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FINAL EVALUATION

Project Title: Hellcopter Alert
Funding Date: September 1, 1973

Emluation Period: September 1, 1973 - December 31, 1974

Background Information

The Helicopter Alert project is based upon the long held belief that the faster
police umits nespond to & crime in-the-act of being committed, the greater the
possibdlity o effecting: an arrest. on~the-scene or near-the-scens,

Sigmificamt reducticms in responise time by ground units have been limited by a
=2 s i

nweber of fawhors includldng, distancs from the scene, traffic congestion. and other
driwving eond:itions, and the speed a's which even an emergency vehicle can safely
travel .
Witk the datroductiom of the helicopter into law enforcement as a regular patrol
. element, the Ellas Policw Department saw the potential for reduced responsé times,
increasad arzmut rates, mad an overell reduction in crime.
'.BY 1973, sfter two years in operation, the he}iggptgr‘uniysmg%g!“indeed, lowered

g

the%imggsppnsgu§}@g@9nug;1‘calls,for gervice to an average of four minutes compared
téig}xmyiqutas for g??HE@qqgits, However, the in-the-act arrest rate for the depart-
ment remained #ery low. Only g;gé_percent of the armed fobberies anq_gégimpqrcent of
the ?Erglaries were gtopped in-the-act, Pplice officers realized that if the agsumption

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

‘time needed to be further reduced to achieve the desired results.




' ‘ Compornnts,
The Uelicopter Alert Project contains two components:

~hiy ;larm device capable of use as both & robbery and burglary alarm. In

both mu-g of operation the equipment consists of an activating device in the building

linke¢ % a high intensity strobe light atop the location and a sending device attached

to an ¢ lsting telephone line connected to a digital readout device in the Police

Communic:abions 0ffice. [

:

| Strobe | __ Visual.sighting. _ . _ _ _
LOCATION ' Activation 1
oo wEms |, Marm Patrolling
| #AT | Activabion Police auto- _ Hellcggter
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’\‘ In the rohivery phase, the alarm ::vsz‘:ma\ﬂually activated while in the burglary mode

the élarm is sutivated throwgh detecticu of movement in the protected area by an

ultragsonic sensw y dévice, Tn both cases the time lag between activation of the

alarms end recedving iw the Gmmmunicdtions Office is approximately 12 szconds. The

gtrobe light is activated at the same time the Communications Office is being notified

electronically. The patrolling helicopter is to respond to the flashing strobe

immediataly and contain the area until ground units can respond.

~Ths numbering of epproximately 1,087 stree&ﬁ;gggglgnsfuithWQAMinohwby.18~inch
letteriry, The numbers are placed every five blocks on majdr thoroughfares throughout
the clt These numbers enable helicopter units to locate and respond to gpecific

locatio: - and-then direct ground elements to locations in a reduced amount of time.
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' ‘Areas of Deployment

Avea T: Patrol beats 111-116, 118 124, 211 214, 216 217, 225, 231, 311, 312
Area II: Patrol beats 411‘-417, 421 422 426, 431, 433 434,

Area III: Patrol beats 331 334, 333 335

Dates of Deployment

Area It January 15, 1974 - March 31, 1974
+ Ares II: April 1, 1974 -~ December 31, 1974

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

- Deployment Strateszy
Mthough the Leats vary significantly in socio-economic characteristics, the

locatinuns where dhe alarms werw placed were fairly uniform. The burglar alarms were

placed in small ‘hosinesses 3#we gavages, dry cleaners, and restaurants. (ALl installa-

ticms, dncluding burglery afrrm loca¥dions, had robbery switches, regardless of type
: 'bus:iness, Bcu;g;ZLa:r alarm egusipment was hot installed in 24-hour operations.) The
robbery alarms were mainly plused in fast food locations and all night neighborhood
stores.

M1 of the l&xations were identiféig“as having & history of burglaries.and robberies

despite efforts Wy the owners to securs the premises. Placement of the alarm depended
on the availability of private phone lines in the business, as the telephone company

would not allow eguipment to be attached to puy phones.

Bvaluation Period

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

Implementation 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, Actual deployment of the alarms in Area I commenced on January 15,

i

1974 and was completed February 4, 1974. }

e flna i sy e "oy T TN G s > B b




’ ‘_Jiectives‘ snd other Measures of Bffsctiveness and Efficiency vaf,'.‘,f(‘"'m' .

The Heliccgier Alert Project had three basic objectives. Y

1.~ To ’acrease the average response time of the helicopter by 50 percent ‘(
(£« four minutes to two minutes) in answering robbery and burglary
aluvin calls to thoge locations where a Helicopter Alert alarxﬁ has been
inguelled and is operable.,

2" To reduce 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 increage in-the-act arrests for robbery and burglary by 50 percent

on those walls vhere a Helicopter Alert alarm is operable asjcompared to

arrest rates for ather burglary and robbery alarm calls during the sameg}

time perdod.

- ‘Other indirect measures of efficisncy and =ffectiveness will also be.examined:

“ 1., A false alarm rsle on “the Helicopdmr Alert alarms of iO percent or less,

2. A faster response time for Heliccpber Alert alarms than other burglary
end robbary alarms durimg the sams %ime and area,

3../(A reduction in the crime count for husiness burglery and business robbery
in the area of deploymen®.

" 4. Any monthly variance in the business burglai‘y and robbery crime count in

the area of deployment during deployment.

Definitions:

1, In-the-act arrest; Any arrest in which the helicopter is of assistance
where a person has committed a robbery or a burglary and is still at the
soene of the offense, or is in-the-act of fleeing.

2. Hesponse time: That time passage from when the Police Communications Office

first broadcasts the alarm signal until the helicopter arrives at the scene.
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) .Analyais of Project Objectives:

EAS

Objective #l: To decrease the average responge time of the helicopter by 50 percent
(from four minutes to two minutes) in answering robbery and burglary
calls to those locations where a helicopter alert alarm has been installed
and 1is operable,

In most instances response time is a questionable measurement of accomplishment
because it is subjéct to a great deal of misinterpretation due to inaccurate reporting.
In an attempt to control reportingerrors, the Project Director required strict adherence
to departmental nolicy concerning reporting response time,

Chart I shows the response times recorded for the "Alerth alsrm systems. The
response times ranged frow & low of 1.2 minutes in August, 1974, to a high of 2.5
mirates in December 1974. The figures on Chart T indicate no trends relative to a
constant redueition in response time,. The response time dropped to around 2.0 minutes

duming e Pirst month emd remafznd mear that level throughout the 11 months of the

praject. However, the gpwl of & .0 minute or less response time has been met.

CHART T

Numbex of Responses Average Response

Month To Helicopter Alarms by Month ] Time per Month
February, 1974 14 - 7268 1.9
March, 1974 L 4 2.0
April, 1974 - 4 . , b 2.0
May, 1974 - 21 . be6’ 2.2
June, 1974 2 :,.f, 1.6
July, 1974 19 . u 2.1
hugust, 1974 12 ; o © 1.2
September, 1974 13 /s 5§ 2.0
October, 1974 9 IR 1.5
November, 1974 7 Cpres 2.0
December, 1974 A 2.5
TOTAL 132 e L T

e Y

AVERAGE _ 12 : -~ 1.9
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minutes *- 1.9 minutes in the first month of deployment) two factors need to be

In examining this rapid decrease in regponse (evidenced by the drop from four

addressec

First. «e alarms were placed in cohtiguous patroi éreas, called beéts. Although
the size o." the deployment areas varied from 16 beatsGAréa IJ to four beats (Area III)
the beate -ire adjoining and easy for one helicopter to Péﬁ?éi}f““\

The secvi:d reason for the rapid decreage in responge time was the amount of time
the helicopter spent patrolling in the deployed area. Chart II graphicaily 11lustrates

the time spsnt in the deployed arsa.

CHART T
TURAL TLYING FLYING TIME IN PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL FLYING
MONTH TINE {HOTRS % DEPLCYED ARRA TIME (HOURS) IN DEPLOYED AREA
@ |Tev, 3974 509.5 - A 40.7
T | Mar, 1974 573.5 39.5 : 6.,9%*
Apr,. BYTh 5281 £2.6 : 11,9%%
May, 1974 42,2 b4 . 9.8u%
Jun, 1974 578, . 222.3 38.4
Jul, 297 | . 687.1 = 27%.6 , 1.0
Aug, 1974 | 58, 2 ! 24,2 42,6
Sep, 1974 | L47.3 g 2%1%5.3 B
Oct, 1974 | 59%.1 ? 2127 35.5
Nov, 1974 5047 ; 2553 50.6
Dec, 1974 382.8 186, 2 8.6
AVERAGE 533.4 227.4 42.6

W b PRI e A e e <L e

#*Total Flying time varies because of weather conditions 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.
Thesa igures show that the helicopter units spent approximately 43 percent of
(WS e
their total flying time in the deployed area. This intensive patrolling effort was

initiated i decrease the response time in the deployed area.
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‘I’ Objective II: Reduce the average response time to all calis by 20 perdent (from
four minutes to 3.2 minutes) as a result of street numbering. ‘
The sgtreet numbering,as explained in the component seétion, wag designed to
enable helicoplter units to locate and respond to locations quicker through identi-
fication of specific block numbers and then direct ground elements to the locations.
Mthough helicopfer units can identify many streets by air it is often difficult
to find block numbers or specific locationé, especially at night,
Although the necessary materials for street numbering were recnived in
February, 1974, the Traffic Control Department, because of manpowsr shortages, did
not initiate ayplication of the numbers uwbtil June 2, 1974, Excluding highway
markings, the applicatdon of the mwmbers -was completed by the end of Tuly, 1974.

To get an mecursile ploture of Yhe effentiveness of the street numberin Chart
g ¥ 3

-
!

III compares “whe awversge mouthly response time for February, 1974, through July,

. 1974, with 4he same Tiguras for fmgust, 2974, through December, 1974.

CHARD 71T

BEFORE STREET NIMBERING AFTER STREET NUMBERIMNG
: Avg. Hellicopter Response Avg. Helicopter Response
Month Time on all Cells (Mins) Month Time on all Calls (Mins
Feb, 1974 3.0 : Aug, 1974 3.4
Mar, 1974 3.6 Sep, 1974 3.2
Apr, 1974 3.4 Oct, 1974 3.4
May, 1974 3.8 Nov, 1974 : 3.3°
Jun, 1974 3.3 Dec, 1974 3.4
Jul, 1974 3.5
AVERAGE 3. AVERAGE 3.3

The figures indicate a 3.4 minute average response time for the six months period
N . ) - ) . ,‘
prior to application of the numbers. This would indicate that there was a reguction
‘l'from four minutes (the 1973 average respsnge time) to 3.4 minutes without assistance

-
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from the street numbers., The Project Director explains that the four minute
average r-aponse time used for 1973 was actually made from late 1972 and early
1973 figures and that by January, 1974, the average response time was probably
cloger to 7.6 minutes. 'V
The reﬁuction'from four minutes'to 3.4 minutes during the first six months is not
the importent comparison by which to judge the objective. The comparison between
the average for the last five months of the project, after the numbers had been
applied to the streets, and the first six months,when there were no numbers is a more

valid comparison. This analysis shows sn average 0.1 of g minute decrease,

According to projoct gtadisties, the street numhering has had no measurable effegﬁy\
e N - N
on overall Melicoptey wesposse tWme.  Himost as soon as they were applied the numbers
WW
began to shoy gigns of wrapid wesr. It is not known whether the wear was due to traffic

conditilons, wewther cumditioms, wandalism, or improper application. The pilots indicate

‘the ﬁumbera, wadle dnlftdally helpful, sre increasingly difficult to see from the air.

Objective IIIs' To jucwrease jw-the-act arrests for robbery and burglary by 50 percent
on these calls whenr a helicopter alarm ig operable as compared to arrest
rates for otisr burglary and robbery alarm calls during the same time
period,

This objective is measured by comparing the arrests made in response to the "Alert
it iy, e v e

s AT BN AR

,,,,,

same geographic areas (beats) during the same time frame. Because this grant was designed
to measure the effectivenesg of the helicopter in responding to alarm systems (both
the special "Alert" alarms and all other burglary and robbery alarms) data was collected

on only helicopter aggigted arrestg in response to alarms.

)

Between February and December, 1974, helicopter units did not assist inithe arrest

of any suapects in regponge to helicopter "Alert! alarms. Five arrests were made in

A
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responge to other alarms in the ugame area during the éame 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 "Alert!" and other alafm systems in the same area), the number
of times.the helicopter responded to both, and the number of cases where a response
was made to an actual crime. This touches on the falge alarm rate, which will be
discussed in the next section, but is presented here because the figures explain,

in part, the reason why no erregts were affwocted.
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CHART IV
5 NO. TIMES NO.CF TIMES , N0, TIMES | NO. OF TIMES
H NO. TIMES ALERT HELICCGETER RESPCHDED 70 ¥G. TIMES OTHER HESLICOPTER RESPO\IDED T0
MONTH ALARMS ACTIVATED| REZPONDED 4+ ¢ ACIUAL GIWRISEY fx ?f{ ACTIVATraD RESTOITL § ALUUAL CFFENSER
Beb, 1974 68 14 0 158 13 0
Mer, 1974 57 L c 130 12 0
. Apr, 1974 35 4 0 105 L 0
Mey, 1974 - 7 23 0 126 30 0
Jun, 1974 80 25 1* 145 64 0
Jul, 1974 87 19 0 138 43 2
Aug, 1974 ) 68 12 G 133 70 4
Sep, 1974 83 13 0 153 40 0
o0&, 1974 45 9 0 168 51 1
Nov, 1974 47 7 0 153 47 3
Dec, 1974 42 4 0 144 38 0
11 MONTH TOTAL 638 132 1 1,553 412 10

1The helicopter does not respond to all "Alert" alarm activations because of weather conditions, distance to the

scene or; in the case of an error where the subscriber calls to report a false alarm.

ese figures are calculated based upon notes kept by the Project Director.

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.

*A sburglary.




@
Of the 132 regponses the helicopter units made to "Alert! alarms only one wag
an actual offense’ Of the 412 responses 1o other alarm systems ten were actual
offenses.
This does not mean that there were no arrests made as a result of the "Alert»
alarm gystem. Statistics were kept on arrests made by ground units without helicopter
support in response to "Alert" alarms. Unfortunately, no statistics are available
concerning non-helicopter assisted arrests for the other alarm systems, (v ;"' Qf
During the 31 months of the project, the;e were 2). bufglaries and 22 robberies
at "Alert" glarm locations., Arrests were mmde in four of the burglaries, a 16.7
percent on-the-acene arrest rate. Ia,thos% four cases, esight suspects were arrested
and ten cases cleared. MNo awrrests were msde in responza to the robbery alarms becaﬁse

none of the slarms were activated watil affter the suspect had departed:

Analvsie of Memsures of Effectivensss andt Efficiency:

The following measures mre oullined i the evaluation component of the grant
application an@ are presented here hwcause they offer additional information relative
to the performance of the project.

#1: A false alarm rate on the helicopter alert alarms of 10 percent or lesg.

Chart V presents the false alarm rate for the "Alert! alarm gystem compared

to the false alarm rats for other slarms in the deployed area.

4
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CHART V
NUMBER QF TIMES NUMER OF PALSE FALSE ALARM RATE
ALARIS ACTIVATED ALARMS IN IN DEPLOYED ARTA
IN‘DLPLOYhD AREA DEPLOYED AREA (PERCENT)
_ : OTHER : OTHER OTHER
4ONTH 1t ALERT t ALARMS NALERTY | ALARMS " ALERTY ALARMS
Feb, 197, | 68 158 64, 155 9.1 98.1
Mar, 197 57 130 55 126 96.5 |- 96.9
Apr, 1974 35 105 32 100 9L.4 95.2
Yay, 1974 71 1.26. ] 70 124 98,5 98 .4
Jun, 1974 .80 | 145 ! 76 142 95.0 g97.9
Jul, 1974 87 1 138 i 77 130 88.5 94,2
Mg, 1974 € 133 ; 65 131 . 95.6 98.5
Sep, A9% 88 } 153 : 80 146 ' 90.9 95.4
Oct, 1974 | 45 1 164 , 41 160 91.1- 95.2
Mov, 1974 W 153 43 149 © 914 97.3
Dec, 1974 | A2 | 144 | 40 143 95.2 99.3
TORMLS | &88 {1,553 | 643 | 2,506 '
‘ AVERAGES | 62.5 | d4l.2 f . 585 136.9 93.5 | 97.0
. ! } )

The: 33.5 pergent false alarm rate, while sllghbly bettor than tho rate on the othor
alarm éystemﬁ, wws totally wmaccephzble but’not unexpected. Past experience with alarm
systems in genef&l has indicated an extéemelj high false alarm rate of around 9% percent
(unofficial estimate); The goal of a 10 percent false alarm rate apparéntly vas not
a reasonable goal, given the police depaftment's past experienée with alér%s.

’Cﬁart VI illustrates the reasons for the false alarmg, by month, for the 1l months
of the project. The major problem wasksubscriber errér, which accounted for 55.4
percent of the false alarm. This occurred(iespiﬁe repeated instructions in the use
of‘the equipment, When the alarms were installed the Project Director speht approxi-
maiely 45 minutes per business explaining how the alarms operate, walking the employees

l

‘ through the procedures to be followed during opening and cloging, and answerinf

)

questiong, If there was a false alarm due to subscriber error the Project Director

12




' returned to the location and provided additional instruction and counseling.
Despite thege instructions the problem of subscriber errors remained unsgolved.
False alarms due to equipment malfunction reached a peak during May, June, and
July. Of the /5 false alarms due to equipment malfunction in May, June, and July,
32 ;f them occurred at six locations., The problem was oversensitive equipment.
Aarms were activated because of car lights, air conditioners coming on, and the
cooling units of a goft drink dispenser turning on. By July the equipment had been
modified so as to eliminate most of the oversensitive characteristics. Problems
Qith equipment malfunctions appear to have been corrected by the last three months

of the project.

puCy
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CHART VI

REASON FOR FALSE ALARMS

YT

REASONS FEB | MAR | APR IMAY | JUN.L JUL ] AUG [ StP [ OGf [ NOV | DEG] TOTAL | FRROR
Subscriber Errort 52 1 48 | 18 24| 2| 34| 38 ] 36 27 | 26 | 261 357 55.4
Inclement Weather z 6 8 1.2
Alarm Equipment ’

Malfunctions 2 2 2 20 7 18 6 5 62 9.6
Telephone Equipment .

Malfunctions 15 15 2.3
Animal/Rodent in Bldg. 2 1§ 7 10 1.5
Customer Set Off 1 o1 2
Civil Matter/Wanted Police | 1 - | 2 3 .5
Police Set Off’ 1 1 .2
Power Failure ‘ . A 4 .6
Unexplained? 8 5 9 26| 20| 25 | 21 | 39 g | 17 61 184 28.5
Total 66 | 55 | 32 |70 | 76| 77 | 65 | 80 | 41 | 43 | 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 alarm systems,

CHART VIT
RESPONSE TIME RESPONSE TIME
ALERT ALARMS OTHER ALARMS
MONTH (MINUTES) (MINUTES)
Felv, 197 1.9 4.5
Max , 1974 l 2.0 12.0
Aper, 1974 2.0 LT
Moy, 2974 2.3 2.7
Jur, 197 ; 1.6 3.0
s Jul, 197 ' 2.2 2.8
. ! Amg, 01974, 1.7 2.9
. | Sep, 12w 2,0 2.9
| Octh, 1974 1.4 2.6
Now, 19T, 2.4 2.7
Dan, AR 2.% 3.2
INVERACE: 1.9 4.0
YL AN 2.0 2.9

In eoalgating 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 "other
alarms" categor& in March was caused by one unusually large responge fime that
occurred when the helicopter responded to a call in the southeast part of Dallas
from a looation in the northwest part of the county, outside the city limits. Using
the median figure,Chart VII does show a 0.9 minute faster response time for tho
" Alertt alafm 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 wag the only s:Lgnlf:Lcant difference betwesen the alarm systems. The strobe

lights atop the "Alert" alarm locations ailded the helicopter unlts in locating the

15
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building. Other alarm 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 ares of deployment.

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 hélicopter
presence had cn the crime count. Any comparison between months is a pr¢blem because'E;
of factors other than deployment which can contribute to an increase 6r éécrease in '
the crime couw#t. In enalywing data relating to this measurement, adjustments have
been made 1o agcount for outside Factors. One factor we have attempted to estimate
and eliminate is seasonal wvarisiion. By using data for the City of Dallas for the
last five ca]endé%i&éaréAfor.aéﬁual business burglaries and the last three calendaf\

years for reported business rotbweries, monthly semssonal indices have been derived.

,
o

Using these :indices, adjusted zrime counts for the area of deployment have been
developéd, thareby eliminating the seasonal effect. e

Another fiactor to be dealt with is calendar variation (a month can have from
28 to 31 days, causing a difference in the length of time periods being compounded).
This factor has been eliminated by comparing offenses per day insféadAof per month.
Other unidentifiable causes of irregul&rity, including weather conditions, that
might have affected helicoptef deployment have not been adjusted for in the geploy—
ment figures. ‘

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

of Offenses Before and During Deployment.

16




CHART VIIT

OFFENSES PER DAY

Before After
Deployment Deployment PERCENT DECREASE

Buginess Burglary

Arvea T o 1.89 ‘ 1.84 2.6

Area TII . 2.21 2.11 4.5

Area III 0.889 0.634 28.7
AVERAGE* 1.76 1.62 8.0
Business Robhery

AI'(?B. 1 G«uf;-2/+ . 00224 47-2

frew IT 3.533 ) 0.491 7.9

fres IIT G.170 0.150 11.8
AVERA4GER ©.207 0.347 147

# Averages calemlated bty dividimg offenses per period of deployment by the number
of deys »f dagployment in Attachment II.

¢

The figores show & reductiwm in all three areas of deployment for both of the
deployedt crimeg; The 14.7 perwent average reductim for business robberies compared
to the 8.0 perwent averuge redmetlon for business burglaries indicates the helicopter
is a more effechive deterrent against robberies than burglaries.

Based on Chart VIII there appears to be a positive deterrent effect to the physical

.presence of the helicopter in a high crime area.

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

This was chogen as a measure of effiéiency 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 optimm time of deployment the helicopter

could be used to is greatest potential.
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Graphs I and II illustrate‘s adjusted crime incidences for business burglary
and bugsiness robbery, respectively in the areas of deployment.

Graph I (busingss burglaries) does not indicate any overall optimum period
of deployment. Area I achieved its lowest incidence of crime during the first
month, In wonths two and three there is a steady increase in crime., Area IT

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

. in the fourth month., After the fifth month there wesa slight rise followed by a

leveling off, Area III decreased in months two and three, increased in four,
followed by s slight decrease in the fifth wmonth., Similarly Graph II {business
robbery) dees nod ghow ay identifisble tremds, Area I achieved its lowest number
of ;affenses dm Che secounrd mondth followed by & charp rise. Area IT had the lowest
number of offensas durimg tiwe firgt #hree ‘months followed by a series of increases
and decreasws during the newh six momths, Area III's lowest ﬁumber of offenses
occurred in ‘the fourth month =nd then rose in the fifth month. |

The ldmfited ’mumbe.’r of denloyments preciude any conclusion being drawn from the
data. Furtbher studies aimed at obtaining this type of information might provide

more useful an¢ conclusive information abowt an optimum time of deployment,

T L e St e e bt e
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Conclusions

One obvious problem with the Helicopter Alert project was the lack of heli-~
copter assisted in-the-act arrests, which was a primary objective. While in~the-
act arrests is an important measure the failure of the Helicopter Alert project to

achieve this goal should not be used as the sole eriterion for ewvaluation. ,

I

There are explanations for the lack of any in-the-act arrests, As pointed ou?
!
near the end of the discussion of the third objective, there were 22 actual robberies

|

and 2L actual burglaries at alarm locations during the 1l months of the project.{

;
In none of %he 22 robberies were the alarms activated until after the suspect had
depzrted. The obbery victims indicated tiat because of the activating device an%

atfiempt ta activate the alarm while the offfender was present could have resulted én

physical lesm. This would dndicate the nesd of a different type of activating -

dewice, one that might be easder emd less wbvious to activate.

Of thy 21 business burglsries e hel:ioopter responded to one, making no

——

arrest and ground units responded to the remaining 20 burglaries making four arrests.

Tha only Zoss in the 23 burglaries was $100. Because of the placement of the strobe

g s A

lights (on %op of the building) and the type of businesses deployed in (mostly small

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

et AT

surface, object, or clouds. This apparently caused mény burglars to flee without
taking any money or.goods.

The fact that only one of the 132 responses made by‘the helicopter to the alarm
system wag 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,

2L




This project did prove the effectiveness of a strobe light in attracting
helicopter patrols. The aid provided by the strobe light assisfed in achieving
the desired two minute respongse time.

In addition, the patrolling helicopter has been proven té be an effective
crime deterrent; in every area where helicopter patrols were intengified the
incidences of business burglary and business robbery decreased.

The project has been concluded, the slarm systems removed and returned to the
manufacturer, The police department does not feel the alarms are worth the time

and money required to maintain them,
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ATTACHI‘& I

NUMBER OF OFFENSES BEFORE AND DURING DEPLOYMENT.

~
) T i EVERAGES
MONTH |OFFEIDES | MONEH |GFFEHSES | MONTH |OFFENSES TOTAL PER DAY
AREA T |
Business Burglary
Offenses Prior to Oct, Nov, Dec,
Deployment (92 days) 1973 L6 1973 78 1973 56 180 1.96
Offenses During Jan, Fsb, Har,
Deployment (76 days) 1974 39 1974 45 1974 52 136 1.79
Business Robbery
Offenses Prior to Oct, Nov, Dec,
Deployment (92 days) 1973 12 1973 w1197 21 50 .543
Offenses During Jan, Feb, Mar,
Deployment (76 days) 1974 7 1971 3 1974, 6 16 11
AREA 1T
Business Burglary
Offenses Prior to Jul, Aug, Sep,
Deployment (274 days) 1973 81 1973 69 1973 46
Qct, Nov, Dec,
1973 39 1973 55 1973 72
dJan, Feb, Mar,
1974 76 1974 72 1974 109 619 2.26
Offenses During Apr, May, . Jun,
Deployment (275 days) 1974 84 1974 76 1974 84
Jul, Aug, Sep,
1974 81 1974 48 197/ 55
Oct, Nov, Dec,
1974, 48 1974 49 1974 52 577 2.10

*See Attachment IT for adjusted figures.




. - ATTACMM‘. (cowt!' D)

NUMBER OF CFFENSES BEFORE AND DURING DEPLOYMENT

AVERAGE
MONTH |OFFENSES | MONTH |OFFERSES | MONTH (FFENSES TOLAL PER DAY
. AREA IT (CONT!'D)
Business Robbery
Offenses Prior o Jul, Aug, Beps
Deployment (274 days) 1973 15 1973 21 1973 18
Oct, Nov, Dac; ‘
1973 19 1973 22 1973 23
Jan 2 Feb ¥ . M&l‘ 3
1974 17 1974 & 1974 11 154 0.562
Offenses During '
Deployment (275 days) bpr, My, Jusn,
1974 9 1974 8 1974, 11
Jul, Aug, Sep,
1974 21 1974 "12 1974 16
Oct, Hov, Dee,
1974 22 1974 24 1974 15 138 0.502
ARFA ITT
Business Purglary
Offénses Prior to Mar, Apr, May,
Deployment (153 days) 1974 26 1974 19 1974 31
Jun, Jul, .
1974 25 1974 9 © 130 .850
Offenses During Aug, Sep, Oct,
Deployment (153 days) 1974 29 1974 17 1974 13
Nov, Dec, .
- - 19074 22 1974 20 101 .660




ATTACHMENT £ (GONT'D)
NUMBER OF OFFENSES BEFORE AND DURING DEPLOYMENT

T BE AVERAGE
MONTH |OFFENGES| MONTH | OFFENSES | woiTd | OFFENSES TOTAL, PER DAY

G2

AREA TI7 (CONTTE)

Business Robbery

Offenses Prior to Mar, i Apr, _ May,
Deployment (153 days) 1974 3 1974 5 1974 2
Jm, Jlll, :
1974 6 1974 6 22 144
Offenses During fug, Sep, — | Oct,
Deployment (153 days) 1974 L 1974 5 1974 7
: Nov, Dec,

1974 | . 3 197L S . 25 .163

P ’
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ADJUSTED NUMBER OF OFFENSES BEFORE AND

ATTACHMENT I’

DURING DEPLOYMENT

b =

*¥See Attachment I for original figures.

_ I A B AVERAGES
MONTH IOFFENSES | MONTH |OFFENSES | MONTH |[GFFENSES TOTAL FER DAY
ARGA L
Buginess Burglary '
Offenses Prior %o . Oct, : Nov, Dec, e N -
Deployment (92 days) .| 1973 47 1973 76 1973 51 174 1.89
‘Offenses During Jan, Feb, Mazx,
Deployment (76 Days) 1974 36 1974 49 1974 55 140 1.84
Business Robbery
Offenses Prior to Oct, Nov, ) Des;
Deployment (92 days) 1973 10 1973 12 1973 17 39 -4l
Offenses Durin% Jan, ¥eb, Mar,
Deployment (76 days) 1974 5 1G74 2 1974 9 17 .22/
TAREA 11 '
Business Burglary :
Offenses Prior to Jul, Lug, Sep,
Deployment. (274 days) 1973 72 1973 65 1973 45
Oct, Nov, Dec,
1973 40 1973 54 1973 66
Jan, - | Peb, Mer,
- 1974 70 1974 78 1974 116 606 2.21
Of fenses During Apr, May, Jun,
Deployment (275 days) 1974 92 1974 83 1974 90
J"Ul: Aug, Sep,
1974 72 1974 45 1974 54
Oct, Nov, Dec,
1974, 49 1974 48 1974 48 581 2.11
) - I 3
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ATTACH&IT IT (CONT!'D)
ADJUSTED NUMBER OF OFFENSES BEFORE AND DURING DEPLOYMENT

L,

AVERAGE
MONTH (GFFERSES | MONTH OFFENIES i MONTH OFFENSES TOT AL PER DAY
"AREA T (GOND'D)
Business Robbery
Offenses Prior to Jul, BAug, Sap,
Deployment (274 days) 1973 14 1973 25 1973 19
Oct, Nov, Dec,
1973 16- 1973 16 1973 19
Ja.n’ Feb, Hﬁi‘,
1974 13 1974 8 1974 16 146 0.533
Offenses During
Deployment (275 days) Apr, ’ Mety, Jun,
1974 12 1974 12 1974 12
Jul, kg, Sep,
1974 20 1974 14 1974 17
Oct, Nov; Dec,
1974 19 1974 17 1974 12 135 0.491
A AREA TTT
Business Burglary
Offénses Prior to Mar, ' Apr, May,
Deployment (153 days) 1974, 28 1974 21 1974 34
| Jun ’ Jul
| 1974 | 27 197, | 26 136 0.889
Offenses During Aug, Sep, Oct,
Deployment (153 days) 1974 R7 1974 17 1974 13
Nov, Dec, .
- - 1974 -22- 1974 13 ‘o7 0634
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ATTACHVEND II (CONI'D)

ADJUSTED NUMBER OF CFFENSES BEFORE AND DURING DEPLOYMENT

R RN e,

Ll At U b BB

AAEE T e A g A

ge

”’ . AVERAGE
MONTH |CFFENSES| MONTH | OFTENSES | MONTH | JFFENSES TOTAL PER DAY
AREA IIT (CONT!'D)
Business Robbery
Offenses Prior to Mar, _ &pr, May,
Deployment (153 days) 1974 4 1974 6 1974 3.
Jun, Jul, | -
197/ 7 1974 4 26 .170.
Offenses During fug, Sep, ' Oé't,
Deployment (153 days) 1974 5 1974 5 1974 6
Nov, Deec,
1974 2 1974 5 23 -15G
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