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ABSTRACT

VERCHANT SECURI TY PROGRAM

a $250, 000 program funded
under L.E.A A state block
grant (69364 :

The Merchant Security Program (MBP) subsidized the installation
and mai ntenance of silent alarns, caneras and earning signs in ap-
proxi mately 500 small stores in 12 robbery prone precincts in New
York City. Participating nerchants contributed, in nost cases, about
25 percent of the cost of installation and rental of these protective
devices over a 14 nonth period extending frommd or late 1973. This
report is an evaluation of the pilot project.
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SUMVARY/ CONCLUSI ONS

MERCHANT SECURI TY PROGRAM

a $250, 000 program funded
under L.E. A A state block
grant (C669364

The Merchant Security Program (MSP) subsidiZed the installation
and mai ntenance of silent alarnms, caneras and warning signs in ap-
proxi mately 500 small stores in 12 robbery prone precincts in New
York Cty. Participating nerchants contributed,in nost cases, about
25 percent of the cost of installation and rental of these protective
devices over a 14-nonth period extending frommd or late 1973. This
report is an evaluation of the pilot project and is intended to:

a) tell whether the programworked

b) make recommendati ons regarding continuation or expansion of
the program

c) identify problens and desirabl e program nodifications

1l How Wl | . Did The Program Wrk

The statistical data available fromseveral sources, do not
clearly show any effect of the silent alarnms, caneras and warning
signs on preventing robberies, or ether crinmes. Those observable
changes in crinme rates cannot be uniquely traced to the use of the
security devices as conpared to other anti crinme progranms. But the
data itself is relatively insignificant and inconclusive. Despite
this, there is no doubt that the nerchants participating in the MSP
viewed the programas successful. O the initial 349 nerchants sub-
scribing to the MSP program nore than 90 percent remained with the
program over the 14 nonth period. Only one of the 26 nerchants who
dropped out did so because of dissatisfaction: the others had fire
or went out of business for other reasons. O the group that renmai ned
in the program about 85 percent were paying their nmonthly bills re-
gularly, wth the |l argest portion of the non. paying nerchants in
ghetto nei ghbor hoods,

Secondly, nerchants continued to subscribe to the rental of
security equipnent in |large nunbers when the federal subsidy Of
nmont hl y mai nt enance charges ended after 14 nonths, even though their
own contribution increased substantially fromSb to 315 per nonth
for an alarmor from$8 to 311 for a canera. Seventy-one percent 01
those initially subscribing to "alarns cr:ly" have continued, 61 per-
cent of those using "caneras only" had continued, and 33 percent/ of
those with both devices are continuing. Overall, 60 percent of the

program partici pants are now absorbing the full nonthly maintenance
char ges.
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These very positive reactions to the MSP are also reflected
in statements of merchants toward the perceived effect of the program
on their own personal security. Seventy percent of the respondents
to a large interview survey said that they felt more secure or safe
in their stores because of the MSP program and 28 percent said that
they also felt safer on their way to and from the store conpared to
a year before. Nine percent stated that had nade changes in their
manner of doing business, |ike staying open later, as a result of
installing the MSP equipment. These are quite positive statements
given that some 42 percent of merchants felt that crime was increasing
In their areas, and 37 percent felt crime was relatively stable.
They are also unusual statements given that no apprehensions could
be traced to the use of the silent alarnms or cameras, that merchants
aﬁpeared too frightened to activate alarns during hold-ups, and that
therelwas no inmprovement in police response time from activation of
the alarns.

It appears that the security devices had a placebo effect for mer-
chants. Merchants in the MSP felt that they were personally parti-
cipating in controlling crime and were exercising a more individual
nmeans o achleV|n% police service. This ps%chologlcal sense of
security is probably far nore significant than any PreC|se reductions
in actual crime for it ultimately determnes the [ife blood of the
city through the actions of its citizenry. On this account the MSP
appears also to have had a positive effect on increasing the aware-
ness of businessmen toward crime and their concern for the neighbor-
hood. Seventy-seven percent of the participants felt that the MSP
program had made merchants nore crime conscious and 51 percent said

that the block association had been strengthened or merchants unified
Finally merchant attitudes toward' government seem to have been
bettered by the MSP. SeventK percent ci" those interviewed ssid
that their attitude toward the police was good and 25 percent stated
their attitude had inproved as a result of participating in the '
program  \Wile only 27 percent of shop owners said o
titude toward the city was good, 35 percent statsd their imge of
the city had inproved by virtue of the program

2+ Shoul d the Program be Expanded
The city responded to the initial favorable merchant reaction
to the pilot MSP by providing SI.5 mllion in capital funds late in
1973 to expand the program to sone 3000 additional stores in the 60
remaining precincts.As in the pilot program each precinct was allotted
approxi mately 50installations in contiguous areas. At the present
time there are approximtely 2849 subscribers in the one year ex-
panded subsidy program which will end shortly. Additionally, 314
merchants who participated in the pilot [-i® continue to use the
protective equi pment at their own expense. _ _
Based or: the observable inpact of the MSP on deterring robberies
and other crimes, there is no clear mandate for expansion of the
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program or refunding the current subsidy. Changes in nerchant security
and attitudes which favor continuation of the MSP have already been
addressed, but there may be serious policy inplications for the city

in allowi ng or abetting citizens to retain a false sense of security
that may actually place themin greater hazard. It would seemthat

any expansion or resubsidization should be tied to an eval uati on design
structured to nore readily obtain accurate data from police records and
to disentangle the effects of other neighborhood inputs and anti-crine
progranms. No plans were nmade to evaluate the expanded MSP when it was
set-up, and there is no data on the prior crine experience of the parti-
ci pating stores. Even wi thout a continued subsidy program NYPD m ght
usefully nonitor changes in crinme levels of the original MSP subscribers
for a year or two into the future. This data could be kept both on
participants who are continuing to use the security devices provided by
the pilot MSP at their own expense and on those who term nated.

3. VWhat Program Modi fications Are Required

The MSP has hel ped us to focus in on the kinds of equipnent nodi-
fications necessary to inprove nerchant security and increase the
l'i kel i hood of on-the-scene apprehension. For exanple, fromthe MSP
experience that nmerchants were hesitant to activate alarns while offenders
were in their stores, it has becone clear that reliable protective
devi ces functioning automatically w thout nerchant intervention are
required. Such systens currently exist, as do small wireless activators
carried on the nerchant's person, but these are costly. At the present
tinme, the relative value of caneras, especially uncoupled to silent
alarms, is questionable. Canera systens are at least two to three
tinmes as expensive as silent alarnms, are very costly to operate con-
tinuously, are nore conplex, and require special lighting and focusing
for good results. The super 8mm caneras used in the MSP should probably
be replaced by higher quality 35 mm caneras systens for any future
experinments with these devices, but our findings do not show that they
have ot her than psychol ogi cal val ue when not used automatically.
Time activated closed circuit television systens, enploying re-usable
vi deo tape cassettes are al so expensive conpared to silent alarnms and
have nost of the other di sadvantages of caneras.

Silent alarnms nust either achieve a high probability of on-site
apprehensi ons or provide the neans for tracking offenders after they
| eave the crime scene. NYPD is experinenting with a special com
muni cations project which has resulted in average response tines
of about 45 seconds. Called Robbery Alert, the multi $100, 000
programall ows alarns to by-pass the normal 911 police energency signal
network and be transmtted directly to a police car in the nei ghborhood.
The Robbery Alert Squad patrolling a 3 block square business area has
been able to make a nunmber of store arrests using this special com
nmuni cations and patrol concept, but the cost effectiveness of this
and simlar progranms nust be ultimately reckoned with: i.e., how nuch
is it worth to the departnent to achi eve another arrest—$100, S1000,
or $50, 000—especi ally when the deterrent effect, that has high benefits
to the society at large, is uncertain? NYPD also recently viewed a
novel alarm and surveillance systemthat allows automatic activation
of silent alarnms and tracking of offenders at a m nimal capital, cost
to the city and conpetitive rental charges to nerchants. This system
however, i's fought with extremely serious admnistrative, controfl and
| ogi stical probl'ems which are still to be resol ved.

Vi



I NTRODUCTI ON

This report is an evaluation of the Merchant Security Program
(MSP) a $250, 000 experinental federally funded project. The grant
funding the project, C69364, was awarded to the New York Gty Police
Departnment (NYPD) in July 1973 by the New York State Division of
Crimnal Justice Services after approval by the Mayor's Crim nal
Justice Co-ordinating Council. The evaluation was undertaken by the
Applied Technology Unit of the NYPD, a staff level group that functions
to enchance the application of technology to the departnent's unique
pr obl ens.

The kinds of conclusions that are desired fromthis evaluation
are reconmmendations to the departnent, to the Mayor and to the ner-
cantile community at large regarding the efficacy of security equip-
ment for controlling crinme in stores and. for inproving nerchant
attitudes and actions towards their own personal safety. Specifically:

(a) is there a mandate for continuation of the progranf

(b) is the program applicable selectively to other areas
or city-w de?

(c) if the programis effective in preventing robberies or
other crinmes and nerchants indicate that they are stil

unwilling to assune the full rental charges for security
equi pnent, what position should the departnent and city
t ake?

(d) are nodifications in the program operation required
i ncl udi ng equi prent types, vendors, assunption of
costs, managenent, etc.?

SCOPE OF MERCHANT SECURI TY PROGRAM

The first elenent in the evaluation is a formal restatenent of
what the pilot project was intended to do—what changes were desired
The Merchant Security Program originated with an application by the
NYPD for a block grant from the Law Enforcenent Assistance Adm ni -
stration, The pilot project was part of a conprehensive crinme pre-
vention program characterized by the use of new technol ogy and
manageri al measures, and increased communjty involvenent. The pro-
ject was an out-growth of the national situation docunented in con-
gressional reports on crine against retail nerchants*!, that:

(a) the smaller the business, the greater was the inpact

U.S. Senate, Select Commttee on Snail Business, 91st Congress,
1st Session, Oine Agai nst Sam | Busi nesses (Washi ngton, D.C. ,
Government Printing Ofice, 1969. U S. Senate, Select Commttee
on Small Business, 91st Congress, 1st Session, Hearings onthe
Inpact of Crinme on Small Business-1969, Part 1 Washington, D.C,
Governnent Printing Ofice, 1969)



of | osses (neasured, for exanple, as percent of business
recei pts) and

(b) ghetto nerchants had the highest relative crine | ooses.

There were nultiple objectives and probl em perceptions anong groups
devel opi ng the MSP. The designated purposes of the programin the
grant application were threefold. First, it sought to test cut the
potential of selected security devices in deterring store robberies.
Second, it was to assist snmall retail nerchants to pay for the pro-
tection provided by the devices. Third, it was to act as a catal yst
in high crinme nei ghborhoods by encouragi ng nerchants to organize and
cooperate in fighting crine. Inplicit also was the hope that the pro-
ject would inprove the public imge of the police and confidence in
their ability to prevent crime rather than nerely apprehend offenders.

The MSP was dovetailed, in its nanagenent, with a programfin-
ancially encouraging the formation of block associations of at |east 35
househol ds or 24 commerci al establishnments that woul d upgrade their
use of sinple passive security devices |ike door |ocks and wi ndow
gates, and becone generally nore crine conscious. The association or
"buddy" concept evolved into a Block Security Programthat was funded
by the city to the extent of sone 36 mllion late in 1973. The Bl ock
Security Program al so provided, under a cash match formula wth bl ock
associ ations, for the purchase of intercomand closed circuit tele-

vi sion systens, fences, better off-street lighting, etc.**

The New York City Mayor'B Ofice and Gty Council viewed these
programs, in addition to proxinate objectives of reducing crinme, as
having longer termiir.pact on inproving the attitude of nerchants
toward the city and stemmng the trend of the |oss of business and
industry fromNew York City. The critical jnportr.nce of small ner-
chants to the social and economic vitality of |ocal nei ghborhoods
and by their nultiplier effects to the viability of urban life havs
been | ong espoused by Jane Jacobn and other planners and sociol ogists:.
But this divergence of goals immediately questions the grounds for
consi dering the program successful since it is possible that the MBP
could be effective in reducing crinme, the proxiaate objective, and
at the sane time not contribute to the long run objective of im
proving the public inmage of the police and the city, Alternatively,
the MSP could respond to the business caiiirrdiity s desire that the city

subsi di ze prograns tailored to its needs and not be able to reduce
crine.

OPERATI ON OF MSP

The MSP was devel oped and. nmanaged by the Oine Prevention

* %

As a spill-off fromthe Block Security Program and based on ner-
chants' enthusiasmw th the MSP, the city in an unusual action
before the pilot MSP had been eval uat ed/ expended the MSP to

some 3000 additional nerchants at a cost of about $1.5 million
late in 1973. The evaluation here is only related to the pil ot

program though nmany of the same findings may be extended to
t he expanded program



Section of the NYPD.

The pilot project consisted of furnishing approximtely 500
merchants with security equipnment and nonitoring their effectiveness
over a 14 nonth period. Two kinds of equiprment were tested, hold-
up alarns and surveillance canmeras. The hold-up alarmwas a silent
device consisting of one or nore activator buttons on a circuit
wired directly to a vendor's central station via a dedicated tele-
phone line. The alarmdevices mght be placed on a noney clip in a
cash drawer and set off automatically or activated by the merchant
froman unobserved position, for exanple, under a counter near the
cash register. Upon receipt of an alarm signal, the central station
operator would imediately notify the NYPD s Comrunication Center
by dialing 911. The surveillance caneras were super 8mm devices
whi ch automatically took pictures of the store-owners pren ses every
20 seconds, or when the camera was activated manually. The al arns
and cameras were to be tested separately aid in conbination
In addition, warnings that confirmed the presence of security equip-
ment in the store were posted promnantly inside the store and out-

side on windows and doors. These warnings also displayed the police
enbl em

During June 1973 the Police Departnent received proposals
from six alarm conpanies in response to a Request for Proposal for
installation and servicing of hold-up alarnms and canera devi ces.

The award was made to the Guardsman Central Station Al arm Corporation,
whose proposal was determined to be superior in its technical and
manageri al aspects and within a conpetitive price range. The first

FI NANCI NG

The federal funds of the program provided for the costs of
installing alarmand camera systens in stores and subsidized the
nonthly | easing charges billed each merchant. Typical charges for
equi pnent, which varied slightly depending on the tel ephone |ine
costs in different boroughs were:

ALARM SYSTEM
a) Merchant Share:

Servi ce: 14 nonths @ $6 per nonth nai ntenance
charge $84 (2
total)

Y Police Department Share: (federal funds)
I nstall ation: $140

Service: 14 nonths @$6 per nonth $112
mai nt enance plus $2 per
nont h tel ephone Iine
charges

$252 (75% of
Tot al )



c) Total per Installation $336

CAMERA SYSTEM

a) Merchant Share:
Service: 14 nonths @4 per nonth $112

b) Police Departnent Share: (federal funds)
I nstal l ation: $275

Film 14 nonths © $6 per cassette
per 4 days in automatic node

$500
or
2 cassettes @ $6 in manual
mode - $12
~$12 to 8500
$287 to $775
c) Total per Installation
$399 to $887

ALARM AND CAMERA SYSTEM

a) Merchant Share

Service: 14 nonths @S14 per nonth $196

b) Police Departnent Share: (federal funds)
I nstallation and Service S539 to $1027

c) Total per Installation

Suppl enental to the above charges, Merchants woul d be assigned
costs for special noney clips, foot rails, or photoelectric acti-
vators, and would pay film processing costs.

SELECTI ON OF PARTI CI PANTS

It was decided to restrict participants, fromthe target popul ation
of all nmerchants in the city, to merchants in a sanple of 12 of the
city's 72 police precincts. The main selection criterion for the
target precincts was a relatively high incidence or growth inincidence
of store robberies per 1000 precinct residents. To obtain sone city-
wi de view of variant factors in each borough, three precincts were



selected in each borough, excluding Staton Island. As will be seen
in Table 1, these precincts had a wde].;/ varied | evel of crinme act-
ivity.

Each precinct wan to have u target area where nerchant security
equi pnent would be installed and a control area which would be used
to nonitor the effectiveness of the programin that particular pre-
cinct. The two areas were to be as simlar to each other as possible
in order to achieve an accurate assessnent of the programis results.
Cne reason to exam ne control areas sone distance fromthe target
areas was to try to limt the effect of nerely neasuring a displ ace-
ment of incidents to non participants in the target areas.

The nerchants selected to participate from each target area
were to satisfy three conditions:

a) they had to be sufficiently diverse in business type in
order to get a representative profile of precinct store
r obberi es.

b) they had to be doing a sufficiently small vol unme of
business ( a nom and pop type store) so as not to be
able to afford a robbery system on their own.

C) they had to be part of a small "well-defined, geographically

It was found, however, in soliciting nerchants, that it was neither
possible to control for the type or size of store if the program

in each precinct were to be limted to a few contiguous blocks in a
busi ness area. Consequently stores of all types and sizes were
enroll ed, sonme of which already had burglary alarm coverage, or dogs,
or gates, or guns, etc. In addition, stores with different crine

hi stories were included. A breakdown of participants by business
type is given in Table 2. And although tn effort was nade to |ocate
control areas sonewhat conparable to the target areas in each sanple
precinct, this was not wholly successful, (See in Appendix A a

di scussion of the characteristics of the selected areas).

As of February 1974, there were 523 participants in the MSP:
306 had "only alarnms,” 81 had "only caneras", and 136 both caneras
and alarns. A detailed breakdown is given in Table 3.
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Table 3. Participants in Merchant Security Program by Equi pnent Type

PREQ NCT ™ | Ml G EMI3 AM™M CAMBERAS BOH
Manhat t an
M dt own Sout h 35 13 6 16
28t h 89 29 26 34
30th 23 18 4 1
Br onx
42nd 30 19 1 10
44t h 62 37 9 16
47t h 44 33 4 7
Br ookl yn
66t h 39 29 2 8
72nd 57 50 1 6
77t h 29 11 13 5
Queens
103rd 49 20 9 20
112t h 30 23 3 4
113t h 36 24 3 9
523 306 81 136

CHARACTERI STI CS OF MSP PARTI Cl PANTS

The evaluation also includes the analysis of the viows and ex-
Berience of participants in the MSP program All nerchants who had
een the victinms of robberies were specified for inclusion in a sanple
of 250 merchants to be interviewed fromthe popul ation of 523 sub-
scribers. The remaining merchants to be surveyed formed a sanple
stratified proportional to the number of participating nmerchants in
each precinct and by type of installed equipment.

The Applied Technology Unit desired to have the interviews per-
formed by civilian rather than police staff to elimnate any sense of
bias or coercion fromresponses, and the Gty's Ofice of Neighborhood
Services agreed to carry out the survey. But in doing so the Depart-
ment relinquished an inportant elenent of control over the interviews.
Hence, although additional merchants were specified to allow for in-
terview non response, difficulties in obtaining or conpleting inter-

views with shop owners or managers resulted in only 171 interviews,
sone of which were partial.

A copy of the survey questionnaire is presented in Appendix B,

This section wll discuss the major findings regarding characteristics
of participants.

1 « Conparison of the SAne and the Target Popul ation _
The survey results appear to be representative of the popul ation.

Table 4 gives the proportions of nerchants in the target and
sanpl e areas by business type.



The reasons that nmerchants subscribed to the MSP are not entirely
clear despite the fact that some 80 percent of those stating a de-
finite opinion, felt that police anti-crinme prograns (better |ighting,
engraving of property, etc.) could prevent crime. For exanple only
35 percent thought that the presence of the KSP silent alarm strongly
prevented hol d-ups, about 25 percent thought these devices had no
effect on robberies. The perceptions of nerchants subscribing to
caneras were about the same. Merchants also did not clearly distin-
gui sh the M5 devices as being useful only against hold-ups. Cone 83
percent said that the equipnment had soine positive preventive effect
agai nst burglaries, and 36 percent thought that the devices di scouraged
shoplifters fromentering their stores.

HYPOTHESES
Ef fect on Crine

The counterneasures to control crinme against retail business
fall into three broad categories: discourage the initiation of
crime, reduce the rewards of crime, increase the |ikelihood of appre-
hension. The Merchant Security Program attenpted to address the first
and | ast of these interlocking options to deterrence. Specifically
It sought to warn potential offenders that stores were protected, and
sought to cut the time of arrival of the police on the crine scene.
It did not address a third option of increasing the tinme of intrusion
and escape of the crimnal by various architectural and technol ogical
devel opnents, or inprove the access to crine insurance.

The casual process by which the MSP sought to prevent crine is
shown in Figure 1. The process nodel starts with the assunption that
potential offenders, contenplating robbing a particular nerchant,

m ght view a Merchant Security warning (in a window or inside the store)
and be deterred fromrobbing that nerchant because of the fear of

appr ehensi on based on the warning's nessage or observation of a canera.
In one sense, displaying a sign or no sign may be the only definable
programattribute or treatnent, effect since the offender cannot dis-
crimnate at this stage as to the effect of the installed equipnent.
The warning used in the program shown in Figure 2, "TH' S STORE IS
PROTECTED BY SECURI TY DEVI CES NOT UNDER EMPLOYEE CONTROL, " does not
make known what the security devices are, or what they will do. In
this case, a potential offender, reading the warning, would not know

if these included a canmera system protecting agai nst robberies or
shoplifting, or a burglary alarm system

A question to be asked then is whether it is possible to pre-
vent in a global sense (say, reduce the total |evel of robberies,
burglaries and larcenies in a precinct) or to deter persons from
conmtting crimes in one area or of one type (say, store robberies)
as conpared to nerely causing a displacenent to other |ocations or a
shift to other crines (say, street robberies to burglaries). In
either case, participating nerchants benefit from such warni ngs but
ot her persons nay be di sadvantaged by a conpensating |evel.*

* The maxi mum di spl acenent potential is 100 percent, unless by being
forced into becomng nobile, offenders |earn new crinmes, nore profit-
abl e locations or easier "takes". But recent experinents suggest that
sone crimes maybe "stifled" and that displacenent is |less than a one-to-
one relationship. See Rappetto; T. "CQime Prevention and the Di spl acenent
Phenomenon”, Crine and Del i nquency, forth-com ng, January 1976.

1 0



Fignre 1

FSP: MICHINTLN RO T VLT Rl

FROCESS MOPEL FOR OFLHATION O FERCIANT ESATY FROGGH  (on Offender)

— 3] Potentiel Offeuders
s Roh this merchant?

Yi3 e N MRE

ivw Warning in
articipating Farchants
tore Window or irside Gtore?
View Warning “ystem?

Sore alterrative HmpWe

&) Rob another Me
by 6ol in pros

rehnnt neor
fal

b) Mug person On strest hesrd
/ Y.

R T

. - NQ K
Rob this Merchent? —amp 63 Switch te burrlary os
~ N other crime. .
\d) Rob znpther stome in | .
different eres not in MOP
e) Do rot rob anyene
s -\;_-l.r
Ba aprreherded “\\
ubseguently s5 a Te-
wlt of cumera nhotoz, or 4 --\\
cripticn op duriny robbery £z 8 -
result of silent aleres
spoeding errivel of
\palirze?
Judicizl & Correctlon brosess
L e P ...-u.._-.-[_....._,, —ae e e - ]
o e et e et it ,

11



S e .v..lh..fn. i

JENT

7

POLICE DEPARTR

t
¥

JOHN V. LINDSAY, Mayor

DONALD F. CAWLEY, Police Commissioner

wifzesow



The issue woul d be sonewhat sinplified, however, if crimnals
commtted crines of a single type at a given stage in their careers.
Then if one could prevent crinmes of one type, the displacenent effect
to other crines could be discounted. For this evaluation, we could
assune this to be the case-, a priori, as conpared to other economc
crimes. |If these crimnal profiles or typologies were different (say,
different age groups, different stages of crimnal careers, different
outlooks to crinme), the deterrent effect of Merchant Security could
focus on store robberies.

Al t hough the nore professional economc crines, |ike hijackings,
bank robberies, and sophisticated burglaries seemto be associ ated
with age, the age-specific crinme rates for robberies and burglaries
in New York do not show a marked difference. |In both cases 70 to 60
percent of persons apprehended for these crimes are under 25 years
of age. Qher findings show that robbers and burglars in New York are
about equally nobile. For exanple, a survey of 1969 crim nal records
showed that sonme 45 percent of both crinmes were commtted at | ocations
|l ess than one mle fromthe offender's residence, about 65 percent at
| ocations less than two mles, and 65 percent less than five mles.*
Hence on the limted grounds of age and geographical nobility, it does
not seempossible to exclude the possibility that offenders deterred
fromcommtting store robberies will not commt burglaries or street
robberies as a substitute, if "the opportunity presents itself and the
probability of apprehensi on seens |ow.

Wth any local crinme control programthere is also the possibility
of nei ghborhood di spl acenent or halo effects. 1In the case of a halo
effect, all shops and all persons in an area may benefit by the re-
sult of the Merchant Security Program by deterring crimnals from
frequenting that area. Then a conparison of relative robbery rates
in participating and non. participating stores in a Merchant Security
area may underestimte program effectiveness since Merchant Security
reduces the victimzation potential for both groups. On the other hand,
if robbers nmerely nove fromstore to store in an area and select for
victins those that do not have a wi ndow warning, or nove to an adj oi ni ng
business district, there is nmerely a displacenent effect, A conparison
bet ween partici pants and non participants then overestimates the over-
all program effectiveness. Then too, the different deterrent measures—
al arms, cameras, both—may yield different effects if potential offenders
see and assess the effects of these different systens.

A coupl e of other considerations conme to mind. For one, Merchant
Security mght be selectively effective in some kinds of communities
while not in others. For another, special anti-crinme prograns |ike
the Mounted on 125th Street, TPF, and Gty Wde Anti-Crinme may be
operating selectively in the test areas and cause uncertain, non-random
effects.

EVALUATI ON DESI GN

In any eval uation design, the dependent variables to be nmeasured
or bases of evaluation should be related to the defined objectives.
They should also be tied to technical and other perfornmance factors
that effect the extent to which desired changes are achieved (or are
achi evabl e). These variables are thought to"be effected by the endo-
genous influences of the program

* BerkowitZ, M The Social Costs of Human Under devel opnent - Case Study
of Seven New York City Nei ghborhoods.' New York: Praeger. 1974
ppl 68-169.
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Many basis of evaluation are possible. Two main effects, each
havi ng several conmponent are:

1. (Cbservable Effect on Oine

a) Effect on the nunber of robberies within participating
stores (a local neasure)

b) Overall effect in preventing crine in the nei ghborhood
c) Effect on apprehendi ng robbers

d) Productivity (cost effectiveness) relative to other nodes
of crime prevention

2« Val ueoft heProgramasP er c ei v e dbyParticipants
a) WIllingness to assune costs after the MSP subsidy ends
b) Increase in sense of personal security

c) Change in attitude toward the police, toward crinme prevent-
ilon, and toward the city

| nput Factors

The above output pleasures are dependent on how well the program
operated, that is input factors |ike: project nmanagenent including
tinely paynment of vendor bills; technical avi economc perfornmance

of the equipnent, including failure frequency and equi prment down tine,
response tine, and cost of operation; wllingness of nerchant to
activate devices. |Input factors are, of course, always interactive

t hensel ves, For exanple, good instruction in equipnent activation but
poor equi prent placenment mght result in a large nunber of false
alarns that necessitate a radio car response, Since in progress
robberies are typically treated as high priority jobs and receive a
mul tiple car response, placenent of many (faulty) silent alarm devices
could conceivably denigrate police service in the precinct.

Cost - Ef f ecti veness

The cost-effectiveness of the MSP can be gauged relative to other
nodes of crime prevention and in terns of its social benefits, |
plan to discuss the relative benefits of alarmsystens |later in the
paper and will for now explore the nore global issues of how the city
m ght consider the value of the program

Let us say that after all displacenent effects were considered,
the crime statistics developed indicate that there were 10 fewer
nmercantil e robberies anong 50 participating nerchants in a precinct in
six months relative to the control area in tiie same precinct, whereas

14-



in the six nonths prior to the program robbery rates were the sane.
Then 10 robberies could be said to have been prevented. |If we knew
that a store robbery in that precinct resulted in an average |oss t,0
a merchant (or insurance conpany) of $1500, then a savings of $15, 000
mght be said to have resulted from the project in this precinct (plus
any potential injuries or deaths foregone). |If the total equipnent
cost (anortized installation and equivalent rental) per installation
were $25 per nmonth, then for the 50 installations, the benefit-cost
ratio would be $15,000 / (50 x 325 x6) = 2. This neans that the pro-
ject benefits, in dollar terns, are twice as high as its costs. In
anot her precinct, the benefit-cost ratio probably would be different,
But if we could develop a set of benefits, costs and ratios for parti-
cipating precincts, these results could suggest in which nei ghborhood
types the program m ght be nost useful. [If the calculations were
repeated by store size or type of store within a precinct, we would
also be able to say sonmething about the relative productivity of
robbery alarns (or warning signs) by nerchant size and type.

Sonme sophistications or inputations mght be possible, Say five
robbers were apprehended in a precinct as a result of Merchant Se-
curity and that each commts five crimes a year. Then 25 incidents
mght be deterred if these robbers were convicted and sentenced to a
year's term The dollar value of these arrests mght then be $1500
x 25 = 337,500 annually. This additional benefit could be then used
to revise the benefit-cost ratios discussed above.

In order to evaluate the MSP, we nust estimate what the be-
havi or (of merchants and of offenders relative to those nerchants)
woul d have been without the security warnings or devices and then
conpare this with the observed behavior during the program and
after the programis termnated. |In nost formal experinental de-
signs nmerchants having simlar or definable characteristics would
be randomy assigned to participant and non participate (control)
groups, This would give rise to the evaluation process nodel in
Figure 3. Here we would want to account for differences in character-
istics of the nerchants and treatnents provided tina.,, as well asto
conpare the average performance of groups A B, C, and D wth regard
to the eval uation bases given above.

Unfortunately, we are unable to performany of the desired
neasurenents cleanly. To do a good evaluation/ it is necessary to
structure the evaluation design prior to the beginning the study.
The design then outlines the hypotheses to be tested, the data to
be acquired, the statistical techniques to be used to infer answers
fromthe data, as well as the operation of the program None of
these conditions existed as regards the evaluation” perfornmed herein.

And, as with many experinental prograns in practice, the press
to show positive programmatic results, rather than to provide in-
information in the way of answers to questions about potential pro-
grammatic results, seens to have taken precedence in the Merchant
Security Program The responsibility for this decision nust be
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spread across many |ayers of governnent. |In effect nmany people m s-
understood the nature of the pilot project or took the publicity
concerning the establishnment of the program as nore inportant than

the sturcturc of the program For exanple, instead of spreading

the programover 12 precincts for 14 nonths, it mght have been

nore valuable to concentrate the programin fewer areas for a | onger
period of tine using a classical random sed assignnent of nerchants

to participant and control groups. Simlarly, a nore easily understood
attention-getting, and fear-inducing warning sign mght have been
designed as a deterrent.

The evaluation presented here is an attenpt to nake do wth
the best data which could be conmpiled a posteriori to the programs
inception. It is clearly not a formal experinental design. And
it does not seek to control for the characteristics of stores (size,
busi ness type, prior crinme history, location) that differentiate
participation in the programand could lead to different behavior.
Hence, we cannot say whether big stores or snmall stores inproved
nmore in relative or absolute terns. Qur design is based on com
pari sons of outcones of groups of nerchants rather than on the
consi deration of how particular nerchants fared.

W seek to test the follow ng principle hypotheses with regard
to effects on crine;

1 . There was a perceptible change in the crine incidents
of stores participating in the MSP that was significant
relative to non-participating nerchants in target areas
and control areas,

2. The change in crime rates was attributable to participa-
tion in the MSP,

3. The type of participation (security device) influenced the
change in crine.

For each precinct | intend to |ook at how "participating mercahnts"”
(group X) fared relative to"non participating nmerchants in the sane
area" (group Y) and how they fared relative to nerchants in a sonewhat
conparabl e control area"” (group Z) perhaps ten or nore bl ocks away.
This gives rise to conparisons as in Figure 4 bel ow

17



Figure 4
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FI NDI NGS

There are two distinct factors in discussing the effect of
the MSP on crinme. One is the observable statistical change in
crimnal incidents. The other is the change in the psychol ogi cal
sense of personal security prcceived by participating nerchants
and others. These effects are not necessarily in agreenent and
in assessing the success of the program it is well to question
which is the nore inport-ant of these neasures. That is, although
the MSP nay act only as a placebo for preventing crine, it may
I nprove the sense of personal safety and result in very positive
changes in participant actions and attitudes. For exanple, in-
terviewed participating nerchants said that they felt a greater
sense of control over their environnent and destinies as a result
of their ability to sinply press a button to summon the police.
Whet her the police could actually apprehend an offender seemed to
be irrelevant, but many participants felt that they were getting
speci al individual attention.

In the discussion of an evaluation design for the Merchant
Security Program a nunber of statistical measures were described
that would be used to attenpt to tease out the effect of the pilot
program on preventing robberies and other crinmes. The reason
for including other crimes, like burglaries and | arcenies, essentially
reflected the feeling that the warning placed in participating
stores suggested that the devices nmay activate at night when the
store is closed or be used to maintain surveillance on potential
shoplifters during the day. Secondly, there mght be isone spill-
over if the target areas became known by offenders as protected
areas.

The nmet hodol ogi cal focus of the foregoing analysis was to
conpare changes in victimzation rates anong participants over
conparabl e m ni numperiods before and after equipnment installation,
driaig participants and non-participating nmerchants in the target
area during the period of operation of the equipnent, and anong
participants and nor, participants in designated control areas of
sone simlarity. There changes would al so bo conpared to gross
changes in crimnal activity in the target and control areas and
the precinct as a whol e,

A detailed survey was undertaken to obtain the relevant crine
data fromthe twelve concerned precincts (see Appendix C). Sone
crinme prevention officers in these precincts expended a substantial
effort in supplying the desired information, others prepared, estinates
that had a nunber of errors or inconsistencies. This before and
after participation survey was supplenmented by materials obtained
fromthe NYPD Crine Prevention Section, a field inspection of each
of the target, and control areas, and interviews with sone 30 per-
cent of participating merchants. These multiple sources provide
a partial insurance against fractional or unreliable data but give
somewhat contradictory information.



The basic finding of the above analysis is that the data is
i nconcl usive for discerning any reduction in robberies, burglaries
or larcenies in the 523 participant stores or 12 participant target
areas that can be uniquely associated with the program This is
not to say that the program does not have any effect on crine but
the statistical analysis does not showany, despite interview results
whi ch are encouraging. No clear halo or displacenent effects on non-
partici pants were observed either. This finding should not have been
unexpect ed.

Sone statistics in particular precincts showed reductions
in hold-ups and other crines anmong nerchants that may be a direct
result of their acquisition of a Merchant Security silent alarm and/
or canera but there is little specific quantifiable evidence to
support this as a general conclusion. There were, for exanple, in
certain precincts nore substantial reductions in economc crines
agai nst non-participating nerchants in the target areas or control areas.
And in sone instances, decreases in inside robberies in the target
area seem to be bal anced by increases in outside robberies in the sane
area. These results pertain whether one looks at crinme rates normalized
by the nunber of nerchants in an area or at the gross figures. Sone
data is presented in Table 5 supporting these concl usi ons.

The incident data is too insignificant to be able to nake any

strong statenents about the relative efficiency of silent alarns
conpared to cameras, Superficially, however the data suggests other-
wise. O the 45 robberies of participants during tho period July 1,
1973 to August 1, 1974 sone 13 took piece in stores having only an

alarm 17 in canera |ocations, and 15 in stores with both devi ces*

During the sane period, some 306 participating merchants had al arm
systens, 80 canmera, and 137 both devices. Hence some gross praoba--
bilities of robbery by equipnment type m ght be cal cul ated as:

Alarms Only — 13/306 x 100% = 4%
Caneras Only — 17/ 80 X l00% = 21 %
Both — 13/ 137 x 100% = 11%
But | believe that these gross victimsation probabilitios are ms-

| eadi ngsinceall install ati onswerenot conpl etedat t hesaneti ne

and because they say little about the robbery potential by store type nor
do they note the prior experience of the stores robbed. (See Table 8).
There are other non-random factors here too. For exanple, seven
robberies took place in participating ehoe stores in Precinct 28

in Harl emduring February 1974- This canme precinct had 17 of the

total 45 robberies and, unexplainably subscribed to an extrenely

hi gh proportion of canmeras relative to alarns in the program as a

whol e. (Sixty-six percent of nerchants in Precinct 20 chose camera

or the canera-al arm conbi nati on conpared to 23 percent city-w de).

*  The overall performance of the expanded Merchant Security Program
seens slightly better, perhaps because the nost robbery prone pre-
cincts were included in the pilot project. There were 87 robberies
in the 2,849 stores subscribing to the expanded project from
April 1, 1974 through April |, 1975,
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Changes in crine incidents described by nmerchants differ from
official police estimates, perhaps partly because of unreported crines.
But it is possible that interviewed persons did not, know of all
incidents or were inprecise as regards to tinme frane. Only about
70 percent of thosei ntervi enedrespondedt oquesti onsconcerni ngthe pre-
vious crime in their stores but the results, however, are encouraging.
Sonme 6b percent of the respondents said that they had not been held
up in the two years prior to the MSP: 20 percent had been held up once,

* Unfortunately, there are no local area or city-w de robbery rates
for conparison wth date in Table 4 by business typo. Mst of the
above incidents occurred weekends, in the latter part of the nonth,
between 5 PPM and 10 P.M
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Ssix percent twice, and six percent three or nore tinmes. The medi um

| oss was given at $220 per incident with one third, of the |osses under
5:50. Conpared with those figures, sonme 86 percent of the sanpled
nmerchants had not been held up since joining the MSO (on the average
about eight and a half months), 12 per cent were held up once, and
three percent two times or nore. For burglaries, some 71 percent of
the responding nerchants said that the/ had not been burglarizedin
the prior two years: 17 percent said they had one burglary, four per -
cent had two i nci dents, and seven percent had three or nor e burgl ari es,
After subscribing to the MSP, nerchants said that they experienced
sone reduction in burglaries. Sonme 77 percent said that they had no
burgl aries, 30 percent had one burglary, three percent had two burg-

| aries, and five percent experienced three or nore burglaries.
Additionally 20 percent of the interviewed nerchants said that they
had Roticed a decrease in shop lifting as a result of participating

in the MSP

Sone of the difficulty in arriving at a definite conclusion
concerning the program s unique effectiveness is due to the presence
of other crine prevention prograns in the target areas. W have
attenpted to get sone hold on the extent of these special program
by asking precincts to tell us the level of effort involved in them
But we are not able to say anything statistically about the val ue
of nmounted police officers, special Robbery Alert Teans, or Aiti -
Crime teans in street clothing relative to warnings placed in nerchants
w ndows about silent alarns. In Precinct 26, for exanple, nine
store incidents occurred in January 1974 anmong MSP partici pants.

As a result of this situation and a general rise in crine in this
precinct's shopping area, NyPD assigned a detail of 30 highly visible
uni formed officers along with a special shotgun carryi ng Robbery
Alert Team which uses a comunications systemresulting in response
times under one mnute. These very visible actions, coupledwitha
few arrests in the business area, apparently ended the spurt of store
robberies and no incidents were reported in the same |ocale unti
Cct ober 1974.

Al t hough the precincts selected for the program were supposedly
anong those wth the highest increases in comercial robbery rates
over 1971-1972 in the city, our interviews wth individual merchants
who participated in the program showed that they had little or no
robbery/burglary/l arceny experience as discussed above. Wth this
the case, the statistical measurenent of program effectiveness is
imrediately put into question. If participants in a two block
commercial area had few prior hold-ups, then does a small changein
absol ute nunbers constitute a significant effect attributable to the
program Stated another way, the main statistical problem in the
analysis results frojn having too few incidents anong partici pating
merchants in a single precinct to be able to say nuch about, the
cause of those changes. The change fromthree to two, or two to
one robberies, or zero to zero over six nonths anong 50 participants
cannot be considered a non-random occurrence even though it involves
a 100% or 200% absol ute reduction.

Because installations were not conpleted in all precincts at



the sane tine, It is really inappropriate to aggregate the incidents

of all participants unless these are nornalized to the sane tine frane,
i .e. robberies per nonth per participant. But littleis gained by this
approach. Aggregated precinct robbery rates per participant per nonth
of participation, conpared to those of prior periods of non-partici-
pation, show little difference on the whole, Again this should not

be surprising since known seasonal and secul ar variations in economc
crime over the last year are unaccounted for. A nunber of other issues
also cloud the analysis. For exanple, our interviews wi th nerchants
and exam nation of their stores, showed that sone 1525 percent of
participants did not promnently display their Merchant Security warn-
Ing signs or did not display themat all.

Wl lingness to Continue in the Program

To the nerchant who nmakes a financial outlay each nonth to pay
for the use of protective devices, the assessnent of the value of NSP
is direct and sinple. He either feels the programis useful and con-
tinues to buy its services or he termnates the service. This sinple
eval uative nmeasure is probably the nost inportant single indicator
of the program success. To the small nerchant which the MSP especially
sought out, this is perhaps nost clear. It ultimately reflects the
political acuity of city admnistrators and legislators to their
constituency in organising the subsidy program and neasures their ability
to operate the MSP effectively. On these grounds the pilot program
must be said to be a resounding success. To the Oine Prevention
Section in NYPD nust go sone vote of confidence in being able to well
manage a conpl ex innovative project.

O the initial 549 nerchants subscribing to the MSP program
nore than 90 percent regained with the program over the 14 nonth
period. Oy two of the 26 initial subscribers who dropped out,
cancel | ed because of dissatisfaction: the others Lad fires or went
out of business for other reasons. O the group that renmained in the
program about 15 percent were not paying their nonthly bills regularly,

with the |argest portion of the non-paying nmerchants in ghetto nei ghbor-
hoods.

Secondly, nmerchants continued to subscribe to the rental of security
equi pnment in |arge nunbers when the federal subsidy of nonthly main-
tenance charges ended after 14 nonths despite the fact that their own
contribution increased substantially from$6 to $15 per nmonth for an
alarmand from $8 to $11 for a canera. Seventy-one percent of those
initially subscribing to "alarns only have continued, 61 percent
of those using "caneras only" have continued, and 33 percent of those
with both devices have continued. Overall, 60 percent of tho program
participants are now absorbing the full nonthly maintenance charges.
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Percei ved Sense of Personal Security

These very positive reactions to the MSP are also reflected in
statenents of merchants toward the perceived effect of the program
on their own personal security. Seventy percent of those interviewd
said that they felt nore secure in their stores because of the MSP
program and 28 percent said that they also felt safer on their way
to and fromthe store conpared to a year before. N ne percent stated
that they had made changes in their manner of doing business, I|ike
staying open later, as a result of installing the MSP equi pnent.
These are quite positive statenments given that sone 42 percent of
nmerchants felt that crime was increasing in their areas, and 37 per-
cent felt crime was relatively stable.

Ef fect on Cine Consciousness, Concern for Nei ghborhood.

The MSP appears also to have had a positive affect on increasing
t he awareness of businessnen toward crine and their concern for the
nei ghbor hood. Forty percent of respondents belong to a nerchant
associ ation and about half talked with other shop owners about the
program  Seventy-seven percent felt that the MSP program had nade
nmerchants nore crinme conscious and 51 percent said that the bl ock
associ ati on had been strengthened or nerchants unified because of the
program

Hence, although it appears that the objective of reducing crine
by use of the security devices has not been clearly achieved, the
program has inproved the perceived sense of safety of nmerchants. They
now feel nore secure, feel that they are participating in personally
controlling crime, and have a nore rapid and individual neans of
achieving police service. This psychol ogical sense of security is
probably far nore significant than any precise reduction in actual
crime for it ultimately determnes the life blood of the city through
the actions of its citizenry. However, the city has a clear obligation
to indicate the programis neasurable effect on crine lest it induce a
fal se sense of security anmongst nerchants that may actually place them
in greater hazard.

Effect on Attitude Toward Police and Gty

Finally-, merchant attitudes toward governnent seemto have been
bettered by the MSP. Seventy percent of those interviewed said that
their attitude toward the police was good and 25 percent stated their
attitude had inproved as a result of participating in the program
Wiile only 27 percent of shop owners said that their attitude toward
the city was good, 35 percent stated their inmage of the city had im
proved by virtue of the program

Ef fect on Apprehendi ng Robbers/ Techni cal Performance of the Equi pnent

~ The nmeans by which the likelihood of apprehension is increased
using silent alarns and caneras are:

a) by reducing the response tines of the police

b) providing better descriptions of offenders for subsequent
capture and identification.
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On both of these grounds, the MSP showed m ni mal success, O the
eight arrests Liade of offenders robbing participant stores, none were
made as a result of use of the nerchant security equipnent. One
arrest was made by an off-duty police officer in the area who stopped
a fleeting suspect. But no identifications were made as a result of
phot ographs taken nor were any arrests nade by officers as a. result

of al arns. There are several good reasons for these results which
bear on the potential of protective systens. For one, as disclosed
by the interview survey, nerchants were not inclined to activate the
devices while the robber was in the store fromfear of harm

The effectiveness of the alarnms in speeding police service was

also limted. For the sake of clarity, | will call the time from
when an incident occurred in a store until the tine that the police
arrive at the scene as "Incident Response Tine," The average "inci-

dent response tinme" to some 599 silent alarmtransm ssions through
June 1974 was probably over 10 Kiinutes. On the average it took

some 3.5 mnutes for transraittal of an alarmfrom the central alarm
station to the NYPD Conmuni cations Bureau and 4-9 mnutes for NYPD
to dispatch a police vehicle. The latter tinmes do not include the
travel tine of a dispatched police vehicle to arrive at a store since
police officers do not normally call in imediately on getting toa
crime scene, nor do they include the tine fromwhen the incident
occurred in the store to the tine when the alarmwas triggered. An

i ncident response tinme approaching 10 mnutes is wholly unacceptable
for apprehension at in progress incidents. The record of reporting and
di spatching tiroes to the 599 activations* was:

6 34 240 144 90
0-1 mMn 1-2 mn 2-5 mn 6-10 mn over 10 mn

Sone of the reasons for unusual del ays were breakdowns in the MY H-
911 systemand the unavailability of cars. But, ingeneral, the
response tine pattern shows limted potential for cutting the tinme of
arrival with 1he present alarm system.operating through a central
station to a level that offenders could be apprehended while still

in the store. Qur survey of nerchants robbed indicated that nost of
these incidents took less than a mnute and alnost all less than

five mnutes except where a safe was to be opened or many custoners
wer e al so bei ng robbed.

* There were approximately 1.5 - 2 false alarns per participating
mer cahnt t hroughout the program These were activations when
there was no crimnal incident. In nost of these cases, ner-
chants were sinply trying out the equipnent or testing the police
response, but many activations were accidental also. NyPD was

ableto reduce false alarns as the program went on by an education
pr ocess.
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Poor technical performance of sone of the equipnment did not
appear to be responsible for the few apprehensions. Based on inter-
view and al arm conpany reports, the equipnment was inoperable relatively
infrequently, repaired quickly, and instructions for use of the equip-
nment were satisfactory. But there were a great many problens with the

super 8nm caneras used in the program | nadequate |ighting conditions
in stores, and inproper or restricted placenment of cameras resulted
In poor quality pictures. Initially the quality of filmused was al so

poor. Financial considerations also decreased the effectiveness of
using this particular canera. The super 8nmm caneras were geared,
originally, to run continuously and take pictures every 20 seconds.
Ootionally the caneras could be activated manually. The cost of a

roll of film ($6) was too expensive for continuous operation and the
filmcould not be easily changed so manual activation was used. But
since the canmera was not directly connected to the central alarm station
activator, it did not summon the police, and in any event, the nerchant
was not inclined to press the activator during a hold-up. Few good
phot os were taken of actual hol d-ups.

POTENTI AL DETERRENT EFFECT OF WARNI NGS AND SECURI TY DEVI CES —
THE OFFENDER PO NT OF VI EW AND | MPLI CATI ONS FOR FUTURE
EQUI PMENT EXPERI MENTS

In assessing the potential of the Merchant Security Program
for deterring robberies, | want to review sone known personality
characteristics of offenders who commt robberies and then describe
the findings of nmeetings held with NYPD Crine Prevention staff, ny-
self, and ex-hold-up nmen at the offices of the Fortune Society, a
rehabilitation agency for ex-offenders.

Robberies, Iike burglaries, are known to be the product of cir-
cunstance and opportunity where the |ikelihood of apprehension is
| ow. The robber who attenpts store robberies where the dollar gain
of each incident is not high, is generally an amateur or casual thief

as conpared to a professional. A though he may make his |iving at
it, nmore usually he supports his habits and just survives froma life
of crime. H s trade requires relatively little skill, and in New

York City, has relatively light consequences. Although in these
robberies the threat of injury is the tool of the offender, robbers
exerci se a high degree of control and in actual practice violence
is relatively low Qur information that NYC robbers are drawn
largely fromthe low i ncome, mnority popul ation, and are young and
slight in build is consistent wwth the input from psychol ogi sts who
view use of a gun related to proving one's manlines and worth by
forcing others to do their wll.

The above characteristics were confirmed by the physical de-
scription of persons who robbed participating stores through Apri
1974. This profile for the 38 incidents included:

Mal e/ Bl ack - 37 persons
Mal e/ White - 1

27



Approximate Age:

16-20 - 22
20-30 - 16
Aver age Bui l d: - Li ght

Weapons (guns) - 37

There were no injuries to nerchants or custoners in these robberies.
There were, however, two hom cides of nmerchants in October 1974. In
the latter cases, nerchants did not nmake any attenpt to activate al arns.

The experience that we have fromvarious studies shows that
accepted deterrents do not seemto influence casual robbers. These
of fenders do not appear to be very rational, do not fear consequences
of their actions, or are able to block out this fear during a crine
after evaluating their ease of access and escape fromthe crine scene
and ease of taking noney fromtheir victins by threat.*

These characteristics were also affirmed by our discussions with
ex-hold up nmen in 1974. The sense of the ex-offenders was that |ow
| evel store robbers rarely |ook at window or shop signs, or if they do
so, do not believe them In essence, hold-up nmen woul d not be deterred
by a sign warning that the store was protected by security devices,

and definitely not one so unspecific and unclear as the one NYPD was
usi ng.

There was | ess agreenent about whether the observation or know
| edge of the presence of caneras or alarns would have any deterrent

effect. But the general view was that bank robberies and hol d-ups
in large shops and supermarkets have not been affected by the presence
of caneras". |If anything, sone ex-offenders commented, caneras m ght

encourage or challenge crimnals. And the psychol ogical desire to
gain attention and be caught was al so spoken of. There was little
consensus concerning the deterrent effect of silent alarnms. For
one, there was little know edge of how such systens work and of how
much they could speed the arrival of the police to a crine scene.

Based on the crime statistics developed for the MSP, | think
we are in a poor position to nake any statenents on the relative
effecti veness of robbery alarnms at $15 per nonth conpared to police
officers at nearly 312 per hour for preventing store robberies.
Police officers assigned to cover crinme prone |locations usually
work in teans of four or five nmaking the effective cost in excess of
3500 for a single tour of duty, or 350 plus an hour.

| have not seen any consistent serious work that indicates the
increnental potential of traditional police deterrents |ike nmaxi mum
visible police presence or aggressive patrol. Those patrol experinents
that have been performed have typically noted little inprovenent or
shown subsequent displacenent effects. And | recently heard a story
of how two precinct anti-crime officers spent an entire tour observing
a suspicious person who turned out to be a city-wide anti-crine officer
in disguise. Nevertheless, it may be well to question how nerchants

* For exanple, see Conklin, J.,Robbery and the Crim nal Justice System
Phi | adephi a, J.B. Lippincott, 1972.
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m ght spend &150-$200 a year on crime control as an alternative to
silent alarns or caneras to increase the fear of apprehension or
l[imt the take. For one, merchants could buy crime insurance, for
anot her they mght invest collectively with other merchants to hire
specia.l guards for weekends, or for hours near closing time when
nost robberies seem to occur. O they mght consider mnor archi-
tectural nodifications to make intrusion or escape nore difficult
or time consum ng.

NYPD is at the present tine evaluating a nunber of techniques
to increase the likelihood of identifying suspects through autonated
mug shot storage end retrieval systens and to increase the probability
of identifying recovered physical property by engraving a unique
serial nunber. But these are after-the-fact systens that suffer
fromthe main fault of nobst silent alarm or inexpensively operated
canera systens, including the ones used by the MSP, in that they
depend on the victin for activation. |In the case of the hol d-up
alarns or caneras, the threat of injury by the robber deters the
victimfromactivating the device until the robber has escaped.

Wth this problemin mnd, NYPD, is currently experinmenting
with a multi -$100,000 conmmuni cations systemwhich by-passes the
normal communi cations center and signal a nearby police vehicle
directly on automatic activation in a robbery. Here electronic
devices placed in a few police cars receive the transm ssions from
encoders |ocated in cash drawers of nerchants of high crime areas.
Wen the last bill is renoved, the alarmis automatically transmtted*
The program called Robbery Alert, has been able to reduce the

average police response tine to cone 45 seconds and by doing so

has achi eved apprehensions in nost incidents occurring in the areas
that these special teans are operating. But this is an extrenely
expensi ve approach both in hardware cost” and nmanpower, For

exanple, a team of officers nust restrict their patrol to about a
ten block perineter in order to attain incident response tinmes

under a mnute* Such systens also lack the flexibility to track

of fenders who nake their getaway quickly.
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APPENDI X A

Description of Participating
Precincts

(Target and Control Area)
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The M dtown South Precinct in Manhattan is bounded by Lexington
Avenue on the east, by 45th Street on the north, by 9th Avenue or,
the west and by 29th Street on the south. A nost 23,500 people live
in the .77 square mles that conprise this business oriented precinct.
Even though it has a |ow popul ation density, the 23 mles of streets
in the precinct arc crowded by the mllions of people who pass through
each day. The popul ation of the precinct is predomnately white(92% |,
with small representations of blacks (5% and other mnority groups
(3% . The upper socioeconom c group? predomnate in the precinct,
with nost of the upper middle class residents living on the east, side
of 5th Avenue and nost of the lower class residents |iving west of
7th Avenue.

The enphasis in the business comunity is manufacturing for thee
nation and selling to and servicing the nore than 2,003, 330 people
who pass through the precinct also each day. The precinct containsthe
Port Authority Bus Term nal, Gand Central, and Pennsyl vani a Rail road
Stations, and the garnent center, the theater district, the main Post
dfice: in Hew York, the main branch of the New York PulCi c Library,
Ti mes Square, Madi son Square Garden, Herald Square, ana nany snall
busi ness establishnments. |In areal sense, this precinct is the
center of the Hew York business comunity.

In 1973 there were 2,270 robberies in the precinct, 603 of which
i nvol ved busi nesses. This represents 3.8% and 4.8% oi the Gty wde
totals respectively. There were 4,250 burglarj es in the precinct it.
that sane year, 2,827 of which involved businesses. This represents
2.9%and 6.2%of the respective Gty wide totals. This figure reflects
the highly comrercial enphasis in the precinct.

The target area, for the Merchant security Programin the M dtown
South Precinct was that part of 7th Avenue between 34th and 42nd streets.
The control area, one block to the east, was on Broadway between 34th
and 42nd Streets. The control and the target areas contains about
same nunber and type of storey. O the 85 stores in the target area,

34 (40% participated in the project.

The target and control areas are close to the 6th and 8th Avenue
IND subways, the 7th Avenue IRT, the BMI the 5thy 6th, 7th, 8th and
9th Avenue bus lines and the 34th and 42nd street crosstown bus |ines.
The maj or tourist attractions of Ti mes Squar e, t he Enpire STat e Bui | d-
ing, Madison Square Garden and Herald Square either arc contained
within or are within one block of the target and control areas.

The large nunber of tourist attractions and the high vol une of
busi ness |eads to very high levels of traffic density in the area.
Trucks, taxis, buses, cars and pedestrians clog the streets, espec-
ially at lTunch tinme. Walking is frequently the fastest nethod of
getting around in the area.

The stores in the area range from clean, expensive stores which
carry high quality merchandise to dirty, expensive hot dog and ham
burger joints. The upper floors of the many-storied buildings are
usual |y devoted to business activities, In general, the stores that



carry the better quality merchandise are more likely to parti-
cipate in the program. Although all of the participating stores
had the Guardian stickers displayed, only 21 out of 34 had the
Merchant Security Program sign in a prominent place. Factors
such as this may be of significance in terms of the ultimate ef-

fectiveness of the program.



28th Precinct

The 28th Precinct in Manhattan is bounded by 5th Avenue (de-
touring west of M. Mrris Park) on the east, 127th Street on the
north, St. N cholas and Manhattan Avenues on the west and Cat hedra
Parkway and west 110th Street on the south. Directly south of the
precinct is the expanse of Central Park. A nost 53,400 people live
in the .56 square mles that conprise this precinct—a relatively
hi gh popul ation density, even for New York Cty. The eight mles
of streets within the precinct are relatively deserted, except for
the shopping streets. The population of the precinct is predomnantly
black (96%, with small representations of whites (3% and other-
ethnic groups (1% Lower mddle class and |over class individuals
predom nate in this precinct and the soci oeconomc |evel of the
residents is fairly uniform throughout the area.

The precinct is primarily residential, wth major shopping areas
to serve the residents. The quality of housing is generally poor,
with many tenenents and abandoned buil dings. There is sone |ow and
m ddl e income public housing in the area. The drug probleminthe
precinct is severe, especially around the target and control areas,

The 28 precinct is a high crime precinct in general. 1In 1973,
there were 2,647 robberies, 248 of which involved comrercial establish-
ments. This represents 3.6% and 2.0% of the respective cityw de
totals. There were 1,502 burglaries, 380 of which were- comrerci al,

This represents |.0% and 0.8% of the respective cityw de totals.

The target for the Merchant Security Programin the 28th precinct
was the part of 125th Street between 5th and 8th Avenues, The street.
is heavily congested, and on a nice day pedestrian traffic makes it
difficult to walk down the street. The Apollo theater, a nmjor
attraction, is within the target area. The upper floors are usually
occupied by residential units. The mgjority of the buildings on
the street are four story brick structures in poor states of repair,
There is a wde diversity anong the stores in the area. The chain
stores appear to be in better condition, busier and nore prosperous
than the other stores. The rate of participation in the program
was high; out of 131 stores 98 (75% joined. Many of the stores that,
joined were chain stores |ike Tom McCann, Buster Brown and Regal Shoes,
McDonal d's and Burger King, Blinpie, F. W Wolwrth and Lerner Shops,
Many stores displayed the Merchant Security Program sign, but even
nore frequently the Guardian sticker way shown. Non-joiners tended to
be either ineligible (banks, for exanple) or stores with | ower
qual ity goods.

The I ND express stop at 125th Street and 8th Avenue and the |K?
7th Avenue express stop at 125th Street and Lenox Avenue are within
the target area, as are the 125th Street crosstown bus and the 8th,
7th, Lenox and 5th Avenue Buses.

There is a great deal of unlicensed peddling in this area. There
are street stalls, sonetines in direct conpetition with the store
owners, all along 125th Street. This has led to tensions between
the owners and the peddl ers.
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The control area is the one Mock on 116tb Street "betv/oen
7th and 8th Avenues. It contains 32 stores in a region thvt;
is one-third the size of the tarret area. Thove is an | KT ex-
press stop on 116th Street and Lenox Avenue and en IND loc'Q stop
at 116th street and 8th Avenue. The 7th and 8th t-.venue “ures ~ii\d
the 116th Street crosstown bus also serve the sreri,

Conpari sons between the two areas nay be dangerous since the
control area has proportionately fewer stores with less diversity
than does the target area. There are no banks, |iquor stores,
drug stores or chain stores in the control area. The area is |ess
busy and | ess congested than the target area. A better match be-
tween control andtarget areas would be desirable.
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The 30th precinct in Manhattan is bounded by the Hudson River
on the west, West; 141st street on the South, ST. N chol as and Edge-
conb Avenues and the Harlem R ver Drive on the east and 165th street
on the north. Al nost 74,200 people live in the .77 square mles that
conprise this precinct. Although this nay not appear extrenely crowd--
ed, there are four large marks inthir precinct so that the available
land is somewhat |ess than m ght otherw se be expected. The popul ation
of the precinct is nostly block (67%, wth a large mnority of white
(3099 and a small minority of other ethnic groups (3% . The comunity
Is predomnantly lover and |ower mddle class, The area along R ver-
side Drive, overlooking the Hudson River, contains apartmnment conpl exes
that appear to be in sonmewhat berter condition than the rather run down
buildings found in the rest of the precinct. Apparently, npbst of the
hi gher soci oeconom c status resident?- live along riverside Drive.

There is little or no transient business alonr the alnost 20 mles
of streets in this predomnantly residential precinct. The stores ser-
vice the resident population. The business arecis are |ocated al ong
Anst erdan Avenue from 147th to 162nd otreets, along Broadway from 141st
to 165th Oreets and along St. Nicholas Avenue from 145th to 148th Streets
The buildings are generally between three and four stories and are not
wel | mai nt ai ned.

In 1973 there were 1,459 robberies in the precinct, 261 of which
i nvol ved commercial establishnments. This represents 2.0%f both cate-
gories citywide. The <corresponding burglary figures were 1,829 and
284, representing 1. 2%and 0. 6%of their respective citywide totals.

The target area for the Merchant Security Programin the 3Qh pre-
cinct was that part of .-.nsterdan Jivenue between 155th and 162nd Streetse
Qut of 77 stores, 23 (30% elected to participate. Along the street in
the target area were nmany boarded up shops and buildings. Low incone
tenenents are frequent in this area, as evidenced by the general |evel
of deterioration of the buildings. Miny stores that appeared, to be oper-
ating were closed early on a weekday afternoon.

There were few shoppers on the street and traffic in the area was
noderate. The area is serviced by two local IND stops and by buses on
155th Street and St. N cholas and. Ansterdam Avenues,, Congestion in the
shopping area is not a problem Only one of the el even restaurants nnd
none of the six bars in the area joined the program

The control area is that portion of Anmsterdam Avenue between 147th
and 153rd Streets. It is separated fron the target area by Trinity Cem
etery. The 68 store:; in the control area were, if anything in vort-e
condition than those in the tarret area. The buildings were deterior-
ating, appeared to be less well kept and the residents of the area seem
ed to be poorer. People were hanging around street corners and around
bars in the control area, a condition that did not exist, in the target
area. It may be that unenploynent is higher in the control area.

The control area is served by one IND express stop and bus routes
on 145th Street and on Ansterdam Avenue.
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The 42nd precinct in the Bronx is bounded by Prospect Avenue
on the east, East 169th street on the north, the Gand Concourse on
the west and East 149th street on the south. Approxinmately 150,000
people live in the 1.56 square mles that conprise the precinct.
The area in racially integrated, with n population that is 51% white,
46% bl ack and 3% other ethnic groups. The residents are relatively
evenly distributed by class throughout the nroeirset. An area rough-
ly equal to ten square blocks in the southwest part of the predict
is covered by the Melrose Central Railroad yards.

There are |large housing developnents in the precinct: Mlrose
Houses, St. Mary' s Houses, Forest Houses , Conccurre Vill age Houses,
Andrew Jackson Houses and WIIliam HcKi nl ey Houses. They are |ower
to mddle incone devel opnents, reflecting the general nmake-up of the
precinct. Most of the residences are apartnent buil dings, althourh
there are sone tenenents. There are no large large recreational
areas are limted to playgrounds and rchool yards. The area is pri-
marily residential with nuch of its 45 mles of streets devoted to
housi ng.

In 1973 there were 2,121 robberies in the precinct, 357 of which
i nvol ved commercial establishnments. This represents 2.9% of the city-
wide total for each. The corresponding figures for burglaries were
3,406 and 1,064 which account for 2.3%of their respective cityw de
total s.

The target area for the Merchant Security Program in the 42nd
precinct was the nine block section of East 167th Street between
Webster Avenue and the Gand Concourse, Mst of the participating
nmerchants were on the four block stretch between Mrris Avenue and
the Gand Concourse. Cut of 103 stores in the target area 30 (29%
participatedin the project. Bars, liquor stores and jewelry stores
were nost likely to join.

There was substantial traffic on the streets and there were nany
shoppers. The area is served by a local INDstop and bus |ines on
the Gand Concourse and on 167th Street.

The control area, on the other side of the precinct, consists
of the. three block section of Wstchestor Avenue between forest
and Prosepct Avenues. The entire area is under an el evated subway

line. The 7th Avenue |RT express step and bur |ines on Wstchester
Avenue ard Prospect Avenue serve the area. The area appears to ha
well integrated, w th businesses run by blacks, whites, hippanics, and

orientals. Traffic was congested and there were many shoppers.

There are 44 stores in the control area conpared with 103 in the
target area, making direct conparisons difficult. There are no lig-
uor stores in the target area and it has a nmuch |ower percentage of
bars than does the control area. The husinenses in the control area
appear snaller, less busy and not are profitable are those in the target-
ar ea.

38



The 44th precinct in the Bronx is bounded by the Gand Concourse
on the east, Burnside Avenue on the north, the HarlemRiver on the
west and 149th Street on the south. Over 132,000 people live in the
1.95 square mles that make up the precinct- The popul ation of the
recinct is predomnantly white (71%, with a large mnority of blacks
F269@ and a small nunber of other ethnic groups. The area Is prinarilﬁ
ower-mddle class residential. The 46 mles of streets are |ined wt
many apartnent buildings in apparently good states of repair

There are several parks (Franz Sigel, Joyce Kilner, John Mullaly,
Harl em Ri ver State Park?, the George Washington Bridge, Yankee Stadi um
the Bronx Term nal Market and several housing conplexes within the pre-
ci nct.

In 1973 there were 1,781 robberies, 342 of which involved commer-
cial establishments. This represents 2.5% and 2.8% of the respective
citywide totals, There were 3,870 bur?laries in the 44th precinct,

869 of which involved comercial establishnents. This represents 2.6%
and 1.9% of the respective cityw de totals.

The target ares for the Merchant Security Prograrr. in the 44th
precinct is that part of East 170th Street between Jerome Avenue and
the Grand Concourse. The target area is surrounded by an integrated
m ddl e i ncome community consisting of well-kept apartnment houses. The
stores are in one to four story, well kept brick buildings. Qut of
93 stores in the area, 63 (68% participated in the program There are
no bars in the target area and no parks nearby.

There is a high level of traffic and pedestrian congestion in the
area. There appeared to be a noderate anount of transient trade. Tne
| RT express and the IND | ocal serve the area, as do bus lines on 170th
Street and the G and Concourse. All in all, this appears to be an
area of prosperous small businesses.

The control area is located ten blocks south of the target area
on that part of East 161st Street |ying between River Avenue and the
Gand Concourse. The area is simlar to the target area in its racia
make-up and housing conditions. Although there are only 48 stores in
the control area, as conpared to 93 in the target area/ the distribu-
tion of stores is roughly the same in both areas. Trsffic conditions
and nunber of pedestrians is also quite simlar in ths two areas. One
reason for the smaller nunber of stores in the control area :is that a
section of the control area is taken up by a courthouse or one side and
a park on the other side. One difference between the two areas is that
the control area has many parks around it and boarders Yankee Stadi um
while there is no major attraction in the target area other than the
stores.
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47th Precinct

The 47th precinct is bounded by the New York City Line on the
North, the ilew -u-nrland Thru way on the East, the Bronx and Pel ham Park-
way on the “outh and a winding route follow ng Bronx Park East, Gun
Hill road, the Boundry of Wbodl awn Cemetery, Jerome Avenue, Van Court-
| andt Park East and t he Bronx Hiver Parkway on the West. Approxi mately
189, 000 people live in the 7.42 square mles that conprise the precinct-
The 105 mles of streets are relatively uncrowded. The population of
the area is predomnantly white (78% , with a large mnority of blacks
(21% and negligible amounts of other ethnic groups (1%

The precinctt is primarily mddle income residential. The housing
Is composed of one and two famly homes which appear to vary well
kept . There are wanor chopping areas alonr \White Plains Road, Boston

Road and Allerton Avenue. Approxi mately 10% of the precinct is covered
by Woodl awn Cemetery which is one the western border.

In 1973 there were 912 robberies in the precinct, 217 of which
involved commercial eiitablishnentc. There is 1.3 and 1.7% of the re-
spective citywi de totals. There were 2,118 burglaries, 710 of which
were commercially oriented. This represents 1.4% and 1.6% of the resp-
ective cityw de totals.

The target area for the Merchant Security Program in the 47th pre-
cinct was that part of Allerton Avenue between Boston Road and Barker
Avenue* It is transected by an elevator: IRT line on Wiite Plains Road.
The area is serviced by an IRT express stop, two bus lines on Allerton
Avenue and one bus line on Wite Plains Road’. It is predomnantly a
white mddle class residential area , The Dbusinesses are oriented to-
wards serving the resident population; there is little transient trade
in the area. Although there was a great deal of traffic and many shop-
bers, the streets appeared to be quiet. This may be because there was
al mst no heavy commercial traffic in the area. The stores in the area
are one story brick structures and appear to be well kept, They also
appear to be doing a good business.

Out of 125 stores in the area, 50 (40% elected to participate in
the program Almost all of there displayed the Merchant Security Pro-
pram sign in their stores. There did not appear to be any particul ar
type of store that did not particioate in the program

The control area was that part of Boston Road netween Wl son Avenue

and Easttchester Road. The area is serviced by two |lines on Boston
Koad and on Eastchester Road. Two fam|ly brick homes predom nate in the
area. A low income housing devel opment, The Eden Wld Houses, |ocat-

ed near the control area. There appears to be a higher proportion of
b]ack residents in the control area than in the target area.

There is less congestion in tho control area. Fewer pedestrain
shoppers are to be found. There are 89 stores in the control area
seem to carry lower quality goods. There are a higher percentage of
bars, banks and restaurants in the control area. This mght affect the
distribution of crime in the area.
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66t h Precinct

The 66th precinct in Brooklyn is bounded hy Pth avenue on the
west, 37th Street on the north, MDonald Avenue and .toy Parkway or:
the east and Bay Ridge Avenue on the south. There are approximtely
140, 500 people living in the 2.92 square mles that conprise the pre-
cinct. The 82.5 miles of streets in the precinct are generallylined
with one to four fnnily attached homes. The buildings are in good
condition. The area is a predomnantly white (98.5% mddle incone
residential section with only rmov concentrations of oth r ethnic
groups (1.5% . Washington Cenmetary and the Mainonicies Medical Center
are both within the precinct.

There are a large number of small business districts spread through.
out the precinct--- 8th, 13th, 18th avenues, New Utrecht Avenue, and Ft-
Ham | t on and Bay Parkways all contain sizeable shopping areas to serve
the residents.

In 1973 there were 241 robberies in the precinct, 86 of which in-
volved commercial establishments. This represents .3% and . 7% of the
respective citywi de totals. There were 1,831 burglaries, 598 of which
were commercially oriented. This represents 1.2% and 1.3% of the re-
spective cityw de totals.

The target area for the Merchant Security Program in the 66th pre-
cinct was that part of Ft. Ham |lton Parkway between 43rd and 52nd Streets.
Qut of 112 stores in the area, 45 (404 elected to participate the

program There are two BMI express stops in the area; one on New Utrecht

Avenue and the other at the intersection of New Utrecht Avenue and Ft.
Ham I ton Par kway. Traffic congestion 1is not a major problemin the area
and the streets are not over-crowded w th shoppers.

There are no banks in the area and there is a higher percentage

of bars, liquor stores in the tarret area than in the control area. This
may create differences between the tvo areas which nmight affect thecrine
di stribution. None of the bars or liquor stores, joinedthe project and

only one out of eight restaurants elected tojoin. The relatively |ow
robbery and" burglary rates in the area may account for this |lowlevel of
partici pati on anong these prosperous stores.

The control area consisted of that part of 13th Avenue between 37th

and 52nd Streets” Here too, the stores prosperous and well Kkept.
lhe control area was nmuch are congested than the target area. Traffic
was extrenely heavy and the streets were nobbed with shoppers. There
are over 260 stores, i ncl udi ng five banks, in the control Cloth-
i ngstores, candystoresandfoodshopsarenorelikelytobefoundin

the control are than in the target area. The control area preparedto

be nore of a main shopping area than the target area.
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72nd Precinct

The 72nd precinct in Brooklyn is bounded by 3rd Street on the
north, Gowanus Bay on the west, 50th Street, 8th Avenue and "57th
Street on the south and Ft. Ham |ton Parkway, Prospect Park South-
west and Prospect Park West on the east. Approximately 114,000 people
live in the 3.34 square mles that conprise this precinct. N nety-four
percent of the residents of the precinct are white, 4% are black and
2%bel ong to other ethnic groups. Approximately one-fifth of the
precinct, area is occupied by Geenwod Cenetery on the western bounfiry
of the precinct. Sunset Park covers about six square blocks in the
precinct and the Transit Bus Repair Shop accounts for another eight
squar e bl ocks.

Two maj or expressways (the CGowanus end Prospect) cross the pre-
cinct. The precinct is mxed residential and manufacturing, wth
heavy industry located in the portion below 2nd Avenue. That section
al so contains the dock area in the precinct. The rest, of the precinct
is lov to mddle class residential. The quality of the housing tends
to deteriorate as you nove towards the |ower nunbered avenues. The
maj or shopping areas ere on 5th Avenue between 3rd and 50th Streets and
on Prospect Park West from 15th to 20th Streets.

In 1973 there were 415 robberies in the precinct, 74 of which in-
vol ved commerci al establishnments. This represent 0.6% of the cityw de
totals in each category. There were 2,313 burglaries, 801 of which
i nvol ved commercial establishments. This represents 1.6% and 1.8% of
the respective cityw de totals.

The target area for the Merchant Security Program in the 72nd pre-
cinct is that part of Prospect Park West between 15th and 20th Streets.
It is bordered by Prospect Park on one end and by G eenwood Cenetry on
the other. There are one to four story brick apartnment houses at either
end of the area. Qut of 79 stores, 56 (71% elected to participate in
the program However, not all of thera were strictly within the target
area. They are close to it and the character of the area differs little
fromthe target area.

The target is serviced by an IND express stop, There is little-
traffic on the street and there are few pedestrian shoppers. There
is little transient trade; the stores nostly servJce the residents
of the community. There are no chain stores appear to be well kept and

prosperous. There was a high level of display of the Merchant Security
Program si gns.

The control area lies on 5th Avenue between 3rd and 9th Streets
It is serviced by an H D espress stop and there is a BMI | ocal stop
wi thin one block. John Jay Hi gh School is at 5th Street and 7th Avenue,
There is extreme congestion in the area, both vehicles and people cl og
the streets. The control area is nore oriented to transient business
than is the control area which tends to be nore community oriented.
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77th Precinct

The 77th precinct in Brooklyn is bounded by Eastern Parkway on
the south, East Plaza Street and Vanderbuilt Avenue on the west, Fulton
otreet or. the north and Ral ph Avenue (detouring on Pacific to Howard
to Dean and back to Ralph). Approximately 106,030 people live in the
1.73 square mles thot comprise this precinct. The population of the
precinct is predomnantly black (849% , with a large mnority of whiltes
(15% and negligible amounts of other ethnic groups.

The precinct boarders on Prospect Park, the Brooklyn Botanic
Gardens, the Brooklyn Museum and the Brooklyn Central Library. It
contains two |large housing devel opments: Al bany Houses and Ki ngsboro
Houses. There are two |arge playgrounds in the precinct of Andrew s
Pl ayground ard St. John's Playground. The housing isinthenorthern
part of the precinct is run down with many tenements and abandoned
bui | di ngs. | he southern part of the precinct has better housing,
consisting of one and two famly homes on tree lined streets.

In 1973 there were 1,549 robberies in the precinct, 272 of which

involved commerci al establishments, This represented 2.1%and 2.2%
of the respective city wde totals. There were 2,382 burglaries
742 of which involved commer ci al establishments. Thisrepresents1l.8%

of the citywide totals in both categories.

The target area for the Merchant Security Program in the 77tn
precinct consisted of that part of Utica Avenue between Eastern Park-
way and St. John's Place and one block east and west of Utica Avenue

on St. John's Place. The area is serviced by the BMI Iine and by the

bus lines. There is easy parking availability in the area. Most of
the businesses in this black residential area are owned by whites.
The two or three story buildings in the area are in food condition.
Utica Avenue attracts more black and white shoppers because there is
a greater diversity of stores or the street.

Out of 85 stores is, the area, 25 (33% elected to participate
the project. There are no bars in the area and only one restaurant
joined the program The Merchant Security Programsigns were visible
displayed in all the stores.

The control area was that part of Nostrand Avenue between Pulton
Street and Eastern Parkway. There were over 200 stores in the control
area, in marked contrast to the 85 in the target area. Most of the
storey in the area are black owned. The condition of the storesinthe
control area is not on a par wth that of the stores inthe target area.
The area is serviced by 1RT and IND express subway stops and by a
LIRR station in addition to bus routes. Nostrand Avenue only runs
one direction, It is extremely congested by the truck deliveries
normal residential traffic and the consumer traffic. There are
many people loitering on the street corner in this area, in marked
contrast to the target area.

The buidlings in the area are three to four story apartment
houses. There arc many abandoned buildings and tenements in the area.
In general, this appears nore depressed than the target area.

43



The 103rd precinct is Queens is bounded by Baisley Boul evard on
the sout heast, Rockaway Boul evard on the south, the Van Wck Express
way on the west, H Ilside Avenue on the north and a wi nding route
from 168th Street to Whodhull Street to 190th Street to Hollis Avenue
to Farmers Boul evard on the west. Over 150,000 people live inthe
5.47 square mles that conprise this precinct. The 73 mles of streets

are lined with a variety of housing and busi nesses. It is amxed
residential and business area containing the Jamaica business district
in addition to areas that are predomnantly residential. The housing

in the area ranges from housing projects to apartnent houses to cue
famly homes. They range fromwell kept to fairly run down.

Bai sl ey Pond Park, St. Al bany Naval Hospital, York College (CUNY),
Sout h Jamai ca Houses and the right of way of the Long Island Railroad
take up large anovnts of land in the precinct. The precinct is |ower
m ddl e class and | over class in socioecononm ¢ nake up and there are
no sharp class divisions within the precinct, although the state of re-
pair of a piece of property can be used to evaluate the relative
econom ¢ success of the residents.

In 1973 there were 2,526 robberieo in the precinct, 450 of which
i nvol ved conmmercial establishnments. This represents 3.5% and 3.6% of
the respective citywide totals. There were 1,555 burglaries. 1,093
of which involved comercial est abl i shnent s. This represents 1.0%
2.4% of the respective citywide totals. The high rates of commercial
robberies and burglaries reflect the strong commercial nature of th-
Jamai ca business district.

The target area for the Merchant Security Program in the 103rd
precinct was that part of Janmaica Avenue between 145th and 148th
Streets and that part of Sutphin Boul evard between Archer and 88th
Avenues. The two areas are contiguous.

The Jamai ca Avenue elevated train domnates the area. The area
is serviced by a BMI express stop, the Jamaica LIRR station, bus lines
and IN) express slop within one block. There in very heavy traffic
and pedestrian activity in the area. The New York State Courthouse,
the Departnent of Mdtor Vehicles, a state enploynent office and York
College are all close to the target area.

Qut of 103 stores in the area 54 (52% participated in the pro-
ject. A conparatively snmall percentage of the drug stores and bars
joined. Mst of the stores in this predomnantly black area are
owned by white merchants. The stores, in three story brick buildings.

are generally in fair condition. The surroundi ng housing is in good
condi ti on.

The control area is on Parsons Boul evard between H || side and
Archer Avenues. There are only 37 stores in the area whi ch nmakes
direct conparison difficult. There are no bars or banks and there
is a higher proportion of candy stores and restaurants here than

in the target area.
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There is IND and BMI express service in the area in addition to
bus service. The area contains the Departnent of Health, the Queens
Fam |y Court House, a cenetery, a nunicipal parking | ot, a YMCA and
alarge nodern apartnent building. York College is nearby. Despite
this, the area is not as crowded as the target area.
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112t h Preci nct

The 112th precinct in Queens is bounded by 58th Street on the
west, Queens Boulevard, and the Long Island Expressway on the north.
the West Service Road of the Gand Central Parkway (around WI I ow
Lake and the IND subway yards) on the east and by a wi nding route
fromuUni on Turnpi ke to Metropolotan Avenue to 59th Street to the
Long Island Expressway or, the south. More than 185,000 people live
in the 5.94 square niles that conprise this precinct. Mst of the
154 mles of Streets in this mddle class to upper class comunity
are tree lined and quiet. The housing ranges fromone to four fanmly
attached and detached houses to nodest apartnment building to |uxury
apartment buildings to single famly homes costing $200,000. Many
maj or transportation routes serve trie precinct: IND and BMI subways
the Long Island Railroad, the Long |Island Expressway, Queens Boul e-
yard. the Grand Central Parkway and Union Turnpike carry people to
the area.

M. Zion Cemetery, St. John's Cenetery, Juniper Valley Park,
Forest Hills Stadium and the IND subway yards are all containedwth-
in the precinct. Al t hough there are no nmajor parks in the precinct,
the precinct boarders on Forest Park and Plushi ng Meadow Park. None
of these are near the control or target areas.

In 1973 t here wer e 481 robberi es, 151 of whichi nvol ved conmer -
ci al est abl i shnent s. This represents 0.7%and 1.2%of the respective
citywi de totals. There were 2,206 burglaries, 569 of which invol ved
comrerci al enterprises. This represents 1.5%and 1.3%of the respec-
tive citywi de totals.

Both the target and control areas reflect the ethnic make-up of
the community -- 98% of the comunity is white, .5%Dblack and 1.5%
other ethnic groups. Forest Hills is a predom nantly Jewi sh community.

The target area for tne Merchant Security Programin the 112th
precinct is on 108th Street between 63rd Road and 65th Avenue. This
is a business area in the ndst of a primarily residential area
one story brick stores were apparently designed as a shopping area
for the surrounding comrunity. The stores are set back on the side-
wal k to provide room for pedestrians and there is parking in front
oi the stores. 108th street is a wide street, w der than many avenues.

The surrounding residential area is conposed of apartnen
buil dings and one famly hones on quiet tree lined streets. The area

is served by one bus line. The traffic in the target area is quiet
and uncongested although the area is busy. There is little heavy
commercial traffic in the area. There is alnmpst no transient trade

in the area.

Qut of 78 stores in the area, 31 (40% elected to participatein
t he program Thie is a high rate considering the | owrobbery and
burglary rate in the precinct.

The control area was that part of 71st Avenue (continental Avenue)
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between Austin Street and Queens Boulevard. Thisis the main shopping
areafor the community. There are 43 storesin the one block area.

The areais serviced by the IND and BMT subways, bus lines and the
LIRR.

The business areais surrounded by high rise luxury buildings.

The stores appear to do more business here than the target area and
the streets in the control area are more crowded. Parking is more of
aproblem in the control area. There are no liquor stores, bars or
drycleaning establishersin the control area.
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The 113th precinct in Queens is bounded by the Janmi ca bay on
the south, Hook Greek Basin and the New York Gty Line on the east,
a winding route follow ng 121st Avenun, Franc it Lev; is Boul evard, 122nd.
Avenue, Farmers Boul evard, Baisley Boul evard end Rockaway Boul evard
on the north and a winding route following the Van Wck Expressway,
134th street, I55th Avenue, 130th Street and around Kennedy Airport's
boundary on thw west. Approximately 103,000 people live in the 15.8
square mles that conprise this precinct. The precinct, created on
Cctober 17, 1973 out of portions of the 103rd and 105th precincts,
is racially integrated. The popul ation its 49% white, 38% bl ack and
13% ot her ethnic groups.

The 156 mles of streets in the precinct are generally lined with
one and two famly detached hones in good condition. The area is
predom nantly mddle class. The primary business area is in Laurelton,
with subsidiary locations along Francis Lew s Boul evard, 243rd Street
and Rockaway Boul evard. The precinct contains Kennedy airport,

Rochdal e Village, Mnti.fic.re Cenmetery and Brookville Park.

In 1973 there were 219 robberies in the precinct, 38 of which

I nvol ved commercial establishnments. This represents 0.3% of the city-
vide total in both categories. There were 400 robberies, 69 of which
invol ved commercial establishments. This represents 0.3% and 0.2%

of the respective citywide totals. These figures represent the statis-
tics for that portion of the year that the precinct existed, Extra-
polated over a full year, based on the statistics for the first five
nmont hs of 1974, the rates should remain about the sane.

The target area for the Merchant Security Program in the 113th
precinct was that part of Merrick Boul evard between 224th Street and
Laurelton Parkway. There are both |large and small businesses |ocated
in the one and two story brick buildings in this racially integrated
area. The honmes in the area are detached brick or wood frane in
good condition.

Qut of 135 stores in the target area, 40 (30% elected to join
the program The streets vitre quiet and uncongested. There were
few shoppers and little transient business ir the area. Bus |i nes
and a LIRR station serve the area. The stores are conmunity oriented
nost of their business conmes fromcommnity residents.

The target area was on Merrick Boul evard between Springfield and
Bai sey Boulevards. It is quite unlike the target area. There are
only 36 stores (conpared to 135 in the target area) and their types
are different fromthe target area. The control area has used car
| ots, body and fender shops, an iron works plant and an al um num
conpany. There are no banks in the area, however there are nany
vacant | ots. The homes in the area are simlar in type to those in
the target area, but they are further renoved from the business area
in the control area. On the whol e, naking conparisons between the
two areas may not be valid.
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LA ¢ YORK CITY
METOCHANT

1

IR
E ITEH

BOROGLE; Man_ 13‘(1 ST

WIAT PR OF BUSTNEAS AR Yo TNZ

HAR & GRTLL CANDY STOWS _ CTOTHYMG | CHECK CASMANG

DRY CLIMKER _  DREd NPORE GRS FTATION __JEFMLRY SYORE

WETAURANT BNOR STORE_ FLL OVKER___

LIQUOR STORY

hend MANY EMPLOVELS WORK IR WHE STORF FINLT EOLI T, 1RDTINITNG YOURSTLY

HOW LONG HAVE YOU BEEN IN BUSIKESS AT THIS FOCQEION
YEATS

WHAT SFCURTTY DEVICLS DO YOU WAVE? (AMY DEVIGDS, HERCHANT SHCORMTY O OTHER)
CAHERR  HOLN-UP ALAKSM _ BURCTARY ALARM __ DOG
CURRR/WATCHMAN  GUN
WHICH O THE ABOVE DO YOU THINK 15 BryT?
CAMERA____ HOLD-UP ATARM___ BURGLMRY ALLRN_ _ DOG

GUALRE/WATCHMARK GUH EXFLAIN

ABOUT HOW MUCH ART YOU IAYING EACH MONTE TOR THIS BQUIBMENT?
CAMERA _ _ HOLD-UP ALARM_ _ BURGLARY ALARM _ DOG_
GUARD/WATCHMAN

WHAT EQUIPHENT DID YOU GET AS PARYT OF TUE FEECHANT SFCURITY (MS)
PROJECT? CPMERA __ HOLO-UP ALARNM _ BOTH__

WY pID YOU CHOOSL THIS EQUIFMENT?

»If pruswer te Question 7 is ALARM or BOUTH, eontimix toQ a. (rheyvise po 10 Q ]6 -

a

ARF YOI SATISKFIED WITH THE KS HOLD-UP ALAEM ¥ES = HO DONST KNCwW,

IF ‘WO, EXPIAIN

A
o ain)

§. HAYE YOU EVER USED YOUR MS ALARIM? YRS__ N0 XA KROW _

16. IF YES TO Q 9, HOW MANY TIMES FOR EACH OF THE POLLOWING PEASOHE?
HOLD-UP_ SUSPICIOUS PERSQN_ ACCIDERTALLY SET OFF
TESTING IT OUT__ _ OTHFR, EEPLAIN .

11. HOR MAKY TIMES FAS YOUR MS ALARM BRUKEN OR WTEDED REPAYR __ POWYT KM@ _ __
HOW DID YOUF KNOW IT WhS BROKEN AKD HOW LONG AVTER PID YOU NOTITY THE
ALATM COMPANY, I¥PLRIN ——

12, X¥F YOUR ALAR{ LELDED REPALR, JIOW HOO UAS IT FIXED AFTER NOLIFYING TEE
EQUIPHENT COMPAYNY? {CHRECE AS MANY TIMES AS NECESSARY.)
1 OR LESS DAYS _ 2~3 DRYS _ MORE THAN 3 DAYS

13. I8 THE ALRRM RASY TC EET OFF AMD CRUSE A FALSE ALA®M? YES WO .
IF ¥YES, THPLAIN -

24, I3 THE LOCATION OF THE ALARM ACFIVATORS A GO0LD ONS FOR HOLD-VP SITTUATIONS?
YEL MO SOMETINSS  _ EXPLATH e

35, IS THE ALARM RGISY S0 THAT IT l.’ULL,} B 1. ARD BY A HOBRRHY YES_ N0 DOH'T KROW

v LT teevchoant DOSS (0T bove g FARCHAMNS SECINITY CRV-kh, SRIP TE QGLaST)

16, ERT YU EATIG IFL WITH THE WORCTUZNT a}.c.u::r."r t_-s\.-n?-,;i.n’.q;_'}_i:’;:_ a o,
TP HO, EXPLATH o e

17, HRME YOU EVER BTl YOUA MG CARMUPA? YRS o DO RNCGW

I8, 3 YEE TOOVT, How nANY TIMES POR RACH paso

i T'{«‘ :

kl
3 A

A

-t Cf

BOLD-UL AUEeI0TO0S PLESOD ROCTUPTRLLY VLT OFF

TESYLNG 1T O GOk, EXFLRIY

iy

::0 OFINIOK



1- 19, HOW SAMY CPLTHPS 5A% YOUR M2 CAMINA FROVEN OR MINDED REPAYPY 0 DON'T LNOW_

A HOW DIy YO ENOE Tr BAS RROEER ANM U0 LG AFIR DIDOYDT HOPCREY
’L—L THE ALA COMUANY, TRPLAINT
b

TPOFIXED ATTER

“
L 20, 11 Youin CAMDIEA HERDRD RFPATH, HMWO LIRWD WS

BOPLFYIRG THE BQUIVMNT COMPARY Y

1 OR LYSS PAYS -3 DAYS _ A-% e

oh MURE THAY & WEEK  (CHDOK AS MMMY TINCE A8 MRCTSEDRY I'OF BACH

& o CATRECORY )

L;' 21, IS THE MBS CAMERA EASY TO SET OPF? YES__ KO DOR'T KNOW

:‘i‘ IF WO, BXRRATN

| 220 IS 1HE LOCATION OF TRE M$ CAMFRA SATISPACTORY? YRS RO___ DONTT RNQW
IF WO BXPLAIN, N o .

Ul 23, DO YOU THINK THE MG CSMORA SROLLD PR RIDOFN? YES __ NO___ DON KNOYW____

];{_.- 24, 15 THE LOCATION OF THE CRAMERR ACTEIVATURS ENTISFACTORY? .

'?; YES___ WO, IT KO, EXPLAIN N

oY 25. IS5 THE CAMERA NOISY? YRQ___H___NO_H__ . DON'T KROW

2§, ARE YOU AFRATD TO USE TOUR M8 ALARM OR CAMERA DURING b HOLD-UT'2
YEE KO DON'T FNCM_

27, WHAP DO YOU THINK IS THE DQEST TIME TD ACTEIVATE R KOLD-UP ALARM?
WHE® YOU SEE SOMEQNME SUSPICIOUS
DURING THE HOLD-UP__  AFTERWARDS

28. WHAT DO YOU THINK IS THE BEET TINE TO 2CTIVATE A CAMDRR? WHEN YOU
SFE SCIEONE SUSPICYOUS IN THE STORE __ , DURING THR HOLD-UP
AFTERWARDE

29. DO YOU TUILK THL M5 MAINTENANCE FI¥ 15 100 HIGH? YEs_ __ NO

. {38 YOR '"HE CAMERA, $5 FOR THL ALARM)

30. HDW DO YOU FEEL aROUT THE WORK PUTTING 11 (INSTALLING} THE MBS
EQUITMENT TN YOUR STORE? SATISFACTORY MO OPINION__ _ HOT SAIIS-
TFACTORY

33. HOW SATISFIED &RE YOU WIvH THE INSTRUCTIONE ¥YOU REQEIVED 1IN USE OF
YOUR MS EQOIPMENT? HIVER RECEIVED ___ SRTISPACTORY__ _ UNSATIS-
FACTORY MO OPINTMI__

32, IF YOU USED TEER ALAEM 10 CALL THE POLICR, LOW DO YOU FFEL ABRGUT THEIR
RESPOKGE? SATISFACTLRY  UHSRTISPACTOMY ____ NO OpIniow___  (CHRECK
FOR A% MANY INCIDENTE

33. HAVE YOU EVER BEEN HELD UP IN THIS STOARY YRS NO_

34, HOM MawY TIMES EAVL ¥OU EXIN RELD U0 LERD (IN THTS STORE) In THE LAST
THO YREMG

35.  ABOUT 1OW MiuCH (DOLLZKS) DID YOU 1OAY LUF T0 TURSE ROURMEILG IN THE
LART T yEARAT

36, HOW MAKY EOLD UPS BAVE YW UAL SINCE FLEFICIPATING TR TiE M3 PROGRRRY -

TR PELR UP sinew Jeind ik fecurity

l_'[ P oval LOBNTG D) SUE JOINTING MG 10 L DID TN BOERERTED TAKRE?
&

i LELS TBAN L ML 2-L KIN o, MUGREY YRARR L M [ESTREIAD ARF RO AR 4

CAIMES AL URCEERL o R ThIN )

B, HEA LAY PRI YROTLSE e YA Lol
FURE CTUEE CEMOOUL, P RIAIM

Ctummwrn? 1T ANY TRT,




9.

e

VoL

H0y,

[
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[ 81 o

3],

-

Pl
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]
R
L e

|

Py, SO

42,
43,
44,
45.
HeE,
47.

49,

50,
S,

52.

53.

.550

56,

Y.

HOW HAWY DEROGUNSG HELD YOU ue? 1 f +

(RIET TH PO MILFTVLe BOLD-UPS AD HLCRASARY)

IF YOU WERE HELD Up, DID YO Uui 3BT €1 RHE MO DEVIGESY Y5 WO
(CHECK AS MARY YTHES AS KECESSANY)

1P NO, EXULAL .
IF YOU WLEE HELD M, WHd DID YOO ACTIVAYE BIE ALARN (CHECK A8 DAKY

TINES AS NEIESSARY)
DID KCY SES OFF ALANM  BEWORE THLDRED DUHTRE AFTER
DON'Y KNGA___ _

HOW PANY BURGLARTES MaVi YOU HAS LA THY LAGL TWO YEARS

ABOUY HOW FUCH BID YOU LOSE 1N TH:SE BURGLARINT _ DOM'T RNOW___

JIOW EARY BURGLARIES HAVE YOU HAD SINCE PARTICIEPATING TR WHE MS PROJAECTZ
IS SHOPLIFTING A FROBLNN? YES MO KT APPLICABLE

ABOUT HoW MUCH ARK YOUR MONTHLY LCR3SS IUE 10 SHCFLIFIINGT___ DON'T KNOY
HAVE YOU NUTICED AWY DECREASE IN SOFLIFIING AS A RESULR OF PARTICIPATIRG

IN TIBE KM.S5. FROGRANT YES Iy

DO YO THYRY THAT CRIME IN THIS ARER IS IRCHEASTHG OR DECREASIHG __Om
HO CHANGE .
WHAT QVHER SPECIAL ANTI CRIME PROGRAMS (OTHRR THAM MS) ARE IN THE ARER

THLT YOU KNOW ABOUTZ {For exampte, Wounted, lighting,Opersbicn Tdent}

IO YOU THINE THAT THESE PHOGRANS HAYE ANY EFFECT O PREVENTING CRINEB?
¥ig O, NO OPINION ___
WHICH PRUJECTS PREVENT CRIME?

LO TOU FEBL AKY MOwE SECREE OR SAFE IN YOUR STORE HECAULE OF THE ME PROGRIN?
YES i)

DO YOU FEEL, AKY MORZ SAFE ON YCUR WAY TO AND FROM UH: STORE, SAY AS COMPLRED
TO A YEAR AGU? YES KO

HAVE YOO MAlDE ANY CHAENGES IN YCUR MARYER OF DOING BUSINESS BINCE GETVINRG THE
NS BLUIPHENT LIYE: STAYING CPEN LATER, YE&‘:____‘NO__'___; ALTOWTIG ANYORERE TO
COME IN (&Y A KNCOCK Ok PUZZER) APTER CHECKING %UEM

1Es . WO____; ANY OTHER, EXPLALR__

WHAT DD YOU THIMK OF Tif N3 WINIGH WARNING {(DEOAT) AND STORR SICH £5 & HEANS
TO DISCOUVHAGE CRINEY

GOOD____ NG EFFECT____ MOT GCOW____ FC OPIRION __

HOW WOULL YOU IMERGVE THE SIGH

WHEHE DO YOU DYSELAY TiE HS WIWDDW WARNIGGY
FPROMENERT LOCATICE _ HOP FROMIKEHT SIGH T& RUT FUT UP . 1F YOU LOR'T

DISFLAY Tin HE S51GH, WHY NOT?_

WHERE D0 YOU LISYLAT TUE MS STUAL HIGHR?
PROVENRNT 1OUATION _ ROW PROKIR-

i

CHAR ON FREVENTAS (OT0TEINGY BOLD 120

_STE XS L PUT UP

WHEL EFFROT DOOYGU $HLEE Tk 25

SIROVGLY PREVRWT_ _ TIIMLL L N0 ER

HO i Thbn

BYRORLY VIRVl JTTOLD LIAAT NG ERERGT  ENUOUSRGIT SUINE

RISE ST



60,

61.

G2,

63,

64.

65,

66,

67,

L4l
L)

69.

70.

71.

%

WHAT R¥FRCT DO YOU FHINK THI BS SYSTEMS LAVE ON FREVERTLNG TOHGLARIES
SYRONGLY PREVENT  _ LYTTLE FMPECY KO PFYEOT  ENCOURAGES

NO OPINTON _

WLAT FFPRECT DO YOU THINK TRFEL SYSYEMS LAYE ON PRIVINTING DAD CHECKS,
SUOPLIFTING, E9C.7

SURONGLY PRIVENY_ LETTLE EFFLOT N0 ERCVOT ENCOURRGES
NO OVINION '

DO YOU FELONG TO A MERCHANE ASSOCIATION? YRS NO
HAVE YOU TALKED WITH OTHER HFXCUANTS ABCUT THT MS TROGRAMZ YES__ _ N0
DO YOU THINK THE MS PROGRAM HAS MADE MRCHANDS MOR: CKIME CONSCIOUST

¥ES 0 WO NON'T RNOW

HAS THE M5 FRIOGRAM UNIP'IED THE MERCHAMTS CR STRINCTHENED THL BLOCK
ASSOCTATION? YES_ __NO___ DON'L ENOW
WHAT IS YOUR GEMERAL ATTITUDE TOWARD THL POLICT?

elalal] FALR BOOR NG CPTNTON__

BAS YOUR ATTITIODRE TOMRADS THD POLICE CRHANGEL AS K RESULYT OF PRWTICIDATIHNG IM
THE M5 PROGREM?

BREEN GREATLY IMPFROVED IMFROVED ZOMEGHAT _ WOT CHANGED

LESSENED SOMEWRAY _LESSENED A CREAT LEAL

BHAT IS YOUR GENDERAL ATTTTUDE TOWARD THE CICY2

gOOD___FAIR__ _POOR

_NO QVIRION__ _
HAS YOUR ATTITUDE TOWARD THE CITY CHANGED SINCE THIS PROJECT?

BEEN GREATLY IMPROVED _ _ IMPROVED SOMERHAT _ _ NOT CHANGED_____LESSINED
SOMEWHAT _ LESSFNED A GREAT DEAL

THD CITY 'S PRVMERT OF FARZ OF TR MOGNTHLY M35 CEARGIE CEASES ArTen b4 mwinidd,

"WILL YOU CORTINUGE IN THE MS PROGRAM AT YOUR Owd EXFENSE EVEN THCUGH YOUR

MONTLY MRINTENANCE CHARGE WOULD_E{E‘EL’IO AROUY 1B PER MONTH FCR AN ALARM
AND $24 PER MONTH FOR A CAMERA? YFS_ _ HWO__ __ DQutT Khow__

IF YOU WOH'T CONTINUE, WHY? .

HO NOTICEABLE EFFECT  TOOD EXPENSIVE _~ BUT 1 WOLLD BFE HILLYRG TO PRY

$  FOR A CAMERA BMD $_ _ FOR AN ALARM, CTHER, EMPLAIN __ L
HOW MUCH BUSINESS DO YOU DO EACH YZAR IR THIS SYORE? ITSS THAN

§50,000___  $54,000-5100,000___  over $100,6d%_

HOW MANY SQUARE FEET OF SPACE DO YOU HAVE POPR RFLLING {EXCLUDING BTORAGE

SIACE]

kg frneidt  Interviewar-—-5) KOT ASK

TOR IN FROJECT ______mo, Dete equimment fnstalled_

Aok B A & B R

INYERVIEL
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APPENDIX €

SURVEY OF FRECINCTS PARTICIPAITG IN ERC-ENT SECIRTTY PROGRAM
Precinct (rime Prevention Qfflcer Tel, # _ Mddress Period Refermed to: through .
1. Date all Merchart Security (MS) Installations were conpleted In your preeinct — Hwough
2, Nurber of merchants In your precinet . [(Complete treskdown of Ftore caleporics on reveme side of this form, )
3. Musber cof merchants participating 1n 8 vho Pad security deviees (hold-up almwz, cameras, burglary alarms) prior to MS Progran .
4. Murber of merchants in predinet who have gsecurdty devices other than MBS doviees _ . (1f possible},
E, Numzer nl merchants ir the target arsa , nurber laving eo eeardty devices  , mumber having other lnon M5 devlces _ .
£, Munber of morchants.in the ontrol area , Tuther having no securdty devices  , number havlnp othor than S devices . .
TARCET ARFA COUTRCL, AFTA _ PRECINCT
Ineidenca of Crize to Date ) n .
Sin"‘e A1l Tretallaclons fan HZ Storec In Stores With Total Target Area || Total In Stores Total Control Area |lTotal In Total
zre Corpleted-——lze Last M3 Sec, Dov. {infoutside erimeaf] SLor:s With Ay {infoutside crines ail stores Preciret
th"’ e Iorth Nt Non KS stores &b noan-gtores Sz¢. Dev, stores b non-siores in Pet. . Drimea
_'Tutal Jec. Dev, |camern inlarmlbcth
¥ of outsids robherles na® na na na_ | na ng na na
total ¥ of robberles
t2tal # of burelardes
total ¥ of Jnrgonles *™
¥ of drug elfenrey
TOTAL ¢ OF ATL CRIMIS
Incidence af Cyime in
] :l'-'_xbl-.': ertled of
P
¥ of outslde 1obberies na na nu no ne it VL i
Erend £ of wtberien Y U | SN SV
total @ of burclaries
teful A u{‘ J..Jx'rul: ol o
#nf r'.r'u;_' affenens N 1
IOTAL £, CF, M2 O , .
* na means hot Agplicable Poturn tor Al icd Technoloogy Unin, DMfice of Tepacy Comisusiorer AMministration

*pxclule Motor Vildele Lurconlys lawey 1202, e Doddow Phaa,  'Tols 3M-0ut3

gince ME piiot
rrodect & date

ecmmarakle perisd
zae ronthE 33
ebcrrelprier to
i 'rm project



APPENDI X C Tot al Nunber

of Stores in
Store Categories the Precinct

Bank

Bar & Qill

Li quor Store

Candy Store/ G ocery / Meat Shop
Bi cycl e Shop

Dry d eaner

Check Cashing

Drug Store

Gas Station

Loan Conpany

Aothing Store/Shoe Sore
Rest aur ant

Jewel ry Store

Al CQher Stores

TOTAL

Please answer the questions below in detail.

1. Describe any special anti crime programs that were developed and begaun
during the same period of time as the Merchant Security piolt Program:
a) in the precinct as awhole (give dates of operation” of specia programs)

b) in the Merchant Security target area

c) in the control area to the Merchant Security target area

2. Which of the abovespeical anti crime programs were not operational during

the comparacle period (same months) prios to the Merchant Security Prgoram for
which statistics are provided on the reverse side of the sheet. Explain.

Are there any specia anti crime programs that were operational during the
comparacle period and not operational after the Merchant Security Program
began? Explain.



