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FINAL EVALUATION 

Project Title: Helicopter Alert 

]~nding Date: September 1, 1973 

E'~luation Period:' September 1, 1973 - December 31, 1974 

}3ackground Information 

The Halicop,ter Alert project is based upon the long held belief that the faster 

police units ~$spond to ru crime ~l-the-act of being committ9d, the greater the 

possihllit.y mf effecting: an arrest.. on--the-scene or near-the-scene. 

SitE~flfic<',;'!tIT, reduct:l:o.'lis in reSJj:!On~;;B time by ground units have been limited by a -- ----------., 
nwribel" (nf fatctors incl'.l.0-td;ng, distanc,j":,') from the scene, traffic congestion. and other 

dri·1r1l1g' .oona::ttions, a:neJ.: ',the speed a'!}; ''VThich even an emergency vehicle can safely 

tr:aveJ. .. 

'Wit~ the :u!tltroduct:';om of the helicopter into layT enforcement as a regular patrol 

element" Jt~he !l!J:s'J.las poliC:-d Departroen1l saw the potential for reduced response times, 

increased ar~$.st rates, ~illd an overall reduction in crime. 

By 19'73, (,U'ter two years in operation, the helic()pter units had, indeed, lowered 
","",,.,~~..-~,~., ... ' ,lI'<_t, , . .' ,·1.'t":t: .. • ~.. .r 

their respons~.,,:!;ilgLon§.+l calls> for service to an average of four minut6s compared 
,..--' ........ ~'"'--'. '<-. 

to,. s.~x minutes for gro;md units. However, the in-the-act arrest rate for the depar t-

ment remained very low. Only ~ercent of the armed robberies an~~~,PE~rcent of 

~ie burglaries were stopped in-the-act. Police officers realized that if the assumption 

that faster response times do lead to increased arrests was valid, then the response 

time needed to be further reduced to achieve the desired results. 
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Th€'; ~!elicopter Alert Pro j ect contains two components: 

-/li.t .,.larm device capable of use as both a robbery and burglary alarm. In 
"'~"""~""'~.""":"<1 .", $" "t', ' 

both nh.i'.:'O of operation '~he equipment consists of an activating device in the building 

linkeC', ~.:: a high intensity strobe light atop the location and a sending device attached 

to an U,' .i.sting telephone line connected to a digital readout device in the Police 

Communi\.;!ltions Office. 

LOCATION 
'l.HTltli 

,t(LAPlll 

.----'!P! 
Strobe 

-j 
I 

I 
I 

.. ___ ;_ '-'-HELICO}?TEH.~RESPONDS - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ~ - - - - _I 

. 
:~:n the Y.r:~bln(el'Y ph'S;SB, tt1Q.e ,alarm :1:61 :.malJoally activated iolhile in the burglary mode 

the ~l.la:rm is &(~rJ::iva:ted thromgh detect·.i:c;:r~i oj" movement in the protected area by an 

ul trason.ic sensc,:l' y de·trice. 'ITn both cases· the time lag bet"lsen activation of the 
I • 

alarms and :re.co::i:ring :).it', the L"lnmmunications- Office is approximately 12 saco.no's. The 

strobe light is. activa/Gsd at -the same time the Corrnnunications Office is being notified 

eleqtronically. The patrolling helicopter is to respond t,o the flashing strobe 

inunedia: clly and contain the area until ground units can respond • 

. -~rh;~ munbering of approximately ~,~7 stree~~~c.~lli.ns .. :with.~~ . .inch by 18 inch 

letterir',i> The numbers are placed every ~ive blocks on majo'r thoroughfares throughout 

the c:tt~ These numbers enable helicopter units to locate and respond to specific 

locatio.':. and' then direct ground elements to locations in a reduced amount of time • 

. ' 
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. _Areas of Deployment 
~ 

Area I: Patrol beats 111-.+16, 118, 124, 211-214, 216, 217, 225, 231, 311, 312 
;/ l' I 

Area II: Patrol beats 411-417, 421, 422; 426, 431, 433, 434 
i -, 

. Area III: Patrol beats 331, 33~> 333,335 

Dati'S of Deployment 

Ar('11 I: January 15, 1974 - March 31, 1974 

Are~ II: April 1, 1974 - December 31, 1974 

Area III: August 1, 1974 - December 6, 1974 

peployment Strategy 

Although the beats vary significantly in socio-economic characteristics, the 

10cat:l..'~n8 1o,he:L"e ';;-~b.e alarms wel~~<p placed ,.,ere fairly uniform. The burg,lar alanns ,were 

placed in Sffi.aCn ',bnsinesses :'S}.:}tv:: garages, dry cleaners, and res't.aurants. (All installa-

ticms, :inclunjng 'burglary alfrj;,r(ll) 1()cru~,ions3 had robbery switches, regardless of type 

ebus.iness. BClLl':g.18:I' alarm eq:J~-tprrteJll·ii ,·;~a:s hot installed in 24-hour operations.) The 

robbe~r alar:?i'.ts were mainly p1!:l~~ed iI'\ :fast food locations and all night neighborhood 

stores • 

.All of the lO;.;I}atiollS were identified as having .ahistoryof bttrglarias .ang.I:'999§.I.'ies 
---...--'-" 

despi te efforts 't1~r the OlIDers to secure the premises. Placement of the alarm depended 

on the availability of private phone lines in the bUSiness, as the telephone company 

would not allo\ol equipment to be attached to pi:...y phones. 

Evaluation Period 

The period covered by this evaluation is September 1, 1973 to December 31, '1974 . . ~ -,~ ... '" - , 

Impleme~tation of the Helicopter Alert Project, including contract award and acceptance, 

and design and ,development of the alarm system, took place from September 1, 1973 to 

January 15, 1974. Ac'~ual deployment of the alarms in Area I commenced on January 15, 

~1974 and was completed February 4, 1974. 

~ -.­. 



_.iectivep sUld other l1easures of Effectiveness and Effidie.l1cy 

The Helicc:,:.:.er Alert Project had three basic objectives. 

1.- To,:'crease the average response time of the helicopter by 50 percent 

(f, ' in four minutes to tyro minutes) in answering robbery and burglary 

aJ.f':'Ll calls to those locations '·There a Helicopter Alert alarm has been 

i~iB i,'8.1led and is operable. 

2/ TIJ "('educe the average response time to all calls for service by 20 percent 

(from four minutes to 3.2 minutes) as a result of street numbering. 

3. -To. incres.1;18 in-the-'act arrests for robbery and burglary by 50 percent 

on these 1:!alls y~he:re a .i'1)31icepter Alert alarm is operable as' compared to 

arrest rates fo~ ~·ther 1.:;.;..U"glary al';cl :robbery alarm calls dur~ng the SaInet} 

time per.l1\~d. \' 

. i_ther indirect m~asures "of ef.flLc:iency and. :'8ffectiveness will also be ,examined: 

1. A false "alarm :r:aite on ibhe HelicoJ;1\~ Alert alarms of 10 perG"3nt or less. 

2. A fas'be~!' respo.u,s:e tilm:~ :tor Heliccr~tBr Alert alarms than other burglary 

and ro\':JbtSlry ala=!'P.lS dur:mg the sa::ng t.,j.me and area. 

'}. ./"A reduction in t'!n'Et cril'.!f;t count for business burglary and business robbery 

in the a.:rea of Clsployme.nt . 

. 4. .Any lIlonthly variance in the business burglary and robbery crime count in 

the ~ea of deployment during deployment. 

Definitions: 

1. In-the-act arrest: Any arrest in which the helicopter is of assistance 

",here a person has committed a robbery or a burglary and is still at the 

,~,.~ene of the offense, or is in-the-act of fleeing. 

2. Respense time: That time passage from when ~he Police Communications Office 

first broadcasts .the alarm signal until the helicopter arrives at the scene. 
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, 4tMQ;lY.3iS of Project Ob,iectivGs: 

Objective Ill: To decrease the average response time of the helicopter by 50 percent 
(from four minutes to tyro minutes) in ansHering robbery and burglary 
calls to those locations where a helicopter alert alarm has been installed 
and is operable. 

In most instances response time is a questionable measurement of accomplishment 

ber:::mse it is sUbje'ct to a great deal of misinterpretation due to inaccurate reporting. 

In an attempt to control reporting errors, the Project Director required strict arulerence 

to departmental rolicy concerning reporting response time. 

Chart I shows the response times recorded for the IIAlert" alarm systems. The 

response time ~anged from a 10H ~f 1.2 minutes in August, 1974, to a high of 2.5 

miJ~mtes :h1 December, 1974. The ft§1JlXBS on Chart I indicate no trends relative to a 

constaJJl.t ::redu~rtion in rG~~\onse ti.Tm:l." The response time dropped to around 2.0 minutes 

< • dU.l'ing :'l:&ll3 i":h'5't month 8lHd l'ema,llN.i'~cJ near that level throughout the 11 months of the 

proJect, Mm,ylSVer, the e;~)fB1 of €1 :,?(} minute or less response time has been met • 
..-,-... ~-~-

CHARr I 

'-Numbe:\': of' Responses Average Response 
Mont.h To Helicopter Alarms by 110nth Time per Month 

February, 1974 14 ?G.~ 1.9 
}larch, 1974 4 t 2.0 
April, 1974 4 t) 2.0 
May, 1974 21 q6~~ 2.2 
June, 1974 25 tho 0 1.6 '?' " 1, ,y 

July, 1974 19 ;q !../. 2.1 
August, ,1974 12 ~,~ f> ~ t;, 1.2 
September, 1974 13 (, {' 2.0 
October, 1974 9 J ·'it;' .)' 1.5 
November, 1974 7 c~ ~ .. 2.0 
December, 1974 4 2.5 

- :; . -TCT.rAL 132 ... -
) 

AVERAGE 12 ." 
I 

1.9 
.(' 

~--------~"-------
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In examining this rapid decrease in response (evidenced by the drop from four 

minutes +.' :-1..9 minutes in the first month of deployment) two factors need to be 

addressEl( . 

First. iLS alarms were placed in contiguous patrol areas, called beats. A1 though 

the size 0., the deployment areas varied from 18 beats (Area I)' to four beats (Area III) 

the beats .' ;Jre adj oining and easy for one helicoJ?~er:"_t.o pa.~!,9l .• ·~"" 

The SeC\:1;} reason for the rapid decrease in response time was the amount of time 

the helicopter spent pat.rolling ill the deployed area. Chart II graphica:"ly illustrates 

the time spent :An. thE) deployed a:r.ea. 

._- -; 'mor.ATC-iF[,in~~-~-r FLYING tIME IN PERCE NrAGE OF TarAL FLYING 
MONTH 

Feb, :'5:974 
Mar, 1974 
Apr,. J!'974-
May, 1'174 
Jun, 1'974 
Ju1, J.·974 
Aug, 1971f. 
Sep, 1974 
Oct, 1974 
Nov, 197~. 
Dec, 1971~ 

AVERAGE 

'TJB·1E liWW-S b3i \ _.~... \ - 1 .•• _- _ 

: t 
509.:$ 

I 
J 'j"'?1.J~5 

I 
: 52it.l 

4'1)''2 :2 111 1D ... I 

:,'7m,,6 
6bJ9.:lL i 
5?1t~, 2 ! 

·~4'J.3 ! 
59'S'. 1 
50l~. 7 ; 

3t12.8 

53).4 

DEPLO:'ilF.m AREA TUfE (HOURS) IN DEPLOYED AREA 

. 2jjl71" 4 40.7 
]9.5 6.9** 
f.ti.2.6 11.9** 
f{(6.4 9.8** 

2:42.3 38.4 
Z'7($ .• 6 41.0 
2;f~6 .. ~ 42.6 
2:1:5 .• 3 48.1 
2L2.7 35.5 
255·.3 50.6 
186..2 1J3.6 

'227.4 42.6 
. 

*Total ~2ng time varies because of weather cond2t20ns and mechanical failure . 
*~~The figures in March, April, and May are low because of a.reporting format error 

that was corrected in June. These three months are not included in the averages. 

These !~igures show that the helicopter units spent approximately 43 percent of 
. ~...--'-

their total flying time in the deployed area. This intensive patrolling effort was 

initiated ':,:. decrease the response time in the deployed area. 
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Objective II: Reduce the average response time to all calls by 20 percent (from 
fot~ minutes to 3.2 minutes) as a result of street numbering. 

The street numbering,as explained in the component section, was designed to 

enable helicopter units to locate and respond to locations quicker through identi-

fication of specific block numbers and then direct ground elements to the locations. 

Although helicopter units can identify many streets by air it is often difficult 

to find black numbers or specific locations, especially at night. 

Although the necessary lpaterials for street numbering were reC.iived in 

Februa~y, 1974~ the Traffic Control Department, because of manpower shortages, did 

not initiate ajip1ication of the numbers tuv-c,i1 June 2, 1974: Excluding high"ray. 

markjings, the lSt.;ppJ.i{\.l:!..t;±,c;n of t.he ly.rmlbers -,\\t-\s completed by the end' of July, 1974. 

To ge't a.,"l :,gccura \,51, :pi/<:t~(:';Lre of ·the ef-r:ecti veness of the street numbering, Chart 

III CO:fr),pa:re:s "'!,fue ave:rP.igB 1l1'OJ;:l1\:Jhly :r:esp~r:lse time for February, 1974, through July, 

197/+, rw-ith 'tr..e; ,same f~,gill'aS' .:for .m:lguSt., } 97.4 , through December, 1974. 

BE1"QRE STFti!'ET Nm-mEIiING AFTER STREET Nill.ffiERI NG 

I 

'\ 

-

\ 

I 
I 

Avg. Helicopter Response Avg. Helicopter Response 
110 nth Time on all Calls (Vuns) Nonth Time on all Calls (Nins) 

Feb, 1974 .3.0 Aug, 1974 3.4 
Mar, 1974 3.6 Sep, 1974 3.2 
Apr, 1974 J.l~ Oct, 1974 3.4 
:t>1ay, 1974 3.8 Nov, 1974 3.3 . 
Jun, 1974 .3.3 Dec, 1974 .3.4 
Jul, 1974 .3.5 

: AVERAGE .3.4 AVERAGE .3 • .3 

The figures indicate a 3.4 minute average response time for the six months period . . , 
prior to application of the numbers. This would indicate that there was a re?uction 

4I'from fOl~ minutes (the 19.73 a~rage resp~nse time) t6 3.4 minutes without assistance 
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from the otreet numbers. The Project Director explains that the four minute 

average r":1ponse time used for 197.3 was actually made from late 1972 and early 

197.3 figu::'~'l and that by January, 197/+, the average response time was probably 

closer to ',',6 minutes. 

The rer1'.lCtion from four minutes to .3.4 minutes during the first six months is not 

the imp.ort8,nt comparison by which to judge the objective. The comparison between 

the a veI'uge for the last five months of the pro j ect, after ·the numbers had been 

applied to the ·streets.~ and the first six 'months, when there were no numbers is a more 

valid compa!'ison. Tl1.is analysis 811o"l,{8 s.n average 0.1 pf a minute decrease • 

.AcC'.ording t;C) proje,c':t, sij[:l,:'t;i.s-tic8 y th.e street numbering has had no measurabl~ effotYt." 
•. _---------------.:.._--------------

on overall l\el::i.copte.-r :.r·esp0!~.s'c t:lne. .~<l..JbDkOst as soon as they were applied the numbers 
r---~ _____ ----------

began to sho'lr mgns a[' ],"apir.i '~ee.T ~ It .'is not known 1v7hether the "lear \>las due to traffic 

condi tiona ,. -weaia:h.er elnkditirJll'rS, van.dal:l.sm, or improplf.ll' application. .The pilots indicate 

the numbersb w:ln.d.le in!i:fhlall)Y )h.el]f.~f'JJ., atre increasing1;r difficult to see from the air. 

Objective III: '1).'0 inc)t',ease :i:ixF-tb.e-act aTTests for robbery and burglary by 50 percent 
on tbo.se c;e.l]s 'l-ihEm a helicopter alarm is operable as compared to arrest 
:rates .for o'tiihEl'!' 'burglary and robbery alarm calls during ,the same time 
perio61" 

This objective is mf-lasured by comparing the Ill'rests made in response to the "Alert" 
~: .... ,..,;-.,_~~ ~;,oI.U1:f$oM~ iI'"" 

alarms w:';. th arrests made in response to all other burglary and r'obbery alarms in the 
~ . 

srune geogt'1l.phic areas (beats) during the same time frame. Because this grant was designed 

to roeamll'e the effectiveness of the helicopter in responding to alarm systems (both 

the special ".Alert" alarms and all other burglary und robbery alarms) data was collected 

on only hol~copter assisted arrests in response to alarms. 

Between February and December, 1974, helicopter units did n'ot assist in \the arrest 
l 

of any: s,uspocts in response to helicopter "Alert" alarms. Five arrests were made in 

.' . , 
8 



response to other alarms in the same area during the same time period, four in 

August and one in October. 

It is interesting to note the relationship in Chart IV between the number of 

alarms activated (both "Alertl1 and other alarm systems in the same area), the number 

of times the helicopter responded to bot~and the number of cases where a response 

was made to an actual crime. This touches on the false alarm rate, which will be 

discussed in ~he next section, but is presented here because the figures explain, 

in part, the reason why no arrests were affl;)cted. 

( 
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e • CHART IV 

J

l NO. TTI-IFS -f, NO·OF TIMES ---I 1TQ: TIMES I NO. OF TIMES 
NO. TIHES ALERr BELICOPT~ft ~~~~9~!11J12~~~ . .,..j ~J.? y_~'{E.s OT~ 1ELICOPTER RESPONDED TO 

MONTH ALAE-S ACTIVATED I RE8rO~w~D.i : Ai",~;fuAL tdF~l!;!<13~Y' -f\.!.~JW·lP ACTIVATfJD P.E::T:'C:::,l: i -~:::'':':JAL L'FFEiJSE2 

i 
~ 

Beb, 1974 68 

¥..a.r, 1971 .. 

Apr, 1974 

Yey, 1974 

.Tun, 1974 

.Tul, 1974 

Aug, 1974 

Sep, 1974 

Qfr!;, 1974, 

NOv, 1974 

Dec, 1974 

II MONrH TOTAL 

57 

35 

71 

80 

87 

68 

88 

45 

47 

42 

688 

14 

4 

4 

21 

25 

19 

lQ 

13 

9 

7 

4 

132 

-'-' .'- ,- ~ .. '" _ .... - "'-'~· .. 'u--~~--il-------i-----------l 

o 

o I 

I 
i 

o 

o 

1* 

o i -
G ! 

o 

o 

o 

o 

1 

158 

130 

105 
... ,..., 
.loGO 

145 

138 

1~1 
~7g"' 

153 

168 

153 

144 

1,553 

13 

12 

4 

30 

64 

43 

70 

40 

51 

47 

38 

412 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

2 

4 

o 

1 

3 

o 
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IThe helicopter does not respond to all "Alert" alarm. activations because of weather conditions, distance to the 
~ ~fene 0:; in the case of an- error where the subscriber calls ~o rep~rt a false alarm. 
"'~ese flgures are calculated based upon notes kept by the ProJect DireCl;or. 

*A:burglary. The helicopter crew observed the suspect run from the building but were unable to give specific 
instructions to ground units because of the heavily wooded area. Ground units could not locate suspect. 



Of the 132 responses the helicopter units made to "Alert tf alarms only one waS 

an actual offense': Of the 43-2 responses to other alarm systems ten were actual 

offenses. 

This does not mean that there were no arrests made as a result of the "Alert" ,., 

alarm system. Statistics yTere kept on arrests made by ground units without helicopter 

support in response to "Alert" alanns. Unfortunately, no statistics are available 

concerning non-helicopter assisted arrests for the other alarm systems. 

During the :n months of the project, there were 21 burglaries and 22 robberies 

at It Alertfl alarm locations. Arrests were mtade in four of the burglaries, a 16.7 

percent on-the-.scene arrest ·\C'ate. ]li thos',e four cases ~ rdght suspects were arrested 

and ten cases c3..eared. No i:l.'T.l.'ests 1~"ere IIlFl.d.e in responsB to the robbery alarms because 

none of the alarms weTe act,:hrated llEftil ruN,ar the suspec't had departed; 

The follow::li:ng measures lal'e outLi:ned i('() -the evaluation component of the grant 

application an~~ are present(~ .here oocause -they offer additional information relative 

to the performance of the p~~ject. 

Ill: A false ala1"'1Jl. rate 0)1 the helicopter alert alarms of 10 percent or less. 

Chart V presents the false alarm rate for the "Alertlt alarm system compared 

to the false alarm rate for other alarms in the deployed area. 
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CHART V 

.-
NUHBlm Olil TIl-rES NUHER OF FALSE FALSE ALAHN R.r\.Tf~ 
AIJARl·1S ACTIVA'l'ED ALARHS IN IN DEFL OYED AREA 
IN DEPLOYBD AREA DEPl OYED AREA (PERCEWr) 

< • or HER OTHER OJ.'lffiR 
1401.JTH flALERTIl ALAmlS "ALERrIl ALARMS !rAtERI'll ALARl-LS 

Feb, 197~ 68 158 64 155 94.1 &8.1 
Nar, 19'7/; 57 130 55 126 96.5 96.9 
J\pr, 19'7/+ 35 105 32 100 91.!~ 95.2 
M~lY , 1974 71 126- 70 124 98.5 98.4 
JUll, 1974 80 145 76 142 95.0 97.9 
lT~J. , 197/+ 87 :l.3t1- 77 130 88.5 94·.2 
Aug, ]97/1- 68 133· 65 131 95.6 98.5 
Sep, 3.."]"'I!.~ 88 153- , 80 146 9,0.9 95.4 
Oct, 11974. 45 16ft 41 160 91.1' 95.2 
No~r., ]:974 .47 ; 

15i3 43 149 . 91.4 97.3 
Dec;! 3.974 4.2 ItA 40 143 95.2 99.3 

'rCf'i.l\'~,S 1688 ; ~1'1':553 ,643 1,,506 . 
A VJ<~Ji1U~GE~S < '02.:5 . :U,Jl.2 . 58.5 136.9 93.5 97.0 . 

'l'hfD;: 93.5 pammmt fu1tse. aJin:f'111 rfX.1.a, while slightly bettor than the rate on t11') othrJJ' 

alarm system.s:, \w,s tota:n.y Hlr.t·accep·bab1e but not unexpected. Past experience with alarm 

systems in gener8'.l has iT:ldicated an e:>..-treme1y high false alarm rate of around 98 percent 

(unofficial estimate). '1he goal of a 10 percent false alarm rate apparently "TaS not 

~ reasonable goal, given the police department1s past experience with alarms. 

Chart VI illustrates the reasons for the false alarms, by month, for the 11 months 

of the project, The major problem was subscriber error, which accounted for 55.4 

percent of the false alarm. This occurred despite repeated instructions in the llse 

of the equipmetlt. \-lhen the alarms were installed the Project Director spent appl'oxi-

ma1~oly 45 minutes per business explaining how the alarms opernte, walking the: employees 
\ 

_ through the pro~e(1ur(i :-0 be followed during opening and closing, and nnswerinG 

questions. If there was a false a1al~ due to subscriber error the Project Director 

12 .. 
-~.-~~--~ --

I 
I. 

\ 
I 

! 
I 

I 
! . i 
I 
I 



returned to the location and pruvided additional instruction and counseling. 

Despite these instructions the problem of subscriber errors remained unsolved. 

False alarms due to equipment malfunction reached a peak during May, Jm1e, and 

July. Of the 45 false alarms due to equipment malfunction in Nay ~ June, and July, 

32 of them occurred at six locations. The problem was oversensitive equipment. 

Alarms were activated because of car lights, air conditioners ~oming on, and the 

cooling units of a soft drink dispenser turning on. By July the equipment had been 

modified so as to eliminate most of the oversensitive characteristics. Problems 

with eqll';..~pmen-G malfunctions appear to have been corrected by the last three months 

o~ the :p:roj ect .• 
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CHARr VI 

BEASON FOR F .ALSE .ALARMS 

REASmE l':EB,~~H~T~d~rJ!if~~~-<stpffi -NOV !lEci ~l>rAL %~~~ 
1 10 . . . . . . - ,'1 36 t 6 6 Subscriber Error- 52.£j.O l8 24 28 34 30 . I 27 2 2 357 55.4 

I I !, 
Inclement Weather Z e I I 8 l. 2 

.Alarm Equipment 'J 
Malfunctions 2:2 Z 20 '7 I lS 6 5 62 9.6 

. . t I Telephone Equ~pmen i. 

Malfunctions ~ +~_ ! l5 2.3 

~ ; 

Animal/Rodent in Bldg. 2 1 i 7 10 1.5 

! 
~ , t 

Customer Set Off 1 I 1 .2 

Civil Matter/Wanted Police 1 2 3.5 

Police Set Orf 1 1 .2 

Power Failure . 4 4.~ 
Unexplained2 8 5 9 26 20 25 21 39 8 17 6 184 28.5 

Total _________ ~ __ 6~_~~ 32 70 76 77 65 I 80 41 I 43 I 40 645 

1. This includes alarms during opening and closing, new employees, and knocking the plug out. 
2. This category increased after April when, because of the amount of work involved, the Project Director stopped 

investigating every false alarm. 
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#2. A faster response time for helicopter alert alarm than other burglary. and 
robbery alarms during the same time. 

Chart VII is a comparison, on a monthly basis, of response times to "Alert" 

alarms and other al~~ systems. 

QHARr VII 

RESPONSE ~:nfE RESPONSE TIME 
AlSsRT AL,Irn}1S OTHER ALARH3 

MONTH (:'l<fI NUTgS} (MINUTES) 

Feb';t 19'Ui; 1.9 4.5 
11a:l' ti :19.7!.;, : 2.0 12.0 
Ap:?' , .lSl'r'l+, 2. Q~ 4.7 
Ma·W., 19711~ 2. :i: 2.7 
Jl1!l":.,) 1l.9r?/~ : 1.£, 3.0 
Jul .. , 191/~. 2.1 2.8 
Irf2{g:, :1;<P~Y~ 1. 71 2.9 
Sep-" il:~n~~ 

, 
2.:Q) 2.9 

O(~;ft':5 ll'QW?i 1. ~t 2.6 
N:J'~, 19"a.4 2 •. ~S . 2.7 
fu~":};, "P~r4 .. ~" . , 2 ,t" 

t;. IX" 3.2 

--j~ ~,'E~U~Gr!i. 1.9 4.0 
~11ED'".£1tN 

f---' ~ 
2.0 2.9 

In evaluat.ing the data in Chart VII it. is suggested that the median is a more 

valid measurement for comparison. The 12 minute average response time for the !lather 

alarmsll category in Ma:roh WIaS c.a,l.H~ed by one un~sl.lally larg~ response time that 

occurred when the helicopter responded to a call in the southeast part of Dallas 

from a location in the northwest part of the county, outside the city limits. Using 

the median figure,O~art VII does show a 0.9 minute faster res~onse time for the 

"Alert" alarm system. Although no conclusive evidence is presented, it is assumed 

that the strobe light was the major factor contributing to the faster response ·time, 

as this was the only significant difference between the alarm systems. The strobe 
. I \ 

lights atop the "Alert" alarm locations aided the helicopter units in locating the 

15 



building. other alaI~ systems provided no markings visible from the air making 

it difficult to "zero" in on a specific location,. especially at night. 

#3. A reduction in the crime count for business burglary and business robbery in 
the area of deplo~ent. 

This is a way of measuring the crime deterrent effect of the increased helicopter 

patrolling. The measurement is accomplished by comparing offenses prior to deploy-

ment with offenses during deployment to see what effect the increased helicopter 

presence had em the crime count. Any comparison between months is a prQblem because 

" of factors other thEm deployment which can contribute to an increase or decrease in 

the crime cowruJ.t. In analyzing delta relating to th.is measurement, adjustments have 

been made -tv 1E\·Dcoun-t. f.or outside .factors. One factor we have attempted to estimate 

and elimina:trs-' is seasonal ',rariafc·ion. Iti' using dat.a for the City of Dlllas for the 

last five ca:;Lendar years :fol' 8'C'wal b,us:lli:ess burglaries and the last three calenda\ 

years for 2't-)J;~0rted business rob;r:~I'ies, w.J.)nthly seasonal indices have been derived. \ 
i 

Using these :n:l1dices" adjusted ~~I:':ime cou.nts for the area of deployment have been / 

developed, thPitreby lC;~liminating t,ihe. seasonal effect. 

Another f;setor to be dealt with is c.alendar variation (a month can have from 

28 to 31 days \I causing a d:U'ferenc.le in the length of time periods being compounded). 

This factor has been elinri~ated by comparing offenses per day instead of per month. 

pther unidentifiable causes of irregularity, including weather conditions, that 

might have affected helicopter deployment have not been ad~usted for in the deploy­

ment figures. 

Chart VIII summarizes the data presented on Attachment II, the Adjusted Number 

of Offenses Before and During Deployment. 

16 
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Business Burglary 

Area I 
Area II 
Area III 

Business Fnbbery 

Area 1 
frre.'ff. II 
.ft.r\~:a HI 

CHARI' VIII 

OFFENSES PER DAY 
Before 

Deployment 

1.89 
2.21 
0.889 

1.76 

0 .. 421 ... 
SJ .• 533 
'.~,,170 

:0· .. 407 

After 
Deployment 

1.84 
2 .. 11 
0.634 

1.62 

0.224 
0.491 
0.150 

0.347 

." . 

PERCENT DECREASE 

2.6 
4.5 

28.7 

8.0 

47.2 
7.9. 

11.8 

14.7 

*.Ay.Bl'arges t"!ali"illlated 1'.11' diviclii;J.~g offens·es per period of deployment by the number 
of days ~)f d'~lployment :1:m Att.a\tl'hment II. 

Th.e f igiJ.:re's sho,., Po. ·ireduct:L'.Cll'l. in aJJ. three areas of deployment for both of the 

dep'loy~:d cr:l..mI:3ti?_ The 14./7 per';::Bnt ave~'a.ge reducticn for business r9bberies compared 

to ·the ;S~O pel·i:.'€:nt average red:.l!llction for business burglaries indicates the helicopter 

is a more effec:l:.ive deterrent against robberies than burglaries. 

Based on C~~rt VIII there appears to be a positive deterrent effect to the physical 

.presence of the helicopter in a high crime area. 

#4. Any monthly variance in the business burglary and business robbery crime count 
in the area of deployment during deployment. 

This was chosen as a measure of efficiency in an attempt to arrive at a period 

of deployment beyond which the effectiveness of the helicopter as a crime deterrent 

begins to diminish. By arriving at an optimum time of deployment the helicopter 

could be used to is greatest potential • 
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Graphs I and II illustrates adjusted crime incidences for business burglary 

and business robbery, respectively in the areas of deployment. 

Graph I (business burglaries) does not indicate any overall optimum period 

of deployment. Area I achieved its 10Hest incidence of crime during the first 

month. In 11;onths two and three there is a steady increase in crilne. Area II 

reached its lowest incidence in the fifth month following a decline that started 

in the fourth month. After the fifth month there \07as a slight rise follo,.,red by a 

leveling off. f.J:-ea III decreased in months two and three, increased in four, 

followed by a slight decrease in the fifth month. Similarly Graph II {business 

robbel'y) does no·t sho", ru:r:r ic.i.1,entifiaole trends. Area I achieved its lowest number 

of offenses :im '\::118 seoo:t?d mOi07.;ll follo1.,red b~ a sharp rise. Area II had the lowest 

munber of 0t".l'e:..lilll'B;S dm':Lng t.{~e first three :months followed by a series of increases 

.e and dec:reaENi;8; dUTing th'i;} nG ...... ~j.: ISix ]j,<.Onths. .11rea Ill's lowest number of offenses 

occurred j_u ·the :f.otlr-k.b lj1:Dm/~)l ;and -then ros(~ in the fifth month. 

The U.mt.ed ;number 01' dei~loyment,s preo.::llude any conclusion being drawn from the 

data. Furt~~er studies aimed: ~t obtaining 'i1"lis type of information might provide 

more useful and conclusiye information abo1.:1:t an optlinum tline of deployment. 

, . 
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Conclusions 

One obvious problem with the Helicopter Alert project was the lack of heli­

c'opter assisted in-the-act arrests, which "TaS a primary obj ecti ve. While in-the-

act arrests is ru1 important measure the failure of the Helicopter Alert project to 

achieve this goal should not be used as the sole criterion for evaluation. 
I 

Thore are explanations for the lack of any in-the-act arrests. As pointed out 
I 
! 

near the end of the discussion of the third objective, there were 22 actual robberies 
I 

and 21 actual burglaries at alarm locations during the 11 months of the project. j 
I 

In n0ne of the 22 robberies were the alarms activated until after the suspect had; 

dSJ?;sn:-c.ed. Th,s i"obbsry victilrs indicated tlt~at because of the 

at.t..eJ?irpt to. Id;,c'l:,ivate t,:ne alarm ,rhile the oKfender was present 

activating device anV 

could have resulted Ln , 

ph~:F:IDi.cal h'S:.!.""'m.. This '(\rould :i.J);uicat'<!, the nE.~:d of a different type of activating 

,'_ de.'~lCe, one' that might be easier a.nrlless 'li'bvious to activate. 

'Of t~H;), ;21 businer:§s burglaries t~16 heLLrc>Dpter responded to one, making no \ 

- f t If a1']'e,s:'c" and. ground units responded to the remaining 20 burglaries makJ.ng our arres s. . 

ThEI only Jl.~m3 in the .21 burglaries ivas $100. Because of the placement of the strobe 

light,s (on '~op of tho 'building) and the type of businesses deployed in (mostly small 

businesses in small buildings) the activated strobe light reflected off of any 

surface, obje~t, or clouds. This apparently caused many burglars to flee without 

taking any money or goods. 

The ~act that only one of the 132 responses made by the helicopter to the alarm 

systelu was to an actual crime brings up possibly the biggest problem and failure of 

the "Alert" alarms; the false alarm rate of 93.5 percent. This occurred despite 

extensive efforts by the police to control the problem. This indicates credibility 

problems -with alarm systems of this type, a factor to be considered before linking 

any alarm system directly to the police station. 
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I ' ,It 
This project did prove the effectiveness of a strobe light in attracting 

h~licoptGr patrols. The aid provided by the strobe light assisted in achieving 

the desired tvlO minute response time. 

In addition, the patrolling helicopter has been proven to be rul effective 

crime deterrent; in every area "There helicopter patrols were intensified the 

incidences of businoss burglary and business robbery decreased. 

The project has been concluded, the a.la.rm systems rell!-0ved and returned to the 

manufacttITer. The police department does not feel the alarms are worth the time 

and money requill'ed to 'maintain them. 
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Business Burglary 
Offenses Prior to 
Deployment (92 aays) 

. , 
ATTAC~ T'} 

NUHBER OF OFFENSES BEFORE AND DURING DEPLOYMENr. 

=-"'"-'-~I "- - --~ b AVBPJ\.GES 
MONrH IOFFEHSES l~l~~~~_J~~~~!~~~" _~I~~ry:~~_ O~NSES TOTAL pti'~ DAY 

Oct, 
1973 46 

Nov, 
1973 

AREA I 

78 
Dec, 
1973 56 180 1.96 

39 
Feb, I I ~~r~ 

~;:~:::-~~~~;~:--------r-:::~-- --------- -:::~--tl----~---- -:::~--t' __ !~ ___ J _____ ~!_6 ___ _ 
Deployment (92 days) 1973 12 197,3 1'7 197J 21 50 

Offenses During 
Deployment (76 days) 

.Tan, 
1974 1.79 

.543 

Offenses During 
Deployment (76 days) 

Business Burglasr 
Offenses Prior to 
Deployment (274 days) 

Offenses During 
Deployment (275 ~ays) 

.Tan, 
1974 

Ju1, 
1973 

Oct, 
1973 

Jan, 
1974 

Apr, 
1974 

Jul, 
1974 

7 

81 

39 

76 

84 

81. 

Feb, 
1,?7~-

Aug, 
1973 

Nov, 
1973 

Feb, 
1974 

May, 
1974 

Aug, 
1974 

,-. 
~ 

,AREA II . 

69 

55 

72 

76 

48 

Mar, 
~974· 

Sep, 
1973 

Dec, 
1973 

l.fur, 
1974 

Jun, 
1974 

Sep, 
1974 

6 16 .211 

46 

72 

109 619 2.26 

84 

55 

-

1974, 48 1974 49 1974 52 577' 2.10 Oct, ~ l Nov, 1 I' Dec, 
------------------------ii------- --------- ------- --------- _______ J _________ l ___________ ~ _____________ _ 

*See Attachment II for adjusted figures. 
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e ATTAeHME1~4It(eONT'D) • Nm1BER OF OFfENSES BEFORE AND DURING DEPLOYMZI\'T 
, ------,---------~~Av=~~RA~G~E--~ I 

Business Robbery 
Of£enses Prior to 
Deployrr:.ent ( 274 days) 

MONTH IOY.F'E~ES 

Jul, 
1973 15 

Oct, 
1973 19 

MoNTH - !WFEI-lBES MO~'TIi 
.AREA II (emIT I D) 

! I 

~~3 I 2l I i;~3 
Nov, 
1973 22 

:bec .. 
1973 

OFFENSES TorAL PER DAY 

18 

23 

Jan, I Feb) I I VJal.'; 
1974 17 I 1974 I 8 I 1974 11 154 0.562 

Offenses During r--:o--=r--' -, =-1' ~~ 
Deployment (275 days) Apr, I Htty, II ! Jl.ill:. 

1974 9 19'71y I B 11974 

Business Burg1arv 
Off~nses Prior to 
Deployment (153 days) 

Jul, 
1974 

Oct, 
1974 

Mar, 
1974 

21 

22 

26 

Aug, 
1974 

J:-fov; 

"12 

1974 24 

AREA III 

Apr, 
1974 19 

Jun, Jul, 
1974 25 197 29 

Offenses During Aug, Sep, 
Deployment (153 days) 1974 29 1974 

Nov, 
1974 22 

Dec, 
1974 

17 

20 

Sep, 
1974 

Dec~ 
1974 

V'.ta.y, 
1974 

Oct] 
1974 

_11 

16 

15 138 0.502 

31 

130 .850 

13 

101 .660 
-------------------------r-------~--------+--------+--------~-------------------+----------~-----------
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-, 

Business Robbery 
Offenses Prior to 
Deployment (153 days) 

-
Offenses During 
Deployment (153 days) 

. 
- .. 

. 

,- ,.,..... , 

e e 

ATfAoilli£tiIT 1 ( com! D) 

NUMBER" OF OFFENSES BEFORE AND DURI1'G DEPLOYMENr 

" I . ! . f I AVERAGE 
MONrH OFFE~'SES HOm;}i. i.QrFEt~stg_l ivlot,tfrr oI(.FENSES TarAL PER DAY 

. i Mill/A Jr.:r{cortP'.i TIl i I 
· I 

Mar il.pr, May, . , 
1974 3 1974 5 1974 2 

I 
I 

Jun, Jul, 

J 1974 6 197,~ 6 22 .144 
~ -

Aug, Sep, Oct, 
1974 4 1974 5 1974 7 

Nov, Dec, 
1974 · 3 ,1974 /' - 25 .163 I, t) 

1 · . . 



l\) 

'" 

e ATTACHMENl' Ie 
AP.JUS'l'ED NUMBER OF OFFE~""sES BEFORE AND DURING DEPLOl"MENI' 

-----f"~=~~:-=_y_.r-.... "'--..".. - . 

HOnrni !OFlfEootd I MorITH I bF'FENsEs I i-iONTH IbFFE:tv'SES 

I ~...& J~ 

Busi..l'J.ess Burg-lary I 
TOT.AL 

AV.t;RAGES 
PER DAY 

= 
174 1.89 

• 

Offenses Prior to Oct, J Nov, r Dec, I --- . 
Deployment (92 days) 1973 47 1973 76 1973 51 

Offenses During' .Jan, J ;~~~.1 ---=r-- - . .-- Mar ~t+--' -=",-~----,",",",,~~~-----jl:--------

-~~=~~~~~-~~~-~:~~----r-=~:~--'---~~---r-=~~~--ii----~:---1-=~~~-- --~~---l--~--:~----L----~~~~------
BuSllless Roboer;r 
rffenses Prior to Oct, i :rJgV-~ I I r~/;:; I t 
Deploy:rrent (92 days) 1973 10 j 197.3 _! 12 I ~~? 17 i 39 t .424 

Feb, I I Mar'1 I Offenees During 
DeploYment (76 days) 

Business Burglary 
Offenses Prior to 
Deployment. (274 days) 

Offenses During 
Deployment (275 ~ays) 

.Jan, 
1974 

.Jul, 
1973 

Oct, 
1973 

.Jan, 
1974 

Apr, 
1974 

.Jul, 
1974 

5 

72 

_40 

70 

92 

72 

1974 I 3 ~ 19'71 .. 
.. 1.__ ___ 1 ___ _ 1 

AREA II 1 --- ----1 

i I I 
.aug j I ~ep 7 1'., i I '" 
1973 I 65 1973 

NOv, 
1973 

Feb, 
1974 

May, 
1974 

Aug, 
1974 

Nov, 

54 

78 

83 

45 

Dec, 
1973 

Mar, 
1974 

.Jun, 
1974 

Sep, 
1974 

Dec, 

9 17 .224 

45 

66 

116 606 2.21 

90 

54 

Oct, 
1974, 49 1974 

------------------------~-------~---------~-------
48 1974 J 48 1 581 I 2.11 

------- --------- -----------~--------------
*See Attachment I for original figures. 

......... 

!'. 
t 

i. 

.. '".-~---- ..... -- ~ 
~ 
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ATTAC~ II (CONI" D) e 
ADJUSTED NUMBER OF OFFENSES BEFORE AND DURING DEPLOYMENl' 

I "~-6~~ I" . AVERAGE 
MONrH OFFENsES f MoNTH oPE'ltN2Eg 11-10NrH OFFENSES TorP.L PER DAY I ABE}.. 1.1

1 
( cmyrl D) 

Business Robbe!Z 1 

Offenses Prior to Jul, Aug, Sup, 
I Deployment (274 days) 1973 14 1973 25 1973 19 
I 

Oct, Nov, Dec, 
1973 16· 1973 

I 
16 1973 19 

Jan, Feb j 11er; : 
1974 13 1974 8 1974 16 146 0.533 

Offenses During ~ 

Deployment (275 days) Apr, M8:y, Jun, 
1974 12 1974 12 1974 12 

1 

~ 

Jul, Al.lg, I Sep, 1974 20 ~;""t, ..... J 
1.4 7).974 17 ;!·/nq: -.. 

Oct, I ~;4 I .. Dec, 
1974 19 17 1974 12 135 0.491 

AREA III 
Business Burg1~ 
Off~nses Prior to Mar, Apr, May, 
Deployment (153 days) 1974 28 1974 21 1974 34 

Jun, Jul, 
26 136 0.889 1974 27 1974 

Offenses During Aug, Sep, Oct, 
Deployment (153 days) 1974 27. 1974 17 1974 13 --

Nov, Dec, 
- - 1974 .22· 1974 18 :97 0634 

-------------------------r-----~---f--------- -------- ---------f------------------- ---------- -----------

I, 

'1 
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I 
II 
11 
:1 

1 

i 
< 
I 
I' 

~ 
1 

M 

It 

Business Robbery 
Offenses Prior to 
Deployment (153 days) 

Offenses During 
Deployment (153 days) 

-
ArTACHf~r~ II (QO~IT'D) 

. -
ADJUSTED NUMBER OF OFFEIIJ'SES BEFORE AND :DU1UNG DEPLOYHENr 

MONJ:H 

Mar, 
1974 

.Tun, 
1974 

Aug, 
1974 

Nov, 
1974 

. . -- , . f - .... .. ' 

I OFrE'ENSES 1110mB: f CJ.FFEtI)8ES i "110NrB: 
foREA III (CONT r D) 

I 
fj, .• -- I _.:pr; I 

4 1.974 I 6 

7 

5 

2 

.Tul, 
1974 

Sep, 
1974 

Dec, 
1974 

6 

5 

5' i 

M."3.7, 
1974 

Oct, 
1974 

CJii;li'ENSES 

3, 

6 

TOTAL 

26 

23 

AVER.>\GE 
PER DAY 

.170_ 

.150 

It 






