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ABSTRACT

Although the incidence of robbery nationwide has remained relatively
stable over the last five vears, certain types of commercial establishments
have been increasingly victimized. Robbgry of chain stores, for example,
increased by 20 percent during that period. Gas station robberies jumped
36 percent. At the same time, clearance rates are low — only 27 percent in
1977.

Commercial rohbery is especially difficult for police to soive. Robbers
usually strike quickly, rarely leaving any tangibile evidence. Police depart-
ments in several cities have taker a nove! approach to the crime: robbery-
prone businesses are equipped with concealed cameras that are activated
when a ‘“trip” bill is removed from the cash register. A cledr picture of the
robhery-in-progress makes it possible to identify the suspect and gain ad-
missible evidence for trial.

In Seattle, the concept was implemented according te a rigorous experi-
mental design. Businesses with the hidden cameras were compared to a
control group of sites without the cameras. Evaluation of the project
demonstrates, with a high degree of confidence, that the hidden cameras
effectively increased clearances, arrests and convictions for commerciai
robbery in Seattle, ‘

The Seattle Hidden Cameras Project is relatively inexpensive and easy to
operate. Thic manua! expiains how interested communities can develop
similar proiects to increase the apprehension and conviction of cormmersial
robbers. -
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S B o CHAPTER 1: INTRODUETION

Robbery is not an easy crime to solve. On¢ reason is that it
;s ' happens too fast. A robbery can be successfully completed in

. -~ as litile as 15 to 30 seconds. Evean under the best response
AR - . conditions, chances are the offender will be long gone before
o the police arrives. Aand in such a brief time span, victims and
witnepses cannot observe the offender closely enough to identify
susg_:ec\.s at a later date.

In Seattle and other cities, police departments have instituted
a program that greatly enhances the probability of identifying
commercial robbery suspects. Hidden cameras ave triggered

- automatically when money i3 taken from the casgh register,
providing the polzc,e withk clear photographs of the robbery~in—
Brogress. :

The photograph taken during a robbery of a chain
grocery store revealed a man wearing a plaid jacket
and carrying a sawed-off shotgun. Police identified
the suspect from the photograph and arrested him.
The jacket and weapon were found in his car. The.
offender is now serving a 20—year sentence forx armed
robbe;:y. i ;

e SR

Indeed, even wWearing a ski mask does not guarantee complete
anonymity and safety from the camera's telling effects.

E o A suspect wearing a ski mask was photographed :

. robbing & fast food chain store. Police made an -
arrest shortly after the robbery. The arrestéd ;
persen had a ski mask in his possession, which was
compared to the mask in the photograph. The suspect

- gave a statement admitting the robbery. o
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SR motograghs taken by hidden cameras have effect:wely cleared : e ]
we i cz'i:pas other +han robbery, for example. . if lights are left on - S
P e-store is. cloged, - burglaries can be phot;ograph ds  If IR
e uoney is thken froh ‘the register wiiile the clerk is bupy in L
| <%, arjother pa:;&t of the store,. the cameras will still be ctivatéd. Ch
= A clerk observing a shoplifting or, i other suspifious agtivity = SN
o  can purpoae}y activate the camera.’ And employee theft can be - -~ TR
Jexpily zxecqgnized if money is taken from the cash’ registexr - . . ]
withéut actz}.v,;ltingo the. camera. A hidden camera photograph has D T
'~ alsb been used in Ssattle to clear a suspect nusa;akenly identiw. TS
B fied as the pexpetrator of a crime. : : Loom ' '

- R ' s : G*

O
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, 'onject costs are minimal, primarily for purchasmg and :i.n- Pl
. stallamg the equipn@gnt. In Seattle the project is presently . B
. staffed by one officer. And because the existence of photo- e

graphs has effectively shortened case procesaing time, there E A
are potentzal aggocidted cost’ savings to the n:ourts, although o '1
~as yet unquantified. In fact, many suspects frsad guilty when ' LR

e - confronted with the p:.ct.urea, thereby él:unina ing the need for e

: trial-

The Seattle Hidden Cameras Project is. notewox:thy fox the rigcar

é | - - - with which its achievements have ‘been evalmted. ‘Becauge a . e
trus—ekperinental design was imp].emented, the. reaults demon~ - _ L
. strate, with a high degree of confidence, the ct of robbery~ «

in-progresa photographs on arrests, convict&ons,, and tha overall
cmnmercial robbery rate. - :

‘® 55% of robberies m:cmrring in h:.dden camera si.tseg ‘ 3
. were cleared by arrest, compnred to only 25% in a : S |
" control group of simz.lar srtes thheut hiddgn B L L i
Lo , cameras. Tl e o !
e : o ® 48% zﬁ ‘the offendgra 1xm31ved in\robberies at nidden L e
B : o came sites were convicted, comgareé to only 19% of iR

) I S .-:tha ffenders at ¢:cmtrol sites. ,

N4

= 2 Monthly commercml robbefy xatesx aaecmaféad 38% from
~an ll-month period before the project was instituted,
_'to an ll-month period following project institution.
e ‘For the game pe:imis,r non-aommercial xnhbgries
com R increased &?%. N :
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the focus of aumfteﬂ"iaqéé‘ ghifts from private establishments to-
_ public places. . This docpment should not be interpreted as
endorsing the latter, o ‘
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“_‘(the nation had # 0.4% mc::ease) whi.;

| ,low clearance rates, around 25 percent,, Seattle s 1975 Cr

seattle experiemcgc‘: a :!.3 2% nécrease ;i,n j:)zé fotai,crime :,ndéi:}
xobberieg increa '

Uniform Crime Rgports. Cleari PLY: |
lz.nger.mg probiem that demands “increaseﬂ/attentioﬁ¢ j
compare,;,.:eati-le‘ﬂ ﬁri&cx’zfna robhe;yfz‘aveﬁ with those: c&fc 0{:her
c:.tiea us;ng ‘hidden camez:a,a. s‘ee !l'able 6 in Chapter 4/,) :

B v ) . i

2.1 lImplementation ~

‘Justice Plan identified robbery as a "priority target c:;V/
The Plan delinéated several factors contmb;;ta.ng to th;y 1ow
apprehension ’r;v:es for ,mbbery. . :

® Physical evidence is raz éiﬁ&f:"‘évai,lablé. : ﬂozh non= ;.

commercial rébheries cccur in p\ib] ic pla/ a8, and t»he e B
scenes of commercial robberies are tyf'z.r'ally cantam- HEE T

N

j.nated by hioh customer traffic.

"/5’ S
Lo s
P

* IMS« ‘i‘)epartment of Commerce, Bureau cﬁ the Census, U.sE. R
funeus of Population: 1970, vol. 1, chﬁractenistica of the
Pogulation, part 49, Washington (Wa/hz gtony D.Cu U,S.‘ B

Government Bri.nting office ,19‘73) :




¢ Since the stolen property is usuaily cash, it is not
identifiable should a suspect be apprehended.

¢ Victim and witness descriptions of offenders and
vehicles are too general to make a positive identifi-
cation. Also, the ability to identify suspects
tends to detericrate over time.

e Police cannot respond to a robbery call quickly
enough to catch the robbery in progress.

® The police investigation process is too long to be
effective.

Many <. these problems point to the need for improved guality
of evidence surrounding the crime.

To £ill this need, the Hidden Cameras Project was initiated in
1974 by the Seattle Law and Justice Planning Office (LJPU) in
conjunctior with the Folice Department as a "commercial robbery
apprehensgion technique.™ Hidden surveillance cameras weould be
" placed in potential robbery targets to photograph the robbery-
; ‘ vin—progress~ The resulting photographs would &ssist police in
- naming and arresting the offender, and would later become prima
S facle evidence for placing the accused at the scene and for
est&bxznuipa his or her identzty.

- The program which emerged was modeled after the Concentrated

.~ Robbexy Reduction Program which had been operating in Phcenix

- gince 1970. RApproximately 250 cameras had been perimanently

. insta11ed in convenience-type grocery stores, retail liguor

‘stores, and smaller retail food andl drug stores. The Phoenix

- project had reported clearance rates of between 70 and 80

© peresnt, convict19, rates of roughly 90 percent, and a2 99 B
: percent rate of guiity pleas in cases where photos were avaxl— R
‘ ablec

;iﬁpxessed by the app&rent success of the Phoenix project and
- “the remgpive case of 1mpiementing such a project in Seattle,
=T the LJPO”agglied to the Law Enforcement Assistance Adminis-
- tration for & grant to institute a hidden camerss project.
: A@ardsd**or the neriod December 1975 through May 1977, the




grant provided & total of $50,000 of which $45,000 were LEZAA
funds -anid the rémaindey, state and local matching funds. The

“first hidden cameras were installed and operational in June

1976.

.The wrnigque aspect of the Seattle Hidden Cameras Project ie the

thorough and extensive evaluation design, which was implemented
prior to project cperation. This characteristic allows conw
clusions to be drawn about the project which are not possible
with many other projects that uee virtually identical opera-

tional procedures and equipment.

22 Orgonization

As indicated by the partial organization chart of the Seattle
Yolice Department on the following page, the Hidden Camerss -
Project is administratively located within the Robbery Unit of
the Crimes Against Persons Section, Crime Investigation
Division. . .

In addition to grant monitoring and data collection, the project

director is responeibie for purchasing, installing, and servieing

all equipment; training employees in the operation of the camera-

triggering device; and developing camera films. He routinely
inspacts each of the hidden camera units about twice a month to
protect against mschanical problems. The project divector
also distributes project photos among Seattle police perSOnﬂel ;
-and if necesgary, the Xing County Sheriff's Department, the
FBI, other police agencies, and occasionally the local media

if police are unable to ident fy or apprehend the auspect‘

N
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o Figure 1 S
Organization of Hidden Cameras Project*

Chief of Police}

r 1 T —

: i Staff Services } Investi,gations’
Patrol Bureau Specugl QOperations Bureau - : ‘Bureau -
i | RO
Criminal- Viceand | . J il
Investigation | Narcotics D‘f"_e'," ¢
Division Division LDivision
— T 1
ALr . Crimes Againsty . - Special
Crimes Against Property - Assignment
Persons Section Section Section
Robbery Unit 1 Murder Unit | oxal Crimes
7 Biichaviig : - nit
| Hidden Cameras
Project ‘
*This chart is only a partial represghtation of the Seattle Police Department organizatiog,
<
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2.3 Sits Salection

Although the actual procedure for selecting hidden camera gites
in Seattie was dictated by the project's experimental deaign
(see below, Chapter 3), the intent was to install cameras in
those establisghments with the highest potential for robberye.

Restricting the proposed strategy to commercial robberies was
felt to be appropriate for several reasons:

s While commercial robberies acceunted for only 22% of
all robberies in 1975, an analysis of robbery data from
1972 to 1975 on such items as type of commercial :
establishment indicated that commercial robberies were
concentrated in relatively few types of businesses:
convenience grocery stores, restaurants, pharmacies,
service stations and taverns. In addition, among
these geveral types of businesses, there were some
individual establighments which were subject to rob-
bery significantly more freguently than others. Thus,
potential robbery sites could be readily identified.

e Commercial robbers were believed to have much higher
recidivism rates than other types of offenders. The
1972 robbery data showed a 46% robbery-to=xrobbery
recidivism rate among sample persons arrested for
robbery that year. Consequently, the arrest and
conviction of commercial robbers could conceivably
resrlt in a perceptible and permanent decrease in
rooberies if these individuals were in fact respon=-
sible for muitiple incidents.*

*  fThere is some evidence to supporct this view. Tucsen
reported 20 commercial robberies in the first three months of
1975, for which nine sugpects were identified and arrested with

the assistance of robbery-in-progress photographs taken Dy

hidden cameras. From the nine arrested suspects, theé Police
Department cleared one homicide, one kidnapping, and 18 rob-
beries. Stephen Shack, Theodore H. Schell, and William G. Gay,
Prescriptive Package: Improving Patrol Productivity, Volums IX:
Specialized Patrol (Washington, D.C.: Law Enforcement Assaistance
Administration, 1977), p. 102, )

1




Victims of a number of convenience store robberies all
identified the same suspect when shown a photograph
taken during a robbery at one of the camera sites. An
employee of one of the stores was able to identify the
suspect by name and address. Although the suspect
initially denied all involvement, when confronted with
the photograph he admitted not only to the photographed
rokbery but to several other crimes as well.

® Pubiic fear of commercial robberies was thought to
be disproportionate to the actual number of incidents.
- Commercial robberies are highly publicized in the
media and occuxr most frequently in small businesses
which are patronized by large portions of the
city's population.

The locations of commercial robberies were examined by business
types for an l8-month period prior ta project implementation.
Taverns were immediately excluded because of their typically
dim interior lighting which would not be suitable for filming

" purposes. Banks were also excluded since bank robbery is a

Federal offense and banks generally operate their own camera
systems. Ultimately, a pool of 200 possible sites was developed
consisting primarily of convenience markets, drug stores,
restaurants, and fast food outlets.

Canera units were initially installed in 75 locations; three
months later they were redistributed as required by the experi-~
mental design (see Chapter 3). Many of the 75 cameras are
gtill in the same locations since the reassighment, and an
additional 25 units have since been purchased and installed in

-target locations.

2.4 Equipment Operations

- Cameras are cdncealed in simulated sterec speaker boxes which

‘are:strategically placed to focus on the store's cash register
area. A single bill known as a "txip" bill is inserted in a

. gspecially wired clip mounted to the rear of one slot in the

cash drawer. The serial number of the trip bill has been

s kst eraess
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recozrded. w,hm the trip . bi&_: is withdxawn frm the registar,
the clip activates a radio transmii;%(r* and the camsra begins
to film. The camera cannot be activated again until it is
P ~ reset and a‘new film cavtridge is ineerted. Bacsuse the camera
- does not film continuously, but only when the trip bill is
: i : removed from the cash register, any charges that such a project
t , ' connotes a form of "Big Brothér™ surveillance have little
o support. Indeed, often the robker himgelf initiates the
a camera‘s film:%.ng action by" rea.ching int.o the caeh dz»wen iy

. _ When police officers arrived at the scene of

/ convenience store robbery, they found the cle:k ‘

shot dead and money missing from the cash register,

There were no witnesses and no evidence. Photo~

- . graphs deyeloped from the hidden camera showed a

- , woman taking money from the reg:.ster and the vigtim.
: lying on the floor behind her. - Another photagraph

revealed the arm of a second suspect. Police were

. able to-identify the woman from the photograph. She

d - was arrested in the company of another woman, and

' both admitted to the robbery and the homicide.-

Lo e

- False activations and other camera malfunctions must bé detected,
- reported and corrected immediately, since otherwj.se they will
render the camera inoperable.  as’ precautions againw acei~
dental trips, one slot in the cash drawer is reserved. solely
for the trip bill--no othier money is placed on top. The
 Seattle project director prefers to use $2 bills or Canadian -
~money as the trip bill because they tend to "gtand out® from :
- the rest 6f the cash. A signal light in the cash drawer goes
out when there is a malfunction or when the camera has been IR
tripped; clerks are instructed to notify the project director
should this occur. The project director algo inspects all L S
camer&\units about twice a month as a check against unrapoz‘ted ,
p probléans. N : W

R

Sy

\\ ’, : ’ . R . S ) g
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* " In 15 of tha camera s@.tes--all drﬁg@gorgsu—enployees can

activate cameras by a pocket radio transmiﬁi:e:c. “The pocket ..

.transmitters are often more appropriate for drug storea tince TR
'drugs nay be taken rather than money, o e L e ey ]

el e
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Rt Il clerk in a “small nmgbboz?eaigm&m stgze that,
e T  had been robbed gave police a descriptz,an of the
: [ o - ‘suspect's get-away car. One, half-hour la; 2 ‘the
SR ' suspect was axrested. In the get-away car’ the .

- police found a handgun and a’$2 bill, whichwas = . - - .0

£ " identified by serial number as the tn_p bill used i e T ST

E. A i .zn the store“'s cash registef., : , T A LT e

g’ ) ! B : P o ’ ) g "/x’ i = . i + . .

Althqugh store enployees are j.sa ted by the project dixector :
; , in concealment and use of- “the trip bill, Seattle has expenenced
f' ; . a large number of- xalse act:wations--a 15 over a 10 mdnth '

p;ig:aniy to the hJ.gh smployee turnover cha::acteristic OF the BT ER
“participating b{.\_g}nesses. ‘Even so, four sites in Seattle were =

’. dropped from the program due “to. unreasonably high rates o:f
e false actlvations. : : '

: R The equ:.ptnent used in Seattle is said tc be very reliablg and
: R relatively easy to maintain and repair. Of the six .‘'ases in
the 10-month expetrimental period in which photographs were not '
{ ~ taken, only one was due to equipment failure. Three were due //
) FE to previous false activations that had not been detected ané/ Z.
= ‘reset, and two were due to "actmvat:.on failure .not. thefraﬁ?’/ of
equipment or victim* (€egs, in one _case 4tie offender wa.s/a; S
stare. employae and did net- femove the trip bill). Out A“' 26,625 '
. total camera dayé (75 cameras over 10 months)r only Z& da,ys
. were iost for ssrvice or repair. : o \/

The: photogr&phs were origma}.ly taken in bla/lr and’ wniteﬁ i
TR " ‘: ... Bowever, a recent subgrant was used to convert the ,photograp 2]
i . equipment to allow for color” film procesaimg, and to ﬂlavelog a
oy . library of waspect photographs f£hat can Z{e transported to
o victims afnd w:.tnesses to assist in suspect J_dentificatio\p

:;:.‘ Tt 14% “'

..//

mew by various h:.d@en cameras “j 3
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25 Polics Proaac!um |

P

'Gncc, a mbber has 1eft a site, e;nplcyees are instmcted to :
o call tha Polica Deparment. 'I’hﬂ'( project director is on call
paging systm. _The project diﬂ/é?&gr immediately retrieves the
- oo - £ilm at the robberv site and pqugona“ily develops it €o insure a
= " high guality photograph., Within a féw hours he is able to
el  diptribute the photagraphs to rc:bbery um.t:. @rsonnei and
‘patrol mﬁﬁ- . s

. .A suspect wea.mng & s&u mask was photograpbed robbing .
e . .7 a grocery ‘store. Thrré ‘hours later a suspect was
, ~ arrested for xopbing a restaurant on the other side
: ’ o - of town. ?ﬁotdgraphs of the grocery store robbery
SO < had alteady been circujated among patrol officers. &
/ R D compax,zsonr of the suspect's jacket and an ‘abscess on
' T " his right hand w.ith the pbo*o:, raph from the grocery
-~ 'store robbery was used in court to conv.ict the
 suspect of ;botb; robberies.- -

/J B Y /;;.

o ,often, patrel ofﬁicezs/dr robbery vnit éeoectives can readily
_— kiden“ti‘?" the suapect/ frcm the photograpk’. which is then shown’
%o viétims and witnekses, who vexi.ry that the suspect pictured
-7 im the per‘son who committed ths crime. Police will then arrest
v the identified individual asné confrdnt him with thé photograph.
A typical suspact respons“e is, "x szmw I‘m in trauble. " Most
y%.'ill admit to the a;‘@(e. ‘ R :

P

On one occaa&on :obhery—in-progress phOtagraph aagused to
R clear an_ z‘(ﬁdividual wrongly identifm& as tlze perpetrator of &
L ELE robbem' ' ' L

A B s

<

who had zobb»d them tbe rev.ious mantb. at the tzme
. 0F. the First: z‘oBbezy the store had no hidden. camera -
~and a suspect was selacted from Police 5epartment mag .
: s}zots. Accordzng;y, ‘police deteotz.ves arrested the’
.. game J.ndzvzdual, who wag free on psrsonal recognizance
e after having been charged with the first gobbery. et
= Gnge ‘the pﬁo'ographs wez'e daveloped, :Li: ‘became c.n;a.t e

3

. l‘wo clerks in a fast-fddd establzsjzmnt With a zaiaaen S
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o g that the arrested suspett was not tae persan';n:ﬁhe
s . photogréph. Detectives were able to identify and
: arrest the phatogxapbe& indzvidual, Wﬁo later

" admitted to both zobberzes. L T e

If no 9ff4cers of the Seattle. Police Department.are~ablf to
<Aidenri£y the robber, the project dizectcr will circulate the
3 } _ phetogrqphs to other local police departmenta,'the FBI and Zhe
e - ¥ing County Sheriff's Department. If aftex a substaatial SO
[ ~'period of time an identification is not made, a photogxaph may L
= be distributed.to newspapers for guhllcatiOﬂ. , T e

s

o It should bgoted that in some cities, hidden cameras are
‘?ﬂt\v?, utilizaq as mechanisms for deterrence in additiomn to apprehgﬁ- SHRNETRN
- .. gion.  Signs are posted warning that cameras are’ “Operating, and ﬁ»~6

robbezy~in-pregress photos are regularly published in local
media to maintain a high level of awareness. No rigorous
evaluation has yet been conducted to determine whether hidden
cameras do have a deterrent effect. But, as discussed in
,greatez detail in Chaptezr 5, Regl;catzﬁn, ‘hidden "ameraApgo;ect -

‘ , directors in Seattie, Tucson, and Kansas City concur in their

r* o : belief that increased appzéhension rates will bave a greater

5 effect on commercial robbery rates than will detexring criminals

[“( fram robbing marked establishments. :

- 26 Record Keeping T AT

et

e _Careful récords must be kept of all installation, service and
'*'ronbery e4ilp for each operating camera unit in order to -
estakiish the chain of custody so that the photographs will be
4?ﬁﬁiaeible ag evidenze in court. The Ssattle project director
" keeps a loghqob‘in which he records all his activities “elated S
e BT to servigzﬁ@ the cameras: . inatallation,date, ingpaction dates,.‘
o : N fllm/éﬁauges (about evevy 1-1/2 months if the cameza has not
. . ‘been tripped to insure »he £1lm is fresh), acﬁldental and -
1egit1mate trips. ‘

: S ; Because the Seatt le preject director does' not use ‘standardized.
... . . forms for rasgxd keeping, the forms used hV*fhe Eansas City '

2
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A Polica Department (severnl adapted from Tucson) are attached : i -
T as Appendix 2. Two activity logs are maintained. Ome i8 a
~ 2 "camers-trip log" on which the Camera Officer records, chronc- -
ﬁ/// - légically, the nama and address of each store where a camara
7 o has bzen trippadf whethor the trip was regorted to the Camera
Cfficer, who handled the service need, ¢he date of the report
S or discovery a.nd the date of repaivr. The second log is a
' "store activity log® which records the dates and nature of all

s - service calls to each participaring store. In addition, N
.. - . vhenever a camera is accidentally tripped and reported by the :
» as.te, 2 dbrief report ip filed with the Camera Officer noting :

the date, time and nature of the call, l

. 27 ProjectCosts

The Seattle Kidden Cameras Project was initlated with a $50 000

“LEAK grant awarded for the period Decerber 1975 thrcugh May S
1277. In starting up the project, the> bulk of the grant funds »
were allocated toward the purchase of equipment: 75 gurveil-" T R
lamze camera units, transmittersg and re-eivers, tools, vehicle
rantal, ei;rg Other expenditures went £ supplies: £ilm
cartridges, developing materials, telephone, etc. The grant
covered only one galary, that of an installation and service
technician. The project director, a police officer selected

.. from. among officers and detectives in the:Seattle Police
‘Department, was paid out of the regular Department payroll.
The budget breakdown was as follows:

-Personnek compensation $11.414

7 S 'Equipment 28,700 ; ‘ o
C I RN Suppl.es and operatin.q expenses 9,886 4 e
ST o : TOTAL $50,000 e e

= o . T

‘In Juhe 1977 the project receivea t'ontinuation fund,‘ng ir the .
nt-of $37,124 ($33,413 ~ederal, $1,855 each. state api Iocal
ching fundal-4o extend project pperations through November
KA78, Iheé City's 1979 budgat inciudes gex:mﬁal fand support to :
ﬁ’on inye the Hidden Camerds Project as’Ad permanent programe. R
Total annual cest’for the praject ,,Aﬁ’wiuding the préject : ‘
di::ector‘a sa.élary ana projecﬁ grgygapiies, is $28,000.
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- CHAPTER 3. EVALUATION AND RESULTS

Before lnstxtuting the Hldden Cameras Progect, he,Seattie Law o
and Justice Planning Office statea the five goals 1t hoped to Fo
achieves ' ‘ . -

‘ : ) igerx. *ﬁy*robbéry clearances oy -
[/,' - N © S0 7Y arrest for those busﬁnesses in which hidden cameris
‘ ‘ are installed ag. comgared to other coaparable
busxnesses. - : o

AT

2. IO 1ncrfése s;gnlflcantly the propprtion.of :

‘ convictions for commercial robberigg in which
photographs are taken. as campared4thh thcse
commerv;al robberies not 1nvolving hldden cameras.

3. “To reduce 51gnif1cantly the 1ncidence of commerc;al S
robbery in the City of Seattlew as compared to ”:;‘ T
- othen comparable jurlsdlctlonsd . I e

. e
4, To acﬂomplish project objectivem wlthout slgni-
: S . f;cantly increasing mhe risk of‘lnjury to’ victxms,
o ) . bystanders, police and . offenderm. C

5. 7o reduce sxgnificantly the cost ofaprocessing B
e : : robbery cases from initial polive ‘response thro&gh
BE . " investigatiod and pqesecution and final court o
R o ' ~ disposition for those cases. _involving hidden camera:
“,photographs as com@ared ‘with other comm@rcial '
'robbery casea, L ERE ; /;g

,' S

The evaluatmon designed ‘and conducted by LJPO tﬁ a%aess the
project's success in achiev;ng ‘thesge gqals isvan‘outstandlng
feature of Seattle's Hidden Cameras Project. The study was
released in January 1978-and evaluated'thgrprogect‘s performance
for the perxoa from Decgmhex 1975 through Epsal 1977. ]ﬁ}-




" The evaluation design involved random assignment of experi-
- mental and control sites from a pool of comparable commercial
. .establishments. Experimental sites were equipped with hidden

cameras; control sites were not. Arrest and conviction data
were collected comparably for both groupss Because the evalua-
tion was rigorously controllad, the findings discussed below
may, in most instances, be accepted withh a high degree of -
confidence as true effects of the hidden cameras.

(.1 . Experimental Design

One of the most crucial aspects of a true experimental design
is random assignment of subjects (in this instance, potential
commercial robbery sites) to experimental and control groups.
Random 3election requires that every subject have the same

‘;"'chance of being assigned to either group, thereby eliminating
" pources of bias in selection and refuting any argument that

obsexrved differences are related tc the subjects themselves,
i.e., the particular stores in each group, and not to the

‘experimental treatment, i.e., the pregence or absence of hidden

camerasgs

Seattle was able to randomly select its experimental and contrel
groups by ¢arefully constructing a pool of eligible commercial
robbery sites. Before project cperation began in June 1976, the
project director and Seattle Yaw and Justice Planning Office -
research evaluation personnel collected data on all commercial
robberies occurring during the preceding 18 months. The
robberies were classified by tyvpe of business and then summed
to determine Lhe number of robberies committed against each

type of business. Bureau of Census data on the nunber of such
businesses in Seattle were then used to estimate the type of
business with the highest risk rate. Within %hese. identified

- groups . those specific businesses with past robberies were

chosen as’ the most likely to. be robbed again in the future.

Based upon these data .and other informi*ion; 150 commercial
sites were identified as being the most likely places to be
robbed in Seattle., As noted above in Chapter 2, certain types .

~ of businesses (e.g., taverns and banks) were excluded due to
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’ poor lighting or becanse they already were serviced by a

security system. Convenience grocery stores wers most ¢ommon
in the remaining pool but fast food restaurants, pharmacieg,“,
and a few other types of commercial establishments wers aluo
included (e.g., a service station, bakery, auto sugyiy shop,s
motel, etc.). A random numbers table was used to select the
75 expcéﬁaan“ tal sites from the pool of 150. potential sites. 1In
a number "&E ﬁg&gg\inadequatn iiah;img'oonditions oxr other
physical features of selocted sites made installation of the
hidden camera 1m§ossih1e- In these lnstances, a new store was
identified as a probable robbery site, added to the control
group, and a replacement experimental site was randomly
selected from the control group.

Approximately three months following initial camera instailafe
tion, half of the cameras were randomly selected to be moved

from their sites and then randomly assigned to control sites.

At this point, the old experimental sites were designated

as control locations, while the old control Iocations became
experimental locations. The Law and Justice Planning Office
originally intended to yepeat this re-randomization process
every two months. Such re-randomization would necessitate
moving approximately half of the cameras every twe months,
since the other half would retain their status as experimentat
or control sites due to the 50/50 chance of being: re~cate-
gorized into a different ‘groupe However, the procedure wag not
repeated, primarily due to time pressures placed upon the
evaluator and the pro;ect director for the yerformahce of other
‘Laﬁks . . .

Data on subsequent robberzes, case clearance and dlspositionU

‘court processing, offeﬂder'characterlstlcs and costs were

collected comparably for both experimental ‘and control sites
using a data collection form designed by the Seattle Law and
Justice Plaming Office (see Appendix B). Sources of infor-

‘mation for the evaluation included Seattle Police Department
_;Monthly Crime Capsules and Robbery Unit data, Séattle Police =
Statistical Rgport 1976, the 1977 Police Department Budget,
: King'CQunty ‘Superior and District Courts docket files, and

offendexs’ “rap" sheets. BAll dota were collected by the -

- project director and vérified by staff of the LJPO. Data were
. collected for the 1l0-month experlmental period from June 1976 '
,through April 1977. ‘




The results of Seattle's experiment and techﬁiques for measﬁrihg
‘the achievement of each of the project's five goals are described
below.

3.2 Findings of the Seattle Experiment®

At the 150 sites (77 experimental, 75 control), 100 offenses
were reported from mid-June 1976 to April 27, 1977. Hinety-
four of thege offenses were for robbery, and six were for other
crimes, of which five wer¢ photographed (till tap, shoplifting,
forged prescriptionsj.  All non-robbery cases were eliminated
from the study. B2t the experimental sites, 38 robberies were
reported, while 56 robberies occurred at the control sites.**

Goal 1: To increase szgnnficantly robbery clearances by arrest'
for those businesses in which hidden cameras are 1nsta11ed as
compaxed to other compazable businesses.

Robbery clearances may be "exceptional® or they may occur
through the arrest of the suspect. Exceptional clearances
involve instances in wiiich the identity of the offender is
known, but the offender is unavailable for arrest {(dead, in
- prison, etc.) or where the victim refuses to prosecute. .

* As reported in Lawrence G. Gunn, Xenneth E. Mathews, Jr.. and
. Antoinette Hood, Office of Policy Planning, ‘Law. and Justice
Pianning Office, Evaluatien Report: City of Seattle‘ﬂidden
Cameras. Project, January 1978.

bkl ahs,higher robberv rate in cohtrol sites is partially an
artifact of when a site was designated as “experimantal"

Until a camera was actually in place, robberies that occurred
were not considered to be eéxperimental robberies. Initial
 placement and subsequent movement of cameras took approximately
three months-of the total 10.5 months. ~Thus,ﬂthe larger

number of robberies observed in the controL group may be due to o

- the longer time at risk coupled with a pé%sible reduction in
falgse robbery reports by clorks at experimental sites. The

poesible change in clerk hehavior is diﬁficult to measure .

' independently. SRR B / :

e '/\ .




Data required to assess this goal include both exceptional
clearances and arrest data on all offenses occurring at experi-
mental and control sites during the evaluation period. The Law
and Justice Planning Office performed the following analyses on
these data: overall clearance rates (combining arrest and
exceptional clearamnces); overall clearance rates adjusted to
eliminate control group clieavances caused by experimental group
photographs; arrest clearance rates; rates of arrests of
offenders; and reasons for arrests and clearances.

Overall Clezrance Rate: Table 1 provides a summary of robbery
case clearances for both experimental and control group sites.
The table shows that 68 percent of experimental group cases
were cleared either by arrest or exception, compared to 55
percent of control group cases. This difference is not statis-
tically significant. However, part of the high clearance rate
in the control group was due to the clearing of 18 cases (5 by
arrest; 13 by exception) through pictures taken at experimental
sites; that is, pictures taken of robbers in experimental sites
were identified by victims and witnesses in control site
robberies.

'I;abie 1.  Robbery Case Clearance Rate by 'te

Experimental Control Total

Total robberies { 38 56 04
Not cleared 12 (32%) 25 (45%) 37 (39%)
Cleared 26 (68%) 31 (55%) | 57 {61%)
By arrest 21 (55%) 14" (25%) 35 (37%)
Exceptional . 5 (13%) 17** (30%) 22 (23%)
Arrested for robbery
at other experimental
site 4 13 17
Arrested for robbery ' '
at site other than
experimental/contro! 1 4 5

* fnciudas five casas in which suspecté were identified and subsequently arrestedd through photographs
taken at expariments! sites, Exclusion of these cases results in nine, or 16 percent arrest rate.

** Includes 13 casss in which suspects wera identified through experimental site pictures. Exclusion
of these cases vesults in four, or 7 percent exceptionaf clearance rate.
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If control-site robbery clearances resulting from experimental=-
site pictures are deleted and clearance data_reanalyzed, there
iz a statistically significant difference (x =8.89, df=l, p<.0l).
{See Table 2.) While the experimental group retains its 68 per-
cent clearance, only 34 percent of control cases were cleared
without the aid of experimental site photographs.

Table 2.  Revised* Robbery Clearance by Site
L Group

Clearance Status Exparimental Contrql '
Cieared 26 (68%) | 13* (34%)
Not cleared 12 25
Total 38 38"

- *18 cases which ware cleared because of experimental site

photographs deleted,

Clearance by Arrest: When only cases cleared by arrest are
examined, the difference betwaen experimental ané control group
cases becomes more distinct. While 55 percent of experimental
cases were cleared by the arrest of at least one suspect, only
25 percent of control sité cases were cleared in thg same

fashion. This difference was highly significant (x” = 8.87,
=1, p<€ «01)e (See Table 3.) '
Table3. Robbery Cases Cleared by Arrest by Group
Group

Caso Cleared By Expsrimantal {  Control

Arrest 21 (55%) | 14" (25%)

Other than arrest 17 42

Total 38 . 58*

*Includes five cases in which suspects vesre identified from
pictures taken at experimental sites.
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Robbery Suspects:

uumber of offenders involved was 126«

While a total of 94 robberies occurred, the
Within the two study

groups, 56 percent of experimental site robbers were arrested
as compared to 22 percent of control site robgers (s8ee Table
4), This difference is highly significant (x~ = 15.52,

a = 1, p < .001).

Table 4. Robbery Offendex's by Group

Group
OQffanders Expgrimental Control Total
Arrested 27 {56%) 17 {22%) | 44
Not arrested 21* 61** 82
Total 48 78 126

*Inctudes six identified suspects
“*inciudes 30 identified suspects

Reason for Arrest, Case Clearance: To determine thé specific

factor responsible for arrest and clearance data, the basis for
each arrest was identified (see Table 5).

Table 5. Basis of Arrest by Group

Exparimental Control

.Causs of Arrest Suspacts Cases Suspects . ‘Cases

and Clearance Arrasted Cleared . Arrasted Cleared
Photograph 21 (78%) | 15 (71%) 7 41%) 5 (36%)
Arrest at or near scene- 4 (5% | 4 (19%) 5 (28%) 4 (29%)
Victim/witness identification 1 { 4%) 1 - { 8%) 2 (12%) 2 (14%)
Al other 1 (4% 1 (5% 3 (18%) 3 (21%)
Total | 27 21 17 B T
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Photographs were'respon51ble for. 78 percent of the arrests made
and for 71 pergent: of the cases cleared by arrest at.experi=

. mentdl sites. Photographs were also responsible for 41 percent
of the arrests made and 36 percent of the cases cleared by
arrest ‘at-control s;tes.

In conclusion, robberies were significantly more likely to be
cleared by arrest (55 percent versus 25 percent) in businesses
equipped with hidden cameras. Photographs were responsible for
71 percent of the experimental site robberies ‘¢leared by
- arrest. '

Goal 2: To increase significantly the proportion of convic-
_tions for commercial robberies in which photcgraphs are taken
-as compared with those commercial robberies not 1nvc1v1ng
hldden cameras.'

Information required to assess goal 2 includes data on court S |
actions {pleas, trials, etc.) for cases arising out of experi~ _ o
mental and control group offenses. To determine if there was ‘
an increased conviction rate from the use of hidden cameras in -
Seattle, a comparison was made between,the number of arrests
resulting in convictions for robberies commltted within hidden ...
. camera sites and within control sites. . 3

There were 27 arrests for robberles at hidden camera sites and
17 arrests at control sites. All arrests resulted in a-
determination of guilt except for six cases, of which four had
outstanding warrants, and two involved juveniles for whom court ./Ff
data were not available. The occurrence of ‘a 100. percent. e
conviction rate in both the experimental and control groups-
makes it impossible to differentiate between }h@ groups‘cr S

.genenelize te more typlcal cases. ik

6
i

, However, of the 48 suspects ;nvolved in the experimental site ‘
obberies {see Table 4), the 23 convicted (a8 percent) re)resent”
- a significantly higher overall conviction rate than the 15 RN
_‘convicted of 78 sugpects involved (19 percent) in the control ;“jrf*'
’group robberiek (x = 11 61, df l, p < oﬂOl)o ' ’




//

coﬂvictions may

Tg,ggam.nnrtba pgssih;lity*that the gpalzty o
have differed among experimental and control
actions were studied in terms of severity*c:’recommended
sentences and plea bargaining. ' It waa‘assumed that the
existence of robbery photographs: dauﬂd lead to more sericus

sentence recommendations and fgﬁe lnstances of plea bargaxning
in order to cobtain convictlgﬁs" S ; : S

D These asqumptzonsi’eré not.suppdrted hy the data. In all
e ingtances of ouiity pleas (74 percent of all convictions in
’ - experimental pases; 80 percent in control cases--a nonsigni-
ficant di'ference), the_prosecutor agreed to recommend less
thaa fhe‘maximum possible sentence for all charges.

Tb assess the pro:ect's effect on the use of plea’ bargalning,
the King County Prosecutor's Office revieweéfbmth ‘experimental
‘and ¢ontrol group cases against its fiLGg and disposition
standards to determine if plea ba;oainzng had occurred and
whether it was a- 1 result of pgpaffproblems., Again, ne signi-
ficant differences were ;oand among the two groups.. The

- evaluators note that. the small size of the sample may be at
leas; in part reagons:ble~£or the lack of axgnificant findxngs
in the area of” prosecutor act;v;ties\ - , S e T

uoal 3 ?olze}?‘ ’SJgnlfhcantly ‘the incidence 6f coamercial -
E ‘ zbbégrgfzn thg;C1ty of Seattle, as compared ta other comparable
/////fgurzsdlctzons._

The evaluators conducte& two dlfferent analyses gﬁ,the progect'

impacg upon commercial rmhber; ‘rates. The fzrst analysis .

_involved the use of regression techniques to predict the likely
¥ zcbhery rate in Seattle 'in the experimental period based upon

robbery rates of the preceding four yearss A gimilar regressxon‘

analysia was run on data for all U.S. cities combined with

S in roughly ccmpaxable significant declines in robbery both in
Seattle and tha'camparlson,group eample. L

ites; prosedutor-— -

populaticns exceeding 250 000, . “The regression analysza resultedbf
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A number,g{’significant prohlems exist in this—forma,f ana1ysis.
| howevsT, as 1icEbE by the LIFO. -

~~"include approximately 75 percent non-commercial robbezies which ‘.'  ’? 3*  7

%cities,(FBI Uniform Crime Re

~»:st:‘ctly comparable fcr the project perzod hecagse FBI data

?Due to the above shortcomings, a second analysis was conducted :
- comparison against commercidl robbery data.

 of commercial and non-commercial robberies are dnfluemced by - ., -

- result in detectable reduction of commercial ;ﬁbberies.,ﬁf‘
'f,influencing the number of non-comme cial robberzes. e

. 38 percent ‘reduction in monthly commercial robbery rates wis

-robberies, on the other hand, iggreaeed.by 6.7 percento AL

\jfound that the difference in changes between the comme:cial and .
‘ non-commerclal IObhe;y groups was highly significant’(?‘n 38 78,_v“ﬁ

| sAn additiogal test of the,effects of hidden cameras on’ commer1
o ocial robléry rates involved correlating the: cumulative number
. of persons arrested and ‘convieted within camera sites- by"mmmth

n-;The~evaluators found:-a staﬁiatically siqnificant nega tg\
sgcorrelation {x' = -.63, df = 9, p< +05), . indicating that as th
”]cumulative numbex of arxests increased, the monthly rate of

Ty

R

Thege _nc_ﬁae the' fg:*ﬁ?@@uﬁa
(1 the robbery data for both the U.S: cities and Seattle

ghould not have been affected by the pnoject; (2) the<project
arrests occurred late in the lo-month/ﬁroject period and thus =
any reduction in robberies due to either deterrence or incapaci-. '~
tation is likely to be slight, and (3) data from the UeSe -

rta)- an&-Seattie'data ‘afe not

i "‘.

in which non=commercial zabbéfy data for Sea tie‘ﬁﬁﬁ@ﬁ@&@dzaﬂ—anh_a4v:
Thiz analysis wap~
based upon the assumption that while changes in tha occurrqpée

the same general factors (unemployment, social" unrestilétc.), :
the offender populations for the two types of robber;es ;g T s
relatively distinct. Given this assumption, one- wﬁuta expect e iy
that a reduction in the number of commercial robhers we

Using a pre-prcgect period from Rugust 1875 thrcugh June 1975,
and August 1276 through June 1977 as the pcst—project period, a

obseérved, dropping from an averagé of 65.8 per month in the e
pre~-period to 40.6 per month in the post—period.fzﬂgn-commarcial

analysis of covariance using séme named'months as covariatga

=1, P < 00D,

with commeércial robbery rates during correspoﬁding'mnnthﬁ.




; rates.

N Goal Fo .'Z’o acca?ﬁ B ;: pro;;ect obgec:tzves;-m\{hout ,signl,f;cantlg
. increaswg the ‘z:isk of J.n_yury to v.r.ctlms, bysta.nders, police..
and off”enders.

=]
5

e

”’.l‘his goal can be simply measured by assess:.ng the number and
sgver:.ty of :mjuries experz.enced An exper.unental and control

p gz)dup orimes. ©Of the ninety-three cases examined by the LJPO

evaluatcrs, no officers or offenders wers :.ngur:ed. Three

- victims were injured at control sites and one at an experi=

mental 8:r.te. '.!.‘he difx@r«_nce hetween the groups ig not- s:l.gnlf-

~cases fzom'zmtla.t pol;me ,response through mvesztzgatmn and
 prosecution and final pourt disposition for those cases in-
vrolvmg hidden camera pbotographs @& compared-with other
{:omercial robbe.ry Cases. -

503

SO E RS mo sepa'i:'ate analysep were performed to assess the pro:ect s
| e ess in this e%:’ort. "he first examined the time spent in
; ,iarocessing a cﬂse‘ £rom arrest ’E:hrough conviction for ex,\oern.-
mental cases compared %o control eases, “This analysis ﬁound
i:hat hig¢ c(en camera cases were pracessed W s:.gm.flcantly less

)
2

'{’iinvestigatory costs wauld be reducad as well as Jan..‘ costs

cot.rt diéposxtian. "Estmates iof- such cost savmgs,ﬁ.'ere nct
'attempted however; hecause ‘the evalnatcirs fel 7ol

AN Foo i S

exe unavaﬂa 1§ e

Goa .Szp.yﬂ’@ireaﬁce s:.gm.f/ antlg the cost of processing robberg

incurred by d&taming susPects between their arrest and fn.nal o




e

The -gecond analysis perfbrmed by the LJPO examined the cost to

' the Seattle Police Deg&rtment to achieve a conviction for experi=
-merital cases compared to controls using the total 1977 budget for

the Robbeyy Unit and 1976 Seattle crime statistics. The evalua~
tors *hen added to the pelice cost an estimate of victim loss,

-~ bag?  aw $he average dollar 1oss from all reporited armed robberies.

The analysis found that the -cost of obtpining a conviction was
mubstantially” 1ower for experimental cmses than for control cases

£%811.74 anﬁ $1,835,02, respectively), inaicatlng that police
-~ inv estiqatory resources are more efficiently utilized where

hidden camera photographs are available.

The cost of the Hidden Cameras ?rogect itgelf was computed at . AT

$1,228.41 per experimental site conviction (total project costs/
rumber of project convictions) and added to the police cost for
a total of $2, 040.15 per hidden camera conviction. This fiqure
is 11 percent higher than the cost of a control case conviction

{$1,835.02). However, if the five control site convicti onsg

obtained through hidden camera photographs are removed from the
analysis, conviction costs for experimental cases are 22 perc¢ent
lower than for control cases ($2,040.15 and $2 697.89« respec~
tively).

Based on’these computations (presented in full in Appendix C) and
on the significantly higher conviction rate of experimental site -
suspects, the evaluator conc¢ludes that the Hidden Cameras Project
ig cost effective and appears to be able to achinve convictions
at a lower cogt than control cases. This cost savings is attri~-
buted primarily to the higher cleararce rate and consequent '
greater efficiency of system processing 1n experimental cases»

Additional factors that could be coneidered in a complete cost
assessment of a hidden cameras project include: (1) differences
in police patrol c costs-for initial contaetse>apprehension, ‘etCe,

,(2) diffeeences in prosecutor costs fer case pre =tign' ue to

'yestimates of the differential costs of. aetaining experimental
and conﬁrol ‘gsuspects in the local jail,* and (é) estimates of .

* It is perhaps more appfopriate to v;ew detentiﬂn coste as.:

‘traneferred from the city. to the state since convicted offendersx 7
 wi11 he incarcerated at the state level at.an earlier datee» f
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&1f£grentxal cnsts to the court/fﬁr case proceseing’(heaniwg
time, ﬁumoer #nd types ofJbz«&;ﬁgs, etCele fﬁ/-
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In,addxtien to azsessinq,bné 6egree of achievement of the

«/rmcjeCt'S staked gqaiﬁy'the evaluators in Seattle gathered data
on the cnaractezistics of offenders to assess’ ‘whether only

_"naive, am’féurish and generally inexperienced affenders” would
be,;aept enoﬁgh to have their picture taken during a robbery.
cbmparisons were only made,fer convicted offenders. Seattle
 Police Department Prap", or’ Incal arrest history, sheets were
uged to examine whether conVicted robbers differed on (a)
whether they had ever been arrssted before, (b) average number
of arrests, and {c¢) dgeverity-of offenges for which they had

" been arrested. In addition, comparisons of cfiend@rs' AGE,

© race and sex viere performeu. e

- Ne smgniflcant d;ffegea,wﬁ/were observed 1n offender age, race;
or Sex. Offenéef" ‘tended to be in their mid-twentiez, white,
and _all wWefe males. Differences in prior arrest records were

/roughly comparable as were measures of severity of past crimes
for which they were arrested. The evaluators conclude that
persons arrested and convicted as a result of heing photo~
graphed by the praject are not less serlous offenders than
criminaA“behavlor. Some evidence suggeats that thei. local

- arrest histories may be even more severe although the differ-
‘ences are not statistically significant.

~Tne Seattle deden Cameras. Project succeasfully’ e‘ieVedfeach'
of ita stated goals.,

Goal lz The clearance rate in experlmental site robberies (68
percent) was significantly hlgher than that of control site

rnbberies (34 percent). An additional Zlﬂgercen: of‘contrpl AR

B
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taken. 4&'exper1menta1 site > robberies. - co e N T

Goal 5: Due to hlgher clearanoe.rates and more’ efficient use

‘site robberieefgfgr aAroialfofi55~§ercent) WereTEizﬁied by"
arrests ortféehtlfmcatlons brought about through photographs

In addxt;on, arrest data showhﬁiﬁ‘?—éndfstatxstically*5ign1fi- ‘{ S ‘
cant differences. ghr&eﬂ$ﬁ“percent ‘of all experimental cages -~ ° 7
. were cleared nge*@est, only 25 percent of.control cases were '
cleared‘bgwerrest. of the 48 offenoers in experimental cases,

56 percent were arrested, vwhile of the 78 control eite offenders,

onlg/22 percent were arrested. : »

Goal 2: Slgniflcantly more of . the robbers in the’ exper;mental

group (48 percent) were eventually 1&ent1fied, arrested and T
convicted than were robbers in the contrel group (19,pereeng)3??” S

Goal 3~ A comparison of eommercial robbery data with. local ff" : - 'e’ ;y

non-commerc1el renbery rates revealed a statxstiewlly sign;fz- '

cant 38,8 percent decline in commer01a1 robbery fglloﬁing : B
project onset, while non-commercia; robberies iréreasea‘by r St
percent, The decline in commercial: robbery;wés found_:aZﬁe = T
significantly cerrelated,wlth ‘the.- eumbérfoﬁ robbers arrestﬂd PO s
and convicted durlpg the pro;ect pe;ioa. ‘ S =

L

o

Goal 4: Project objectlve?<?ere achieved wmthout sxgnlrleantly ‘ U
increasing rlsk to vxctzve, pollce\or offenders. o T e

of police investrgatory resources, convictions for hidden »
camera cases were achieved at a 1ower cost than were convic-
t{ons for control casess » :

It was also found that persone arrestea and convzctea;as a :
xesult,of project’ photographs are not.. Jpss ! serxous” offendexs
“in terms of. past criminal hiztory than those arrested througbf,ﬂ,;,
‘other means. There are indications t&at the‘project may, in
faot, ldentlfy more ser;ous offenders as .
arrest history.
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C‘HAF;TER 4: HIDDEN CAMERA PROJECTS IN OTHER CITIES

Police departments in a number of cities are operating hidden
camera projects, most guite similar to seattle's. This Chapter
discusses the experiences of six cities, highlighting elements
that vary from the Seattle program.

Table 6 on the following page compares several features of
Seattle's Hidden Cameras Project and the programs in the six
¢ities surveyed. All were initiated with LEAA funding; many
have since been absorbed into the police department's budget.
Annual operating costs typically are limited to salaries,
photographic supplies, and repairs as necessary.

Projects are organizationally located in various divisions of
the police department. The project director in Seattle suggests
that the robbery squad is the best location because officers in
such units are familiar with local robbers and patterns of
robberies within the city.

all of the projects focus upon commercial establishments with a
high customer turnover such as coavenience markets, liquor
stores, and gas gtations. Specific sites are selected on the

- “basis of crime activity data. The number of cameras range from

50 in Fresno to more than 300 in Phoenix. The projects are -

.generally managed by one full-time officer with assistance from

c;villan personnel or other officers as needed.

In Tucson and Fresno, ‘several merchants haye purchased their

-, own hidden camera units but cooperate fully with the procedures

set forth by the police departments. In contrast, videotape
systems owned and operated by a number of stores in Oklahoma
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Table 6. Basic Elements of Seven Hidden Camera Projects |

Lo LOCATION .
DEMO- NUMEBER OF NUMBER OF FUNDING  ANNUAL - INPOLICE. SPECIAL
GRAPHICS® CAMEF\.\S STAFF SOURCE - - BUDGET DEPT, FEATURES
. ‘ pop.—530,831 . Loeal; DT o "¢ Evaluation
SEATTLE . crime—40,008 100 1 previously . $28,000 .. Robbery Unit  based on trus
' " robbery—2,163 . LEAA = ' - expariment
. . pop.~581,562 1 plus Local; Absorbed in Criminal
PHOENIX. cfime—713857 220 civilian : pravigusly larger robbery Investigations . First in country
robbery—1,486" technicians | -LEAA program Buregu ‘
pop.~313,500 1 plus Local; v 15 units owned. -
TUCSON crime-—31,439 85 civilian previously  $22,000 " 'Crime Preven- . by local
robbery—554 : technicians LEAA . tion Uit raerctiants
) . pop,~507,087 50 L LEAA $1,966 for 50 East Patrot
KANSAS crime—43,381 {100 to be {2tobe (part of cameras (does not | - Division Evaluation
cityY robbery~2,410  added) added) ICAP pro- - Include salaries, {Support underway
: gram}; transportationor - Unit) '
salaries fund- communication
edlocally  costs) .-
’ ) pop.—~366,481. - ] . ) - : Some stores
OKLAHOMA crime-—-32,956 110 2 full-time LEAA $38,600 Photographic  opurate video-
cIry: _robbery—770 ) 1 part-time ' . Services tape systems in
. o addition te
cameres
pop.—445,779 176 {20 pur- 3:(1 assignsd Local; Maost recent LEAA Operates in con;
SAN JOSE - crime—41,510 chased with 1o secret previcusly - grant was $135,000 . Robbery junction with .
- robbery—987.  local funds) witness program} - LEAA . includessecret - Project - -secretwitness
: S "Witnass program ‘ ' program
. L pop~-165,872 - Local; - : Crime - Some mar-
FRESNO crime~21,526 . 50 1 previously . - Less than -Prevention chants have.
) © . robbery—723. LEAA $10,000 - Unit "o purchased
. - o | Ueamara units

’Populdti on fi gurss from 1870V, Cbnsusf crime rates from FBI Uniform Crims Reports, 1976,

i
i
.

R S




City and San Jose have proven to be less effective in identi-
fying robbery suspects due to peoor picture quality.

All of the cities report increased robbery clearance and arrest
rates as a result of the hidden cameras. Where available, the
results reported by other cities are noted; however, such
findings were not derived from evaluations as rigorously
controlled as Seattle's experiment and thus should only be used
for broad comparisons.

" 4.1 Phoenix, Arizona

As noted above, Seattle's Hidden Cameras Project was modeled
after a similar project in Phoenix, Arizona, the first such
program in the country. As one phase of a Concentrated Robbery
Reduction Program (CRR), initiated in 1970, 204 cameras were
installed in 191 convenience markets and liquor stores. The
project was launched with $159,000 in LEAA discretiocnary funds
and $160,000 from the City of Phoenix.

In addition to the hidden cameras, Phoenix' original program
included a squad of eight specially trained officers to operate
the cameras and perform other functions intended to increase
apprehensions, such as developing informants, operating stake-
outs, and intensive patrcl. This unit was composed of one
sergeant, five patrol officers, and two photo lab technicians,
It was organizationally located under the Criminal Investiga-
tions Bureau, as was the regular Robbery Detail with which the
special unit cooperated in investigating robbery incidents. A
total of 50 officers completed a 40-hour advanced training

- prbgram‘which focused on stake-out techniques, surveillance, .
initensive patrol, and fast follow-in on reported armed robberies.

~In the event of a robbery, all available team membezrs would
proceed to the gcene, retrieve and develop the exposed film,

- and canvass the area for witnesses. If questioning of wit-
negses or informants yielded any leads about suspects, stake-
out and surveillance techniques were employed to obtain an
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. arrest. (The use of informants was considered a wvital aspect
of the program and special funds were available for that
purpose. ) 'All arrest and identification activities were
coordlnated with officers of the regular Robbery Deta;l.

Team members were assigned exclusively to CRR activities'and
worked in six to ten hour shifts between 6:00 p.m. and 2: 00 a.m.
Actual deployment of team members was based on tips from -
informants or officers in the Robbery Detail, and on computer~
based probabilities of robbery trends. These probabilities were
derived from data on armed commercial robberies for the period

~ July 1966 through June 1970. In an attempt to prerdict the
likelihood of robbery incidents by day, time and !location,
reported robberies were plotted on City grid maps. on a monthly
basis. Forecasts were based both on long-range historical
¢rends and on shorter, three-month trends. According to the
project's final report, short-term trends were found to be more
reliable.

In addition to cameras, spécial equipment purchased under the
grant included six late-model compact cars and an infrared nlght
vision device used for stake-out and surveillance.

The Phoenix project's final report indicates that after the first
year of operations, robberies in convenience markets and liguor
stores had decreased from 20-25 per month to 6-~8 per month.

Based on 33 pictures taken during robberies, 17 arrests were made
and 27 robberies were cleared. The report further states that
the existence of photographs has “drastically” reduced police
time expended in identifying robbery suspects.

4.2 ‘Tucson, Arizona

A Rbbbery'Camera Program has been operating in Tucson since 1974.

A total of 85 cameras are located in convenience stores, motels,V

.. and ‘gas stations; 70 are owned by the Police Departr-nt and 15

_ are owned by a large uonvenlence store corporation..  Company
management has agreed to observe. the operational and mazntenance
‘procedures developed by the Folice Department.- : »
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Camera Officer works cloaely with store owners and managers to

- Company security officers are requested to periodically check

‘B8 a,result of these precautxons, ‘the numher of accidental trips

' cameras have failed to take a picture of a robhery suSpect durlng ‘
“the 1ast three years of project cperation." LT R ,,ffﬁjx"

jSpecial precautions are taken to establlsh a chain of custody
"that uill.stand up in court., A p;cture of the date, timeAand

B e i B
A ppeg iy s

Although there is only one Camera offich ass¢gned to the

_'program, a corps of civilian Identif;cation machnzcxans,are

available to angwer camerabrelated calis after office hourse.
When responding to a camera site, tha/Idgntification Technicians

‘are instructed to reset the camera (i.e., make it operable) and -

report any further problems or service requirea to the Camera
Officer.

i

A large number of accldental trips had bgen hamperzng the effec-
t;vgness of the cameras. . In an’ attempt. to remedy the situation,
the Camera Officer in mucson moved the bait bill from the $5

slot in the register to the far left slot (one that is seldom

~,used); that slot is marked with a ‘sticker as a reminder to the

clerk. All but one bait bill were removed from the f£ransmittexr

“clip, In the event of a robbery, clerks are instructed to pull’ ; ’gﬂf"”

the bait bill first so that the camera will be activated as

soon as possible. In addition to a neon light on theA91de of

the speaker box that szgnals when the camera has been trzpped,

a tester light inside the cash drawer goes out if there is a
breakage in the wire. Thus, the clerk is warned of both trips

and malfunctions. , , , Sk R

To further minimize the 11kalihood of false actlvatlon, the
ingure that all employees are properly trainéd. The Camera’

Officer believes this practice to be of utmost 1mportance in.
securing the full ccoperatlon of partxczpatmnq merchants. -

Chp e s

the camera units to insure that they have not been tr;pped.-
Furthermore, the fact that businesses pay for thelr film may
serve as an extra incentive to store. owners to éee that cameras

-are not unnecessarily triggered. SRR e o8 , ~»  ST :

has decreased from 615 in 1976 to 201 for the period January= =
November 1978. The Camera Officer in Tucsen‘reports that no

.




. order, since pictures were taken hoth pricr to. andAs R
'the‘rohhery‘lnczdent., It algo helps to place- the robgery at tha R
particular location within a certain time frame, 1.e.,;between ~ '

vipexcent decrease in .convenience store robberle- and a 77 percent.
-decrease in liqnor store robberles. ‘

~ The City-of Tucson fun&é the Rsbbery Camera Program at about;

43 Kansas'Cit_y, Mimuri

'fIn Kansas c;ty, a cOncealed Cameras Progect was lnstituted in
- 1976 as one component of the larger Integrated Criminal Appre-~ o E
uuhension Program (ICAP), an LEAA initiative.. Twenty-f;va camexas .- '~%“fj

I

7119atrol-aune 1976 through Decesber 1977, chapter 10~'vCOngea1ed

' The Tucson pro)ect xeports an arrest rate of 80-90 percant and

“motels in one of five patxol divisions of the city. As in ,
- Beattle, target sites were selected based on a high- incidence'

gjmodeled after~Tucson's hxdden cameras program.

' ,recently conducted,as part of an evaluat;on of the IC%P program

%

offiaer servicing the camera is taken on the first frame of each.
new roll of fxlm, an&\again on the: lasp frame after the camsra

,has been legitlmately ‘triggered by a robbery incident.“ This . T e
procedure confirms that the camera mechanism is in g;gd wuxking “"T“&iftnuﬁgwq

sequent to.

the two sets of Camera Officer service photographs. _Poth the
condit on of the -camera and the .presence of the officer ~gan be
corrohorated againsc the Camgxa Offlcer s "store actlvity 1og R

L%
3 X : ‘oA
- . : L . - . L . 5

: . . - L

a 100 percent conviction xate’ over the last four years of. operawy',, ST AR
‘tion.  Comparing robbery. statistics for the first eight months of e Tl
1976 with the corresponding period in 1974, Tucson reports a 69 o

$22,000 annually. This figure covers the Camera Officer's
>salary, equipment, and vehzcle‘malntenance and repair.

e T
-,

were installed in fast . food restauranta, convenience stores and

of axmed robbery.  Procedurally, the Ransas Cxty’progect was

An evaluution of Kansas Clty s chcealed Cameras Progéct was .

¥ B

Kansas city Police Department,'“Evuluatzon of Directed

Cameraa Project, ﬂraft.;;,:&
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using eleven‘months' data;pre— and poet—implementafiﬁﬁ, evalua
. tors found a70 uereant reduction” 4n ‘armed’ robberies at target
- gitess A time servies analysia wging. five years pres and eleven
months bost-data aleo found a reduction in robberies, but was
unaole to defxniﬁively link that reduction to the presence of
. cameras. Another test was performed in,whzch.rebbery rates for
~ gimilar types of busgwess establishments were compared among
Ee ;' the city's three major patrol divisions, only one of which housed
iy " the hidden cameras projects All three divisicns experienced »
’ decreases in- -comnercial rabberies over the time period under
stgdg; the. experﬁmental diVision did not ghow a greater decling .
i ~ thar the-others. The evaluator ‘concludes . that the presence of
i cameras appears to have a specific impact only on those estab-
1ishments w;th,installe& ‘units and not on the community gen-.
~era11y. Becauge the project was ‘hot intended as a deterrence
mechaniem (i.e., ‘there are no’ signs ‘or warnings of the camera's
‘presence), it is unclear'why thére should be such a large
- decrease in.robheriea at. target sitesc It is likely that a
certain proportion can be attrihuted to a decrease in employee
. theft; another possibilify is that the criminal community has -
\Qecome avare of the progect and avoids rohblng partmcipating
busines Gt ;

Ehe evaluator indicates that such a displaeement effect cannot
be ruled cut, that is, robbers may be robbing other businesses
in other parts of town; they may be more likely to wear masks;
; .7 "they may. switch’ to other criminal activities» A few instances
PN ©" . in which robbers perposely avoided the cameras or instxucted the
-, . clerk not to pull the ‘trip bill suggest that the project has
. indeed become krown to sSome element of the criminal commnity,
b who ¢ould be directing their actiyity elsewhere. ' -

Anuthex gcssible explaining factox that.aannot be ruled L
El AR T _the regression: artifact, a statistical phencmenon that qccurs .
iffe']ff,fﬂ when the experimental subjecﬁs (:ncthis cage, t e;target aites) R

9
inciaenee—of~tmbher§7"The artif‘eﬁ“presf 3 that because*scoxes
started out at an extreme, ‘gven no treatment at-all would result /
in a trend toward a more. mederate score. . e

.("

, ji‘/




In an attempt to circumvent this problem, a second set»of 25
cameras was installed in businesses experiencing less severe .~
robbery rates. = Unfortunately, the frequency of robberies was
too low to ailow for demonstrable decreases as a result of the
- cameras. This second set of tameras was subsequently placed in
target sites in another division of the city. Using 12 months
pre~ and post-lmplementation data, evaluators found a 45 percent
reduction in armed robberies for the target sites. Project -~
evaluation will continue throughout the duration of Icap fundirgs
‘A cost—etfectzveness study is presently underway.

The initial cost for 50 camera units was $16,855, which lncludes
equipment and supplies for installation and developing the £ilm.
This amount was covered by the Kansas City Police Department‘
IcAP grant., Based on 22 months of operation, the annuai oner- B
ating cosc 13 estimated at $37.32 per camera, or $1866 for 50 -
units. This figure does not include salaries or the costs of
transportation and communication devices used by officers

assigned to the camera project; these costs are borne by the
Police Department in its regular budget. In an attempt to reduce
operating costs, new procedures are being instituted whereby
participating bu51nesses will pay for'fllm wasced as a. result of
accidental “rips-»

¥

An additional $42,295 has been allocated from the ICAP funds to
purchase 100 cameras and related equipment and supplies. When
these cameras are installed, staffing will increase from one-
officer to three; these salaries will also be absorbed by the
Police Department. .

44 Oklahoma City, Oklahoma

Like Seattle, Cklahoma Gity modeled its program.after Phoenlx'
Hidden Cameras Project. Initiated in October 1976, Oklahoma
City's pro:ect now maintains 110 cameras, 85 of which are
1nstalled in convenience stores, pharmacles ‘and 1iquor stores.~
‘Most of the remaining 25 are kept on hand for “saturat;ng“ target

locations with hidden cameras in order to capture an offender who
is repeatedly‘V1ct1mizlng a single type ‘of business, for example,f

- liquor stores. A few camera unlts may also be in repamr at any
. given time. : L S
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fpoliee off1cer, one‘fﬁllutxmefcivilian tefgplpiea, andﬁe/Part-=‘
" time police photographer who shares the-Z4=hor
»+&e full-time offioexe Now lnnﬂce second year of operatlon, the

A
Lo

ur on-call duty with

uv'" technibian.position is funded through CETA (cempfe>gw"

ment znd. Training Act).;,' CLh

' ﬂf{Several stores in Oklahoma C1ty are ut111W1ng videotape systems

in addition to the hidden cameras. ‘These systemg are desxgned to

" sexrve as a deterxent to shoplifting and ‘employee theft (monitor

gcreens axe in plain view). - Although there have been -occasions

when robbers have deliberate1y<av01ded the videotdpe cameras, the
‘hidden camera unite were able to film the incidents. - According -
- to. ‘the Camera ‘Officer, videotapes of robberies in progress are
' geldom useful in. ldentmﬁyzng suspects due to poor picture
 quality. The wideotape systems are privately owned and operated
. entirely independently of the Police Department. Some merchants
7':”have igﬁicated an interest in purchasing the camera units used by
7 the police and the project director has’ encouraged them to do so.
.- To date, however, he is not aware of any prlvately owned hidden '

camera units,

: Oklahoma City reports a 60~65 percent ¢learance rate in protected

locations, compare& to an overall robbery clearance rate of 36—40
perc&nt .

o ;_4-5}'1 ‘s@nm;‘canfm«

‘vThe hidden ‘cameras progect ir*San Jose was origlnally one of five e:

ceﬁponents of “a larger -Ro oYy Prevention: Project: 1aunched iR
19754 - The" other fou:'componemts wergs (1) improved robi oty -

e_t;nvestigatxve techniques and’ robbery analysis, €2) improved o P

- patrol procedures and technigues, (3) a confidential and : .: EStl'A."‘” 5
. gative fund for purchasing information frgm—informers, and (4) a
" petret witness program. ALl but the.kh kidden cameras and the

‘-{aecret vitness program were diecoﬁtinued after the first year.




L presently beang prepared by a pm;vate oontrmctor.

v#»-coI””' Informants, who rema;n anonymous, are offexed rewards g;

- newspaper, and the Northern California Grocers Rssociation = == < oo

- duties, and one who acts as 1iaison with the secret«witness

' expired in August 1978,-the ‘Police Department has contlnued*’ |

5

they are in Seattles The S.f

Jose pro;eqt varies markedly,
conjunctmon with the gecret -
program ~photographs af robbexy

however, in that it works %
witness program. In th £

ey

_ for. 1nformat1on 1eaaing~to the: arrest of uspeeted robbers.,?
‘These rewards range from $300:t0.$2000; a oard composed’ of
representatives from' the san:Jose Police Department, the *

determinés the exact amount. Reward- moniee’are provided by the
Grocers Assoclation and contrihutlons from 1oca1 merchants. T

”(‘.’

A total of 170 cameras are ingtalled in~a range.of target loca—
tions, primarily convenience stores and. 1liquor storeao “The
_budget for the Robbery Prevention Project:-in ;ts three years of
federal funding was $278,283, $217,405 and $135, oge. Onertxme .
start-up costs for 150 cameras and related sgpnlies are esti- -
mated at $60,000 and a certaln.pfoportion of the first year's .72
costs were allocated to the three project components mhich have U
since been eliminated. The City of San Jose has sznve purchaSed

an addzt&onal 20 cameras. e Tff,f]f

Ay e

“San Jreé'operates its 17 ﬁ camera quject with a staff of threes?’“k"’"
- police officers; one assigned to. operatxon and maintenance oﬁ
the cameras, one assigned primarily to the investigative

‘program, supplying caseé descrlptzons and. photographs whete
~available ‘for the weekly news column. Since LEAA funding:

the hidden cateras. project by absorbin the staff officers' m L

salariesg - The Northern California Grocers Associatipn and.
~local merchanne continue to posﬁ the rayards for the secret
witneas program.~~~ - S

An evaluation report on- the San Uose hidden cameras projectf“

5




- 46 Fresho, California

Fresno is a much smaller c¢ity than the,other sites surveyed;
its camera program is correspondingly small. Fifty cameras are

located in convenience markets and liquor stores and are
maintained and sserviced by one full-time officer. Although the
project was initiated with LEARA funds it is now funded 1ocally

with an annual cost of less than $10 000

Several store owners in Fresno have purchased camera units from
the same distributor who supplies the Police Depariment.
Arrangements have been made whereby the police maintain these

. cameras as they would their own project cameras. The Camera

Officer obsgerves that merchants who have purchaged the..r own
units are more meticulous about training their employees in the

proper uge of the system.

The Fresno County Sheriff's Department has recently acquired
seven hidden camera units. The Camera Officer from the City
Police Department is assisting the sheriff in site selection,
installation, and start-up procedures.
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CHAPTER 5: REPLICATION

e R i vt 02

The arguments in favor of 1mplemwnt1ng a hidden cameras project
are impresegive:

o Much of the initial planning is done routinely in many
police departments in the collection of crime statis=- "'J
tics. ALl that would be required is to analyze the ‘ o
data for commercial robbery and identify those , . ©
establishments most vulnerable and most appropriate

% for camera installations.

® The equipment is readily available in most cities and
- can be installed without the assistance of thhly
specxalized technicians.

® RAfter the initial expense for purchasing ard install- C
ing the equipment, operating costs are limited %o v s
staff salary and general supplieso o : ; RN

® As’ aemonstrated by the Seattle experiment, the impact
on,commercialvrcbbery can ‘be highly sigaiflcant.;

Indeed, many cities have already instxtuted’hldden'ciﬁara proj-
ects. One distributor of camera surveillance units xepérts S
that he supplies cameras to &7 cities in 15 states and Canada.
The discussion which follows focuses on issues that should be
considered prior to instituting a hidden cameras project.

A




5.1 Determining the Size of the Proiéc‘t | ot

1

I
‘,l,

’The number of “aneras requlred to adequately and efflclently

obtain a hign degree of success in appréhending robbers depends-
on a number of factors. Certalnly the niiture of the crime:
problem in a particular city is of prime importance, i.es; the '
overall commercial robbery rate-and whether such robberies are
geographically limited or widely dlSpersed. where robberies are

- concentrated within a certain area, or among a certain "type" of

business, or even among individualvestablishments,fone might
expect that a few cameras strategically placed would have a

telling effect on the overall commercial robbery rate.

Another primary factor i. determinlng the size of a hidden
camerasg project is Simply the number of approprlate business
establishments. Most of the cities presemtly operating hidden

~ cameras projects locate the units in conyenlence stores, fast'
‘focd establishments, pharmacies, and liquor steres. Although

taverns, gas stations and other ‘businesses typically suffer a

‘~hlgh robbery rate, ‘environmental conditions may render the camera
uselesss A related issue is whether the program intends to

include sites that require more than one camera, e.ge., stores
with more than one register or pharmacies, where robbers are as

| likely to steal drugs as cashe. .

‘Whether camexas ‘are temporarily or permanently 1nstalled is
.another factor to consider, Concei vably, fewer temporary units

could suffice sinoe they can be relocated as crime trends shlft,k
obviating the need to: buy- addltzonal cameras. In any event, as
the project dlrectors in both Tucson ‘and Kansag City have indi-

;i;oated, budgetary constraints are often the flnal determlnant 1n
‘“purchasing caneras. S : :

hgsociated with the number of cameras operating in a given -
eity will be the number of staff required to manage ‘the program..
}"Fresno, California ‘has-one person dssigned full-time to its '
f'j»50~camera program. Kiansas City, which presently has one full- -
time officexr directing the 50-unit project, will be addan two
full-time staff when 100 more cameras are installed, In Tucson,]
. eivilian Identification Techriciang insure that the 85 cameras.
ai,ﬁare always operational but all problems and servxce calls are

T
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still handled personally by the Camera Cfficer. In Seattle, one
. officer is solely responsible for maintaining 100 units. It
. appears that a working rule of thumb for staffing a hmdden camers
‘project is one officer per 100 camera units.

e RN

Y

W Ty

',5;2* Camera Equipmen‘t' '

- Several types of camera units are being used for surveillance
purpogess. They vary both in their capabilities and their price,
Seattle is presently using two brands of camera units. The 75

 units purchased under the original LEAA grant had the advantage
of being lese'expensive {(about $450 per unit including camera,
trznsmitter, receiver, and simulated speaker bhox), but the -

- . project director had to build motors for the cameras since they .

5 were not equipped with an automatic advance. The 25 new units

‘% o are fully automatic and cost about $750 each. The former model

g : ‘ takee,abcut 20 pictures in a 20~gsecond period; the latter takes

e - 36 ghoks over 25 seconds. Color £ilm is used in about 85

' " percent of the sites; the other sites are closed during evening'

_ hours and. lighting conditions are such that color film is not

5 : appropriate. .

All other c;ties surveyed use.a unit manufactured and marketed
by & former police officer from thz Phoenzx Police Department
who heLped design that city~s bidden cameras project: These -
units may be triggered ‘either by a hardwire connection or a
radio transmitter. The former provades a xelatively perma@ent
installation and is less ‘expensive (about '$420) than ‘the latter
- model ($495) vhich allows for temporary instullations as propcsed
-in the Seattle project. Temporary units may be preferred for
- %wo reasons: 1) they may be reassigned -if- crifie trends shift -
and the participating businegses are no longer the most vul= . .
nerable to robbety; and 2) they may be reassigned if the crimina1>_
icommunity becomes aware that certain businesses have camera
units. In-Tucson hardvire connections are ‘used but one radio Ll
‘unit is kept on hand for’ apick installation when police are | - e
© "tipped off" to an’ 1mminen& robbery. Both Kansas City and ° ' :
- Oklahoma City'are converting their cameras. from hardwire to :
~.radio trangmitters %o facilitate ingtallation and to eliminate 8
¢*acc16enta1 trlps caused by moving the cash registeru The pro;ect
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‘The suspect in the photograph had been arrestéd a number of 3 s for s:mrlar robbenes but had never bean canwcted W‘ th
thls photograph as ewdenae, prosecutors were able to obtain a con wctlon




director in Oklahoma City indicates that the increased cost of
the radio transmitters is offset by savings to polzce in instal-
-1ation and maintenance tmme.

The system ‘used in these citles takes 12-14 pictures in 28
seconds. . In Tucson only black and white f£ilm“is used; processing
time is shorter and the film is more adaptable tp varying light
conditions. - The Camera Officer does not believe that color
significantly enhances the witnesses' ability to identify
suspects from photographs. 1In contrast, the camera project in

i ‘ san Jose recently switchéd to color film to facilitate the

o identification of clothing worn by suspects.

53 Ongoi‘ng.Monitocing Activities

In addition to the special data collection requirements of an.
: intensive evaluation effort, certain ongoing monitoring activ-
o  ities should be undertaken to insure the continuing smooth .

SR operation of the project.

The camera activity logs discussed above in Chapter 2, Section
2.6 Record Keeping, are aot only valuable for documenting the
chain of custody for evidentiary purposes, but also can alert o
project staff to chronic mistreatment or malfunction of the
camera equlpment. An inordinate number of false activations
cccurring at a particular location may warrant removal of that
site from the program. (Seattle dropped four sites from its
program for this reason.) Similarly, an excessive number of
repair calls from any one location may indicate (1) a true
malfunction of the equipment, perhaps necessitating immediate

, ~ replacement, or (2) employee mistreatment of the eguipment,

o - possibly warranting removal of the gite from thbe program.

i
1
i
i

Another valuable monltarxng activity is recordlng whether such :
-activations or malfunctlons were reported by employees at the
site, discovered during routine inspection, or discovered as. av"
‘result of the camera's fallure o photograph a robbery incident.s
" Repeated failure of a site to report camera problems may
indicate a 1ack of ccnneration w;th the project.
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> In a zabberg of a small/dbnut shqp zn Seattle all
Lo b money was taken from the cash register except the
R . - trip-bill. After being questioned by the police, the
employee who reported the crime admitted to the false
_reporting of a robbery, and was later charged with o
that etfénse in Punzczpal COurt. C J ‘ _ o

oL

Conclnaion

With a clear focus on robbery, hidden cameras are helping . A
~police” to identify and convict commercial robbers with a high : o
degree of certainty. The benefits are obvious; zmplementataon 2 i
is straightforward. In sum, a hidden cameras project is an , C Co
;iapprehension technique that might approprlately be con81dered B Ly
v ‘hy any community suffering from hlgh or rising commerclal ;
,robbery rates.

-
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Daily Monitoring Forms Used by Camera
Officer, Kansas City Police Department -
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STORE ACTIVITY LOG

STORE NAME - ' , ADDRESS

CAMERA # sox # MANAGER'SNAME " PHONE # ~
#  DATES TYPEOFWORKORSERVICE -
Date Reported ' - (Work by: :

Date Repaired ‘

~|Date 'Reported , ' B ' Work by:

Date Repaired

Eété Reported S ‘ “TWork by

. . Date éépa‘nred .

Date Reported . ' ' ~[Work by:

{Date Repaired

Date Repcited o Work b\}:

Date Repaired

Da = Heported ' ‘ — ~TWork by;

Date Repaired

Date‘_ Reported ' ' Work by:

Datev Repaired

DatevRepnrted S _ - |Work by:

Date Répaired

' “This form is used for aach individual location. When a camera is installed in a camera location,
-~ the officer will login the i instaiiation date on the form. Each time an accidental trip is reported and
after the officer has resp»onded to the location and reset the camera, the officer will lag in the date
reported date repalred the type of work and service done to the camera:and who did the work.

b'l‘
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KANSAS CITY, MISSOURI POLICE DEPARTMENT
'CONCEALED CAMERA CHECK SHEET

FROM: . .. . 'DATE:______ TIME:

TO: rc’Crime»COorainator, Officex

SUBJECT: Camera Trip

The camera et tre ; ~ . has been trippedfthieedateﬁ‘ 

The system was checked and is working properly.

The system was checked -and there is a. malfunction in the
gystem.‘ See ‘remarkss -

The serial numbers on the bills were checked and are .
correct. o

-The serial numbers on the bills were checked and ware
not correct. See remarks.

There were exposures on the camera.-

_roll(s) of film was/were expended. -

Date and Time Reset

_ REMARKS: -

Form 5211 B.D. (1=77) . T Camera Technician

When a camera has been accidentally trippea, store
. personnel call the appropriate. police number as -
instructed. The person answering the call (clerk, - .
-officer, etc.) records the pertinent»information on this
form and places it in the office .of the camera prcject
- officer. At his earliest convenience, he will then S
. 'respond to that 1ocation to ‘reset the camera.' e
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BCCIDENTAL CAMERA TRIP ;
IN CASE OF ACCIDENTAL TRIP, NOTIFY CRZME COORDINATOR {
AT 842-6525, EXT. 466 :

EXPLAIN, HAVE HIM CONTACT HELOW LISTED OFFICER(S)

1, Sergeant

2., Officer

3., Officer

Foxrm 5187 P.Ds (Rev., 1=77)

This is placed in the store upon installation of the camera.
This form is to let the owners or clerks know whom to notify
when the Concealed Camera has been tripped.

e St a5
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Form 5212 P,De. (1=-77)

CONCEALED CAMERA BAIT BILL

POLICE DEP”.: THE FOLLOWING INFORMATION PERTAINS TO THE BAIT
MONEY TIAT IS MARKRD AND IN THE TRIP CLIP IN THE REGISTER.

STORE NAME: ,

ADDRESS:

DATE MONEY WAS
PUT IN THE REG.

MOREY MARKED & PUT IN BY:

INITIALS ON MARKED BILLS:

DENOMINATION OF BILL:

**The initials are on the seal just to the right of the picture

in the center of the bill.

- SERIAL # SERIES
FIVE:
ONE 2
ONE:

Remarks:

This form is placed in the camera files. This slip is used to
* record serial numbers and %he series of bait money used when
installed in the trip mechanism of the Concealed Camera.

Serial numbers are recorded to be used as evidence in court.

' ﬂ ’61;"“
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. CONCEALED CAMERA
' CRIME TRIP ~ NO PHOTOGRAPH

Whenever a robbery'accurs,at,a4businesé with a concealed
camera, pleage complete the following information.

‘Date of Robbery o ,: Date of this report':

CRN ‘ : - chation.

Why no photographs obtained?

Please give details of item checked on back.

1. Camera tripped and unreported prior to robbery
A. Suspect Deliberate
B, Apparently Accidental

2. Suspect not in camera view
- ‘As Robbery not a cash register (manager office)
‘Bs - Suspect deliberately stood out of camera view

3. Camera dissbled (other than by t.rtpping)

A, Prior to robbery
B, During robbery., Please explain how it was disabled

4e Bait money not pulled; who removed the money?

A,  Victim
Ba Sggmct

5. Film damaged

. Aes . Improper processing
B. . Other

Sq_ Other reason for no photographs.

lplease make additional cémments on back. 

e Signed; » » ‘ SR :,hpproved

Date';

"This form is used hy our Rasearch Unit (for evaluation purposes)
‘and tha camera officer on the monthly summary. ‘

= 62-
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HIDDEN CAMERA PROJECT
DATA COLLECTION SHEET

SPD CASE # ‘ . COURT:
OFFENSE: ‘ DOCEET NO.:

OFFENDERS: (RACE/SEX/AGE/WEAPON/M~NUMBER)

ARREST RESULT OF:

SITE SELECTION STATUS: EXPER: CONTROL:: OTHER:

OFFENSE PHOTOGRAPHED: YES: _ NO:

IF EXPERIMENTAL mx) NOT PHOTOGRAPHED, WHY?

IF PICTURES POOR QUALITY, WHY? : *

'DOLLAR VALUE ‘LOSS:

VICTIM INJURY: YES: NG:

—

ANY INDICATION THAT INJURY' RELATED TO CAMERA?

NUMBER OF DAYS BETWEEN REPOR‘I‘ AND DE‘I‘ECI‘IVE RESPONSE' _—

Nuuama OF DAYS CASE WAS UNDER Iuvssngarxou UNTIL INITIAL
,,n:sposxwxon-
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NUMBER OF ITEMS OR ENTRIES MADE IN FOLLOW-UP REPORT: ____ o N

FINAL DISPOSTTION: INACTIVE: ___  CLEARED BY ARREST: ]
EXCEPTIONAL: ___ STILL ACTIVE:. | ’

DID DETECTIVE INVESTIGATION INCLUDE: ("+" MEANS YES, GOT
FURTHER LEAD; "~" MEANS YES, BUT NO FURTHER LEADS)

INTERVIEW P/R:__ DEV. PHYS. EVID.:
INTERVIEW WIT: , WEAPONS : |
INTERVIEW VIC: cnomaima:

DMV CHECK: FINGERPRINTS:
LINEUP: ) . REQ. MEDIA ASS.:
IDMO: L DRIVERS LIC. PICTURE:

M .0 Q CBECK:
USE MUG SHOTS:
INFORMANT TIP:

ALL OTHER:

WAS THIS CASE CLEARED BY ARREST ON OTHER CASE:

IF YES, WHAT CASE?

o e B e e

WAS THIS A CASE IN WHICH WITNESS INCORRECTLY I.D. SUSPECT WHICH
WAS SUBSEQUENTLY CLEARED BY HAVING ROBBERY PHOTOS?

;\ SUSBECT(S) |
‘ | # 42 #3
' DATE ARRESTED N .
| NO. CASES CLEARED : | , o
}_ o ~ CHARGE WITH | i b
| DATE CHARGED e e P
PLEA BARGAINED e ~ . b
COURT FINDING o L —— 8
'DATE OF FINDING i i E
SENTENCE v L SN ,;;
.
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APPENDIXC  Cost Analysis of the Seattle Hidden
Camera Froject®

Sy

* Asreported in ‘l;awrevnceG.“Guir'_lﬁ., Kenneth EMathem,Jr,und Amoinpm‘ﬁoé&,ﬁfﬁcégf Pol‘i(ﬁvﬁf e
Plenning, Law and Justice Planning Office, Evalugtion Report: City of Seattie Hidden Cameras ...
: Project, danuary, 1978, - ' - LU e T S et T
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, P:ojéct data; Kinngouhty Supérioruand District‘Courta'décket'
files, Seattle Police Statistical Report 1976 and the 1977
Police Department budget were used as data sources in the

. following analyses. Two separate analyses were gerfoxmed. The5‘
- first examined the tine spent in processing a case from arrest

. ‘through ‘conviction, and the second examined the cost to the
- Seatt:le Police Department budget to achieve a conviction.

Cage Processing Time: Arrestetc-convic;ion,procassing{time-was
chosen for analysis because it was assumed that it ghould '
reflect the cost to the City in terms of both police response
and investigatory effor%s, and the cost of holding a suspect
between the time of arrest and final disgosition.- As processing
time decreases, there should be a corresponding decrease in

- police. costs and in the cost of keeping suapecta in jail. -
‘However, no estimates of potential cost savings were attempted

" because reliable data were judged to be unavailable. Process-

ing time was determined for those cases in which the court
outcome was known. Time was counted as- the number of named
months (e.g.,’ January, February, March, etc.) frcm arrest o
court disposition. »

' fwenty-three arreésts at hidden camera sites had an'averagé cage

“«.:oncegsing time of 1.65 months, while the average processing

. time for the 15 arrests at control sitee was 2.60 months (see
- Table 1 below). The difference in the amount of time elapsed

-~ . in processing a case was signifiCantJy different between the two
. groups (ts2.45, df= 36, p=.02)¢ -

Tuble 1. Processmg Tlma D!stnbuteowﬂ Momhs fmm
' Arrest COnwctton, by Gmups -

Number of Months ﬁ Numbemﬂndwiduﬂa
betwesn Arrestand |~ yGroup ,
" Convietion | Experimental - |’ Camm! |
ot 2 0
1 -7 R
-2 12 -8
3 1 2.
4. 1 Ry £
5 0 o
& 0 0
, 7 0 K
Ssmemonth o

5"
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“This indicates that the presence of pictures of the crime being

committed reduced the mean average processing time of cases

resulting in conviction.by 37 percent, or - almost an entire month.’

Cont of Investiggtion,for an Arrest, charge and cOnviction.

‘To examine actual processing cost, a comparison of experimental

and control cases on the cost of making an arrest, obtaining a .
chargevand achieving a conviction was performed.

‘There are meny’ﬂiffereht ways to estimate'personnel costs for

. an activity within the criminal justice system. Typically, -
- costs are estimated on the basis of how much time (and asso~-
"~ ciated cost per unit of time) is spent performing the activity.

However, this approach is accurate only if the total personnel
time is productively spent (a situvation that is rerely achieved
in any work setting).

.The‘approach‘used'fcr'thie'evaluation was to consider the

- robbery detectives as a resource whose sole purpoge was . the
: investigaticn of robbery cases. Using this approach, time
- engaged in any acivity other than a "successful investigation®

{defined as one resulting in a charge and conviction) is
non—productive. “This was felt to be appropriate because, if
detectives did not perform this function, there would be no
reasonable justification for their existence. Therefore, the
cost/efficiency of the use of this resource will increase as
either the number of successful investigations increazes with

- the game resourcee, or the number- of successful investigations
_remeine the same with aecreased resources.v

“Seattle 8 total 19/6 reunery data are used as an example of “the
_project cost-benefit analysis (see: Table 2 below). The cost of
. the Robbery Unit wiihin ‘the Criminal Invgstigations Division
' ’itcxn) was, $361,744., ‘During 1976, 2,163 robberies were

i'1977‘§nnua1'Budget,'city*of Seattle; Pe 534; cost baged on
(number of robbery unit/number of CID) detectives % CID total

‘budget, or (12/95) k ($2,863,813).

2Seattle Police Department Crime Capsule: January through

December, 1976, Seattle Police Department, dated January 11,
1977. ' : : i . ;
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reported to the Seattle Police Department. Given the assump=
tion that all cases were investigated and that the Robbery Unit
‘exists only to investigate robberies, the department spent
$167.24 on the investigation of each case (Robbery Unit budget/

- number of robbery reports, or 361,744/2,163). ‘The mean average

" cogt to each victim is conservatively estimated at $§50 «32, or
the average value taken from all reported robberies.” This
'includes pexrson robberies, which may be assumed to invoeve lower
dollar loss than commercial robberies. : R

Table 2. COst of Robbery Arrests, Charges and Convictions to ueattle Police
Department Investlgatwe Units and Vactims 1976 ‘

Costs
Number of Reports | Police Total SPD
Required to Departmant Victim and Vietim
Produce One Item Cost per Item™ | Loss** “Cost per ltem
Rebbery report 1.00 - $ 16724 | $ 250.32 $ 417.56
Adult arrest 7 7.05 1,178.32 1,764.76 2,943.08
Adult charge 11.27 1,884.08 | 2,821.11 4,705.19
1 Adult conviction 14.42 2,411.63 3,609.61 6,021.24

* Figurad by dividing total Robbery Unit cost by total items .
** Average loss of all robberies times the number of reports required to produce one item

Using the same sort of (total resource cost/number of activri«- '
tmes) analyses, but using robbery arrests 4insteag of robbery
reposz\ts as the activity, during 1976, 307 adult arrests
oceurred at a cost of $1,178.32 (Robbery Unit budget/number of

3ibia.

4Seattle Polxce Statistlual Report' 1976,»“Adult Suspicion
Bookings,'f ‘Seattle Police Department, p. 49.

50nly adult robbery arrests, ‘charges and convictions are
dealt with because of the small number of juveniles involveta

“and the fact that juvenile cases are handled by a different
division of tne Seattle Police Department. : B




adult arrests, or 361,744/307). On the average, 7.05 reports,
involving victim loss of $1,764.76 (average logs times number of
reportsj, occurred for each arrest.

In 1976, 192 adults were charged6 at a cost of $1,884.08 per
charge (total Robbery Unit budgetf:/number of charges). For each
charge of robbery entered by the prosecutor's office, thers were
11.27 reports, with total victim loss of $2,821.11 reportgd. In
1976, 78 percent of known court dispositions for robbery
involved a finding or plea of guilt on the initial or lesser
charges. The cost of the estimated 150 convictions (78 percent
of 192) was $2,411.63 each to the department and $3,609.61 to
victims. When both investigation costs and victim loss are
added for each item, the cost for each robbary reported to police
was $418; an adult arrest cost $2,943, an adult charge cost
$4,705 and a conviction cost $6,021l. It should be noted that the
investigative costs are not additive. EKach cost estimate for the
activities (report, arrest, charge and conviction) includes within
itself the cost for the other activities (e.g., the $167.24
report cost includes the cost of any subseguent arxest, charge
and conviction cost to the Criminal Investigations Division).

Using the same procedure but restricting the analysis. to experi-
mental and control site robberies and using report, arrest,
charge and conviction figures for these sites, the analysis was
repeated.

Using 1976 police department cost for a robbery report {from
Table 2,_$167.24) and a different estimate of victim loss
{$324.727) as a starting point, relative police and victim costs

6Seattle Police Department, lec. cit.

7Seatt1e Police Statistical Report: 1976, "Persons Charged
1976," p. 45. Only 160 case dispositions were available to the
SPD statistical section. Of thosé known dispositions, 113 were
guilty as charged, 12 guilty of lesser charges and 35 were
acquitted or otherwise dismiaaed.

8Se_a»ttle Pblicé'pepartment; op.dit.'Estimated'victim loss was

.derived from armed robberies only (21,126 with a losg of $365,639)
becauae it was felt to be more comparable with the commercial
robberies unaer study.

2

A Sl v S A T




were computed for control and experimental sites (see Table 3).
Within the two groups of robberies which occurred in experi-
mental and control sites, both the amount of victim loss and
police cost generated by the number of cases investigated to
produce an arrest, charge or conviction in experimental site
robberies were substantially lower {$870.78, $870.78 and
$1,023.28, respectively~=control total cost minus experimental
total cost). ‘

Table 3. Costs of Arrests, Charges énd Convictions to Police

and Victims, by Group
» Group
Experimants! ‘ Control
Reports , ' Reports | ‘
Needed | Police Vistim Total | Needed | Police | Victim Totai
pearitem] Cost* Loss** “Cost | perltem | Cost* Loss** Cost
item s {b) Ae) @ | (a {b) {e} {a).
Arrest 152 | 25420 | 49358 | 747.78| 320 lss022 | 1,068:34 | 1,618568
Charge 152 | 254.20 493.58 747.78 323 js£022 1,068.34 | 1,618,566
| Conviction| - 1.65 27595 535.79 811.74 3,73 |62381 [ 1,211.22 | 1,836.02

* Based on 1976 figures for robbery reports ($167.24) times column (a)
** Besed op average armed robbery loss in Seattle during 1976 {$324.72) times column {a)

These figqures indicate that much more productive use of‘investiga-'
tion resources occurs when pictures of the robbery occurrence -are
available. However, the cost of obtaining those pictures must be
included prior to making any final conclusions regarding cost
effectiveness of the project.

Ccst of Photograg : To determine the cost of obtaining the
photographs in the experimental site robberies, project personnel
costs, supplies and opera®ing expenses, and initial equipment
and eventual replacement costs were computed and then prorated

- for the time period for which data were available. All figures !:‘V;,“'J

were computed conservatively so that all estimating errors
should result in over-stating\the cogt of obtaining picturea ‘of
1‘robberies-inrprogress.

’3
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The procedure resulted in a maximum estimated cost of $1,228.41
per robbaxry. This was obtained by taking the annual project
cost, $56,015.39 (see Table 4 for cost deviation) and multi=-
plying this cost by 10/12, or the number of months the project
was operational at the time of data collection. For this
period of time, project prorated cost was $46,679.40. This
cozt was, in turn, divided by the number of robberies occurring
within experimental sites (38), resulting in a cost of having a
hidden camera on-site to photograph a robbery-in-progress of
$1,228.41.

If one assumes that the most appropriate project objective is
the conviction of offenders, the cost/benefit analysis of
achieving convictions is $2.040.1% (cost of obtaining robbery
photographs, plus the cost of investigation to achieve a
conviction~=-from Table 3, Experimental Group, column [d]).
Within a comparable group of stores (differing only on the
basis of random assignment to either control--no camera or
experimental--hidden camera status), the cost of achieving a
conviction was $1,835.02 (from Table 3, Control Group, column
(ayj.

The cost difference for achieving a conviction was, at most, 11
percent higher in the hidden camera sites than in centrol
sites. It should be remembered, however, that 23 of 48 (48§
percent) robbery offenders within the 38 experimental site
robberies were convicted while only 15 of 7% (19 percent) of
robbery offenders within the control site robbeacries vere
convicted. In addition, an excluded faztor in the cost
analysis is that experimental site defendants required an
average of a month less incarceratizn prior to conviction.

A further factor not taken into account in the above analysis
ie that five convicted offenders (involved in thre~ cases) in
the control group were initially identified through pictures
taken at hidden camera gites. If these control cases were
del:sted from Table 3 and the police cost recomputed for 53
casen (total control) robberies [56] minus three cases in which
iive suspects we e identified by project photcgraphs) in which
10 ¢onvicuions wers obtained (1% total control convictions
mirus five in which suspects were ideatified through experi-
mental-gite photographs), the rate of the number of reported

74
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cases to achieve 2 conviction becomes 5.3¢ rather than 3.73.
Using the same polive investigation and victim loss fiqures as
before ($167.24 and 1324.72), the cost to achieve a conviction
is $2,607.89. This cost figure would /ndicate that project
conviction cost ($2,049.15) was 22 percent lower than compar-
able control conviction coets.

Table 4. Cost Estimates for Obtaining Photographs of Robberies

Item Annual Cest

Personnel ,
Detective™ $29,782.87
Technician*” 11,414.00
Total Personnel cost, 12 moriins $41,196.87 $41,196.87 (74%)

Supplies and Operating Expenses**

(18 months) $ 9,886.00 $ 6,500.67 (12%)
Equipment
Initial purchase™* $28,700.00

Replacement cost (estimated
ten-year life; 7 percent

compnunded annual inflation) 56,457.24

Subtotal ten-year cost $85,157.24

Salvage value of initial

equipment: 10 percent 2,870.00

Total ten-year Equipment cost $82,257.24 $ 8,228.72 (14%)

$56,015.39

*  Estimeted by dividing total 1977 CiD budpget by total number of detectives 432.829,373195 datgcﬂm).

Project director’s salary was paid by the Seattle Police Department.
**  Taken ‘rom grant application.
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EXEMPLARY PROJEGTS REVIEW BOARD

Members of the Exemplary Projects Review Board in August 1978, when the Seattle
Hidden Cameras Project was se!ected were the following:

State Officials

John Parton, Executive Director
Office of Criminal Justice Programs
. Columbia, South Carolina

Paul Quinn, Director
Division of Criminal Justice
Department of Local Affairs
Denver, Colorado

LEAA Officials

Mary Ann Beck, Director
Mode! Program Development Division/ODTD
National Institute of Law Enforcement

and Crimina!l Justice

Robert Diegleman, Director
Planning and Evaluation Division-
Office of Planning and Management

- James Howell, Director

‘National Institute o7 Juvenile Justice and
Delinquency Prevention

‘Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention

T

v’HenryS Dogm
L Bx OffICIO

" 4 U.S. GOVERNMENT PRINTING OFFICE : 1979 O=281-580 (1812)

Warren Rawles, Chief

Corrections Management and Facilities
Branch

Office of Criminal Justice Programs

Benjamln Renshaw, Director

Statistics Division

National Griminal Justice Information
and Statistics Service

James Swain, Director
Adjudication Division
Office of Criminal Justice Programs

James Vetter, Chief
Police Section
Office of Criminal Justlce Programs

Deputy Admlmstrator for Pollcy Development
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