) and so forth up to the maximum 
score for nine priorities -- 90. 

17Uigh Compliance 
Medium Compliance 
Low Comp liance 
Non-Compliance 

= all scores 51.0% and over. 
= scores from 31.0% through 50.0%. 
= scores from 17.0% through 30.0%. 
= scores of zero. 
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a higher score than the same changes made by those with six recommendations.,18 

However, TABLE 2.24 shows that the respondents in the "high compliance" category 

are not those with the lowest average number of recommendations. In fact, it is 

the other extreme, "non-compliance," that has the lowest average number of recom-

mendations. Clearly the compliance levels are not the result of certain respon-

dents having only a few recommendations. 

~----------,------------------------- ----------------------------~ 
TABLE 2.24 

AVERAGE NUMBER OF RECOMMENDATIONS, BY COMPLIANCE LEVEL 

Number of Respondents 
in Category 

Average Number of 
Recommendations 

Non­
Compliance 

N = 18 

4.7 

Low 
Compliance 

N = 10 

5.1 

Medium 
Complianc~ 

N = 11 

5.5 

High 
Complianc,e 

N = 10 

5.4 

Actual percentages of compliance within each level are sho~vn in TABLE 2.25. 

TABLE 2.25 

COMPLIANCE RATINGS WITHIN EACH COMPLIANCE LEVEL 

Compliance Rat~ng 

Non­
Compliance 

N = 89 

Low 
Compliance 

N = 49 

24.5% 

Medium 
Compliance 

N = 58 

46.6% 

High 
Compliance 

N = 50 

70.0% 

This table shows four distinct compliance levels, with the 70.0% score in "high 

compliance" far above the other levels. This score is even more note~olorthy in 

l8Computation: the respondent 'with three recommendations had a maximum 
possible 48 points. If he did the first two in full, his score is 34 of 4~, 
or 71.0% (high compliance). The respondent with six recommendations has a 
maximum 78 points, and if he did the first two, his score is 34 of 78, or 
44.0% (medium compliance). 
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light of additional data from the high compliance group. For example, the high-

est percentage of changes made with professional assistance occurs in the high 

compliance level (see TABLE 2.26). 

TABLE 2.26 

HOW CHANGES WERE MADE ~nTHIN EACH COMPLIANCE LEVEL 

Made by Respondents 
Themselves 

Made with Professional 
Assistance 

Low 
Compliance 

N = 9 

100.0% 

Medium 
Compliance 

N = 21 

90.5% 

9.5 

~---------------------------------------

High 
Compliance 

N = 31 

54.8% 

45.2 

None of the "low" group's recommendations and just 9.5% of the recommenda­

tions in the "medium" category were changed by someone hired by the respondents, 

compared with 45.2% of those in the "high compliance" group. If earlier analysis 

of the costs of this professional assistance is remembered, it is apparent that 

the high compliance was achieved despite the higher costs incurred. 

Not only were the changes of those in the high compliance group made more 

often; they also were made more quickly after the premise survey than were the 

changes of the other groups (see TABLE 2.27). The respondents in the high com­

pliance group made 72.7% of their changes within one month of their surveys, 

compared with 60.0% of those in the low and 52.6% of the medium compliance 

groups. 
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TABLE 2.27 

TIME INTERVAL BEFORE CHANGES WERE MADE, 
by COMgL~ANCE LEVEL 

(months after Premise Survey) 

Low 
Compliance 

N = 10 

Medium 
Compliance 

N = 19 

High 
Compliance 

N = 33 

Less Than 
1 Month 60.0ero 52.6% 72.7% 

1 to 
3 Months 30.0 10.5 9.1 

4 to 
12 Months 10.0 31.6 18.2 

More Than 
12 Months 5.3 

___ . ___ ...1 

Compliance scores for specific locations and devices are presented in 

TABLE 2.28, showing the differences among the compliance levels. In most cases, 

compliance increases from level to level. Three major locations (front, house 

to garage, and garage service doors) and three major devices (double-cylinder 

deadbolt, unspecified deadbolt, and channel locks) show increases from "low" 

to "high compliance." In all devices and all locations but the patio-sliding 

glass door, compliance is highest in the "high compliance" level. 

It should be noted that all compliance levels received similar percent­

ages of most locations and devices. Therefore, it is difficult to determine 

which locations or devices might have caused the "non-compliance" respondents 

to avoid making changes. The "non-compliance" group received a slightly higher 

than average number of front-door and double-cylinder deadbolt recommendations, 

but the "high compliance" group also received a higher than average number of 

double-cylinder deadbolts, and its compliance was 94.1%. 
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TABLE 2.28 

CHANGES OF LOCATION AND DEVICE, BY COMPLIANCE LEVELa 

NON-COMPLIANCE LOW COMPLIANCE NEDIUM COMPLIANCE Il!GH r.OHPLIANCE , I i I i 
Fre- Fre- Fre- Fre-

LOCATION quency ~ ouencv ~ ~ ~ guenc~ ~ 
Frone Doors N .. l3 N=- 8 l2.57- N = .7 28.6% N = 6 lOO.O1-
Paeio-Sliding Glass Doors N = 10 N= 7 71.4 N= 8 62.5 N =- 8 50.0 
House eo Garage Doors N= 8 N = 4 N = 4 50.0 N= 6 83.3 
Garage Service Doors N "" 4 N= 5 N= 6 50.0 N = 6 83.3 
Garage Overhead Doors N= 9 N = 6 50.0 N "" 9 44.4 N = 7 85.7 

~ 
Double-Cylinder Deadbolt 

Locks N = 20 N .. 13 7.7 N = 12 75.0 N = 17 94.l 
Unspecified Deadbole Locks N= 6 N =- 9 N = 7 28.6 N =- 3 66.7 
Channel Locks N= 8 N= 4 50.0 N = 5 80.0 N= 7 85.7 
Wire Mesh N = 3 N= 3 33.3 N= 8 25.0 N= 3 33.3 

aOnly ebe most ofeen recommended locations and devices are included. 

Non-Compliance Findings 

As was the case in earlier sections of the Eden Prairie Premise Survey 

evaluation, the reasons for non-compliance are examined. The category with the 

largest numbers of recommendations not complied with is, naturally, non-

compliance. The totals in the other categories decrease as the compliance 

level increases (see TABLE 2.29). The "non-compliance" group shows the highest 

percentages of Il too expensive" (12.4%) and l'no time" (52.8%), but its 9.0% 

disagreement with the recommendation is the lowest of all compliance levels. 

In fact, the disagreement scores increase in each compliance level, from 10.3% 

in low compliance to. 33.3% in high compliance. A somewhat reversed pattern is 

found in the "no time" responses, with percentages decreasing from over 50.0% 

in non-compliance to approximately 40.0% in both medium and high compliance. 

The results of "plan to change" show a 50.6% response for non-compliance and 

56.4% for low compliance; the percentages then decrease in the higher compliance 

levels. Although the high compliance group has the lowest "plan to change" re-

sponse (33.3%), it shows the highest response of "had an estimate." Responses 

for the other compliance levels are relatively low. 
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TABLE 2.29 
REASONS FOR NON-COMPLIANCE AND PLANS FOR CHANGE, 

~ ______________________________ =B=Y=C=.~=MP==L=.IA==N=C=E=L=E=VE==L~a ______________ --------__ J 

Didn't Agree with 
Recommendation 

Too Expensive 
No Time to Make 

Change 

Plan to Make 
Change 

Had an Estimate 

Non­
Compliance 

N = 89 

9.0% 
12.4 

'52.8 

50.6 
5.6 

Low 
Compliance 

N = 39 

10.3% 
5.1 

46.2 

56.4 
20.5 

Medium 
Compliance 

N = 34 

23.5% 
2.9 

38.2 

44.1 
2.9 

~ultiple responses possible. 

High 
Compliance 

N = 15 

33.3% 
6.7 

40.0 

33.3 
33.3 

~----------------------------------------------------------.-----~ 

From these responses it might be concluded that when few changes are made 

(non- and low compliance groups), the percentages of "no time" and "plan to 

changell are high, and the percentage of "disagreell is low. It is possible 

that those with higher compliance (medium and high compliance) are more likely 

to disagree with their unchanged recommendations. More probably, however, the 

propensity of the respondents to disagree with a recommendation is fairly 

equal, and the high percentages of disagreement result from differences among 

the compliance levels in the categories of "no time" and "plan to change." 

The respondents i~ the higher compliance levels apparently find the time to 

make the changes they had planned to make, and their corresponding percentages 

of non-compliance drop. The remaining recommendations, those that cause dis-

agreement, simply are the least likely ever to be changed. In the higher 

compliance levels, this residual group appears larger in proportion to the 

smaller number of unchanged recommendations. 
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Respondents I General Attitudes Towar,d Premise ,su;rveys 

General attitu.¢l.es toward the premise, surveys were discussed in the 

introductory "profile" of the respondents. The following two tables examine 

the differences in the attitudes of respondents in the low, medium, and high 

compliance levels. 

The majority of all respondents felt that their premise surveys were 

informative. One person remarked that his premise survey informed him of so 

much that he wouldn't have purchased his house if he had known of all its 

security deficiencies before hand. Even those who made no changes were favor-

ably impressed with the information provided and show a 94.1% positive response 

(see TABLE 2.30). 

''YES'' 

TABLE 2.30 

WAS THE PR~fISE SURVEY INFORMATIVE? 

Non­
Compliance 

N = 17 

94.1% 

Low 
Compliance 

N = 10 -
100.0% 

Medium 
Compliance 

N = 9 

88.9% 

High 
Compliance 

N = 10 

90.0% 

The responses of those who made changes indicate that the respondents with 

high compliance have" the highest percentage of "feel more secure" (see TABLE 2.31). 

The other respondents also show high feelings of security. In regard to cost ef~ 

fectiveness, the high compliance group does indicate that its changes were some-

what more costly, but in general the results are fairly even in all compliance 

levels. The lower portion of the table shows that the primary motivation for the 

changes of those in the low and medium compliance groups was a "personal" concern 

for themselves and their families. For those with high compliance, however, an 

equal emphasis on personal and property concerns is apparent. 
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TABLE 2.31 

QUESTIONS FOR THOSE WHO MADE CHANGES 
1---- -------_____ _ ::-.:'-:--::::::::-:--::-:-::==::::::::~----------------.~ 

NOW THAT YOU HAVE MADE THE CHANGES, 
HOW SECURE DO YOU FEEL? 

"Feel More Secure Than Before 
Changes Were Made" 

Low 
Compliance 

N = 7 

85.7% 

Medium 
Compliance 

N = 7 

85.7% 

High 
Compliance 

N = 9 

100.0% 
- ... ~ - ... ... ... --- - ... ... ... ... ... ... - -----(-

WERE THE RECOMMENDATIONS COST­
EFFECTIVE? 

''Not Too Expensive" 
"Expensive, But Not 

Unrea sonab Ie" 
"Too Expensive" 

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

WHY DID YOU MAKE THE RECOMMENDED 
CHANGES? 

''Personal Concerns" 
"Equal Emphasis -- Personal 

and Property" 
"Property Concerns" 

Suunnary 

71.4% 

28.6 

57.1% 

42.9 

... ... - ... 

71.4% 

28.6 

85.7% 

14.3 

55.6% 

33.3 
11.1 

44.4% 

44.4 
11.1 

When grouped into levels of compliance, it was found that the average 

number of recommendations per respondent was fairly equal; those in the "non-

compliance" level had the lowest average number of recommendations (indicating 

that they were not ovel"burdened), and those in the "high compliance" level had 

the second highest average (indicating that they had no unfair advantage of a 

low number of recommendations). 

The most noteworthy findings of the compliance hierarchy analysis are ,those 

of the highest compliance level. These respondents not only made more changes 
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than those in the othex leyels 1 but also they more otten paid to haye changes 

made (despite the higher costs incurred) and made more changes Within a month 

of the survey. 

The analysis of specific locations and devices showed that each compliance 

level received similar percentages of most locations and devices, suggesting 

that those with non-compliance were not asked to make more difficult changes 

and that those with high compliance did not receive an abundance of simple re-

commendations, In fact, both "non" and "high" compliance groups received a 

slightly higher than average number of double-cylinder deadbolt lock recommen-

dations, but their difference is seen in non-compliance's lack of change and 

high compliance's 94.1% compliance. 

The analysis of reasons for non-compliance suggests that respondent's with 

low compliance tend to give higher percentages of "had no time" and "plan to 

change" than do the respondents of high compliance. High compliance respondents 

showed a larger percentage of disagreement with the recommendations, but this is 

probably because they have found the time to make the changes they had planned, 

leaving them with those they never intended to do in the first place. 

General attitudes toward premise surveys are fairly similar among the com-

pliance levels, with the majority of all groups saying that the surveys were 

informative. The respondents in the high compliance group showed slightly 

stronger feelings that they were more secure after making the changes, that 

the changes were expensive, and that equal emphasis on personal and property 

concerns led them to make changes. 
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The Maintenance, of Curr~nt Enrollment 

One section of the premise survey follow-up questionnaire was designed to 

obtain information on the maintenance of current enrollment in Operation !den­

tification, the burglary prevention program sponsored by Minnesota Crime Watch. 19 

Members of Operation Identification keep their enrollments current by marking 

property acquired after the original sign-up process. 

Few evaluation reports have gone beyond the theoretical in regard to 

this dimension of the property identification programs. Although it is not 

a crucial aspect of their early enrollment stages, the maintenance of current 

enrollment is vital to the future of such programs. In theory, the effective-· 

ness of Operation Identification as a burglary deterrent results f~om the fact 

that personal property is marked with a unique nt~ber able to be recognized by 

law enforcement agencies throughout the country. It is believed that such mark­

ings make the property less attractive to burglars by making it more difficult 

to fence and by increasing the likelihood of arrest and conviction of those 

found in possession of another person's marked property. With debate over the 

actual effectiveness aside, it is clear that the marking of property is the 

basis of the program. 

As time passes, however, it becomes increasingly likely that some of the 

marked property wears out, is destroyed, sold, or otherwise discarded, and is 

replaced by new, unmarked property, Also, most people will purchase new items 

over the years. If these additional items are not marked, it is likely that a 

19For a detailed description of Operation Identification, see Minnesota 
Crime Watch, an evaluation report prepared by the Evaluation Unit of the 
Govenor's Commission on Crime Prevention and Con~rol in May, 1976. 
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significant proportion of the household inventory will be without the identifi-

cation protection, If a sign~ficant number of members neglect to mark these 

items, the possibility exists that within a few years the Operation Identifica-

tion warning stickers will become meaningless, with burglars confident that at 

least some valuable merchandise is not marked. In order to avoid such a result, 

organized efforts on the part of law enforcement agencies to inform the public 

and to make extra engravers and personal scribers20 available forrep(:ated use 

will probably be necessary.2l Without a full effort from the participating law 

enforcement agencies and citizens, it is likely that the effectiveness of the 

program will fade like its stickers in the sun. 

It was considered appropriate to ask for information on this dimension of 

Operation Identification because most recipients of premise surveys in Eden 

Prairie were already members of Operation Identification. Since these people 

had not only joined Operation Identiiication but also had requested premise 

surveys, they are probably more security-conscious than most citizens, and quite 

likely they are above average in taking security precautions and maintaining cur-

rent Operation Identification enrollment. ~herefore) if these people do not in­

dicate a propensity toward marking newly acquired property, it could be expected 

that few p~ople would. As was the case for premise survey results, theOpera~ 

tion Identification resu~ts should be viewed with this report's introductory 

qualifications in mind. 

20A scriber is a fountain pen-like device capable of marking most any 
surface. Operation Identification participants usually borrow regular en­
gravers from their law enforcement agencies, but personal scribers, which 
sell for approximately $2.00 (half the price of regular engravers), are 
intended to be sold to participants so that they can mark all new property 
immediately. 

2lRecorrnnendations made in the Minnesota Crime Hatch evaluation report 
suggest that brochures and engraving instruments be made available at ~etail 
outlets so that valuable property can be engraved at the time of purchase. 
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Of those who answered the question, "How important do you feel it is to-mark 

your newly acquired property?" 47.7% replied that is is v.ery important, and 36.4% 

said that it is extremely important. Everyone indicated that it is at least some­

what important to mark newly acquired property (see TABLE 3.1). 

TABLE 3.1 

I~OW IMPORTANT DO YOU FEEL IT IS 
TO MARK YOUR NEWLY ACgyIRED PROPERTY?" 

N = 44 

Extremely Important 36.4% 
Very Important 47.7 
Somewhat Important 15.9 

~ ___ N_o_t __ Im __ p~or __ t_an __ t _____________________ ~~ 

TABLE 3.2 shows that 48.8% of the respondents had acquired valuable prop­

erty since their initial enrollments. Although 85.7% of these respondent::! 

indicated that marking this property is very-extremely important, less than 

half (45.0%) actually had marked their property. 

, . TABLE 3.2 

ACQUISITION AND MARKING OF PROPERTY 
. SnlCE ORIGINAL ENROLLHENT IN 

Yes 

No 

OPERATION IDENTIFICATION 

Property Acquired 
N = 43 

48.8% 

51.2 

Property Marked 
N = 20 

45.0% 

55.0 

The differences between those who had and those who had not acquired prop­

erty in their feelings on the importance of marking property suggest that as 

people acquire property, the importance of marking it increases. Only 27.3% of 
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those who had not acquired property felt it extremely important, but 47.6% of 

those who had acquired property felt that way (see TABLE 3.3). 

TABLE 3.3 

FEELINGS OF IMPORTANCE, BY ACQUISITION AND 
MARKING OF PROPERTY 

Extremely Important 
Very Important 
Not Important 

Property 
Acquired 

N = 21 

47.6% 
38.1 
14.3 

No Property 
Acquired 

N = 22 

27.3% 
59.1 
13.6 

Property 
Marked 
N = 9 

44.4"10 
33.3 
22.2 

Property 
Not Marked 

N = 11 

45.5"10 
36.4 
18.2 

a81 •8% said they would have marked their property 
if they had owned a marking instrument. 

a 

Also, it is somewhat surprising that feelings of importance were slightly 

higher among those who had not marked property than among those who had. This 

perhaps is encouraging in that these feelings may inspire these people to mark 

their property. In support of this possibility, 81.8% of those who had not 

marked property said they would have if they had otvned a marking instrument.
22 

However, at least one respondent suggested that people would mark items more 

quickly if they borrmved engravers from the police department, thereby being 

obligated to return the equipment as soon as possible. 

The results suggest that people are aware of the importance of marking 

property acquired after original enrollment. The results on actual marking, 

however, foretell the need for future efforts to get members to maintain cur-

rent enrollment. Perhaps making personal scribers available to all members 

would increase actual marking of property, which, after all, is a precondition 

22Elec~ric engravers and pen-like scribers are available for purchase from 
most member law enforcement agencies. 
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to the success of the program. 23 

The Relationship of Premise Survey Compliance apd Property-Harking Activity 

Many officers involved in crime prevention consider enrollment in Operation 

Identification to be a basic crime prevention practice. More advanced crime pre­

vention activity includes participation in a premise survey program and the prac­

tice of keeping Operation Identification membership current by marking property 

acquired after original enrollffient. In that these two activities are somewhat 

related, there is the possibility that those who take security precautions are 

those most likely to keep their Operation Identification enrollments current. 

If this is so, the extent of property-mar.king activity should increase in the 

higher compliance levels, which were developed in an earlier section of this 

report. Such a comparison is shown in TABLE 3.4. The results show that a 

majority of respondents in each compliance level feel that it is important to 

mark property acquired after original enrollment in Operation Identification. 

The range of those who had acquired property since their original enrollments 

is from 33.3% in low compliance to 62.5% in medium compliance. 

The figures for the actual marking of this property bear little resemblance 

to the other figures. T~ data indicate that feeling it is important to mark 

property does not guarantee that the property will be marked. Moreover, the 

correlation between marking activity and compliance with the premise survey re­

commendations does not appear (perhaps because of the small data base). Appar­

ently, the premise survey compliance of Operation Identification members is not 

a satisfactory predictor of whether or not these people keep their enrollments 

23 The Minnesota Crime Watch project recently conducted an experimental. 
distribution of personal scribers in Minneapolis, St. Louis Park, and Olmsted 
County. These experiments currently are being evaluated at the Governor's 
Commission on Crime Prevention and Control. 
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current. 

TABLE 3.4 

ATTITUDES, ACQUISITION, AND ACTUAL MARKING OF PROPERTY 
iHTHIN COMPLIANCE L~l:.§. 

Percent who feel it is 
important to mark 
property acquired 
after original Opera­
tion Identification 
enrollment 

- - - - - - -- - - -

Percent who have ac­
quired property since 
their original en­
rollment 

Non­
Compliance 

N = 17 

88.2% 

- - - - -
Non­

Compliance 
N = 16 

50.0% 

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

Percent who actually 
have marked this 
property 

Non­
Compliance 

N = 8 

37.5% 

Low 
Compliance 

N = 9 

100.0% 

Low 
Compliance 

N = 9 

- - - - -
Low 

Compliance 
N = 2 

50.0% 

Medium 
Compliance 

N = 8 

62.5% 

High 
Compliance 

N = 1D 

80.0% 

- - - --- - - - - -
Medium 

Compliance 
N = 8 

62.5% 
- - - - - -

Medium 
Compliance 

N = 5 

80.0% 

High 
Compliance 

N = 10 

50.0% 

- - - - - - -
High 

Compliance 
N = 4 

25.0% 

The Effects of Premise Survey Com?l~ance on Bur~lary 

When this fo1low~up study was conceived, it was not expected that the premise 

survey sample would yield much data on burglary. After all, the sample is rela­

tively small (102 questionnaires were delivered) and the burglary rate in Eden 

Prairie was a relatively low 910.5 per 100,000 residents in 1975 (BCA figure). 

Moreover, it is believed that the homes of those who have made security changes 

after a premise survey are even less likely to be burglarized than the average 

home. Nevertheless, it was considered worthwhile to determine which residences 
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in this group had been victims of burglary. 

Analysis shows that 5 (11.6%) of the 43 respondents to the burglary ques­

tions had experienced a burglary of their homes at some time (see TABLE 3.5). 

TABLE 3.5 

BURGLARY IN RELATION TO JOINING OPERATION 
~1!l9ATION ANp. THE PREMISE SURVE~EROGRAM 

Percent Burglarized Anytime in 
the Past 

Percent Burglarized After 
Moving to Eden Prairie 

Percent Burglarized Before Join­
ing Operation Identification 

Percent Burglarized After Re­
ceiving Premise Survey 

N = 43 

11.6% 

9.3% 

4.7% 

4.7% 
___________________________________________________ -J 

One person had his home burglarized three times. Only 4 respondents, however, 

had their homes burglarized after living in Eden Prairie. Two people were "vic­

tims" before they joined Operation Identification; one joined a month later, and 

one joined 18 months later. The other two residences were burglarized after host-

ing a premise survey. One house, burglarized two months after its survey, had 

had five security defects cited by inspecting officers, but no changes had been 

made. The other) burglarized three months after its survey, had received six 

citations. Four changes were made, but only one had been changed before the 

burglary. 

The data here are insufficient to draw major conclusions. Unfortunately, 

this type of data is conspicously absent from most other crime prevention re-

ports. Clearly, more research is necessary to determine the premise survey's 

impact on burglary. 
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Summary 

The analysis of the respondents' maintenance of current Operation rdenti~ 

fication enrollment showed that 85.7% felt it important to mark property acquired 

after original enrollment, but less than half actually had marked their property. 

A majority (81.8%) of those who had not marked their property said that they 

would have if they had owned a marking instrument. 

Other data suggested that people with high premise survey compliance are 

no more likely than those with low or non-compliance to keep their Operation 

Identification enrollments current. 

Finally, it should be noted that the data base for the analysis of premise 

survey compliance's relationship to maintaining current enrollment was small and 

that further research is necessary before the relationship is known. Even more 

research is needed to determine the effects of premise survey compliance on bur-

glary. 
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SECTION 4: CONCLUSIONS AND ~ECOMMENDATIONS 
, . ( 

Compliance 

that: 

Of the 50 respondents: 

62.0% made .6ome fUnd on .6ec.uJU.:ty c.hange a..6 a lr.e.6uLt 06 -the 
plr.em,we .6UAveYi 41.9% made :two c.hange.6 and 29.0% made -tf1Jtee 
air. mOlr.e. 

ate 62.0% made .6ome c.hange ~n null c.omplianc.e with -the ~n­
.6pec;Ung Onn~C.eM' lr.ec.ommenclctUOYl..6i and 83.9% on -tho.6e who 
made c.hange.6 made all. On -thUlr. c.hangeA ~n null c.omplianc.e; 

. 
83.9% on ~ho.6e who made c.hange.6 made at lea..6-t one c.hange by 
,them.6 elv e.6 • 

87.2% made at lea..6-t one c.hange nair. le.6.6 -than $10.00. 

77.4% made at lea..6~ one c.hange wUhln a month 06 -thUlr. plr.em,we 
.6 UAv ey.6 • 

Of the 255 recommendations: 

29.0% elicited .6ec.uJU.:ty c.hange.6 (-the oveJr.aJ.1. c.omplianc.e Ir.~ng 
0-6 -the 31 1r.eJ., po nden:a who made c.hang e.6 Wa..6 47. 7 %) • 

95.5% on ~he c.hange.6 welr.e made wUh6ull c.omplianc.e. 

73.8% on -the c.hange.6 welr.e made by ~he lr.e.6ponden:a -them.6elve-~ 
(wUh no ou;to~de a..6.6,w:ta.nc.e) • 

54.2% 06 -the c.hange.6 Welr.e ~ade nair. le.6.6 -than $10.00. (No 
c.hange.6 made by ~he 1r.e.6)Oonden:a -them.6elve.6 c.0.6~ mOlr.e -than 
$25.00.) 

67.9% on ~he c.hange.6 welr.e made wUhln one month On ,the plr.em,we 
.6 UA v ey·. Even n air. -the c.hang e.6 0 6 molr.{J~ ~ha.n $ 2 5 '. 00 , ,the rna j olr.Uy 
Wa..6 c.ha.nged wUMn a. mon-th. 

The analysis of the specific locations and devices of the changes showed 

Location: 

6lr.ont dOOM and 'P~o-.6U~ng gla..6.6 dOOM eac.h Ir.ec.uved 16.6% 06 
~he Ir.ec.ommend~o Yl..6, whlc.h WM ,the hlg he.6~ 'PeJl.c.entag e 6 air. any 
loc.~on. 
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c.ompUaltc.e. 0 It the. pa;t(.o .,..6UcUltg g.tCL6.6 do Olt Ite.c.omme.ltdmo YllJ Wa..6 
41 • 2 %, the. hlg hut c.ompUaltc.e. il Olt al1Y .to c.mo It. 

the. nlton.;t doolt c.ompUaltc.e. nigWte. 00 26.5% Wa..6 the. .6e.c.oltd .towut 
nolt altY .toc.molt. 

Device: 

the. de.vic.e. mMt onte.1t lte.c.omme.ltde.d (31.3% 0'0 the. lime.) Wa..6 the. 
do uble. - c.yUl1de.Jt de.adboLt lo c.1<.. 

c.ompUaltc.e. i!.:, hlghut bOlt "c.ha!tUe. bait" 1te.c.omme.ltda.;t,LoYllJ (77.8% 
c.ompUaltc.e.), noilowe.d by c.haltne..t 10c.M (42.9%) and doub.te.-c.yUnde.Jt 
de.adbol;t loc.lu (39.7%). 

85.7% on the. c.haJtUe. b~ altd 80.0% on the. c.hanlt~t 10c.M We.lte. 
c.hange.d wahllt the. UA./r.-6t mon.th on the. pltemi!.:,e. .6Wtve.y, c.ompalte.d 
wah 50.0% on the. double.-c.yUnde.Jt de.adboLt 10c.M. 

The analyses of location and device point to several recommendations for 

the Eden Prairie premise survey program. 

Fbwt, the. iMpe.c.ting ObniC.eM ~e.lthap.6 .6hould ,give. ~he. p~bUc. molte. 
A.. M:t/r.u c.;Uo n ab 0 ut th e. m Mt c.o mmo It po-<.~ 0 0 e.nX/r.y -<.It Itu-<.d e.nti.a..t bWtg.taJty. 
The. OnoiC.eM' c.Oltc.e.Jtn ove.Jt the. olton.;t doolt i!.:, Ite.nl~c.;te.d.by th~ oa~ that 
thi!.:, loc.atiolt i!.:, one. On the. .two mMt olte.que.my we.d -<.11 :thUlt w:t-6 On 
1te.c.omme.nda.:tLoM 001t "se.c.WtUy c.hangu. CompUaltc.e. wah olton.t-d~olt Ite.c.omme.ltda­
tia M, howe.v e.lt, Wa..6 n ound to be. the. .6 e.c.o nd lowu:t 00 altY .to c.a.;t,w It . 

Se.c.ol'1.d, the. pmo-"sUcUng gw"s dpolt i.6 the. o.the.lt mO.6t olr:e.que.n.tiy c.Ue.d 
loc.mo It and the. de.vic.u m0.6t oote.n Ite.c.omme.nde.d to "s e.c.Wte. thi!.:, .. doolt alte. I<.e.y­
o pe.ltate.i .to c.M and c.haJtUe. ba./v~. Co YllJide.JtA..ltg that .the. c.ompUaltc.e. Itmngo olt 
c.hM1J.. e. b~ i!.:, ne.a.Jt.ty 60 Wt lim ~6 hlg h e.lt :than :tha.:t 601t I<. e.y-0 p e.lta:te.d . lo c.~ , 
a .6 e.em.6 applto pJtia.:te. tha..t c.ha.Jr...Ue. baM be. Ite.c.omme.ltde.d whe.ne.ve.Jt pM.6-<.ble. -<.n 
art e.n n oJt:t to inc.lte.M e. c.ompUanc.e.. 

ThA..!td :th0' d~ta "showe.d :that double.-c.yUnde.lt de.adbol;t .toc.M have. be.e.n 
:the. mO.6:t c.~mmon Ite.c.omme.ndmon 001t ~ doo/t.6, e.xc.e.pt p~tA..o-.6UcUng gw"s 
altd galtage. ove.Jthe.ad doo/t.6. The. de.vic.e. Ite.c.omme.nde.d It~ mO.6:t oo:te.n i!.:, an 
uMpe.u6ie.d de.adbol;t loc.l<.. Comp-.uanc.e. wah double.-c.yUnde.lt de.adbo.U Ite.c.om­
me.nd~tf..oYllJ Wct.6 39.7%, c.ompa.!te.d wah 16.0% 001t uMpe.uMe.d de.adbol;t Ite.c.omme.n­
dmoM. Pe.Jthap"s :the. "spe.u6ic. me.ntion On a double.-c.yU~d0 .t~c.1<. made. :the. 
c.haltg e. .6 e.e.m molte. impoJt:tan.;t, Olt pe.Jthap.6 the. lac. I<. 00 .6 pe.uo-<.c.mo It 0 n .the. type. 
00 loc.I<. c.aMe.d c.onoMion ove.lt what .to do. Whate.ve.Jt :the. 1te.a..60It, the. da.:ta. 
.6uggu:t that c.ompUaltc.e. would be. inc.lte.CL6e.d ~t ,mo"st hOMe. altd ga.!tage. dOOM 
by :the. .6pe.elM-c. 1te.c.omme.ltcla.tioM 06 dou.ble.-c.yUnd~ de.adboU 10c.k.6. 

FoWt:th, 1te.c.omme.nda.tioM 001t low~ houo e. window.6 and nolt ga)r..a.ge. ~tU.itdow"s 
mo"s,t on:te..n. c.aU nolt the. uoe. 06 wiJte. muh. The. c.omp.Uanc.e. 6igWte. nolt w,Llte. 
meoh i!.:, .the. lowut 06 aU :th0.6 e. e.xamLne.dj p~ap.6 aUe.!tYLative,.~ :to wiJte. muh 
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.6hould be. give.n molte. c.oYllJid~mon. 

Non-Compliance 

Of the 50 respondents: 

38. 0 % made. no c.hang e. wh~t.6 0 e.v e.Jt. Ano:the.Jt 60. 0 % made. .6 orne. c.hang e,.~ 
but dA..d no:t c.omply wah ~ 00 :the.A..!t 1te.c.omme.ndmoYllJ. 

71.4% c.Ue.d "no lime. :to mal<.e. the. c.hangu" M :the. 1te.a..6on 001t no:t 
mak.A..ng at le.a..6:t one. c.hange.j 44.9% gave. thA...6 1te.a..6on nolt molte. :than 
one. Ite.c.omme.ndmolt. 

1 4 • 3 % incUc.ate.d :that at .te.a..6:t 0 ne. 06 :the.A..!t Ite.c.omm e.nde.d c.hang u 
would be. :too e.xpe.Mive. :to mal<.e.. 

71.4% plan:to mal<.e. at le.a..6:t one. c.haltge., and 24.5% had had an u~[­
mate. made. n olt at 1e.a..6.t one. Ite.c.omme.ndmo n. 

Of the 181 unchanged recommendations: 

:the. m0.6t populalt 1te.a..6OYllJ 601t non-c.ompUanc.e. l.{,'CW "had no lime., " 
c.Ue.d 46.4% On :the. lime.. 

":too e.xpe.YllJive." Wa..6 me.n.tA..one.d :the. le.Mt -- 8.3% on :the. lime.. 

o Olt 49. 7% 06 the.A..!t unc.hang e.d Ite.c.omme.ndmo YllJ, the. ItU ponde.~ 
indic.ate.d plaYllJ 601t c.hange., aUhough only 10.5% had Ite.c.uve.d 
ulima.:tu 06 C.Mt. 

The analysis of location and device showed that: 

uMpe.u6ie.d de.adbol;t-loc.1<. 1te.c.omme.ndmoYllJ ge.lte.ltate.d :the. hlghut 
pe.ltc.e.n.tage. 06 di!.:.aglte.emen.t wah :the. OoniC.eM' 1te.c.omme.ndCLtioM. 
The. 37.5% di!.:.aglte.eme.n.t 06 uMpe.u6ie.d de.adbol:t.6 i!.:, 1te.a.Jt.ty 6ive. 
limuhighe.Jt thalt :the. di!.:.aglte.eme.n.;t ~~h double.-c.yUnde.lt deadbol;t 
loc.I<. 1te.c.omme.ndmoM, oil6e.JtA..ng "suppoJt:t 001t :the. aoolteme.n.tA..one.d pltO­
glta.m .6uggution :that :the. 066ic.eM mun.;tU1t a de.6in.Ue. plte.ne.lte.nc.e. 
601t double.-c.y.tA..nde.Jt de.adbol;t 1te.c.omme.nda.;t,LoM. 

I<.ey- a pe.Jta;te.d .to c.M Ite.c.uve.d :the. lowu:t nigWte. n Olt "plan :to c.hang e., " 
whlc.h ltun60ltc.u :the. eMUe.Jt .6uggu:tLon :that I<.e.y-ope.lt~te.d loc.I<. Ite.c.om­
me.ndmo YllJ be. Ite.plac.e.d by c.haJtUe. bait Ite.c.omme.ndmo YllJ whe.ne.ve.lt PO.6-
.6ible. • 

Individual Priority Analysis 

Compliance figures for the individual prior~ties indicated that: 
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plUolU..ty one. had the. IUghe.6t c.ompUanc.e. lta;Ung on an~ plUolU..t~ 
(44.0%) • PlUolU..ty two ~how~ the. ~ e.c.ond .tOWe.6t . c.~mpUanc.e. lt~{.r:g I 
and the. c.ompUanc.e. nJ..gWte.6 60lt the. otheJt pJUoJU:tJ...e.6 ~how a ~AJnilM 
c!M,lte.gMd 60lt the. plUoJU;Uze.d ~ y~,te.m. 

aUhough plUolU..ty one. hM IUghe.6t c.ompUanc.e., U doe.6 not have. :t;he. 
h-i.ghe.6t peJtc.e.nta.ge. 06 c.hange.6 made. wUlUn one. mon.th on the. plte.m-we. 
~Wtve.y. PJr.-i.o/tJ..tie.6 two, thlt e.e. , and ~,f.x.. lte.c.uve.d molte. -i.mme.d-i.a..te. 
a-tte.n.t-i.o n. 

When the respondents were grouped a~cording to the number of recommendations 

they had received, it was found that: 

c.ompuanc.e. ~how-6 no ~te.ady de.c.Jr.e.cv~e. M th~ nu.m~eJt on lte.~omme.nda;UoM 
J..nc.Jr.e.Me.6. The. IUghe.6t c.ompuanc.e. 60und '('n th-U ana..ty~-w w~ 60lt 
thM e. wUh ~,f.x.. lte.c.omme.nda;Uo M ( 4 3 • 6 % c.onJpUanc.e.) de.6 pae. th-U 
gltOUp'~ .tow peJtc.e.~tage. 06 c.hang~ made. 60lt le,6~ than $10.00. 

,the. P)uolU..ty ~y~te.m WM b0t 6~Uowe.d by tho~e. wUh 61ve. ar:d ~,f.x.. 
lte.c.omme.nda.,Uo M . Tho~ e. wah ~,(.X,. lte.c.omme.nda;Uo M had the. h;i.g he,6;t 
c.ompuanc.e. lta-Ung 6 Olt the. 6J..Mt plUolU..ty, wlUc.h at 75. 0 % -w ne.my 
twJ..c.e. that 60lt any otheJt gltoup. 

The data gathered for this report suggests that premise survey compliance in 

Eden Prairie is considerably higher than compliance in the cities of St. Paul and 

Golden Valley. It is not clear, however, whether or not it is the Eden Prairie 

prioritized system that is making the diffe~ence. (Other factors that may have 

influenced the Eden Prairie results are discussed in the introduction to this re-

port,) The prioritized system shows some degree of success in that the priority­

one recommendations have had the highest compliance, although the rest of the data 

is not as clear-cut in support of the system. 

It is recommended that Eden Prairie continue its prioritized system for the 

following reasons: 

)"t M qu.-Ue po~~1ble. that th-U ~ y~te.m h.aA J..nc.Jr.eM ed oveJtCI.-te c.om­
pUanc.e. 

the. data. -6ugge.6t that th.-W ~y-6te.m M ~uc.c.e.6~6u..t J..n cUJr.edey moti­
va;Ung people. to make. ,the mM,t A..mpoJr.t.an.t c.hang e,6 . 
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It should be noted that the system appears to be most successful ~.;hen five 

or s~.{ recommendations are given to the premise survey recipients. This suggests 

that the officers are able to prescribe a fairly large number of recommendations, 

when necessary, without fear that the recipient \.;ill be overwhelmed into non-

compliance. 

The Compliance Hierarchy 

From the analysis of the compliance hierarchy, it was found that': 

lte.c.uvJ..ng a "lUg h c.ompUanc.e." ltai.ng WCtO not the. lte.6uLt 06 havJ..ng 
a low nu.mbeJt on lte.c.omme.ndrnOM. The. t:lVeJtage. nu.mbeJt 06 lte.c.omme.n­
da.,Uo M n Olt the. lUg h c.ompUanc.e. gltOUP WM 5. 4, c.ompMe.d w)"th 5. 1 
60lt ate 50 lte,6ponde.~~ and 4.7 60lt the non-c.omp.tA..a.nc.e. gltoup. 

the. lUg h c.ompuanc.e. glr.oUp had the. lug he,6t peJtc.e.n.ta.g e. 06: 

- c.hange,6 made. by ,~ome.one. lUlr.e.d to do the. wOlr.k (wlUc.h lte.6u.Lte.d J..n 
a lUg heJt C.O-6t than 6 Olt the. c.hang e,6 do ne. by the. Jte.6 po nde.w the.m­
~e..tVe.6) -- 45.2%i 

- c.hange.6 made. wUlUn one. mon.th 06 ,the. plr.e.mMe. -6Wtve.y~ -- 72.7%. 

a..t.t c.omp.f.1.a.nc.e. le.v W Ir.e.c.uv e.d ~A..milM peJtc.e.n.tag ~~ 06 mO-6t ~ pe.c.J..-
61c. lo c.cU:J..o M and de.vJ..c.e,6. It theJte.6 0l1.e..fA dJ..66J..c.JJ.t.t to de..teJun,i.ne. 
6lr.om thL6 ana..ty,~,u whe..theJt air. not c.eJc;ta.,i.n de.vJ..c.e.6 Olt lOC.a.,tLoM In­
heJte.n-t.ty J..nlUbU c.ompuanc.e.. . Folt example., the. doub.te.-c.yundeJt 
de.adboLt 1r.e.c.omme.nda.t-i.oM had only a 7.7% c.ompUanc.e. J..n the. low 
c.omp,Uanc.e. gir.O up , bu.,t J..n the. hJ..g h c.ompUanc.e. gIr.OLlP, the. Jr.a,Ung 
WM 94. 1 % • One. 6J..ndJ..ng 6lr.om th-U ana..ty~M ~ LtppOlt:a the. e.Ml-i.eJt 
lte.c.ommenda.,Uon J..n 'oavolt 06 doub.te-c.yUndeJt deadboU lOC.Mi J..n a..t.t 
gltOUp-6, c.ompUanc.e. ~v)"th doub.te.-c.yUndeJt ltec.ommenda;UoM WM IUgheJt 
than 601r. uMpec.J..6J..ed de.adboLt ltec.ommenda.:UoM. 

o n.ty ,~v..9 h.t dJ..6 6 eJtenc.e.6 weJte. 60und amo ng the c.ompUanc.e lev w J..n 
ltegMd to theJ..Jr. plte.mMe. ~u.lr.vey (J;t;ti..;tude,6, wUh the. IUgh c.ompUanc.e. 
gltOUP J..ndJ..c.rnng ~omewhat ~tJtongeJt 6eeLi.ng~ 06 -6e.c.u.Jr.Uy and e.xpeMe.. 

The Maintenance of Current Enrollment 

The analysis of the maintenance of current Operation Identification enroll-

ment showed that: 

a..t-though 48.8% 06 the. lr.e.6ponde~ had ac.qu.J..Jr.ed pltOp~ty -6J..nc.e. 
the.J..Jr. olUgJ..na..t eJ1lr.oLfuew, and 
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85.7% -6aJ..d ;that U -U "VeJt.y" OIL IIe.x;t!Leme1y" hnpoJr.;ta~t ;to mCVl.(<.. 
;th,W plLopeJt...ty I 

l~~ ;than halo -- 45.0% -- aQ;tually had mCVl.ked ;the plLop~y. 

;theJt.e -U no ~:tILOYl.g lLe1a.t)..oM(Up be;tween plLe.mAAe -6U1Lvey c.ompU­
anc.e and plLop~y mCVl.~ng a~~vUy. 

Analysis of this aspect of the Operation Identification program is nearly 

non-existent. However, many Operation Identification memberships will soon be 

three years old or more, and as time passes and more property is acquired, 

Minnesota Crime Watch will find it necessary to stress the importance of cur-

rent enrollment to its member law enforcement agencies and, in turn, to the 

Operation Identification participants. 

Moreover, Minnesota Crime Watch and its member agencies will have to 

develop a satisfactory way of measuring this activity. The results of this 

analysis suggest that people's compliance with premise survey recommendations 

is not a satisfactory predictor of whether or not the same people are keeping 

their Operation Identification enrollments current. Until a satisfactory 

measure is developed, the knowledge of pa~ticipants' activity will be lower 

than that of premise survey compliance, which is itself still in need of 

substantial research. 

Burglary and Premise Surveys 
, i . . 

The analysiS of burglary's relationship to the premise survey led to 

Clne major conclusion that extensive research is needed. Further analysis 

should consider whether or not actual burglaries of citizen's homes and busi-

nesses have motivating effects in getting them to ask for premise surveys or 

in getting them to make changes if they had not done so after their surveys. 

Also, research should be directed at the effectiveness of premise surveys in 
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preventing burglary. Ideally, the researchers would examine burglaries and 

attempted break-ins at participating targets to determine what points of 

entry were chosen, and to see if changes had been made at these or any loca­

tions. The data base in Eden Prairie is hopelessly small for this type of 

analysis, but successful research could be conducted in larger cities with 

active premise survey programs. 

General Conclusions 

In addition to the conclusions and recommendations regarding specific 

locations and devices recommended, some general observations are appropriate. 

The Eden Prairie premise survey program seems to be well-received in Eden 

Prairie. Citizens' comments within the follow-up questionnaire responses 

were ovenvhelmingly in favor of the Department's handling of the program. 

Whether this is a result of the premise survey concept itself or of the 

Department's approach to "selling" its citizens on crime prevention is not 

clear from the data. 

It also is not clear what effect the'Department's "sales approach" has 

had on overall compliance. It is possible that the sales approach has not 

been as effective as it could be or that some other method would be more 

successful at motivating people to make security changes. However, it is 

just as likely that the Department is performing as well as it can. Cer­

tainly the officers have been able to elicit high-quality changes among those 

who have been responsive to their program. 

This report makes it clear that there is a need for more research in 

regard to premise survey compliance both in Eden Prairie and e~sewhere. 'The 

present findings in Eden Prairie suggest that the Department should continue 
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its residenti.al premise survey program. (It is possible that an added ef-

fort directed toward bu~iness establishments and other non-residential 

targets would have equal success.) While considering this report's earlier-

mentioned suggestions concerning location and device, the Department should 

encourage changes that can be done quickly and by the respondents them-
APPENDIX A 

selves. Present data indicate that by doing so the recommendations will be 

kept at minimal cost and will be done in full compliance with the officers' 

recommendations. 

It must be remembered, however, that research for the purpose of 

determining compliance ratings is not an end in itself. Compliance ratings 

will have their full value only when the actual deterrent effect of "target 

hardening!! (making security changes) is statistically documented. Unfor-

tunate,ly, data on the premise survey's relationship to burglary are next to 

I 

non-existent. Departments offering premise survey programs should defi-

nitely be concerned with their compliance ratings, but they also should 

attempt to determine what impact their programs -- and the security changes 

made -- have on the problem of burglary. 

On the whole the Eden Prairie compliance is commendable. With the 

quaEfications of the first chapter in mind, other law enforcement agencies 

considering starting or modifying their own premise survey activities 

should consider the Eden Prairie effort as a model program. 

THE 

E DEN P R A I R IE. PRE MIS E SURVEY 

F 0 L LOW - U P QUE S T ION N ~ IRE 
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PREMISE SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE 

Name: 

Address: 

Please answer the following questions by marking an ,~" in the appropriate 
blank. It should only require 15 to 20 minutes of your time to complete. 
Your connnents are also welcome. 

Since the success of this study depends upon your cooperation, we sincerely 
hope you will complete this questionnaire and return it to us. Enclosed 
is a return, stamped envelope for your convenience. 

Responses to this survey are anonymous; before returning the questionnaire, 
please remove this instruction sheet. 
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SECTION I 

TYPE OF STRUCTURE: 

DATE OF PREMISE SURVEY: 

NUMBER OF PRIORITIES LISTED: 

F 
PRIORITY #1: Location of reconnnendation: 

Device reconnnended: 

1) Was any change made in ~ location? (Please answer the questions in the 
appropriate box.) 

If Yes: 

a) wnat change was made? 

If other than reconnnended change, 
please give reason for other 

b) Who made the change? 
1) yourself 

---2) paid to have it done 
3) other 

c) Approximate cost of change: 
1) less than $10.00 

---2) $lO.Om - $25.00 
---3) $25.01 - $50.00 
---4) $50.01 - up 

d) H:o; long after the survey was the 
change made? 

1) less than 1 month 
---2) 1 - 3 months 
-'3) 4 - 12 months 
:::4) over 1 year 

If No: 

a) Reason for ~ making change: 
(Choose ~ that apply) 
___ 1) Didn't agree with recommen­

dation 

__ 3) 

Haven't had time to make 
change 
Do you plan to make change? 

a) Yes 
b) No 

Making change would be too 
expensive 

___ 4) Other (please state) : __ 

b) Have you had an estimate for 
making change? 

1) Yes 
=2) No 

, ' 
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PRIORITY # ___ : Location of recommendation: 

Device recommended: 

1) Was any change made in this location? (Please answer the questions in the 
appropriate box.) 

If Yes: 

a) What change was made? -----
If other than recommended change, 
please give reason for other 

b) Who made the change? 
1) yourself 

---2) paid to have it done 
-3) other 

c) Approximate cost of change: 
1) less than $10.00 

-2) $10.00 - $25.00 
---3) $25.01 - $50.00 
==:4) $50.01 - up 

d) How long after the survey was the 
change made? 

1) less than 1 month 
-2) 1 - 3 months 
--3) 4 - 12 months 
:::4) over 1 year 

PRIORITY # ___ : Location of recommendation: 

If No: 

a) Reason for not making change: 
(Choose all that apply) 
___ 1) Di~t agree with recommen­

dation 
___ 2) Haven't had time to make 

change 
Do you plan to make change? 

a) Yes 
b) No 

Making change would be too 
expensive 

___ 4) Other (please state): ___ _ 

b) Have you had an estimate for 
making change? 

1) Yes 
:::2) No 

Device recommended: _______________________________________ __ 

1) Was any change made in this location? 
appropriate box.) 

If Yes: 

a) What change was made? 

If other than recommended change, 
please give reason for other 

b) Who made the change? 
1) yourself 

---2) paid to have it done 
-3) other 

c) Approximate cost of change: 
1) less than $10.00 

-2) $10.00 - $25.00 
-3) $25.01 - $50.00 
---4) $50.01 - up 

d) HQ; long after the survey was the 
change made? 

1) less than 1 month 
---2) 1 - 3 months 
---3) 4 - 12 months 

(Please answer the questions in the 

If No: 

a) Reason for not making change: 
(Choose all that apply) 

1) Di~t agree with reCommen­
-- dation 
___ 2) Haven't had time to make 

change 
Do you plan to make change? 

a) Yes 
b) No 

___ 3) Making change would be too 
expensive 

___ 4) Other (please state): __ 

b) .Have you had an estimate for 
making change? 

1) Yes 
-2) No .-

i 
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:::4) over 1 year 

SECTION II 

1) Was the survey informative; i.e., did the officer tell you of any security 
techniques that you were not aware of? 

2) 

3) 

4) 

5) 

a) Yes 
b) No 

If you have made any home security improvements as a result of the premise 
survey, please answer questions 2) through 5). If you have not made any 
(";hanges, please skip to ques'tion 5). 

Now that you have made security improvements since the survey, how secure 
do you feel about your home? 

a) Much more secure than before 
-b) More secure than before 
---c) As secure as before 

d) Less secure than before 

Were the recommendations made by the officer "cost-effective"? In other 
words, did the cost of purchasing and installing these devices sea~ too 
expensive when compared to the security they provided? 

a) Not too expensive 
--b) Expensive, but not'unreasonable 
---c) Too expensive 
___d) Much too expensive 

For what reasons (protection of your family and person or protection of 
your property) did you make the recommended changes? 

a) Mostly personal 
-b) More personal than property 
---c) Equal emphasis on personal and property 
---d) More property than personal 
:::e) Mostly property 

Please share your opinions, both positive and negative, regarding the 
contact you had with the Public Safety Department during the premise 
survey. Also include any suggestions you have for improving future 
surveys. 
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SECTION III 

1) When did you enroll in Operation Identification? (Please estimate to the 
best of your recollection.) 

(month/year) 

2) How important do you feel it is to mark your newly acquired property? 

a) Extremely important 
---b) Very important 
---c) Somewhat important 

d) Not important 

3) Have you acquired any personal property that you feel should be protected with 
your Operation Identification number since enrolling in the program? 

Yes -
If Yes: --

a) Have you ma~ked this property with 
your Operation Identification number? 

1) Yes 
-2) No 

b) If you had your own marking instru­
ment, would you have marked this 
recently acquired property? 

1) Yes 
=2) No 

No 

4) Has your home ever been burglarized (includes break-ins and attempted burglary)? 

Yes 

If Yes: 

a) How many times? 
b) When did the burglary occur? (Check 

all that apply) 
1) Before moving to Eden Prairie? 

---2) After moving to Eden Prairie? 
___ 3) Before joining Operation 

Identification? 
How long before: months 

___ 4) After joining Operation Identifica­
tion, but before having a premise 
survey performed? 
How long before survey:_months 

___ 5) After having the premise survey 
performed? 
How long after survey: months 

No 

Your cooperation in filling out this questionnaire is sincerely appreciated. 
From the information gained here, we hope to further improve these surveys 
and other crime prevention programs and thus reduce criminal opportunity. 
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Residential Premise Survey For: 

NAME: 

Department of Public Safety 
Eden Prairie, Minn. 

---------------------------------
ADDRESS: ______________________________ _ 

OWNERS ADDRESS : _____________________________ _ OWNERS PHONE : ________________ _ 

s. Front Door: Same as item 112. 

6. Upper Level Sliding Door: Same as item 111. 

7. Install a smoke detection alarm in bedroom halbva". 

8. Check with "our house contractor to determine the brand of existing locks so 
~xx~~xx~~xx~~xx~~xx~,~xx~~xx~~xx~~xx~~~~~~~ ! that the double cylinder locks can be keyed the same. 

DESCRIPTION OF BUILDING 
1) (x) single family () duplex () apartment 
2) (x) vie~vable front ( ) vie~vable back () isolated 
3) (x) l-floor () 2-story () 3-story () 4-story 
4) (x) garage attached C) garage unattached C) carport 
5) ( ) basement () crawl space 
6) ( ) attic () crawl space 

EXISTING SECURITY 
7) WINDOWS: (x) thumb latch C) nailed () no latch () other~~ __ ~~ __ __ 

( ) metal () wood () screens C) shutters () ~vindow AIC 
DOORS: (x) spring latch () hasp () double cylinder () single cylinder ()other 

(x) hollow core () solid core () metal C) wood () good frame 
( ) weak frame (x) hinges inside C) hinges outside () glass in door 

GARAGE DOOR: (x) throw bolt 
( ) solid door 

( ) hasp () padlock C) other _________ _ 
( ) glass in door 

SLIDING GLASS DOORS: ~ flip latch () dead latch () pin () track lock () charlie bar 

ALARN: ( ) perimeter () space () target () fire MAKE,_~,:...N....:./_A ______ _ 

OUTSIDE LIGHTING: front-type:...-____________ ..,.--_ 
location:...-________ ~~---------

rear ... type Not Ap,Plic,able 
location~ ________ ~ __ ~--~~~ 

GROUNDS DESCRIPTION; () trees () shrubs () hedges 

FENCE: ( ) metal () wood () brick () open C) privacy 

key control used. _____ _ Operation I.D. used Yes 

COHMENTS 

The f ollow'ing sugges tions are made in the order of their importance: 

1. Lower Level Sliding Door: Install a key operated lock 

2. Garage Walk Door: Install a double cvlinder deadbolt lock 

Retain existing locks for emergency exit. 

3. Overhead Garage Door: Use a long shackle padlock in the guide track when 

aw'ay from home for extended periods. 

4. House to Garage Door: Same as item #2. - 70 -

r--~~~~~~==~~~~~~~~~~------------------------

Thank you for participating in Operation LD. and showing an interest in . 
crime prevention. 

., 

-

- ~'1E OF OFFICER; DATE: 

- . 
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CRIME PREVENTION UNIT 
HOME SECURITY CHECK-LIST 

Name Phone 
-=L-a-s~t-------------------F~i-r-s~t--'------------~M~.~I~.----~ ---------------

Street Zone --------------------------------------------------- -----------------
Zip _________________________ .Inspected By ________________ Date ____________ __ 

Building Type: Single Apartment Other ---------------- -------- ----------------
S-Satisfactory U-Unsatisfactory PIN Signed up 

DOORS RECOMMENDATIONS 

1. Main Entrance-South S U Door #'s 1, 3, & 4 should all be re}2laced 

2. Side-Into garage S U with a solid wood core or metal door. Door 

3 . Back-North S U #'s 1, 2, 3, & 4 should all be equipped wit h 

4. Basement S U a good double cylinder deadbolt lock that 

5. StiG::i::R~ S U has a bolt throw of 111 & is equipped with 

6 . Garage S U cylinder guards. Strike Elates for these 
four doors should be 4" in length & held by 

7. Other S U a minimum of 4 screws that extend at least 
111 into the stud behind the door jamb. 

WINDOWS RECOMMENDATIONS 

8. ~(aN1d:~xHNR~ S U Hinges should be pinned on all doors & wide 

9. ix±lli:kR~ S U angle viewers should be installed on #'s 1 

10. Basement S U & 3, optional on the others. The window 

11. *§nnc~x S U adjacent to door #1 should be replaced with 

12. Other (Crank-out) S U lexan or some other similar type, unbreakab le 
plastic instead of the glass. The #6 doors 

13. Lighting S U should first of all be curtained, making it 

14. Shrubbery S U impossible to see a ca::' ln the garage . A 

15. Alarm System Yes No canebolt or a padlock should also be insta! 

16. Misc. Opening S U on the inside so that you can secure these 
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Page 2 HOME SECURITY CHECK 

RECOMMENDATIONS (Continued) 

doors when you are on vacation. #10 style windows should have a 
non-removable ornamental iron grating placed over the outside or 
bars placed over the inside. #12 style windows are fairly secure. 
You can have key locks installed in them, however, if you both 
dead-latches thrown whenever these windows are closed, the same 
effect will be achieved. The lighting recommendations for your 
house are as follows. First, a brighter and clear light should be 
installed over the main entrance to make your house numbers more 
visible to the street. A double spotlight could also be installed 
on the S.E. corner of the garage with one bulb then directed over the 
main garage doors and the other spot to be directed along the East 
wall of the garage. Another double spotlight should be installed 
on the N.W. corner of the house with one bulb directed along the 
West wall and the other bulb directed along the North wall, facing 
the porch entrance. Also, a single spotlight could then be in­
stalled on the South wall of the house, just East of the porch. 
This would protect the porch from the other side. You have some 
shrubbery that should be trimmed lower so that it does not block 
the view of the doors and windows visible to the street. Also, 
there is one tree in particular that makes your house numbers very 
hard to see from the street. 
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