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Executive Summary

: S
Studies of business-related crime have tended to rocus “on 1llegal corporate
behavior as opposed to examining the consequences of crime, particularly
community crime, on business operations. Direct and indirect crime on

and off business premises may have an adverse affect on profits, employee
morale, productivity, location and expansion decisions, executive recruitment,
and availability of labor pools. : :

Crime is tiot the only factor affecting business decisions in the State of 7 =
Wlscon51n. Cost of living, 'extent of union orgamization, worker's compen- ' '
sation 1nsurance ‘rates, taxes,. regulatlons and regulator's attitudes were
recently . c1ted as being detractions to doing business in Wisconsin. However,
crime is/a serious enough problem to the business community to merit close
attentlon. :

The impetus for developing a survey to measure crime's impact on business
dec151onﬁ was the direct result of the creation of a Committee on Business,
Law Enforcement and Economic Crime. Established in May, 1982, under the
ausplces'of the Governor ‘and the Wisconsin Council on Crimlnal Justice, the
Commltteﬁ seeks as one of its main objectives, the development of the most
economlcally feasible and effective crime prevention/loss prevenrlon programs
for prlvate, bu31ness and corporate citizens. :

The membershlp of the Wisconsin Association of Manufacturers and Commerce
(WMC) was surveyed inasmuch as WMC reptesents 2,500 businesses (primarily

manufacturlng) and approximately 120 Chambers of Commerce throughout the
State.

]

Of a total of 2,490 surveys mailed to corporate executives throughout the
State, 48 weie 1n1t1ally‘“eturned as undeliverable and 625 surveys were
submitted for analysis, representing a return rate of 25%. The majority of
returned surveys (59%) were either completed by the president (38%) of a

0 flrm or its vice-president (217).

Major survey findings included:

- Crime losses for the entire membership of the Wisconsin Association
of Manuiacturers and Commerce is estimated at $46,232,000. By
comparison, the total value of all reported property losses in
Wlscon51u in 1980 was $84, 636,543.

iy

- Pilferage/employee theft, drug and alcohol abuse, vandalism,
burglary and general theft were most often cited as serious direct
threats agalnst business and projected ‘to be ‘'serious" in future
years. :

>
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-~ Respondents view property and alcohol/drug related crimes as the R e e K
. , most serious crime problem in their communities. Drug offenses, ERE R
burglary, theft, vandallsm, robbery, drunk driving and arson were
seen as "serious" in future years.

i

Q@

S

P



i
it}
£

e N it S

H
i
i
!

PSRt ARG I

i e

|

|
J—
i

- y }

}
Thlrty~seveﬂ\percent (225 of 605 responses)’of respondents listed
community crime as "very important" or "important" in their affect
upon major corporate decisions. In terms of direct threats against
business, 31% (192 of 613 responses) listed crime's influence as |
"very important" gr "important”" on major corporate decisions. g

{ \ :
Estlmated totgl 7umber of c1t1zens mglozed by those firms v1ew1ng
community crlme‘ﬁs influencing major corp01ate decisions was 279, 056.;

Despite the relative importance of the community crime problem, onJy

. 137 (78 of 594 respondents) are currently involved in a local crime

prevention program. Additionally, it was discovered that 9.5% of
respondents employed a full-time security director and nearly two-

. thirds of, respondents estlmated their securlty-related expenditures

were less than $5 000.

Over 87% (535 of 614 responses) of those surveyed listed the quality
of response and services,provided to their firms by local law enforce-
ment (i.e. sheriffs, police) as "excellent" or "good". However, less.
than 64% (385 of 611 responses) of those surveyed had establlshed
regular contacts with their law enforcement agency

0f those surveyed, 387 (82 of 246 responses\ requested Commlttee
assistance in developing a commmity crime prevention program and

31% (116 of 370 responses) indicated a need for assistance in develop-
ing an employee oriented crime prevention program.
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Introduction

Studies of business-related crime have tended to focus on illegal corporate
behavior as opposed to examining the consequences of crime, particularly

{communlty crime, on business operat:t.ons.l Despité the fact that the cost

“.of crime to business, natiocnally, is estimated at $40 billion a year,2

"no systematic effort to study the impact of external community crime on
business operations“3 has been undertaken. External crimes refer to those
crimes which oceyr 1n the community either on or off business premises.

Such crimes may have an adverse affect on profits; employee morale, absenteeism,
and productivity; location and expansion decisions; executive recruitment;

and availability of labor pools and customers. Recently, business executives
have been more outspoken about crime's influence on their operatlons and the
environment in which they functlon. ‘ ‘

The Figgie Report Part II: The Corporate Response4 to the Fear of Crime noted
senior executives of Fortune 1000 Companies take extensive measures to
protect themselves and the corporations they head. The report alsd noted
business executives have a deep dissatisfaction with the present criminal
justice system. In testimony before the Joint Economic Committee of Congress,
business leaders indicated the perceived quality of life influences business
decisions and "one of the most 1mportant factors 1n perceived quality of 1life
turns out to be crime."

Especially during this periocd of economic difficulty, a balanced perspective =

must be brought to bear when examining crime's potential influence on business
decisions within any given community. Crime may be only one of a number of
negative factors executives take into conSLderatlon when maklng business
decisions. A recent study of Wisconsin Manufacturers® noted that business
leaders listed taxes (capital gains, corporate, etc.), cost of living, extent
of union organization, worker's compensation insurance rates, requlations and
regulator's attitudes as detractions to doing business in Wisconsin.  However,
few problems generate as much concern and fear among all sectors of society
as the problem of crime. Crime is a serious enough problem to the business
community to merit close attention.

Rationale and Survey Methodology

Crime is not strictly a law enforcement problem: Crime is a community problem.
The business sector represents a significant part of any given comimunity. In
an effort to respond to the need for greater cooperation between the public
and private sectors, a Committee on Business, Law Enforcement and Economic
Crime was established under the auspices of the Governor's Office and the
Wisconsin Council on Criminal Justice in.Ma§:.1982. The Committee was created
to develop a productive liaison between public- and private-sector protective
services which would lead to the most economically feasible and effective
crime prevention/loss preventlon Program-for all private, business, and corpor-
ate citizens of the state. (See appendlx for Committee membership.) The
Committee's first act was to survey top business executives throughout the
state to inter alia assess community crime as it affects businesses, to learn
executives' perceptions toward the criminal justice system, and to assess
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direct threats against businesses. A number of factors went into the decision

to survey the membership of the Wlscon51n Association of Manufacturers and Commerce.

~— The Wisconsin Association of Manufacturers and Commerce (WMC) representsﬁ”f
nearly 2,500 businesses (prlmarlly manufacturlng) and approximately 120
Chambers of Commerce throughout the state. :

—— Crlme problems affectlng Wlsconsin retallers have been, and contrnue to be,
addressed under the auspices of the Wisconsin Coalition to Prevent Shop-
lifting. Largely as a result of the Coalition's efforts, the Legmslature”
‘enacted a revision to the former shoplifting law. Under 270, Laws of 1981,
"shoplifting" is now termed "retail theft" to reflect the seriousness of
the crime. )

-- There is evidence the publiec perceives the need for government to work
with the business community in addressing the needs of this state. A ,
survey of 624 Wisconsin families, conducted in 1981, concluded '"business
ought to be playing a role in facilitating and creating both the solutions

“and the vital 1nteract10ns between government, business, theée media, and
the public they all seek to serve.

—- There is the belief among some bus1ness leaders that better communlcation
between business and government pollcy—makers should lead to more competent
government policies. Indeed, "many (business) executives see themselves
as a group whose policy positions merit particular attention because,
ultimately, it will be the resources from their 1nstitut10ns that bear the
costs of government decisions.'

Based on 1nput from the Commlttee members, ‘a survey instrument was developed
(see appendix). Surveys, along with a letter of explanation, were mailed
under the auspices of former Governor Lee Dreyfus in an effort to stress

the importance of the survey. Of‘a total of 2,490 surveys mailed to corporate
executives throughout the state, 48 were initially returned as undeliverable,
and 625 surveys were submitted for analysis, representing a return rate of
25%. The majority of returned surveys (597%) were either completed by the
president (38%) of a firm or its vice~president (217). - Twenty-seven percent
were completed by another officer within the organization. '

DATA ANALYSIS

Q

A~; Introduction

o

As noted previously, approximately twenty~five (25) percent of the surveys

were completed and returned. However, the number answering individual questions
varied somewhat from the 625 total surveys returned. While the subsequent data.
analysis will summarize the most important flndlngs of the survey, more detailed
~analyses are available- upon Trequest.

B. General Corporate Information : sl o S : .

As the - follow1ng table 1ndicates, the county of survey respondents closely
parallels Wisconsin population data.

\‘\\k
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Table 1: Company Location

Percent of - Cumulative

Location of Compagz N Total Percent
Milwaukee ' 139 22.5 22.5
Waukesha : 60 9.7 32,2
Dane ) ~ 56 ‘ 9.1 41.3
Winnebago 32 5.2 46.5
Racine ‘ 23 3.7 50.2
Outagamie 21 3.4 53.6
Brown 21 3.4 57.0
Marathon 21 3.4; 60.4
washington ' 18 2.9 63.3
Walworth “ 15 2.4 65.7
Rock 14 2.3 68.0
All Other 198 32.0 100.0

Total - - 618 100.0 ' - 100.0

Other general characteristics of the surveyed firms are summarized in Tables 2
through 5.

mable 2: BAnnual Gross Sales Company-Wide

sales Category ' N Percent of Total
‘Less than $1 Million 82 13.4
$1~-$5 Million « 208 33.9
$5 = $25 Million ‘ 146 23.8
$25 - $250 Million » 103 16.8’
Over $250 Million . 75 122
Total : - 614 100.1

Table 3: Percentage of Sales in Wisconsin

Sales Percentage : N percent of Total
0 to 20 . 218 40.8
21 to 40 | 44 8.2
41 to 60 ; 36 6.7
61 to 80 51 : 9.6
8l to 100 185 , 34.6
Total 534 - 99.9

Average (Mean). percentage of sales in Wisconsin = 50.3%;

Median = 47.5%

D e
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, , | Table 4: Number of Wisconsin Employees Tl :D.  Direct Threats Against Business ;
! ! ‘Number of Emplqzees E‘, , Percent of Tota} RS : ) 4 - A major purpose of this sectlon is to determlne the relative serlousness of 3
; e o ‘ : IR 41.8 ceE g LA various crimes both at present ‘and-in the future. Table 7 presents information
OltO Sg O ‘ o ;:% . 4;.8 SRR ‘ : 41 -oni the five o ffenses v1ewed as the most serious among the twenty—two listed 0
51 to 500 S ) S Bl ‘ ‘ B in the surve o
over 500 , 92 15.3 T -

Total : . soo 99.9 : CER g o i' ;B [ ‘Table 7: Seriousness of Crime, Current and Future Pfoblem f
§ S Average (Mean) employees'='332- Median = 80 ) ‘ R \ 4 Percent Indicating o :
i ' - "Very Serious" or Percent Projected 3
1 e The values of these two measures are far apart since several respondents had ] : e "Serious" During " to be Serious in :
B - © a very large number of employees (i.e. over 2,000). | Crime | Past Year Future Years

B 0 , &

T o Pilferage/Employee Theft 17.6 o 17.3 :

: : o : 5 : : o TEERE - Drug/Alcohol Abuse 14.5 T 1643 ;

Table 5: Value,of Wisconsin-Based Physical Assets ~ ER Vandalism o ’ . 14.3 14.0 .

' L . o , ' ok Burglary - - .. ° 14.0 10.6 %
amovpt -~ v N Percent of Total .~ . = R A General Theft ©13.0 8.7 :
Under $1 Million = 181 29.9 | (/ |

; $1 - 95 Million - 196 S 32.4 i An average of only three (3) percent .of the respondents viewed the remaining :
‘ 555" séi Mllll:n , léi IR ié“i 1 seventeén offenses as serious problems either durlng the past year or in. '
$25 - $100 Million O k . y the future. v o I i

Over $100 Million ; 39 S 6.4 ; : E R | .

QL o . i ‘This survey also attempted to estimate the annual losses caused by various j

Total LN P 605 1.1100.0 , ’ forms of. crime. While the figures in Table 8 are-rough.estimates, they do . .

g ' : . H provide a basis for determining crime-related losses to Wisconsin firms. 5
Ce General Security Information s ’ - : P LT R P N { 3‘; e : C : I A : _ R . = ) .
Several questlons addressed the issue of company policy vis-a-vis securlty. L o E(; ' "‘ 1 e B : v ) g - I
First, it was discovered that 9.5% of respondents (59 of 622) empliyed a o § B . R R E R AR TR Table 8: Aenual.Losses Due to Crime e | FR 7 g
full-time security director. Further, as is seen-in Table 6, nearly two- » . : ’ - - L g
thirds of the respondents estlmated their Securlty-related ‘expenditures SRR R | ,1L053 Amoent Category s §,~“ Total.Estlmated,Loss, < ;
‘were less than $5,000. o SO . e - | . }::; . o w0 - e | Co g - yog;‘ L e ‘ ?
~ S o ' o E ‘ ' $1 - $1,000 . 199 99,500 » o
L R - SIS I o $1,000 - $10,000 227 1,248,500 : ‘ ]
) ‘ T i m, | —— e o ool 810,000 - $50,000 82 2,460,000
Table 6: Annual Comgany Expendltures for securlty L R EE : $50,000 = $100,000 23 1,725,000 - , i
i L - B '$100,000 = $250,000. 7 .1,225,000 A :
e o R Pe;cent,‘ Cumulative ‘ Poodgo 4 . Over $250,000 e _16 4 800 000 - ! | s
Expéndituref Amount N of Total Total ; A ‘ k . : PR ' « B ’ , o E '
o | RS D g R p o motal o 604 %11, 558 o0 ERR
% Less than $1,000 = 184 30.2 '44.5 . » - ol S j*Theee figures were obtained by multiplying the mld-901nt of IR o s
! $1,000 to $5,000 : 122 ©20.0 64.5 , B o o I each category by the number of respondents in that category, o : RH,'
$5,000 to $10,000 : 57 ‘9.3 73.8 : , - 0 W - except for the flnal category where a flgure of $300 000 was - ¥
$10,000 to $50,000 L T2 11.8 8576 e SO R C » used e : ‘ “ . SN : p -
$50,000 to $250,000 65 10.7 9630 B | e S _ R L T | SRR S
Over $250,000 - ’ 23 3.8 100.1 R ol ‘ : : ' | ’
. Total 610 100.1 100.1 o -
b ) o o ° 8- !
?. ey v e ot £ e = o m_m....,”.w* iy v b ,,o - er 12 : /:1:) N
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" crimes as the most serious crime problems in the communlty

If one assumes that the loss amounts of these*flrms (approximately one-fourth
of those sent a survey) are representative of the losses of the firms not
responding to the survey, one might estimate a total loss figure of $46,232,000
(4 % $11,558,000) for-the entire membership of the Wisconsin Association of

¥ Manufacturers and Pommerce. Ln 1980, the total value of all reported property

stolen in Wlscoﬁsln was $84, 636 543,10

'V

«~. . Table 9 presents 1nformat10u on the relatlve 1mportance given security-related

threats in''terms of" their §{fpaét ‘upon major’ corporate decisions (e.g. expansion,
relocation) : , / R

L . i ’ e

@

" -Table 9: Importanceoof Security-Related Threats

Importance - N . Percent of Total
Very Important 33 5.4
~Important : 159 : 25.9
Relatively Unimportant 293 47.8

Totally Unimportant 128 ' 20.9 .

Total - 613 | 100.0

E. Community Crime - Its Effect on Business

In addition to direct threats on business; it is clear that pattermns of crime
in the community may impact upon business decisions. Thus, several questions
were posed to discern the view of business leaders toward crime in their firm's
community. Table 10 summarizes these views relative to eight offenses, both

in terms of present and future years. .
However, the two columns in Table 10 are not directly comparable since data
in the first column are based upon individual questions for each offense
while the figures in the second column represent a choice of offenses in

response to one question (see questions 16 and 17 in the survey).

3

Tab v‘ 10: Seriousness of Crime in the Community

 Percent Indlcating Percent seen as

: , "Very Serious" or © Serious in-
Offense - "Serious" at Present - Future Years
Robbery . - = 44.3 ol 24.9 o N
Sexual Assault 38.6 L - - 15.1
Burglary 75640 T 34,1 e
Theft =, ©57.5, 27
Drug Offenses 56,1 " o 36.7

. Vandalism . : -56.8 , 27,100
‘Drunken:Driving . 58.7 B o 21.2 : , :
“Arson 28.7 ¢ o S 1. i

-The data 1mply that the respondents view propercy and alcohol/drug-related
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community crime problems as
upon: major company decisions.
employed by these 225 firms.

B2 e CORLUNE e BRSNS PO S
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- In additiomn, 37.2% (225 of 605 responses) of those surveyed viewed these
"very important" or "important” in their effect
A-total of 69,764 Wisconsin citizens were
If one assumes the survey responses (approxi-

mately one-fourth of those sent a survey) accurately reflect the attitudes
of those not responding to the survey, an estimated total of 279,056
(69,764 times 4) Wisconsin citizens are employed with firms viewing their
community crime problem as having an . -Aimportant effect upon major company
However, ‘despite the relative importance of the community crime

decisions.

problem, only 13% (78 of 594 responses) of the responding firms are currently
involved in a local crime- prevention program.

F. The Security Program ‘

This section of the survey attempted to evaluate the various security programs

and policies of the respondents' firms.

importance. given security in relation to. a f1rm s other functlons such as
product1v1ty or profitablllty.

Table 11 summarizes the relative

Table ll: Importance of Security Function

Relative v - .
Importance N
ABove Average. IR 93
. Average T ' o= 295
Below Average . e - 226
‘Total oo 614

Pefcent‘of Total

100.0

Also, the relative 1mportance of security function did not correlate highly

- with the size of the firm surveyed

the five measures most often noted.

Item

S

Table 12: Security Countermeasures Used

Security Lightlng Equipment
Safes and Vaults

Fire Alarms

Burglar Alarms

Key Control‘Pngrams

and procedures.

443

441
334

260

223

Percent of

qTotal'Respondents

170.9
70.6
53.4
41.6
35.7

‘Those surveyed were also asked to indlcate whlch of eighteen (18) specific

security countermeasures were employed at their firm. Table 12 enumerates

_ Several questlons addressed the issue of formal wrltten Securlty policies

Approxfmately 38.6% (235 of 608) of all respondents 1nd1cated
“that their firm had such formal policies and nearly 92% (216 of 235) of these -

stated that such policies and procedures were consistent for all employee
levels.. Also, larger firms were more likely to use such formal policies and .

procedures.'

S

And, when asked to rate the effectiveness of their firms'

seourity
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programs, over 85% (490 of- 574 responses) of those surveyed rated the programs

as effective. Finally, data in Table 13 reveal” the policy of surveyed firms
with regard to the‘formal prosecut%?n of employees engeged in illegal behavior.

Table 13: Prosecution Policy .

‘Policy = 7 SR ‘Percent of Total L
" Always Prosecute 82 E §l4.3 1
Usually Prosecute 93 - 1.2 )
Depends* . ' 302 ) - 52.6

Seldom Prosecute ; 48" 7 8.4

Never Prosecute co 49 8.5

‘Total 574 0.0 O

2
23

* e.g. seriousness of offense, rank or seniority of the employee,
or cooperation of employee., SN

i

.established. reqular contacts with their local law enforcement agency.

G. ”Business/Law Enforcement Interaction'

The penultimate section of the survey examines the relationship between the
firm and local law enforcement together with the respondents' evaluation of
the performance of local criminal justice entities. For example, Qver - 87%
(535 of 614 responses) of those surveyed rated the quality of response and
services provided to their firm by local law enforcement as "excellent" or
"good". However, -less then 64% (389 of 611 responses) of those surveyved had
Such
contacts as had been made tended to be with either agency heads ' (30%), patrol
officers (28%), or detectlves/investigarors (20%) .

When asked to'leentlfy the greatest problem(s)'faoea‘by local law enforcement

agencies, respondents most often identified budgetary constraints (30%) or -
conflict with proseoutorial or judicial personnel (26%). 'Finally, data in
Table 14 summarize the respondents' evaluation of various components of thelr
local criminal Justice system. ‘ X

'Table 14: Evaluation of Crlminal Justice System Performance

Compornent "Ekééllent—Good ? ,Fair-Poor’ " Don't Know
" Law Enforcement ..81.4% 11.7% 6.9%
Prosecution 44.9% 36.48 7 18.6%,
Judiciary 42.4%° o378 S 19.8%
" Corrections "+ 40.0% L 32, 8%V’j' 272
Defense Counsel - 36.8% ©23,3%° L.+ 39.8%
Legislatlve Body* 37.4% 43 4% ‘@j19.2%
* (e.g. City COUHCll or County Board) (
- s ) o T Y
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Iv. COMMENTS

H. Committee Involvement i
The final segment of the survey sought the input of respondents regarding
potential activities of the Committee on Business, Law Enforcement and
Economic Crime., Approximately 38% (82 of 296 responses) of those surveyed
raquested Committee assistance in developing a community crime prevention
program while over 31% (116 of 370 responses) indicated a need for Committee
assistance in developing an employee oriented crime prevention program.
Finally, over 85% (285 of 332 responses) expressed a willingness to share

' securlty expertise and 1nformatlon with other Wisconsin bu51nesses.

Portions of"~ the survey invited business executives to comment on their
perceptions of the criminal justice system; measures to improve business

relationships with local law enforcement; and p0351ble Committee 1n1t1at1ves»

to assist the business community in reducing crime. Listed below is a
’representatlve sample of comments on the- arorementioned topics.

D—~ crime ‘prevention seminars between bus1ness and law enforcement agencies"
- "more security inspections by the police thee&, e_have quarterly fire
inspections by the fire department"
« = "increased trust and sharing of crime prevention 1nformation
- "law enforcement to understand small bu51nesses, costs, and what it means
to try and make a profit"
- "more patrols / neighborhood beat‘p}trols A
-~ "more and better communication” :
~ "judges are too ‘lenient / .laws.too llberal criminals are flnding that
crime does pay--handsomely--as they get away with it" «
- "better management of police personnel"
- "police (too busy with radar)"
- apathy/indifference on the part of the public
- "stiffen the laws and give police more power to act" ' :
- "inabllity of criminal justice system to apply appropriate penalties——'
- especially juvenile misconduct" \
~ "costs of crime to consumer——what would it be if }rimes wereﬁelimlnated?"
- "development of appropriate legislation ‘ f"’ ' ‘ SRR
~ "aggistance in Xow cost loss preventlon
- "develop eddeational programs , .
= "creation of a newsletter" ‘ o ’ B B
- provide seminars/sharing of’ information L
- M"agsistance in developing employee crime awareness programs" B
.= "provide data regarding drug and alcohol abuse" . ¢«
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APPENDIX

Business Crime Survey

General Corporate Information

1.  Company location (i.e. county,:city,,township,retc.) ;

4

2. Tltle‘of offlcerrcompletlng this survey

a. -

g-

5.  Principal products/services prpvided»by'opefatien/compény;'

V4

_____‘so,to $5o,ooo.

L ssl,ooo_té $100,000
___$101,000 to $250,000
___ $251,000 to $500,000
$501,000 to §1 million
%1 million to $5 milliqe

$6 million to $25 million

"3, APprox1mate Annual Gross Sales Company-w1de A e ‘.',; ‘ ' .ﬁ(

h.

m..

Il.

Ay, ‘indicate‘the‘percentage of sales in Wisconsin

" Greater than $1 billion

$26 million to $50 milliqn

8§51 m11110n to $100 million
$101 mlllion to $250 miLlion
%251 mllllon to SSOO milllon

____ $501 milllon to $1 b11]10n

1

6. Indlcate the number of Wlscon31n-based employees ‘

74 Approximately how much are your W15con51nrbased physical assets worth’

a.

b.

C.

bd.

g.

General Securlty Informatlgn

o) . <4

.30 to $50,000

$51 ooo to $1oo 000
____s101, 000 to szso 000
w$251 000 to $500,000
$501 000 to $1,m11110n1f:
$] mllllon to/gs million

$6 mllllon to

#

) 4
8. Does flrm/opematlon eﬂ

==
ﬂ

Yesv‘\ No

$25 mlllion :

h.

i

§. ___ $101 million to $250 million

L

m. '

ploy full—tlme securlty dlrector?

$26 million to_$50 million;u

$51 million to $100 million

$251 million to $500 million

T

SR

3501 million to $1 billion

‘Greatervthan,$1 billion

e

At

____.N/A (government, bank, education, etc. )» g

s R

<

L} %
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9. If YES, whom (what level) coes he/she’report to? e 7 [ BT | 1? AEEEEEQEZ , , Type of Crime ’ Serious Serious Serious Serions

0 Property Receiving Stolen.Property'

ﬁlO, If NO, who (what title) is most directly responsible for security? v {; ; : L Securltles Theft/Fraud

Qhopliftlng

e S . .
&, ! ———
rag ‘ —————
o 4 i

11. Approximate annual company expendltures for security (e. g. salary, guards, A » 1 5 Vandalism

hardware adminlstratlon) ’ - : ; v
' ’ Information Computer-Related Crimes

D . ___ Less than $100,000 (. | | G —_ E
i e ene Do v > , o ‘ Lol " Loss of Proprietary ’ ke
b. Less than $1,000 . h. __._ Less than $250,000 o ol | ~ Information

¢. ___ Less than $5,000 - 1. ___ Less tham $500,000 i  Technology Theft
d. __ Less tham $10,b00 e teSs tﬁan $1 million. _ L b ;g Employee : Drug/Alcohol Abusé
el Less than $25,000 . - k. " Less than $5 million I ; , : L Embezzlement

£. __Less than $50,000 1. ____ More than $5 million AR B : - Other(s), please list:

III. Direct Threats Against Business

12.-. During the past. year, how serious a problem have the following crimes been : ; 13. Which of th i . 4 -

for your company? : : S I s 13 ch o e crimes isted in question #12 do you - i set

7 , e o Very \ Seldom Never BE  NE 1in future years? , 7% PIOJEEE Lo, be most getious
Category v Type of Crime: - ~ Serious Serious Serious Serious ¥ 3

Person ~ ‘Robbery L e R L T 1 14, Whar d 1 | ' | ;
. B » | ‘ v : e TR R Bk O you estimate to be your annual losses due to the crimes listed i
: ; ‘ o , , : - s , n
W ' Terrorism/Bombings : ' ' e B ’ v question #122 ‘ ,

Propaviy [ Amsew Tl L et —_ - — .. oA Nome e. ___ $50,000 - $100,000 e

" . Bankruptcy Fraud RERINE, R RN " 8 o be %0 - $1,000 PR £ $100,000 - $250.600

neo Burglary . R R g & —— 1,000 - §10,000 R _over $250,000 @ °

C mmeme T T e o pom
" 7 General Theft = ‘ : : 15. How important are these securlty—related threats in terms of thelr impact upon
v ; S _ : o T T major decisions by your company (e.g. expansion, relocation, product use).
" o Check Fraud = . o ,
: L= e Very Important

" ' | Commercial Brlbery
, ; . Importanc

,,
e

" | . Credit Card Fraud RS e B | S ) \ t
‘ ~ o T o Relatively Unimportant ; ' el : R : v ; e T

"o o Extortlon (. S . PRt P S - SRR E S o : ; S e B ‘ "
‘ , ; RN L : S SR o S5 L ode —_— Totally Unimportant ~ e B e B ‘ o 7
" E Iﬁsurance'Fraud S . _ S ’ T 'é A t
ks : B bl RIS = = L . . o . ’ [ SR

3

oo Pilferage/Employee.Theft
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Iv.

.

Community Crime--ItS'Effect onfBusineSS

17.

18.

Y

'16*f How serious is the effect of each of the follow1ng crimes on your firm s communityV

Very Serlous Don t Know

Serious B Not Serious

" Robbery

 Burglary ﬁl‘ ;;_;; _—~;’ E 3 ____?
Drug“OffenSes ' L ;__;; ) ‘ i' -
varldalismr . . ; ___/ e ——_- L | o <‘ 1(‘{’ “ ——

: »_’/"Drllnkert DriVing S S . -
Arson - | | ;;_;_ ’}, -

\I’

Which of the crimes listed in question ﬁlﬁ will prove serious fn future years?

How important are these community crime problems in thelr effect

upon major
- decisions by your company (e.g. expansion, relocation)’ : j "

S a. _____Very Important

b, _;__AImportant | o
c.vg_f__’Relatively Unimportant
d. _;;_fTotally]Unimportant‘ :

19.“Is your firm currently involved in a Crime PreVention Program in yourytommunity?

"YesA S ‘No‘f

f*y‘ Don t Rnow

The«Security Program

- 20.

How important is security to your firm in relatlon to other bu51ness functions :
(e. g. productivity, prof:it:ability)'7 "

a. Highest Importance"

b.- ‘ One of the Mostr“‘
SO ‘.Important'Functions o

ee Average Importance
d. __.Minor Importance o A s SRR

e. . Not Important

i
i

i

e o

21.

22,

23.‘

24,

25.

»Armored~Car/Armed Carrier
Burglar Alarms

Closed Circuit T.V.

‘ levels’

Ca. :: ‘Very'Effectivef > ,_c.'

" a. . Always Prosecute

Which of the following security countermeasures are used at your firm?
(Please check all that apply) Sl e |

;_;; éuards (contract)vm
3 'InVestigative Accountants_
Investigators (contract)
__;_“Communications;Equipment Investigators’(in—house)'
Electronic Sensors or Systems Key Control Programs
____; ElectroniclAccess”Control Systems. ____;Polygraph/Deception Detection
_____Fire‘Alarms | Safes and Vaults | |
___; Guard Dogs __ Security Lighting Equipment

Guards (in-house) Undercover Operatiyes

, Other(s), please list:

By

Which of the security countermeasuresflisted in question #21 arefmost‘effective?

Does your firm have formal written security policies and procedures?
__Yes No

Don't Know

1f YES to question #23 are these securlty policies con31stent for all employee

'Yes_ ‘7: No - Don't~Know

How would you rate the effectiveness of your firm s security program‘7 :

Ineffective

*,_ Totally Ineffective .

Which of the follow1ng phrases best describes your firm S pollcy on the formal
prosecution of" employees engaged in illegal activ1ty7

Usually ?rosecute

’c.‘ f Depends (e g. seriousness of offense, rank,or seniorlty of . emplbyee,

cooperation of employee)
4. ,%‘ Seldom Prosecute ,

d. ____ Never Prosecute
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27.

29.

- 30.

31,

a. Budgétafy conStraints.

LI P SETPTINE B S I S R Sl e et
S e - Lack of persomnnel - St : ’ o

‘Business/Law Enforcement Interaction L o

]

'Héw’would you;rate the QQality of fésponse and Services'proyided:to your

facilities by your local law enforcement agency? B AN S T 4

a. : Excellent ~d. _ Poor .

b Good o T  e. ____ Don't Know

o T © W
Ca Fair SRS . ) (S

> , : E 7 | .
- Have &ou established regular contacts with your law enforcemen; agency

Don't Know

Yes __ No |
What - level within your .local law enforcement agency d0 you haveumqst contact with
,1;"; ST : .

Y

d. .. Agency head (e.g. Sheriff, Chief‘of:Police)

b. Middle level staff (e.g. inspectors, bureau chiefs)

S Ce Detectives/investigators

d.‘ ,Patrol officers

e, No contact

Are there ahy.specifié measures you would récommgnd to imprpveéthe“working
relationships of“laq;enforcemept‘and bgsinesslprivate‘security.

/

77

hhat‘is,the‘greatest pioblem(S)‘facingiyou: local law gpfotcemgnt aggncg in the |
performance of its dutiés?f (Check all that apply) e e

e Inadéquate tgaihin§f0f4pe156npe; .

4 Insufficient community SUPPPrt/ﬂPOPerati¢“ﬁ,~'\,}V‘kuu‘f

e, : Cdnflic;‘witb proggchtqr131 or‘jgdicialyye?sonne;‘:

£

. oewer. . -

Don't Know

VII.

g

32.

Committee Involvement (The Commi
==Lt rée lnvolvement

. made up of leading security and law enforcement experts,
“to assist and advise on corporat

33.

34,

35.
- 'program?

36,

37,

38.

R & you.des;re assistance,‘pleaSe‘indicatéja pﬁbn
- Teached: NI L , : :

274

Which term best describes the perfor@aﬁée aof
local criminal justicas svstem? «

the following components of your

Good Fair Poor Don't Know

Excellent

Law Enforcement

——

Prosecution (D.A.)

Defense Counsel
(e.g. private or
public defender)

Judiciary

Corrections ‘ ~ ‘ e | 5 A
(e.g. jail) :

Legislative Body _
(e.g. City Council,
 County Board)

————

ttee on Business, Law Enfor¢émeg§,and Economic Crime,

has as one of its functions
@ security and crime problems.) ‘

Please indicate what operationa
~receive in the areas of crime
the Committee:

1 assistance, if any,mybur‘firm would like to
prevention, loss prevention and security-from

Would. you like assistance in developing a community crime prevention program?

Yes . No Not Sure

[}

o

WduldK}ou 1ike assiétance in~deVeloping,an'employee or;éhted,érime préventionv
k H.' . ¢  ’ o o |
‘*Yés:f“’“'ffff"ﬁbf

o

____Not Sure

e number where you can be

[l

‘Additionals Comments: - :

H(;

o

&

- . . . “ , ) 5 W
= ) K ; g

3

Is your company/firmywilling.go share security expertise. and information with
other Wisconsin businesses? . SR A T S R
___Yes  __ No

N/A

s .

AT S T
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