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Preface 

'I'll<' I"valuation (Inil of till' Comprelwnsiv(' Planning Organization was 
autlwt'izC'd by tfw H('gional Criminal Justice Planning Board to evaluate 
111(' C'r'inH's Against Pr'operty Control (anti-fencing) Project of the San 
IJi('go Slwdff's Offic<'. This project was funded by the Law Enforce­
I1wnt /\ssistanc(' Administration (LEAA) for two years with $ 277.778 
alloca[l'd. 

TIll' primal',\' goal oj' LI1(' f1rojt'ct was to identify, arrt'st, and pros('cute 
pt'l'sons d('aling in sl()l('n prop('rty (fpn('('s). Th(' purpose or Lhis t'(~·porl. 

is to aSHl'SS till' proj('c[ l'i'fpctivpn('ss and impact on L1w staL('c\ objPctivt's. 

TI1(' con[t'IlL of Lhis t't'pot't is comprisE'd of an executive summary focusing 
on till' ('valuation iSS1WS raised by tlw Criminal Justice Planning Board. 
lSSlll'S arc' Pl'l'Sl'ntc'd along with conclusions and recommendations sub­
S<'Qlll'llt to t1lP [('I'm inarion of federal funds. Included in the summary are 
t'l'(' i pl'(lcal rpmarks by t1w Sheriff's Office in response to the ('valuation. 
Fnllo'.'v ing tlH' summar,V is an analys is of each issue. 

~!£>tlwdnl()gical tpchniquC's ('ntail(~d interviews and contC'nt analYSis of 
criminal statistics. L)ata was gatlwred from the records division of the 
San I )ic'go Slwl'iff's Officl', oUwr law enforcement agencies, and the 
Count,v District i\ttornl'Y's Office. The assistance and cooperation of the 
stafr in tlH'~H' agt'ncit's is greatly appreciated. 
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Executive Summary 

JlI{O.JE( ''1' C;OA L: TllP project expected to incrcase till.' number of in­
dividuals al't'l'S tpd for dealing in stolpn propert:y and increase the 
amount oC Ht.olC'n propprty recov('red (within tht> Sheriff's ))ppartrnent 
jul'isdktion) with til(' 1'('SUlt being identification of suspected fences. 

<lEN EH AL ('ONCLl1SrONS: 
The' fencing unit helped to increase the number of Sheriff's 

))ppartnH'nt arrests for receiving stolen property (4D6. 1 P. C.) by 
!1'~:, during a 2 year period, but had no impact on improving the 
ratt' of property l'f'covered in the Shcriffls jurisdiction. 1 

Tlw projcct t'ontributed to arrests and property recovery 
throughout thp county which was recorded by otlwr law enforcpmcnt 
ag('llch's. T,aw ('nfoI'ccmcnt personnel in thp County indicated that 
t 11<' un<il'l'cov('t' t('c1miques used by the fencing unit contributed Lo 
HUt'cl'ssful invl'stigations in their areas. 

In particular, the unit participated in two storefront operations 
wllil'1l l't'sulLed in ·W ~u'res ts and the rpcovery of $220,000 worth of 
H \oh'n prllrcrty. 

TIll' fl'nt'ing unit was not successful in identifying a large num-
1>l'1' of major rl'ct'ivprs (fences). The experience of the project as 
\\'('11 as addit ional rpsparch by tlll' evaluation unit indicates that 
tl1l'rl' arp many otlwr people involved in illicit receiving of stolen 
pl'opprty bps ide'S the major receiver. These persons include 
occasional l't>ccivers and/or the "man on the street" who is willing 
to pure-hasp a stolen item for a reduced price. This finding suggests 
that tllt> continued l'xp<,nditure of funds and manpower to focus on 
ttl(' major rpceiver is inappropriate and unproductive. 

1. T(~chnically the Sheriff's jurisdiction is inclusive of the entire 
county. However, municipalities which finance their own police 
agency are responsible for recording their own crime statistics 
resulting from criminal activity occuring in their incorporated juris­
d ietion. 



Hccommendations 
1. BASED ON ANALYSIS 01" PROJECT REStJLTS AND 

OB,lECTIVE ACHIEVEMENT DURING ITS TWO YEAH. 
OPEH,NfrONAL PERIOD, CONTINUATION Oil' TIfE 
PRO,TECT IN ITS PRESENT ORGANIZATIONAL STIUIC­
TURE IS NOT RECOMMENDED. 

2. THE KNOWLEDGE AND EXPERTISE GAINED BY PH'o­
JECT STAFF CAN BE DEPLOYED THROUGHOUT THE 
SHERIFF'S DEPARTMENT BY ASSIGNING PROJECT 
STAFF TO WORK UNDER THE DIRECTION OF AREA 
DETECTIVE SERGEANTS. BY USING THE PROACTIVE 
UNDERCOVER TECHNIQUES USED BY FORMER PRO­
JECT STAFF, THE DEPARTMENT'S INVESTIGATIVE 
CAPABILITIES WILL BE AUGMENTED. THE USE OF 
THIS STRATEGY SHOULD HELP FILL THE EXISTING 
GAP BETWEEN ROUTINE, VISIBLE PATROL AND 
TRADITIONAL REACTIVE CRIMINAL INVESTIGATIONS. 

3. IF THE SHERIFF'S DEPARTMENT STAFF OR OTHER 
POLICE AGENCY PERSONNEL IN SAN DIEGO COUNTY 
CONDUCT AN UNDERCOVER STOREFRONT OPERATION, 
THE FORMER MEMBERS OF THE SHERIFF'S FENCING 
STAFF SHOULD PROVIDE ASSISTANCE IN THE INITIAL 
PLANNING AND IN THE ACTUAL IMPLEMENTATION, 
IF FEASIBLE. 

ISStTEI: HOW EFFECTIVE WAS PROJECT STAFF IN ACHIEVING 
THEIR OBJECTIVES? (Chapter 2, page 15) 

PROJECT OBJECTIVES: To increase department wide: 
1. The number of adult arrests for receiving stolen property 

(over baseline period) with the fencing unit responsible for 
over 50% of the increase. 

2. The number of adult arrests for burglary (over baseline 
period) with the fencing unit responsible for over 50% of the 
increase. 

3. The percentage of 496. 1 P. C. (receiving) complaints filed 
over arrest/ complaint ratio of base period. 

4. The dollar recovery percentage of stolen property from 12% 
to 14%. 

CONCLUSION 

The only objective achieved was an increase in the number of 
arrests for receiving stolen property. Expected effort toward ob­
jective achievement did not account for project activity that took 
place in other agency jurisdictions within the County. 
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(~]<;N EH AI., '" INl HNOS 

1. 'I'll(' num i>t'r of t'c('Piving arres lH increased by 0% (over 
l>a~'H'lilH' pC'I'iocl) in tlw Slwriff's ])('partment. The f(~nce unit was 
1'('t-lPOIlHibh' for over one-half of t.his increase. 

2. \)ppartmcnt:Nic1e burglary arrests increased by • B% in 
1 !l7B over the baseline period in 197G. However, in HJ78, the 
[<'(>t1('P l!nil ma(~(' QQ arrests for burglary. 

:L Tlw arrest to complaint ratio declined during t1w time 
Pl'I'lOlJ t'C'vil'wecl. Prior to the fencing unit, 67 oul of every 100 r'e­
('('iving nrrt'sts by Sheriff's deputies resulted in complaints being 
filed. ])m'ing the time period the fencing unit has been operational 
til(' d('pal'tment w ide figures actually decreased. Sixty-one (61) 
complaints were filed for every 100 persons arrested. 

.1. TIlt' percentage of recovered stolen property declined 
fl'otn 12.5 11

;, to ~l. tI";, in the Sheriff's Dept. from 1976 to 1D7B. In 
t hot-l(' 2 .vt'nt't-l, tilt' fl'ndng uniL rc'covered 15% of the total amount 
I'PC'o\'C'l't'd. tn addition, the unit recovered $464,224 worth of 
pI'nft'l'ty thl'ough s torl'i'ront programs as well as property reported 
t-l(oll'tl in otlwl' Jurisdictions that is not recorded in the Sheriff's 
()frie(' t-ltatisti(,H. 

ISSt'I-: II. HOW EFFECTIVE WEHE THE DIFFERENT INVESTIGA" 
TT\"T': TE(,TTNI(~tTES Ei\lPLOYED BY THE FENCING PROJECT? 
(( 'hapl.l'r 2, pagl' 22) 
( '( ) N (' L t ! S to N 

Tilt' tll1tit'l'CO\'Pl' storefront operation is the most cost ('fi'cetive 
tt'clmiqu(' for apprl'lwnd ing thieves. 
This l'ffort also l'l'HUltS in substantial recovery of stolen property 
which can bt' idontificd and returned to owners /victims. 

(;ENE HAL FINDINGS 

1. The ft'ncing unit participated in two storefront opera-
tiont-l in which ,,),6 persons were arrested with 46 complaints being 
iHHued for .:'('ceiving stolen property. (Final conviction rates were 
not available at the tirne of this report as 70% of the cases were 
still pending final court action. ) 

2. The storefront operations yielded $220, 000 worth of 
Htolen property recovered. Eighty-six percent (Ho%) of the property 
waH id('ntified and returned to the owners. An analysis of the store­
rront conducted by the fence unit indicated a benefit/ cost ratio of 1. 4; 
(for every dollar ('xpended, there was a return of $1. 40). 

5 



3. Other undercover techniques such as surveillance. the 
buying of stolen property from a thief, and the selling of alleged 
stolen property to a suspect do not result in dispositions that are 
different from arrests made by trad lUonal procedures. 

[SStTE III. WIIAT ABE TIlJ£ RESULTS OF A COMPARISON OF' 
DISPOSITIONS OF' RECEIVING ARRESTS AMONG THE SHERIFF'S 
FENCING UNIT. OTHER SIIERIFF'S OFFICE DEPUTIES, AND THE 
SAN DIEGO POLICE DEPARTMENT'S FENCING UNIT? (Chapter 2, 
page 29) 
CONCLUSION 

2 
Based on available data, the Sheriff's Fence Unit had fewer total 
complaints result in guilty dispos itions and less severe sentences 
(defendants who were sentenced to state prison or jail) when com­
pared to complaints issued for arres ts made by other Sheriff's 
deputies or the Police Department's Fencing Unit. 

GENERAL FINDINGS 

1. Seventy-two percent (72%) of the Sheriff's Fence Unit receiving 
stolen property C'omplaints resulted in guilty dispositions compared 
to 78% of complai.nts issued by other deputies and 81% of the police 
department's fence unit. 
2. S -'ntcnces resulting from the Sheriff's Fence Unit cases indi­
cated that 58% of the defendants received probation and 4% received 
prison terms. Other Sheriff's deputies' cases showed 52% of the 
defendants received probation and 18% had sentences to prison. 
Heview of the police department fence unit cases indicated 26% of 
the defendants received probation and 25% were sentenced to prison. 

2 The data reviewed do not include dispositions of storefront 
offenders for either the Sheriff's Department or the police depart­
ment. Additional Sheriff's Fence Unit cases pending final court 
action could not be included. 
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SlIMIVIJ\t~Y 

l"l'om 1!l7 10 ID7G, property erirneH within tlw Sheriff'H jut'­
isdidiol1 inct'('USl'd by 58%. During the same period, the dollar 
amonnt of stolen Pl'OPPl'ty increased by 178%. Property rC'covery 
ralps HV('t'agt'd 1:3°1\) (Pxcluding auto theft) in those years. (Proje<'l 
I )l'opm-;al, 1 fJ77) 

[n an altpmpt to curb the rising rates, the Sheriff's Office ap-
pl ipd for $277 I 778 in federal funds from the Law Enforcement AHS i8-
tun('(' /\dministl'ation (LE1\A) for a two-year period from March ID77 
to :\1a1'('11 of 1 !l7D. The grant award was approved by the Hegional 
Criminal .Tustice Planning Board and included personnE~l salaries for 
fOUl' d('pul'ips and one sergeant, informant/' bL.:Y' money, four dl~Lective 
HPdalls fully ('quippod, photographic and tape recording ('quipnwnt. 
dpt'ical support, ancl office supplies. 

Pl'ojecl. objectives focused on increasing arrests for burglary 
und I'(l('('iving s tol('n property as well as increas ing the dollal· value of 
s tol('n propP!'ty l'('covpred. The project also expected a significant 
t'hang(' in till' pt'1'(,pntage of complaints issued for receiving (406. 1 
P. C.). It was anticipated that tl,.- se arrest activities would identify 
major 1'('('('iv(,1'H (1'('11<'1'8) and thus reduce outlets for stolen prop<'rty. 

'I'll(' approach of this special unit differs from the traditional 
stratl'f.;~' t'mploy('d toward property crime investigation. Tile conven­
t ional mann!'!' involves a rf.>a('tive stance after the theft is committed. 
n,v till' t in1(' t 1lC' SU8PPCtS are apprehended, most or all of the property 
ha~ b(,PI1 disposl'd of through an outlet or receiver of stolen property. 
Till' purposp of tl" fencing unit is to identify the receiver (fence) of 
til(' stoh'll prolwt'ly as a means of recovering the property before it 
is l~XC hanged fo l' profi t. 

To ('arry out their objectives, the fencing unit staff maintained 
an undercovC't stance, relied on informants for investigative leads, 
and used specific anti-fencing strategies to apprehend receivers. Ini­
lially, tlw staffing pattern involved two, two-man teams responsible 
for til(' North and Eas t County areas. 

During til(' first year of operation, the project experienced dif­
ficulties l'plating to manpower which limited their activity. One depu­
t.y waH woundt'd, one reSigned from the Sheriff's Department. and 
anot/wr d('puty was transferred to thc Narcotics Task Force. In addi­
tion, till.' overtime policies of the County required deputies to take off 
compensatory hou1's accrued while working overtime. These combined 
cir('ums tance'S reduced the operating strength of the unit and had a 
lwgative influencc on the continuity of investigations. 

7 



In the second year, project staff recognized that the dispersal 
of four men throughout the county reduced their capacity to impac t 
their objectives. This recognition, as well as knowledge of increased 
burglary activity in the South Bay area, provided the rationale for es­
tablishing an undercover storefront operation in this area. The buy 
program or storefront is not cons idered an anti-fencing strategy, 
nevertheless it is an effective way to arrest burglars and return sub­
stantial amounts of stolen property to owners /victims. The store­
front organized by the Fencing Unit resulted in the arrest of 37 persons 
and the recovery of $170, 000 worth of property. The total costs of 
the storefront were offset by the property recovery and the opportunity 
benefits, i. e., complaints issued for all of the offenders and victim 
satisfaction with the return of their property. 

The stor'efront experience gained by the project staff would be 
valuable to other local law enforcement personnel who may conduct 
storefront programs in the future. A successful storefront requires 
extensive preparation in terms of site location and methods developed 
to encourage thieves to bring property to the site. Assistance in 
these decisions could result in additional successful operations in 
other parts of the County. 

The fencing project did not achieve its objectives with the ex­
cepLion of increasing the number of arrests (by 9%) for receiving 
stolen property. The expectation that the complaint/ arrest ratio would 
increase did not occur (except for the storefront arrests) and those 
arrests made by the unit did not result in a higher rate of guilty con­
victions or different sentencing outcomes from those arrests made by 
other deputies. The unit did not increase the property recovery rate 
in the Sheriff's Department. Thirty-nine percent (39%) of the property 
recovered by the unit was reported stolen in other agency jurisdictions 
and therefore not account8d for in the project objectives which related 
to Sheriff's Department statistics. 

Project efforts resulted in relatively few arrests of major re­
ceivers. Review of the unit's total arrests, discussions with county­
wide law enforcement personnel and interviews with persons with a 
history of burglary activity indicate that there are many other people 
involved in illicit receiving of stolen property besides the major re­
ceiver. 

Indications are that stolen property can be exchanged for cash 
or drugs with relative ease. The receiver need not be a major fence 
but simply an individual with ties to persons willing to purchase a 
stolen item at a reduced price. The potential for impacting the 
property crime r~te by concentrating on the receiver is remote based 
on these considerations. This finding suggests a shift from the re­
ceiver to the burglar /thief in terms of law enforcement resources and 
strategies. 
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SAN DIEGO COUNTY SHERIFF'S DEPARTMENT 

'.ArJ Itlll,(·' (At "()HNIA '1,'11 .. ' 

1i11"1",1 'II 236-3025 

~1arch 15, 1979 

l'-lr. Scot t H. Green 
Sl'l1ior Cr iminal Jus tice Evaluator 
Comprehensive Planning Organization 
1200 Third Avenue, Suite 524 
San Diego, CA 92101 

Dear Mr. Green: 

I have reviewed the final evaluation report on the Crimes 
Against Property Control (Anti-Fencing) Grant prepared by the 
Criminal Justice Evaluation Unit of the Comprehensive Planning 
Organization, and my comments follow. 

C;eneral Conclusions and Recommendations 

I feel this has been a thorough and fair evaluation, and I am 
in agreement with the General Conclusions and Recommendations. 

It is my intention that the expertise gained by the project 
staff ,vill be utilized throughout the Department, by the assign­
ment or availability of these personnel as resources. I am 
certain that other agencies, through liaisons developed by the 
project staff, are aware that they may call upon this Department 
for assistance with planning and implementation of any future 
anti-fencing or store front operations. 

Issue I 

I agree fully with the conclusions concerning the effectiveness 
of the project staff in achieving their objectives. I would 
like to make these comments on Objectives No. 2 and No.4. 

2. In my opinion, it was unrealistic to expect to in­
crease burglary arrests because, by the nature of 
the arrest strategies and the anti-fencing objective, 
the majority of arrests in this project would be for 
receiving stolen property. Further, although most 



Mr. Green 
Page 2 
Narch 15, 1979 

charges ar~s~ng from the store front operations were 
for receiving stolen property, most of those arrested 
were selling property they had stolen. 

4. As stated in the report, recovered property that has 
been stolen outside the Sheriff's jurisdiction does 
not affect Sheriff's Department recovery statistics. 
However, the fact that four deputies and one sergeant 
were responsible for 15% of the Sheriff's Department's 
recoveries, and for $464,224 in recovered property 
which impacts upon statistics of other agencies, must 
be considered a valid indicator of the effectiveness 
of the proj ect. 

Issue II 

I agree with the conclusions and findings of the evaluation of 
the investigative techniques employed by the project. 

Issue III 

I am also in agreement with the conclusions and findings concern­
ing comparison of arrest dispositions. There are many variables, 
however, that can affect the dispositions in similar cases. The 
diverse demeanor, philosophies, and backgrounds of individual 
judges, prosecutors, defense attorneys, and defendants all ac­
count for differences in dispositions, along with the arresting 
officer's case presentation. 

Summary 

I would concur that this project had minimal effect upon the 
stated objectives. However, as the report states, it appears that 
several of the objectives were not realistic. 

In evaluating the effectiveness of the project, I would point out 
that the Sheriff's Fence Uni~ over a two-year period, directly 
accounted for 95 arrests and the recovery of $441,939 of stolen 
property, with an additional 41 arrest warrants and $225,000 in 
property recovered through joint store front operations. 

Very truly yours, 

~\Q. ~ ~~~ i" 

fOht~ F. Duffy, -Sh~lJ:ll 
~kjS 
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Discussion of Issues 

ISStl],; 1- trUW EFJo'I';CTIVE WAS TITE PHOJECT STAFF IN ACIIIEV­
IN(r TIII';[H OB.TECTIVJt:S? 

I>H(),I]O;('T ()B,fECTIVES: 
1. Illcrt'asC' t.he number of adult arrests for receiving sto­

len property (over baselim~ period) with the fencing 
llnit r('sponsible for over 50% of the increase. 

2. Inct'east' the number of adult arrests for burglary (over 
basC'lim' period) with the fencing unit responsible for 
nvpI' 50% of the inert' asp. 

:L InC'I'pase pC'rcentage of 4D6. 1 P. C. (receiving) complaints 
filed ovc>r complaint/ arres t ratio of base per iod. 

4. InlTPasl' dollar recovery percentage of stolen property 
from 12% to 14%. 

(;ENEHAL FINDING: The fencing project staff achieved only one of 
tlwil' objl'ctives which was an increase in the number of arrests for 
I'ecl'iving t-ltolen property (4D6. 1 P. C.) The scope of the objectives 
l'l'lated to ('hanges in arrest and property figures of the Sheriff's 
Office. Project dforts which took place outside the Sheriff's juris­
diction are reflected in those agencies' statistics and could not con­
tribute toward the project's original objectives. 

Objl'divl' 1 - Increase the number of adult arrests for receiving 
stolen property (over baseline) with the fence unit respomlible for 
O\"l'r 50% of the increase. 

The figure below indicates the trend in receiving arrests for the 
Sheriff's Departm.ent over the past s Lx years. 

15 



FIGURE 1 
ADULT ARRESTS FOR RECEIVING STOLEN PROPERTY 

(496.1 P.C.), SAN DIEGO SHERIFF'S OfFICE 1972 :""1978 
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170 

150 
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110 

90 

70 

50 
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It should be noted that these arrests reflect situations where 
the crime of 496. 1 P. C. was considered the priority crime or the 
most serious charge for which the suspects were arrested. 

The fencing unit's contribution to the Sheriff's Office arrests 
for receiving stolen property increased those fig'1:..res by 90/0 over the 
baseline period. Without the arrests made by the unit (67), the 
figures for 1977 and 1978 would have shown no increase. Discussions 
with deputies in the substations indirated that the arrests would not 
have been made without the unit due ~~, the techniques used to effect 
the arrests (see page 2 3). The demands on patrol units for calls 
for service and the varied responsibilities of area detectives pre­
clude their making a large number of these kinds of arrests. Dis­
cussions with area detectives also revealed that the fence unit staff 
has contributed to the total number of receiving arrests over and 
beyond those for which the unit claimed credit. In these instances, 
the unit offered information and/ or ass istance which led to the arrests 
actually made by other deputies. 
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I luring its two-year operational period, the fence unil pat'lici­
palt'd in !W(l tlndt'l'('ov('r stordront programs which l'cHuHt'd in .Hi 
Ill'I'SOIlS ul'I'l'sl('d rot, t'('cPiving sLol('n properly (see pag<' :d4). Sinc(' 
11ll' SI01't'i'1'onls W('rl' located in other agency jurisdictions "('Carlsbad 
and National City), these arrc'sts were' not recorded by the Sheriff's 
Orrin'. Tlwse arrests are included as examples of additional activity 
by tilt' unit although they cannot be reflected in the first objective which 
accounts only for Sheriff's Office statistics. 

()bj(~ctive 2 - Increase the number of adult arrests for burglary 
(commercial and residential) over base period with the fencing unit 
!wing respons ible for over 50% of the increase. 

The figure below illustrates the number of adult arrests over a 
seV('n-ypar period. With the exception of 1977. the trend indicates a 
s kady inc.T('ase. 

360 

340 

320 

300 

280 

260 

240 

220 

200 

FIGURE 2 
NUMBER OF ADULT ARRESTS FOR BURGLARY 
SAN DIEGO SHERIFF'S OFFICE 1972 -1978 

-~-

360 

1972 1973 1974 1975 1976 1977 1978 
\ I 

Fence unit operational 

The fencing unit did not contribute to arrests for burglary. In 
1 fl77. L1w unit staff made 13 arrests and in 1978 fencing personnel 
nHtdl' no arrests for burglary. This may have been due to the fact 
t.hat tlwprimary focus of the project was on the receiver. and in tht' 
~;('(,Oll(J year. project efforts were expended on the storefront operation. 
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Objective 3 - Increase percentage of 496. 1 P. C. complaints filed 
over complaint/ arrest ratio of base period. 

The basis for this objective is the assumption that a specialized 
unit which focuses on one specific crime has additional time to devot.e 
to investigations and the law enforcement techniques used wiU lead Ii.) 
better evidence for prosecution. To determine changes in the com" 
plaint/ arrest ratio. two time periods were chosen; Time 1 (baseline 
period) reflects a nine month period prior to the fencing project be ... 
coming operational. The comparison period (Time 2) is comprised 
of a nine month period during which the fencing unit was activE.. The 
figures on the following page represent the results of receiving 
arrests (496. 1 P. C.) in Time 1 and Time 2. 

18 

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



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

. 

Total 
Arrest s 

~ 
-

.-

RESULTS OF ARRESTS FOR RECEIVING STOLEN PROPERTY 
(496.1 P.C.) SHERifF'S DEPARTMENT 

30 
15.8% 

FIGURE 3 
TIME 1 - JULY 1976 - MARCH 1977 

(Prior to fence unit implementation) 

496.1 P.C. 
Complaints 

Total 
r--

Complaints 128 
Issued ~ 67.4% 

,,"' 

160 '---

----.. 32 
16.8% 

Complaints 
Not Issued Complaints 

Issued for 
Other Charges 

18 

110 

Misdemeanors 

Felonies 

Ratio : Complaint/Arrest 67: 100 

Total 
Arrests 

~(i~ 

. 
44 

16.8% 

FIGURE 4 
TIME 2 - JULY 1977 - MARCH 1978 

(Fence unit operational) 

496.1 
Complaints 

Total 
r--

Complaints 159 
Issued r--- 60.6% 

218 ~ , I . ! -. --- 59 
22.5% 

32 Misdemeanors 

127 Felonies 

Complaints 
PERCENTAGE CHA 

Not Issued 
NGE IN TIME 2 

Complaints 
Total Persons arrested2 

Issued for 
Total 496.1 complaints i 

Other Charges sSLIed . 7.3% 
+37.9"0 

Arrest/Complaint ratio 

Ratio: Complaint/Arrest 61:100 
Felony complaints issued 
Misdemeanor complaints Issued 
Complaints issued for other charges 
Complaints rejected 

. 6 ~;, 

. 9.4~:, 
+ 2.7n:l 
t 5.7% 
+ 1 c:;, * All percentages are derived from total "'Amber of arrests. 

., 
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Significant features of the figures and table include: 

The percentage of total 496. 1 P. C. complaints issued in Time 2 
decreased, contrary to expectations of the project staff. 

The ratio of complaints to arrests actually decreased in Time 2. 
In Time 1, there were 67 complaints filed f.Jr every 100 arrests. 
In Time 2, there were 61 complaints filed for every 100 arres ts. 

The percentage of felony complaints issued for 496. 1 P. C. de­
clined (9. 4%) in Time 2 whereas complaints issued for misde­
meanors increased by 3%. 

In sum, the fencing project did not achieve its objective to in­
crease the percentage of 496. 1 P. C. complaints filed. although the 
number of persons arrested did increase by 38%. 

Objective 4 - Increase dollar recovery rate of stolen property from 
12% to 14%. 

A primary purpose of the fencing project was to identify and 
apprehend 'fences' or those persons who conSistently deal in stolen 
property. It was expected that focus on such suspects would yield a 
large volume of recovered property. 

The figures below display the dollar amount of property stolen 
and the proportion recovered in four years. 

FIGURE 5 
DOLLAR VALUE OF PROPERTY STOLEN AND RECOVERED (excluding auto theft) 

SAN DIEGO SHERIFFS OFF!CE 1975 -1978 

1975 

1977 

$554,860 
Recovered 
(12.9%) 

$514,555 
Recovered 
(10.0%) 

20 

1976 

1978 

$592,835 
Recovered 
(12.5%) 

$623,445 
Recovered 

(9.9%) 
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('ontrary to pxpeetationH set forth in the project proposal. the 
fencing unit d i.eI not increase the percentage of property recovered in 
tll<' Sheriff'fl juriHdiction. 

However. the fencing unit did recover a substantial amount of 
pro[)('rty that waH r<'ported stolen in other jurisdictions. Uniform 
(,dmt' H"ports. ({fen) prepared by the Federal Bureau of fnvestiga­
tion. requires that recovered property statistics be reflected in the 
juriHcliC'tion in which the property was stolen. regardless of where the 
property was recovt'red. 

'I'll(' figure below displays a breakdown of property recovered by 
thp rene'ing' projPct Htaff during a 21-nlonth period. 

FIGURE 6 

DOLLAR VALUE OF PROPERTY RECOVERED 
BY SHERIFF'S FENCING UNIT- MARCH 1977 - DECEMBER 1978 

Total Recovery 

Property Recovered 
for Other Agencies 
(in/out of county) 

Recovery in Sheriff's 
Jurisdiction 

(l'hollSilnds) 100 

$220,000 
Storefront 
Recovery 

... $169,131 
. (27% of total) 

_. J. 

200 300 400 

$464,224 
(73%) 

500 600 

"Storefront recovery included property stolen throughout the county as well as out·of·county. 

i\lthough lIll' fl'ncing project did not achieve its objective to 
inel'l'<lst' tht' Slwriff'H Office recovery statistics, the unit staff was 
l't'spomdble for 15% of the property recovered in 1077 and 1978. 
(.~51·1. 55f) f 02:i, ·H5 ~ $169.131) as reflected in the Sheriff's juris­
d ic tiotl. 

700 

This objl'ctiv(' may have been unrealistic in light of the fact 
that :.;tolen property travels throughout the county and the UCR guide­
lilWH infhH'n('c tilt' l'l~cording of recovery statistics. 
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ISSUE II HOW EFFECTIVE ARE THE DIFFERENT INVESTIGATION 
TECHNIQUES EMPLOYED BY THE FENCING PROJECT? 

SUMMARY: The use of the undercover storefront operation is the 
most effective technique for apprehending thieves for whom com­
plaints are issued. This effort als,o leads to relatively large amounts 
of property recovered and returned to owners/victims. 

DISCUSSION 
When specialized fencing units are developed, ,it is assumed 

that specific law enforcement techniques will be used to identify and 
apprchpnd receivers of stolen property. These techniques usually 
require undercd"ver activity and necessitate the use of more time, 
manpower and surveillance equipment than is normally employed by 
patrol officers or detectives. The effectiveness of the techniques is 
measured by the disposition of those individuals arrested. 

Before describing the techniques applied and their relative ef­
fectiveness. a brief explanation of the issues involved in arrests and 
issuance of complaints for 496. 1 P. C. is in order. 

In accordance with California penal code section 496. 1 and 
guidelines eatablished locally by the San Diego County District Attor­
neyl s office, the following conditions must be met before a complaint 
is issued: 

1. The arrest must be a legal arrest. 
2. Any search and seizure must be legal. 
3. The property seized is in fact stolen and a crime report 

has been filed. 
4. The suspect was in possession of the stolen property. 
5. The suspect knew the property was stolen. 

These conditions illustrate that an officer must be cognizant 
of many facts in order to request that a complaint be issued. Proving 
that the property was in fact stolen may require extensive investiga­
tion if the property is not serialized and/ or is not reported stolen. 
It should be recognized that receiving arrests are made by patrol 
officers and detectives. The primary differences between their 
arrests and those made by a fencing unit are the circumstances 
which led to the arrest, and the amount of property recovered. 
Patrol deputies and detectives usually make receiving arrests as part 
of their investigative routines, i. e •• while on field patrol and during 
follow-up of burglary investigations. . 
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In contrast, the arrests effected by the fencing unit usually re­
lyon undercover tl'cilniques and require additional resources with the 
(~xl)('ctati()n L1wt more complaints will be issued, more persons con­
vidt'cI, and larger sums of property recovered. 

Ikfore reviewing the results of the employed techniques, a 
brief description of each is given below. 

ANTI-FENCING STRATEGIES 
1. {) s e of informants 

])evelopment and maintenance of informants is an a priori 
eons idC'ration essential to the use and success of all anti-fencing 
tf'chniqucs. While informants are used for many varied purposes 
in law enforcement investigations, they provide the basic foundation 
for anti-fencing efforts. Since this approach is proactive rather 
than rC'active (responding to a crime after it is committed), infor­
mants are relied on extensively to provide investigative leads. In 
add ition, informants may be asked to perform specific tasks such 
as buying / splling rroperty in an undercover capacity. Developing 
informants and directing their activities requires experienced offi­
cers who nn~0t maintain a balance between obtaining the necessary 
('vidence for prosecution and placing the informants in jeopardy. 

2. Surveillance/warrant 

This technique cons ists of conducting a surveillance or stake­
out. at locations known to be receiving stolen property. The pur­
posps art' to document the poss ible illicit activity taking place, to 
discover the thieves / receivers involved, and finally to obtain war­
rants to arrest suspects and seize property. One inherent problem 
with this tC'chniquC' is that long hours of surveillance may be fmile 
in terms of expected outcomes. In addition, the officers must be 
cognizant of UlP ('vl'r-changing 'search and seizure' laws to avoid 
rC'jet'tion of complaints and' not guilty' dispositions. 

:L St'll-bust 

In this situation, an undercover officer or informant assumes 
the role of the thief and sells property to suspected receivers. For 
prosecution purposes, the District Attorneys office requests that 
at least three transac.Lions occur before the arrest. This technique 
relies heavily on informants to provide the recei.ver or fence. The 
officers use' bait' property from the agency's property section and 
must be certain to inform the suspect that the property is stolen. All 
transactions are recorded and require additional backup officers for 
surveillance and the effecting of the arrest. 
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4. Buy-bust 

When officers receive information that a thief / receiver is in 
possession of stolen property. they use this technique to purchase 
the property and effect an arrest upon completion of the transaction. 
If the officers have knowledge that the suspect engages in this activity 
consistently. they may buy property several times before arresting 
the individual. One drawback of this technique is the potential for the 
purchased property to be unidentifiable. Without reliable information. 
this possibility can hinder the issuance of a complaint and/or subse­
quent prosecution. 

5. Undercover storefront or buy program 

This strategy is actually a long-term extension of the buy-bust. 
An undercover officer poses as a fence in a building that appears to be 
a legitimate business. Informants spread the word that a new outlet 
exists for stolen property. While buy progr::uns are associated with 
anti-fencing efforts. the emphasis is on apprehending thieves and re­
('overing property rather than on the fence. Since storefronts usually 
operate several months. necessary resources are substantial com­
pared to the other technir

1 ues. 

It should be noted that. with the exception of the storefront. 
these techniques can be used separately or in combination. For 
example. following three purchases to a suspect. a fencing staff may 
obtain a search warrant if it is felt that additional stolen property 
may exist in the person's residence or place of business. Although 
these techniques are used most often. they are not the only options 
available to anti-fencing investigators. The technique used is 
primarily dependent on the suspected nature of the crime and the 
individual involved. Review of pawnslips may reveal a known bur­
glar selling items to a pawnshop. In situations where a second-hand 
dealer is suspect.3d of buying stolen property. officers may inquire 
as to the legitimacy of his business license or whether it has expired. 
The result may be to have the license revoked. The charges may 
not be receiving stolen property but the objective is accomplished: 
to close one outlet to thieves. 

The following table presents the major techniques discussed 
along with their resource requirements. Receiving arrests made by 
the fencing unit denoting the specific technique. the outcomes of the 
District Attorney's office. and judicial proceedings are also included. 
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Strategies 

TABLE 1 

FENCING UNIT ARREST TO DISPOSITION RESLIL TS 
TECHNIQUES USED AND RESOURCE REQUIREMENTS 

DISTRICT 
RESOURCE REQUIREMENTS ATTORNEY SERVICE 

1--. 19 
496.1 P.C. 496.1 P.C. 

DISPOSITION 
Guilty 

Complaint No Complaint Probationl 
No. Arrests Manpower Equipment Other Issued Issued Prr,ba'cion Jail Prison 

StlrvPlllllnc:p/ 4·8oifIGf'rs Surveillance limited funds 

~parch Wi.lIl'H1 t v(~hicln. 
15 4 5 2 0 

Photographic 
18 eljlllplTlent 

B"y/hlJ~1 4G "iflcf'rs Uncercovnr Buy money 
,neilJdllll] v(~h!(:lp. 

(l 
prorWI ty 

Informant 5 1 1 2 1 Photographic 
,]lld ,,'cording funds 
pqulprnmlt 

f--------- ----. 
S,'"/blJst [)·7off'cprs UndfHCOV(~r Boit property 

vph,C'le 
4 

14 
10 5 3 0 

Photo ilnd Informant 
rpcorcJlr1~J Pqulp. funos 

StP/pfrollt fl 17 off I[:t'" Survpill(1I1CP Field office 
wilielt' 

37 Spvt1r.ll VlCh'o·td[lI' Buy money 37 0 Pending 
!!litH nldllt~ pqlllpnwnt 

Photograplllc Informant 
fund 

,---.-~-.-.-
tlqulprnnnt 

• I ~ I ' I : \ r' (II I I " 11\ N,dIIHld! CllV' ~,tondrOf11 

TOTAL 67 9 11 7 1 

The table indicates that the storefront operation utilize d the 
mORt rPRourceR and resulted in more complaints issued. Although 
the Rtorpfront disposition data is still pending, prior studies of 
storefront programs conducted by this evaluation staff indicated that 
storefront offenders are more likely to receive guilty dispositions 
and sentences to prison than defendants arrested by other techniques. 
i\n additional benefit derived from the storefront is the amount of 
property recovered. 

The fencing unit participated in two storefront programs. 
One was located in Carlsbad and remained open for 40 days with a 
recovery figure of $50,000 and 9 suspects arrested. The second 
storefront was in National City. It was operational for 90 days and 
netted $~. 70,000 in recovered property and the arrests of 37 suspects. 
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Not Guilty 

11 

8 

1 

2 
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COST BENEFIT ANALYSIS 
Although the buy program appears to be an effective way to 

recover property and have complaints issued on burglars, the 
total cost of the program must be compared to the benefits receive d 
to determine overall effectiveness. 

The following table presents the total costs of the storefront 
and the manifest benefits received. 
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TABLE 2 

COST/BENEFIT COMPARISON FOR UNDERCOVER 
STOREFRONT OPERATION (NATIONAL CITY) 

COSTS 

I. Personnel (Salary & Benefits) 1 

A. Fence unit staff (5) 
$128 per day x 90 days 

B. Additional Sheriff Deputy (1) 
$128 per day x 18 days 

$108,039 

@$57,600 

$2,304 

BENEFITS 

I. Value of Property 
Recovered 

II. Opportunity Benefits 

A. Thirty-seven (37) Arrests 

$170,000 

B. Thiry-seven (37) Complaints Issued 
C. I nvestigator, District 

Attorney's Office (1 ) 
S 109 per day x 90 days 

D. National City Officer (1) 
575 per day x 9 days 

E. San Diego City Police 
Officers (2) 
8110 per day x 90 days 

F. City County Law Enforce­
Illent officers (150) 
(arrest and processing of 
offenders) 
5119 per day x 1 day 

TOTAL PERSONNEL EXPENSE 

II. Buy Money 

III. Additional Expenses 

A. Building Rent 
B. Utilities 
C. Building Material & Supplies 
D. Video Tapes 
E. Informant Fees 

$9,810 

$ 675 

@$19,800 

@$17,850 

$108,039 

$9,763 

$3,894 

$1,500.00 

C. Victim Satisfaction 

F. Officers' Undercover Expenses 

$ 660.00 
$ 478.00 
$ 269.00 
$ 612.00 
$ 375.00 

TOTAL STOREFRONT COSTS $121,696 TOTAL BENEFITS 

BENEFIT/COST RATIO 1.4 

l 1IH".,. I,qll"". WI"I' p'"VIli,'cj frllrn tim Hl78 70 County budqPt ilnd appropriate personnel in National City. 
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The cost benefit ratio is a positive 1. 4 and indicates that the 
benefits from the storefront operation exceed the costs. Additional 
opportunity benefits which inhibit the placing of dollar values should 
be included when assessing the benefits. Victims' satisfaction in 
having their property returned, and the fact that they do not need to 
file claims with insurance companies are difficult advantages to 
assess in dollars. Also, the fact that 37 burglars were arrested and 
charged may hinder future criminal activity of these defendants. 

Their interest in criminal activity is noted by the fact that 57% 
of the storefront offenders have been convicted of prior crimes and 
served time either in prison or the local jail. The storefront offen­
ders sold an average of $4, 146 worth of stolen property through the 
storefront. Previous storefront operations have shown a high per­
centage of offenders convicted and sentenced to jail or state prison. 
Disposition and sentencing data was not yet available for this report, 
but it can be assumed that the results would be similar to other store­
fronts. Incarceration of these defendants can be cons idered as an 
additional benefit to the community. 

For additional information on storefront projects please refer 
to the Evaluation £!.. the: San Diego Police Department's Fencing Proj­
ect and a recent report entitled, The Criminal Fence. Reports 
were prr:pared by CPO Criminal Justice Evaluation Unit and are 
available upon request. 
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I. 

ISSUE III - WHAT ARE THE RESULTS OF A COMPARISON OF DIS­
POSITIONS FOR RECEIVING ARRESTS (496.1 P. C.) AMONG THE 
SHERIFF'S FENCING UNIT. OTHER SHERIFF'S DEPUTIES, AND 
TIlE SAN DIEGO POLICE DEPARTMENT'S FENCING UNIT? 

SUMMARY The Sheriff's Fence Unit had fewer total complaints 
result in guilty dispositions and fewer defendants who received 
sentences to sta.te prison or jail when compared to complaints 
issued by other Sheriff's deputies and the Police Department's 
Fencing Unit. 

DISCUSSION: It is assumed that officers working in an undercover 
capacity develop knowledge and expertise relative to property crimes. 
This experi.ence coupled with innovative investigative techniques 
presumably leads to the collection of sounder prosecutorial evidence, 
and subsequently, more guilty pleas and/or more convictions for 
receiving stolen property. 

To aGsess this assumption, complaints for receiving requested 
by the Fencing Unit, other Sheriff's deputies, and the San Diego 
Police Department's Fencing unit were compared. The complaints 
were tracked to final disposition and sentencing and presented in 
the following tables. 

TABLE 3 

DISPOSITIONS OF COMPLAINTS ISSUED FOR 496.1 P.C., 
BY IDENTITY OF ARRESTING OFFICER 1 

Sheriff Other 
Fence Unit Sheriff Deputies 

San Diego City 
Fence Unit 

(oct. 1977·Mar. 1978) (Oct 1977·Mar. 1978) (Jan·June, 1974, 1975, 1976) 

Total issued 39* 112 212 
Guilty 28 (72%) 87 (78%) 171 (81%) 

A. 496.1 24 44 136 
B. Other Charge 4 43 35 

II. Not Guilty 11 (23%) 25 (22%) 41 (19%) 

'Dol's f10l include complaints issued for storefront defendants or additional receiving cases pending 
court action. Tho fence unit made a total of 67 receiving arrests. 

1 TIfTlf' periods differ between the Sheriff's Dept. and the Police Dept. because the police data reflect those periods when 
the police dept. had il fedeml ilnti-fencing grant. 
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TABLE 4 

SENTENCES OF 496.1 P.C. CONVICTION, BY IDENTITY OF ARRESTING OFFICER 

Sheriff Other San Diego City 
Fence Unit Sheriff Deputies Fence Unit 

Total 24 44 127 
Probation 14 (58%) 23 (52%) 33 (26%) 
Probation/Jail 9 (38%) 13 (30%) 62 (49%) 
Prison 1 (4%) 8 (18%) 32 (25%) 

SIGNIFICANT FEATURES OF TABLES 

The Sheriff's Fencing Unit did not have a higher percentage of 
total receiving complaints which resulted in guilty dispositions. 
The unit did have 23% more guilty dispositions for the specific 
charge of 496.1 P. C. than the Sheriff deputies. This finding 
would be expected from a specialized unit which focuses its 
efforts on one crime. 
The sentencing data indicates that those defendants charged 
with receiving by the Sheriff's Fence Unit did not receive more 
severe sentences than those charged by other officers. 
It should be noted that the number of Fence Unit complaints 
reviewed is relatively small due to a larger number of cases 
still pending. This recognition as well as the fact that a 
myriad of factors influence variability in sentencing patterns 
urge caution when interpreting the results. Nevertheless. as 
mentioned on page 20. the dispos itions of receiving complaints 
in the Sheriff's Department before and after the unit's efforts 
indicated no positive differences due to the unit activity. 

The city Police Department's fence unit reflects a higher per­
centage of guilty convictions as well as a greater percentage of 
defendants receiving sentences to state prison. The urban set­
ting in which the unit operated may have accounted for more 
arrests of major receivers who subsequently received harsher 
penalties. Discussions with prosecutors of the District Attor­
ney's office indicate that the requirements necessary to prose­
cute a receiving case have not changed in several years. 

30 

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



-I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I APPENDIX 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I _I 



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

SAN DIEGO SHERIFF'S OFFICE 

CRIMES AGAINST PROPERTY CONTROL 

The purpose of this interview is twofold: (1) to obtain information 
concerning contact you may have had with the Sheriff's Fencing Unit 
and (2) to get your opinions on the most effective strategies to reduce 
fencing activities. 

1. In the past two years, have you had contact with officers of the 
Shedff's Fencing Unit? 

Yes No --- ---
2. If yes, how often? 

3. What kind of contact was most frequent? 

4. 

5. 

6. 

Requesting information from Unit. ---
--- Rer:uesting ass istance from Unit. 

Joint investigations ---_._ Giving information to Unit 
Other ---

Have any arrests been made in your area as a result of the 
Sheriff's Fencing Unit? 

Yes No --- ---
Has property been recovered from your area as a result? 

Yes No --- ---
Do you feel that fencing activity is a problem in your jurisdic­
tion? 

Yes No --- ---
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7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

(If yes) What kinds of fencing activity are you aware of? (i. e. , 
pawnshops, second-hand stores, swap meets) 

Based on arrests in your area as well as your investigative ex­
perience, who is responsible for the burglaries that occur here? 

If fencing activities were somehow reduced, would the burglary 
rate also decline? 

Yes No --- ---
What are the problems in addressing this issue? 

11. What are the most effective strategies for reducing fencing 
activities? 
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12. Given the fact that criminals do not honor jurisdictional boun­
daries, is there a way to address the fencing problem on a 
regional bas is? How? 

13. (Sheriff's jurisdiction only) What procedures take place when 
stolen property is recovered? 

3i5 






