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.' tNTROhUCTION '", I"~~: ::: 
'.I 

AU11IORIT'l 

The research and documentation represented by this report 'Was 

accomplished through the Equipment Systems Improvement Program (ESIP), 

, sponsored by the National Ins titut.e for Lm-l Enforcement and Criminal 

Jus'tice. Specifica~.ly, the author lIas worked in a. dual role of technical 
'f .' 

, " 

assistance to the Chief of Police in Columbus, Georgia, and ns D. field 

site analyst for ESIP; for the Chief of Police, the author was a pr.incipal . 

in the desiEn and irnplementa.tion of Project CARES (Columbus A~-med . 

Robbery Enforcement ~ection); for ESIP the author was assigned task 

" 8l6P entitled "Analysis of Equipment/Equipment Systems in Detectionl 

Reporting" which includes a study of parameters and uses of portable, 

'" ". . " '. police o\omed alarms as a too.l for police 'selective enforcement. 
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SCOPE .~". ' 

. " 

This survey concentrates on alarm systems which are owned and 

tactically dep~oyed by police in selective enforcement activities. 

The system, hereafter referre_d to as Portal1le, Police Ov.'Iled~ Alarm SysteDlS 

(PPOAS) is typifi'ed by those presently in use in Tampa, Florida, Los 

Anageles, California, Philadelphia, Pennsyhinnia, and more than fj.fty 

" other' l11unicipal and county law enfol:cement "agencies • These systems are 
. ~ . , 

being used primarily to' ef~ect on-scene. apprehension of commericnl robbers 

and burglars by allowing .impl·ovcd response, time to these crimes. Aft~r 

. ' 

a likely robbery or burglary target has be'~ll selected by po~ice. a 

portable alarm 5yst,em, i6 surreptitiously l,11stalled. TIle owner nn(l/or 
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employee is trained to perform ::;ome functions to operate the alam such 

as activatil'lg a variety of sensors and arming and disarming the alarm 

according to the police sc11edule. Polic~ units designated as responding . . , -..:.... ' 

... ;.! 

1.lnits respond to alarm signals "'hich are normally transmitted over the 

polic~ radio system. The system of interest here includes the Operator~ 
..." 

nensors, ~ logic component, a message generator, power supply, output; 
, , 

.,' '~onitor and responding police units. (Figure I) 

The s'cope of this survey is refined in the definition of the 

'l'I'OA System. The characteristic of portability defines equipment, 

progrants, and applications l-7hich' are founded on tactical deployments of 

'''' ..... 

'" alarm equipment' for selective, crime specific enforcement. Consequently, 

, ' the survey specifically excludes programs and equipmen ts which require 

pe1~anent installation of alarm components. The characteristic of 
~, 

police O\mership 'further res tricts the scop'e of this survey.' As 

opposed to police subsidized programs, wIlerein financial and prc.curement 

assistance are provided by the police to encourage commercial mmersbip 

of 'a particular ala~ system, this survey is concerned only 'with pro-

grams and equipment, which ar:e owned, operated, and controlled by the 

police agency. Altl10ugh the national experience shmols some sporadic 

use of PPOA, for crimes' other than commerci,a,l robbery and burglary 

the sorvey concentrates on tl1es~ crimes for simplici ty. , 

~ "Finally, although so~e interviewe~s cited PPOAS for its crime 

prevention and/or deterrence effects the suryey conc;entr~tes on 

,DJlrt'ehension; thia concentration is just:ifi~d' since all knot..rn programs 

using rrOAS seek apprehension of orfcnder~ and none have actually 
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attempted prevention/deterrence Btrat.egies. 

~ . . . 
::' .. ~. '. 

PUREOSE 

J .. 
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Tbe purpose of this survey was to document ti'ithin onl;! source a 

collection of the, national experience with PPOA Sys~ems. ,Further, to 

develop recornraendations for further st'udy and actions for the National 

Institute, should priorities dictate a continuing effort in this 

<' specific area. Finally, the survey is expected to be informative to 

those who conte?1plate the use and/or development of PPOA Systems in 

the sense that it document~ guidance provided by e~erienced users. 
, , 

" . '; .-, .... '. .' 

, }IETHODOLOGY 

, -The Gu~:Vey began "lith a natiomdde search to identify users and . .~ . 

suppliers of PPOA Sys tems. The, identification of suppliers was re-

. stricted to firms which have supplied PPOAS ,to police and/or offer 

a standard off-the-s~elf product. It is' estimated that this survey 

identified at least 90 percent of PPOAS users and suppliers (7 firlY1$; 

56 laW' enforcement agencies). None was deli.berately excluded,. Inter-

n~tj,onal activity with '~he PPOAS concept 'Was ,also sought but the search 

.' proved frui tless. 

In October 1973, a latter request~ng additional information on 
, . 

programs and products ,,,as sent to both users' and suppliers. The 

11 Sporadic use of .PPOAS were noted during th~' survey for auto theft:, 
theft from Duto, extortion, vice stake o~tR;. vandalism, police, ' 
building security •. residential and vation hOnle burgla~y; 'co'urt 'room' ' " 
security. larceny, nnd personal security of'dignitaries and police. 

. " 

. , . '\. 

" 

': 

,~ 

'>! 

,' . 
, " 

," ,-

" 

" 

. 
" 

.... 



';:: 

I 
I 

• 

~',: 

'\ • 

" 

ei. 

OPERATOR 

.. : 

SENSOR(S) 

I.OGre 

HESSAGE 
GENERATOR 

,', 
, 

l-IONITOR 

, 1 
RES1'ONDING 

UNITS 

-.., 
' .. 

" 

" , 
" 

e . -

, , 

... 
••• t ... 

'. , 
" 

• 

. ' 
, .. :. .. - .. , ....... -; .. -:;.. 

. 
• 

" , . 
-." 

: 
~ , 

'.' 

'. .. 

" ' 

' .. 

, .. 
• 
, , 

POHER 
SUPPLY 

" .' 
" 

" 

I • 

.. 

" . 

,. 

;., 

.. 

,-

. , , 

.' 

" 

". 

'. 

Q ' 

. . , 

. . , 
" 

o 

• 

", 

" 

. , 

. , 
- .. 

" 

• 

,,,' 

" 
" 

Block diagram of Portable Police Owned Alarm System 
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responses to these inquiries were used to detet~ine a schedule for: 

- ·'·visits and interviews by the author on criteria of the amount of 
.--- _._. 

experience with PPOAS, unique products and programs"~ ".?nd indications 

of the degree of expect~d cooperation. 
" 

In general, the intervie",s which were conducted sought to establish 

, both the equipment and operatio~al features of progran~ involving 

... -:---- PPOAS, the philosophy here being that consistency among independent 

".~' developers and users is an indication of agreement upon a ,particular 

issue. On the other hand, the interviews sO'ught anomalies, innova'tions, 

and, problems with particular interest to satisfy the purpose of ' 
. 

dissemination experience to others. Finally, the study is supplemented 

"lith the author's pragmatic da,y to day experience as a principal in 
, , , 

" , 
Project CARES, an active C?lumbus (Georgia) Pol~ce Departm~nt project, 

. . '. '.... ..~ 

. "Which inr.orporates the use of PPOAS. 
'- ,,' 

~ ..... ~:... . ' .... 

.. :._ LIHITATIONS 
. . ~. . .: ~ 

" .,.. ,'.,' The author's actual' "hand' on" cXp'erience with PPOAS and programs 

--~-.. for their use is limited to experience with Project CARES. Consequently, 
" \ 

in some,cases, the experience reported here is not national' in scope 

and no doubt suffers from the uniquenss of" this environment. These 
, ' '', 

cases are individually identified in the text l07hich follows. 

'. Fu~ther,' the survey suffers from a g,£!neral non-availability of 

evaluative information regarding the 'effectiveness and utility of PPOAS. 
" 

. Those bits and pieces of data which do exist 'are presented; but 

frequently arc couched in a plea to the reader's intuition. nlese 
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limitations'are the source of recommendations fpr further Gtudy and 

actiouc 
. '. 

REPORT ORGANIZATION 

Section II BACKGROUND is a an· encapsulation of a prOAS dpvelop-

ment, implementation and results in Bakersfield~ Ca~ifornia. This 

example is u;:;ed since Bakersfield is credited with the first: application 

of the' concept and ~quipment which are basic to the survey of portable, 

. police m-med, alarm systems. 

Section III, PPOAS CONCEPT is a generic formalization of the 

• 
. PPOAS concept and includes assumptions and hypotheses of asset. and 

liabilities. The formalized c~mcept is followed by discussions of each 

of the assumi,ltions and hypothesis in terms of user experience • 
.....,.. . 

Section IV, SYSTEH DESCRIPTION provides details of each component 

of a generic FPOAS block diagram. 

'Section V, characterizes the users and manufacturers of PPOA 

Systems and refers to appendixes which contain lists of contacts and ." . 

other perinent infonnat:i.on. 

.' . Section VI, LESSONS. LEARNED uses the concept and system description 
" . 

'as a frame~vork for citing the national experience evoked by the s!lrvey. 

Included are subsections on program planning, Implementation suggestions, 

and General Effectiveness of PPOA Syst~ms. 

The final section summarizes 'the ,findings of this survey and 

" tnakcs l:cconllnenclati-ons for action. 

. . 
. , . 

" 

, . 

.,' 

. ,;~(* 
", 

(~ 

i'" .Ii • 

• :,.";,"~'1. " ~ :. '{!. 

· ~: 
I 

· ,.;., 

,-, :i 

"; . . '" .; 
.... ;. 

... ~,,, 
'."1C 
, , 

.,,:9~ 

.~; 

· .' ,,, 
"' ,1' 
.. i' , , 
"" 



• 
" I • 

(":;.'~ 

.. 

SECTION II 
J' " ,. 

." i .,' .. 

, BACKGROUND 
,.' 

, ~TAl<EOUT 
... .: . 

.' . , 
-- ~' ,r~~:: .• ~ 

",:, ,: 'Police continualJ.y solicit and/or receive' information and intelli-
~"" ;\' . ~~.(:~ . , 

gencc regarding planned criminal activities. Also police are often 

.~ : . pr~Gsured to respond to criminal epj.demics such as concentrated str:Lngs 

. or connnerci~l robberies or burglaries. These situations often give 

. , 

" 

~ .":. 

C' . ~. ... 
~.. .. ~ 

", '.' 

........ 
.... ':. 

'0' .. 

, ....... 

.. ' . 

'. 

rise,to a police response commonly referred to as a stakeout during 

which officers attempt to observe a.crime covertly and apprehend the 

perpetrator(s) at the crime scene. These stakeout operations are 

'e:lctremely labor intensive, normally consuming 'the resources associated 

with two or more police officers for each geographical location expected 

to be the object of the anticipated crllninal actj,vity. Little is Imow 

about the effectiveness or efficiency of stakeout activities as compared 
"', . " 

with other possible police alternatives, however, on the surface then 

appear to consume'a disproportionate amount of resources as 'compared 

with the result~ achieved. (Ref. 62) The fact remains, however, that 

"'most police departments ar~ compelled for a variety of 'reasons to 
, " l '" 

'.conc1uct temporary stakeout activities. 

" . . - ~. . .. :. 
.'f" • '0':. .. _\ .. 

PPOAS CONCEPT 

. ... 

'" 

. ..~ ~,' ..... . 

,', 

, . . 
.', .. .' ' 

. , ,. . '.\ 

'. , . '. /. , 
" -

,'. . ,The development of the PPOAS c~ncept began in Bakersfield, . 

,,'" 

California almost 12 years ago. The basic idea is as follows: (n) The 

poli'ce department would procure a number of p,ortable alarm systems which 
• 

'Would be placed surreptitiously in potentinl commercial robbery and 

burglal:'Y ,'tnrgcts. (b) Employees of these bus~ness cstnblishments would 
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, -,. 
operate robbery sensors and/or arm the system for burglary during the 

. ,tcour.se of closing the business. (c) The portable alarm would broadcast 
,~, , 

":\ 
an alarm message directly over the police radi~ allowing police units 

to respond in time to apprehend the o,ffender'(s~ at or near the scene 

;. of· the crime. 

During 1962-63, Officer John Ovens. Bakersfield's police radio 

technician, constructed .150 "voice radio alarms" from surplus motor-· 
, , 

cycle radios which had become obsolete when Harley Davidson converted 

'their motorcycle electrical systems from six to twelve volts. Officer 

Ovens ,procured the obsolete radios from Bakersfield and other neighbor-

ing departments~ removed receiver components, installed timer circuits~ 

converted to an AC power source, and added an inexpensive tape recorder. 

~le entire process required about one man day of labor and less thon 

$100 ·of'.parts per alarm. (Ref. 1) Over tJ::e past eight years, an 

average of 120 of these alarms have been in continual use by the-

Bakersfield police • 

. The Bakersfield' effort Hith PPOAS does not appear to have been 

program or project oriented. TIiere is no recollection among those 

intervietved of stated objectives, formal planning, or serious evaluations. 

Rathe.r, the construction of the voice radio' alarms \013.5 \ric-wed as an 

opportunity for pragmatic solution to rising robbery and burglary rates 

and as a more efficient meCllod of conducting stakeout activities. Conse-

quentl)' 'Bakersfield Police have collected data on the voice radio alarm 
• 

effectiveness 'only sporadically to satisfy specific needs such as false 
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alarm Rurveys, funding and budget justifications for city council, , 

requests for information from other departments and correspondence 

'With the Federal Communications Commission. Consequentlyp 'during the 

course of interview, conservative estimates of effectiveness were re-

" ques~ed and are presented below as an indication of the general effect- . 

iveness of this basic PPOA concept over the past 11-12 years. 

" 

, 
.... ~... :~ .. ~.~ .', . ~ " ... ' . 

. :; .... -
," 

" , 

. '. ,.*. 

. "-:'. 

. .. .. :' 

, " 

.~ • 10 

1.5 millute average response time (Time from 
voice radio alarm broadcast to arrival at 
scene of first responding unit) 

, .': -100-150 Felons apprehended each year (approxim;;tt~ly 
90% burlars; 10% robbers) '... ..:. 

"80-85% Conviction rates 

:' ',' , , '1,000 Cases in 11-12 yec:<rs of operation 

,. "2/1-4/1 False Alarm to Valid Alarm ratio (Ref. 1) 

In additon to the above estimates, it was observed that the voice 

radio alarms 'vera very much a part of the 1mV' enforcement effor.t in 

Dakersfield and in fact are considered an essential tool (Ref. 49). 

llost of those interviewed have accepted the concept cited above as a 

valid and more efficient alternative to stakeout operations. 

.' ..... 

. The text which foll:ows formaltzes and expands upon the. PPOJ\S concep t 

and summarizes the. national experience accumulated by later users and 

manufacturers. ' " , . ' . , . ," I' ., • ,'0 • 
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SEctION III' 
, , 

C" • ... 
l?POAS CO:~CEPT 

, " i ' 

l'he prOAS concept is based on numerous inlrerimt assumptions and 

h~po~heses. The following paragraphs represent· a geD,eric formalization 

of these and provide. the frarne'vork for presentation of the experience. 

derived by the survey. 

.", 

BASIC PREMISE 

The basic conept of the PPOA system is related to total response 

time or that period of, time which begins with perpetration of crime 

until arrival of th'e police. , Response time may be categorized in terms 

of con,tributors, e. g., in a commercial robbery of a convenience store, 

the £0110'Hing ~cenario is typical: 

Offenders/Robbers contribute to response time by holding' 
the victim at gun point while the money and other contraband 
are gathered; during this t:i,me the victim/ empJ.oyee is 

,prev,ented from communicating his plight to police; offenders! 
'robbers m<:'.y further impede reporting of the crime by 
phys:i.cally detaining and/or threatening him and/or disabling 
communications devices (telephone) .which \vould be used to 
access police service; 

, Victims/employee contribute to response time depending 
on his access to a communications devi~e and ho~y quickly 
he uses this device to contact police; 

, ' 

',' 

Police contribute to response time depending on call receipt 
and dispatching policy and procedures, beat structures, travel 
time, physical environment, availability of units, etc.; 

:Traditionally" police have sought improvement in response time 
, , 

through the reduction of the police contrib,ution to total response 

time. . .... 

The following paragraph, m<tractcd from' the Detroit Police 
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Departments' final report on'Developoent pi Electronic Robbery Stake-

out Alarm System, is indicative of the futility of the traditional 

approach: 

"In h:l,s attempt of affording the utmost of police assistance to 

. ~he victim of the crime, the police office'r has 'traditionally found 

that the one element 'most needed on. his part was the one element mosi: 

beyond the' officer's control; a fore-"larning that the crime is being 
'. . . : . 

'., 

· .' .. ~ 

· ."; .... ,.: .. 
· .. :~;~: :: 

... I •• .. .. 
. :'. ,! 

.. -.' -: ~' . 
, " 

',' 

, ' 

perr~etrate~.. C.ustom~rily, the call. for help is consequential. nfter 

,the fact of the crime Le" the crime has been perpetrated, the criminal 

'gone, the polic'e will come. With th:i.s ru12 0 f thumb in force p de tee t-· 

ion and prevention of the crime is (except'in too fe,y cases) non-

existent. 
'. 

Lil(ewise, any protection from physical abuse to be offered the 
. ~. 

victim is non-'~xistent. Furthermore, apprehension. of the crimii1al is. 

nm-l made more difficult. His apprehension nm(1 becomes a matter involv-

ing 'the tedious process of investigative 'Work conducted by the Detec-
. . 

,·tive forces. Even then, should the ·culprit be apprehended, and regard-

less of the amount of evidence produced or high quality investigative 
, . 

work performed, the fact of the lUa.tter rema,ins that nothing insures n 

court conviction quite,~s well as when the perpetrator is apprehended 
, '. 

" ... 
,~hile, in the ac t of comrui t ting the crime." (Ref. 57) 
. ' . 

.: . . :".~':::~'.i' The PPOAS concept, however, offers opportunities to 'reduce the 
. ",,' .. 
response timo contributions of the offender~ the ~ictim, and the polic~. .• 
The pt'incipal.'adv~ntage 'perceived is that total response time can be 

reduced by providing a convenient, efficient, surreptitiously alarm 

':'" 
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device which can be activated by the robbery victim or, in the case 

·of burglary, by the' offender' himself. 

ASSTJMPTIONS ' .. 
"' •. " .... 

Th~ workability of the concept.is based on several basic assump-

tions. 

(1) that police can successfully identify commercial .robbery 
':and burglary targets by using historical data, crime analysis t 

, and intelligence sources. (This implies that certain 
" cOITUilercial establishments are mor.e attractive to offenders 

than others); 

(2) that employees, managers, and owners of selected target 
businesses can be trained as 'willing oper.ators of a 
police mvned alarm system; 

(3) tIw.t thro'.1gh the combination of high equipment reliability 
_ ,'and control and administration by police, false alarm 

'"rates can be significantly lower as compared with commercial 
alarm system;,'. 

ASSETS 

Given that the assumptions cited above are true, several benefits 

can be expected from implementation of the PPOAS concept: 

(1) Average total response time to commercial robbery 
and burglary call? can be significantly reduce with 
us~' of PPOASj 

•• '~I ~~;~~ 

.~ 

.; .... \. . 
(2) . ,'Reduced total response time provides for a higher 

rorportion of on-scene arrests whj,ch in turn Hill 
develop sounder cases, higher cl~arance rates; 
better conviction rates and 1moJer administrative 
court costs as a result of a higher proportion ?f 
guilty p~cas; 

,(3) U5C of rrOAS in lieu of individunlpolice officers 'on 
Gtakeout offers .sibn~ficant co::;t s<lvings in accomplishing 
a stakeout operation; 
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(4) 

" 
• 't ,. .~ . 
" 

lo' .... er false alarm rates will elicit a more pyrposeful, 
ambitious and'accurate police r.esponse to robberies and 
butglaries in progrcss~ 

(5) portable equipment allmm a scheme of deployment which 
employs. and takes advantage of mobility and tactical 
surprise; tlds scheme will enhanc.e opportunities for 
on-scene apprehensions; 

(6) Use of PPOA(3 iv111 advantageously affect the cr.ime rate of 
,those offenses to which it c.an ,be applied," 

.. : " 
, . 
.' 

LIABILITIES 

", : 

T.he PPOAS concept also created several operational liabilities • 
. 

(1) , the situation created by police arriving at crimes in 
progress increases the probability of a violent confron­
tation dur.ing which, police, victims, bystanders and offen.d-· 

'ers m~y.be injured; 

. (2) thore is a possibility thnt :tmplementation of t.he PPOAS 
.... ,' ":---'concept "\-lill or will appear to be competitive ,vith local 

.' ... ," ... ' connnercial alarm companies; 
" . '. 

(3) inherent in the PPOAS concept is 'the possibility that the 
responding u11i ts would apply unreasonable force if tile 

. PPOAS are used to summon help fc.lrreasons other than a 
felony. For example, a misdemeanor such as shoplifting or 
merely a suspicious act. 

(4) there appears to be some chance that police actions evoked 
by use of a PPOAS could result in legal liability of the, 
municipality unless it'specifical1y limits its lia~ility • 

The follmving secti.on on lEssons learned cormnents ~on .each' of the 

assumptions, assets and liabilities formalized above. 
... \ ,', . ', . ' .. 
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LESSONS LEARNED .' 
I 
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" I 

This section suffers from a general luck of evaluat:lve information 

of the PPOAS concept and equipment. It is significant to mention also 

that the literature is basically void of detai~ed experience of prOAS 

users. The following paragraphs use,the assumptions and hypotheses 

stated earlier as a framework for conveying the e:l,:perience:'of selected 

users. Lessons must be presented informally because of the general 

scarcity of data. 
" . 

. ',' 

lWRKATIILI1Y OF THE PPOAS CONCEPT -
As mentioned above$ the workability of the PPOAS concept depends 

on three assumptions- (1) The capabilj.ty of police to select targets 

with high potential as a robbery or burglary target; (2) Hil1ingness 
...... :; .... 

and trainability of" employee/manager and mmers of these targets; and 

(3) false alarm rates significantly lower than cQmn1(~rical cou.nterput 

, alarm systems. The text v7hich follm.;rs repeats the assumptions and then 

discusses the experience of selected users. 

(1) !!!~t police can succesnfullY identify commercial 
,robbery" and burglary targets bv '(using' h~.§torical 
~ata, crime analysis, and intelligence sourcc~. 
,(This implies th~t certain eomlTIericD,l e?.!:..~blishmen ts 
lire more attractive to offenders than others); 

,With reGard to prediction of commer.cial robbery targets, several 

findings of a study of Comruercial:Robbery in Columbus, Georgi~ are of 

interest. First and perhaps most significant, it ~,.,as found that an 
• 

extremely small portion (57.) of tho businesG,es', j,n ColUlll'bus account 

. for 72~ of the conunerciul robberies; this portion consists of con"; 
• 
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venicnce stores» package liquor storeG~'and 'servi~stations (Ref. 62). 
~ " , ~ 

The. Phoenix, Arizona Poli'ce found tbat 60% of armed robberies reported 

" ,in 1969 occured in convenience stores, liquor stores and gas,stations. 
I.~~· :;"!:-. 

(Ref. 70). Good correlations are also suspected benveen commercial 

robbery targets and geographical locations, time of day and week, and. 

number of employees/potential Hitnesses (Ref. 62). . .... 

The leverage available to a PPOAS user in predict1.on of xo'!?bery 

': targets ,dtbout doubt is', a function of the particular user f s environ·· 
, . 

ment; however, the. consensus of users is that conunercial robbery targets 

can be ident:!,fied with reasonable' success. 

'Several users' cited problems which indicate the. predictive cap a-

bility of police may decay as the criminal connuunity learns of the PPOAS 

program, For example, Phoenix implies that degradatioll of success in 
...... 

'" 

predicting the probability of a robbery was caused 'by dist:'.lrbanc(:. of 

lHl.tter:l1S caused by a~ active project (Ref. 20). 
'" 

Another'example is 

evident in Philadelphia's experience. T?ere, perfoJ:man,ce in robbery 

target prediction appears to have degraded Hith time (Ref. 18). 

Botl~ Binningham and Detroit, reported general probl~ms with rega'rd ... . 
" 

'. : . 

", 

to commercial robbery target selection. Detroit provided some 9uanti-

ficatiOl' of the problem: ' • 

',Uit is Virtually impossible to locate tben business places 
in a small area that have a high holdup potential. Usually 

. , in a group of ten there ,dll be three or possibly four busine~ses 
. that have had a hi~h holdup e::""Periencell (Ref. 57) • . ' 

With regar,d. to pred:f.ction of commer'cial, 'burgla,ry target~ Cedar 
" 

R8pids provided SOme quantified results. 
, , 
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"Past burglary e"l'erience is a good predictor of 
future burglaries. The locations selected for 
alarms because of past burglary experience had a 
burglary rate of 19% as comp~red to 9% ~or all 
other business locat:l,ons in the city~1i (Ref. 74). 

,. • < • 

; 

" 

, , 
The fact that Cedar Rapids system is not portable nor. tactically. 

deployed indicates that police might might expect even be,tter success 

in commercial burglary target selction with the ,flexibility offered by 
" , " 

PPOAS. 

Disruption of burglary patterns by. j_nstitution of a PPOAS, ,operation 

and subsequent learning in the criminal community appears to 1;Je lesf! 

severe than in the case of commercial robbery. Two long term'programs, 
, ' 

, which concentrate on burglary, Salinas (3 years) and Bakersfield (12 

years) ,: have' demonstrated only nominal degradation in performance over 

the years (Ref. 41, 1). 
~ " 

SPECIFIC LESSONS Al\TJ) Rill-illDIES 

~qO known PPOAS users have lost some control of the target selection, 

role. Pressures from organized businessmens' groups have succeded in 
, , 

obtaining through political lneans, relatively long term "temporary" 

installations of PPOAS. The implication of this lesson is that' 

.... ' . , , " 

Birniingham suggest that their difficulty with target selection 

can be explained by loss of c~vertness during installation and testing 

of PPOAS: 
• 
"We have'concluc.1ed that part of the problem of unsuccessfully 

placing the transmitters may be attributed, to an inordinat~ amount 

. ' 
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of activity at: these'locations by,the officers who are responsible. f~r the 

installation and the testing of the system. Alt.hough the officers are in 

plain clothes ~ the amount of ti.me that they are required to be at ,the 
.:.: ~\:'" .':'~:!:'. 

parti'culClr locations probably has caused potential r.obbers to become 

suspicious. .' .. 

Several factors cause the of:::tcers to spend considerable time at 

the individual locations: the initial installation is rather time 

consuming; the owner, operator or employee that will act.ivate the 

transmitter switch, mu'st be instruct;ed in its operation; the system 

, must be tested on regular basis, e·tc • 

. 
We are now attempting to overcome some of these problesm.. To 

b.eg1.n Hith, our ~nitial equipment ~.;ras completely battery opeJ7ated; 

now acquiring converters to provide for the use of regular J.10 volt 

outlets', This ,viII eliminate visits to the locations for the pm110se 

of changil'lg or recharging batteries. Also, testing of the alarms are. 

nmv beiIlg conducted by phoning bhe businesses and insttu~tin8 tl1e operator 

to a~tivate the alarm at a certain time for testing purposes. These 

'.':type problems should be carefully considered pri.or to your instA.llation 

,:' . of th~ sys tern." (Ref. 29). 

. Finnlly, Jackson Nississippi concluded that pUblicity of SUmAC 

affected target selection success. In an early portion of this program 

it was concluded that SIHDACdcployments to a particular portion of the' 

city simply caused the criminal community to concentrate on other 

areas. (Rpf~' 64). 

': . ... 

. . 

• 

.. ..... 

..' .. ' .. ' 

.' . .: 

: . '~': . . "'~ 

,I, . ... 



... 
". '-.. 

\ 

' .. , " 
" . , , 

, . 
.. : .I. I 

that: employees, mC1nagei~'hlnd' ohlnel'S of ~elected' ~arget I (2) 

businesses can be tained as "i-lilling opera tors (5£, n pol~ce mvned 

alarm system. 

Users Clgree that this assumption is representative of perhaps, the 

weal-:est link of the PPOAS concept. 

: lUth regard to the willingness of managers/ovme'rs and employees 

the concensus of usors is that at least initially, excellent cooperation 

can l)e' expected. Detroit prepared a questionnaire to survey potential 

user business's attitudes about the PPOAS concept prior to pro ceding 1vith 

system design. Analysis of the questionnaire allowed the follow'ing con-

clusiqn: 

lilt was found that the full cooperation could be expected from 
the majority of those selected to participate in the alarming of 
their establishments ('both proprietors and employees)."· (Ref. 57) . . .... ~.;~.". .' 

Of the 24 respondents to the questionnaire: 

(a) 100% indicated '\villingness to participate in a robbery a1a1:1"1 

system program. 

(b) 81% indicated no anticipation of difficulty in:,'gettj.ng 

employees to activate the system; 

(c) 96% indicated that they would activate the alarm at the first 

oppor.tunity; 

.. (d), 95% indicated that, duri,ng their DlOSt recent experience as a 

co~ercial robbery victim, they would have been able to activate a device 

placeu some,,,here on their person; and 

(c) ,707. indicated, that they could have s,nfoly made movements \dth 

their' hands including' thouching tbeir belt or ,putting their hands in 
. " 

their, rocket (lte.(., 57). 
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Se.veral ,other m~ct's have cithd general' willingness" of proprietors 

and e.roployees to initially support a prOAS program (Ref 1; 29 p 5l~). 

As a practical mat: ter, however, proprietor/employee ,dllingness 

and cooperativeness, expecially in cownercial robbery applications, 

are in questio'n by eXperienced users~ For example, Tampa reported: 

, "" 

, , "The sensors requiring human judgement prior to' activation ~ 
" created consider.able consternation. Fear of being detected 

, , : ,.;hile activating an alarm was py far the greatest p'r.oblem" 
': ' ,'.. ' (Ref. 73). 

,:,'Evt!'C.l Detroit, Hhose questionnaire indicated validity of the asslJ.Llption, 

,', "7as very pessimistic after accumulating some experience. Detroie s 

, : . ~. 

" 

final report stated: 

liThe ''leak link in the operation is' the operation of the 
body sensors by the business employees. It has been 
determined that for any degree of success it is 
absolutely necessary that a body seIlscr be "'orn and be 
activated as soon '4S the holdup is suspected. None 
of the six legitimate activations 1,'ere triggered by 
a body sensot'. There has be,en a resistance to 

. ,,'earing of body seusors. People obj ect to the incon­
venience of ,concealing the sensor on their person 
and at times employ this objection to conceal a fear 
for their safety, 'oJhich they believe would be in " 
jeapardy if the holdup man uiscovers the sensor on:: 
their person." (Ref. 57). 

Almost all PPOAS users concentrating on coounercial robbery have 

indicated concern that employees m:lke it know that the bU!i£iness is 

alarmed. Jacksonville cited an anecdote which illustrates this 

point. The Sheriff 1 s department placed PPOAS in a group of potential 

robbery targets. One target had been especially prolific. No 

rohberies ,.,ere experienced in that target during the" three ,.,eel~9 the' 

nlar.m ,,'as in~tallcd; how,ever, this target ",'as.' tobbed three times 
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in the week following removal of the PPOll.S. Jacksonville concluded·that 

employee had provided information regarding the presence of the 

alarm H!lich ultimately became available to the criminal comm~nitY'1 

(Ref. 62), 

Tampa cited the follmvlng experienc after having installed l'POAS 

in several high incident robbery targets: 

'.'Then for. some unknm.m re'ason, there xV'as a decrease in 
reported offenses before the first alarm related arrest 

- could be made in t>lhat was previously our high incident 
area. In attelnpting to find a cause of the aforementioned 
decrease, ,."e believe the human factor entered into the 
picture once again. Store emp:loyees informing the route 
salesn.cn that they "lere nm., equipped ,-lith the. alarm and 
the salesmen then going to other store.s and asking if they 
had the equipment. ,We, of' course, do not know this 
happened, but it i p plausible. ~I (Ref. 73)', 

Detroit reported that al.urns 'vere placed in several targets 

which had very high, cOlluuercial robbery experience, Generally, the' 

robberies ceased when the alarms were installed, and employees making 

it knm-1U that the business is alarmed was cited as a major factor fOl: 

cessation of the holdups, (Ref. 57), ,: 

- Some data is available from Philadelphia with regard to employee 

perform.c'1nce .is PPOAS operators in'robbery applications. ' During 

1972 and 1973 there wet"e 23 robberies for wh~ch police cited' 

employee l,erforman'ce as the reason for the robbers' escapes. 

These inciden ts can be roughly described as £0110\o1s: 

66Z - empl'oyee Clctivate.d the alarm aft'cr.' the robber (5) had fled; 

17% - ,employee did not activate the al<:lrlll 'cit all; : ' 

17% - employee pm:pose;ty did not activ.1te the nlm:n\ nt nIl or 
" 

nctivate it late, 
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It should be poi.nted out that these figures for the most. part· 

, , 

;;represent the. performance of bank teller.s since Philadelphia 11as cone en-
, ,.~" 

. ,', 

" 

trated lts PPOAS use on bank robberic;?!. (Ref. 18) 

Employee willingness and per.formance as PPOAS operators in 
. . 

commercial· burglary deployments appears to be less J:mportant:'with regar.d 

to aacrifice of program secrecy. Here the problem has been one of fa1s 

a.larms creatcld ?y careless or improperly instructed employees. Hore 

. details of this prolHem are presented in the paragraphs • which follo\V~ 

(3) that thr.ough the combination of _ high ~uipment reliability 
and control and administration by po1ice t false alarm 
rates can be significantly J.ovler as cornp'ared ~"i th connnercial 
.a1a1'111 sys terns . 

. :.' .' It appears that th'is assuT!1ption can be confirmed by the experience 

of PPOAS users co.tid othe.rs. Several programs cperating "dth· emphasis 

On connnerical robbery and others emphasizing co~mercial burglary have 

demons trate.d significant improvements in commercial alarm sys terns 

in false aJ.arm rates. 
'. : .... 

' .. " Specifically: 

'.' 

~ .... 
, . 

.. 
(a) 'Philadelphia recorded only seven false alarms during 

1972 and 19.73 a p~riod 'vhen a total of 73 valid 
robbery alarms ',·]ere received; (Ref. 18) 

Cedar R~pldsl interi~ report stated: 

,t'· • '.t 

FalS(3 alarms can be reduced to an 'acceptable figure., 
During the first year of oper::ltion the false alarm rnte 
for alarms under this experiment dropped from 79% to 
52% and probably can be reduce furtller. The police 
patrol force has accepted this ra~e very well for they 
are catching,burglars. (Ref. 74)~ 

' .. "., .. :::" 
, ~. .. . 

(c) S~linas hns averaged a SOY. false alarm ra te during' a 3 

yea~ peri?d (Ro(. 41); 

'.' 

.. ,­
. ' •• 

" 

.. . '-' 

· ; 
J 

- ~. 

',; 

" . 
'" 

:, 
':,; 

· . ~ . '-. 
. ' .. .. ...... 

• ~"-r, 

.: :: 

• ",I. 

':.' .', '., 
.... ~I 

ti7: ..... ; .. : 
",:< 
"', ,I,. 

" .. :;.~ 

'" 'L 

": I::~ . ~:. 
\~. 
", :", 
" ",'''. 
" 



-\" 

, 
I H .' '"". .;. 

; .·i:ff~~~: 
: ~~. 

'. 'f: .. 

(d) 15akcrsfitild es tima tes every third alarm message 
represents a valid alarm (Ref. 1) and; 

(e) Jackson indicat~s,that, in essence, their false alarm 
arc limisted to opening and closing times of target 
businesses (Ref. 26). 

, I 

Several users have reported tTemendous problems'with equipment 

. generated false alanns. Detroit and Tampa reported ,extreme problems 

uith ic1lse, alarms, genernted by body '\vorn senso'rs and as a result of 

equipmcmt reliability ahd j:nstallation procedures ~ Duri,ng Detroit's 

operational experience \<lith PPOJ.~S the follo'W'ing cat,egorization of ., 

PPOAS activations was reported: 
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A. Accidental activation 

Eo Honest legit-fmate activation 
fear of holdup, etc • 

holdup~ 

Co Activation for non-valid reasons (alarm_ 
used to summon police for other crimes) 

D. Equipment malfunction '. 
E. Miscellaneous power failure 

' .. 
. J! • Unkno"\>ffi 

, . , 
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2.7 

115 
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(Ref. 57) 

1-'he programs 'which haw:! experienced problems with 11;igh false alarm 

rates can generally be described as those which included: 

(a) equipment deveJ.opment; 

(1)) a large. number of different types of sensors including 
body \wrn sensors; and 

,(c) extensive installation efforts. 

On the other hand, those programs vlhich have succeeded in minimizing false 

alarms have for the most part used production equipment Hith one or 

't'Vl0, unGophis ticated sensors such as switches,. foot treadles· and trip 

" lines and have minimized technicalities required for in,stallation. and 

operation of the system (Ref. 1, 18,'41.) 
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ppeAS ASSETS 

If the workability of the PPOAS conept is assumed, several 

. .. ~ 

, ... 
~.' I 

specific assets are hypothesised to accrue to users. The following 

paragraphs use these assets as a framet-70rk for discussion of user 

experience. 

" . 

1.), Average total response time to commei7cial robbery and burglary calls 
can be significantly reduced ~.;ith 1Jse of PPOl\S. 

It should be reemphisizec1 that here the discussion of total 

'response 'time pertains only to that period of time from the onset of 

a commercial robbery or burglary until the arrival of the first police 

unit. Consequentiy contributions to response time from delays and in-:-

" decisiveness of the offender(s) and v;Lctim(s) as well as police contr.i-

butions are considered. 
. 

'J:heor.ect;!..cally if it is assumed that the PPOAS will allm,' reduc-
',' 

tions in response time in some'cases then it follows that· average tot~l 

response time '\-7ill be reduced. The quest.io~1 remains) ?m,rever, of the 

si~if:i.cance of the resulting reductio;1. 

, User.s attest allnost unanamollsly that significant reductions in· 

total response time have accrued through use of PPOAS. In sever,al 

programs) for example, before and after dat'a are' available. In 

Philadelphia, police cited an average of five minutes police cont·r.j.-

bution to total r€'sponse time to commercial robbery calls. Since 

implementing the HirelessAlarm SystelT!, Pl"og~am, average police contri­

butions to total rcspon~e time is estimated a,t less than, thrity second's, • 

(Ref. 20) Tests run in Detroit (samplo ~izc 132) showed that the 
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ave);age po1t,ce contribution to total response time was 52 seconds 

in deployments which J;'an.ged from targets being several blocks apart up 

to 1. 75 miles apart. (Ref. 57) In Tampa police contribution to 'commer-

cial response time averaged three to five minutes 'vi thou,t STAYS and 

. , 45 - 60 seconds ,.;rith STAVS. '(Ref. 36) Similar experience is evident 

in Birmingham) Bakersfield, Los Angeles, J'acksonville~ etc. (Ref. 7 f! 

~l' 33~ 63). 

Further, if the PPOAS system is activated sometime during the 

robbery the offender's and victimts contribution to total response 

time is redut;ed. Little data exists on hew often the employee/victims 

is willing to activate the PPO.i\S. (See assumption #2) Also f the 

relative sue.cess of sensors designed to activate the PPOASthrough 

the robber's actions, e.g. removing currency from a" cash register 
"',,~, ,. 

money clip sensor, is unknown. HOHever, most users agree that the 
, ' 

victim's and offender~s average contribution to total tesponse time 

is reduced through use of PPOAS. 

, . SOlne data was reduce,d by the author from Philadelph,ia Wireless 

Aiarm System incidel~t reports. These data shaH that 63% of the time 

the PPOAS was activated sometime during the robbery by 'either the 

offender or the victim/employee during 1972 operations. (Ref. 18). 
. , 

,Again, the reader is cautioned that Philadelphia PPOAS operators are 

normally bank te1le'rs and may not exemplify the typical PPOAS opera tor. 
"' , " 

',' ,.',~'oth intuition and experience indicate' that average total response 
, " 

time to conunercial burglaries is :reduced tl,lrq~gh 'Use ol PPOAS. In 
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these cases ,the offender is :lctuctlly the operator of the PPOAS. PPOAS 

usera report average total response time to commercial burglary 

incidents in which the PPOAS is employed as follows: 

Bakersfield - 1.5 minutes (ref. 1) 

Columbus Less than one minute (ref. 75) 

Ha);rtolard Less than one minute (ref. 51) 

. ' .. . . . 'Salinas 3 minutes (ref. 41) . ' 

',2.) Reduced total response time provides for a higher proportion of 
on-seene. arres ts ,,7hich in turn will d~velop sounder cases, , 
clearance rates, hetter conviction rates and low~r adlrinistra­
,tive court costs as a result ofa higher proportion of gujJJ:y, 
pleas; 

A study conducted in Hiami examined 49 uni,que factors of robbery 

for correlation with case clearance statistics,.' ,]~IJe fol:J.owing COllUTlent 

. is quoted from this report: .. 

The speed 'of the police response (from time call received 
, 'at communications room to arrival of police unit) is the mos t 
significant factor in the police process in clearing a robbe..E.Y. 
,~. It appears far more significant than all other elements 
of the pplice process in handling a robbery case. (ref. 39) 

. 
The above stated asset of IJ:?OAS use has been realized by each of 

" the PPOAS tIsers. ,Almost without exception, suspects of commercial 

l:cbbery and burgl~ry arrested on the scene of the crime h~ve pleaded 

guilty. 

Although users of PPOAS are nearly unailimous ,idth regard to this 

'asset two examples, one each for commercial robber'y and burglary, are 

prese~ted in th~ paragraph whicll follow. 

Pl1st nrrest results of cOlOmer.cial robh,ery: on scene apprehensions 

effected by Tampa's S, .elective :Enforcement Uni.t using STAVS have been 
i' 
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'reported as follows: 
, ,. 
/' ,. 

f' 
," 

"It is evident from the data that on~'site arrests resulted 
in a much higher rate of conviction than arrests resulting 

, , ...... 

from investigation by detective units. This is particularly 
.true,of the SEU clearances of convenience store robbery. The 
very low rate of no-disposition cases for on-site arrests leads 
to confirmation of the fact that the on.-site arrests are quickly, 
resolved via judicial 'dlsposi tion. ' 

'. 

" 

SEU personnel reported that offenders apprehended dud,ng a 
robbery almost always tended to plead quilty ~vhen confronted with 

. the evidence." (ref. 36) 

Results cited by the Salinas Police Department of a PPOAS 

, program aimed primarially at commercial burglary: 

"Our al;:JrTns were first put into the field in the early 
part of 1970, and during this first year these alanns ",ere 
~pprehen~ed, were cau~lt inside the buildblR and saved the 
tax pat)ers the expense of a trial as all of them confessed 
.Erior to a ~ourt trial. II (ref. 41) 

. Subsequently, 37 more bt\rglary s71speCts have been apprel1ende:d 
-, 

at the crime scene and all but t,vo have pJ.eaded guilty. ~~hese two 

were convicted by a jury. (ref. 76) 

3.) use of. PPOAS in liell of individual polic'c officers on stakeout 
.offers significant cost savings in accomplishinG <1 stakeout 
.~eration; 

... Arguments t'hat, the PPOAS is a more efficient method of accompl:i.sh-

ing a stakeout vis a vis tl1aditional methods are quite convincing. 

Sev~ral users have documented their arguments with regard to this 

. asset. 

In Philat.1elphia prior to the implementation of the Hireless Alarm 

System l'rosrnm, the primary police tactic against armed robbery was 50 

two man stakeout teams. Each team was dcployeo to stakeout .one, or 

occasion311y \o1hen the. phy&lcal layout permitted it, t\~O businesses 

. 
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. . .. , \ 
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, .. " . . 
judged to have high poten.tial as robbery targets". ',rhe cost. of this: 

approach was cited as more than $1,000,000 annually exclusive of 8uper-

visory costs. (Ref. 20) 

. t~ith the use of PPOAS, Philadelphia attained significant cost 

, sav:1.11gs: ....... ~ ........ , •• - _ ••• ~.- ... ,- ...... "~ •. '" ~« ..... ;..,. 

.. ' .' 

'. nThe 10 systems requested (costing 9146 )445 fo!:' equipment, 
plus '$260,145 for personnel) will provide protection equal 

'to that provided by 150 teams (eosing approximately $3,800,000 
annually). (Ref. 20) 

•••• by installing the.se systems at 10 1I111gh risk" areas around 
the. city. the Stakeout Unit Hill be able to provide protection 
on a city wide basis, utilizing' only 21 men (one sergeant and 
20 po1.Lcemen). As mentioned before, this same degree of protec­
tion would requir.e at least 300 men using the "stan.dard scheme" 
(Ref. 20) 

Los Angeles t Robbery Homocide Div5.sion using their RATS System 
cites a 50% decrease in man hours e)..7cnded en stakeouts • 

. ·In lUO'S t itistances, a squad of ten men and a s~pel~visor can' 
, . cover all eight l~ATS locations. Hithout the use of the alarms 1 

a total of 16 to 24 men plus supervisors would be needed to 
'cover the same IDeations. On e}..'"Pan~ ed use of the RATS alarms, 
the same squad of ten men could cover approximately 15 locations, 
depending on the are.a to be covered. Hith the use of 30 or ljO 
RATS, the. HGtro Task Force could be used as response units in 
conjunction ~.;rit? their rep:ular duties. (Ref. 71) 
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Note: Typicollyp in a stakeout using RATS responding units are on 
foot. 
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Several mediUm and small siz~d departments which a'Le new users :' . , 
of PPOAS have cited this cost saving asset even though p at: the time 

of the survey, little or no success in on scene apprehensions had been 

obtained. For example, Coos Bay stated: 

"To date we have not any success in second guessing Vlhere a 
'burglary may occur but our paid overtime in the area of 
stakeouts has been drastically cut. II (Ref. 77) , 

'. t • 

" ' .. ,' . :,Fuither~ Chula Vista Police stated: ' ... 

" : To date, we have had only tHO Ilhitsll On. the alarms. In 
~ ',~ ,both instance the suspects were apprehended on the scene. 

" '" I'm sure if we had more uni ts to deploy our apprehension rate 
would be subs tan l:ia11y higher. Hm",ever, the alarms have more 

" 
than paid for themselves just in man-hours saved that othenlisc 
'Would have been expended on stakeouts. (Ref. tf6) 

The survey results contain addi tiQnal ex.amples which vejdfy 

cost savings available through ,the use of PPOAS. On the. basis of the, 

national e:>;perience, users of P,POAS' can expect considerable reductions 

in the resources required for stal(eou~ opeJ:ations u 
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(4) '1c'nver false <ll.:1rm rates ,dll elicit <l more EUl-posC!ful; ~mb:l.tiou9 
, '.and 'accurate, police response "to in~pror:'TcSS robberies and bUr[;la-ries. 

Discllssionn with pol:lc.emen engaged as responding un:i.ts in Jacl<.son-

ville) Tctmpa s Columbus~ Philadelphia p Bakersfield$- and Los Angeles, 

,'have convihced the author that: 
" . 

. (a) Police quickly perceive lower false alarm rat'es demonstrated 

byPPOAS; and 

: . (b) Higher priority and urgency a'ce afforded PPOAS alarm m~ssages 

through b~th department policy-and i11dividual 'officer initiatiVE!; 

and 
.... 

ee) P61ic.e also perceive ~he increased risk pf"~iolent confron-

tations t.;i th a felon 'tvho j.s surprised in the midst of a 

cr:i.minc,l act . 

. " i~\.,er £~·J.se' ~larm rates possible ~\1ith PPOAS as compared Hith com-

mercial alarm systems increase the odds of apprehension of suspects. 

Officers engaged as responding units appea~ to be favorably mot.ivated 

by increased opportuni~y for apprehension. As mentioned above, 

Cedar Rapids patrolmei1 i.;ere quite happy ,dth false alarm rates as . 

high as 79'h: because "they are catching burglars" (Ref. 1[,). 

E~en Detroit's SEAR Program, Hhich experienced the l,ligl1est false 

alarm rate of any px:ogram surveyed concluded: 
.\ , 

"False. alarms ha\Te not been ~ majol' problem. They have ac.ted 

: as a training exercise for the equipment and personnel" (Hef. 57) 

.In sum the national experience suggests th;.rt individual officer 

initiative created by the perception of improved apprehension 0Pp0r.-

tunity .cnn be mol~ed. through training to lIchicvc 'purpos~,ful, ambitious, 

and accuJ;'llte response to PPOAS alarm meSSa[;eR. 
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5.) P01:'table N@pmrmt .:1J.101015 a scheme of. dCI?loyment which employes' 
Dnd takcB adv.::mtage of mobili ty and tactic.al surprise) this 
scheme 'vil1 enhance 0PEortunities for on-·scene aPI?rehcnsions: 

Although no data was found in the survey to support this asset of 

PPOAS~' several :i.ntuitive arguments can be made. 

;',' 

•• :! to,.., 
.:; ... 

The principal arguroen~ resides in the evi'c1ence presented above 

'\olitli regard to both general and specific learning about police PPOAS 

activities to the criminal community (see assumptions (1) and (2)). 

This evidence indicates that rends and patterns available to police a,s 

'aids in 'prediction of commercial robbery and burglary targets are disrupted 

by: active prograrns'. Logic dictates tl)at anticipation of these disrup-

tions, or even quasi-random deployments, along ,\1ith a scheme mobility arid 

tactical surprise vlill enhance opportunities for on-scene apprehensions. 

/\,lso, it is not unconnnon for pol1.ce to receive information on 
, , 

planned commercial robberies and burglaries or they may actively seek 

such :{.nformation from informers and infornants as an alternative to 

target prediction.. The advantages of :mob:Uity and tactical surprise' 

,are though to be of particular value in these scenarios. 

6.) Use of PPOI\S 'viII advantageously affect the crime rate of those 
offenses to which it can b~ aep1icd. 

This asset of Pl'OAS use is probably the most important in terms 
I • 

of value to law enforcement agencies; howcv'er, little evidence is' . 

avaiinble upon \,lhich to sunnise whether benefits in crime rate 

reol1ction actu<lliy a~'cr\1e 'to PPOAS users •. ' 

-f:'!-~ 
The ahsen~e of ""4~"""':~ ano comprehensive, evnhmtion 'of this aspect 

tiJ4\(l(lV,) h 
of t.he l'POAS conGcpt rcp1:esent:s a severe deficiency. 
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,Tho most: seriou's evaluation of program success in term.s of PPOAS 

program impact on crime rates ~vas accomplished ~y The MITRE Corporation • 
.. '".". 

This study sought, to rcsurect programs data and consequently did riot have 

the benefits of directing data collection through experiemental desi b'11 • 

. , '.:, ... Consequently ~ results are n~cessarily cautious regarding STAVS impact 

. . ·0 ..... .' . 

.:'\ ' 

.'. 

. . 

on the citY-Hide, commer:cial robbery prob,lem. (Ref. 36) 
' .. : . 

PPOAS" Liabili ties 

Along with tIle assets discussed above use of PPOAS creates several 

r.isks and hazards. These hypothesized liabilities are discussed in 

terms of intuitive argument and user experience in the paragraphs 

\vhich follow. 

1.) the situation created by police arrlvlng at crimes in progress 
inel.'c<!sris the probability of a vic:lent confrontation dtirins,. 
vlhich t E.olice, victims 1 ]:rystanders and offenders may be injured; 

Both intu;~ive arguJment and ~ctual c:h.-perience can be used to GUpP0T.'t 
I 

,. the hypothesis that this liability accrues to PPOAS uscrs. '111e, 

· pri~a?-'Y concern applies to commercial robbery in t.,hich ~rIlled offenders, 

, ~llready stressed by the situation of the crime they are cormnitting, are 

· , 

:~~confroutcd by responding police. 
: -~ , 

' . A Hiami Police Department study of factors involved in robbery 

. arrests is used for intuitive argument. 1'hi;5 study showed: 
.' . 

· ." 

. .' .' : : "':::. (a) 
"',' ' .. '"I":' , " 

police encountered resistance only 2% of the 
.time when arrest~ng. robbery suspects; 

.. ' " ", ," 

,.' '.' . 
'.' ',., , 

:' ",:.' ,,~ (b) 

, .' 

.. 
," I 

in 6% of the cases J l'obbery sllspects were armed 
·,~ben arrested; hO\"ever. 

(c) in 64% of the cases offenders ,,,ere armed dt.tring 
. perpetration of the robbery. (Ref. 39) 
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I ,. 
Using this information, and assuming there is good corr.clati'on 

,bett"een' the likelyhood that ~ s~,spect ~lill resist arrest and the 
"" 

condition of being armed, the odds of violent confrontation ,,,ould . ,":,. . '.~" 

nppear to be drast:Lcally :r.ncreased durIng on-scene arrests of commer-
, .. 

. : cial robbery' suspects., 

The only data which could be collected was taken from incident 

. reports concerning l'hiladelphias I use of PPOAS. A review of 73, 
.' ~ . 

, , 

", 

.. 

1972 and 1973 PPOAS incidents showed: 

7 Robbers shot, 
, . ' 

·0 Police Officers shot ... ,.' 
, . 

3 Robbers injured in struggles: 
. ' . i. .: .... ' . 

, ,3 Police officers injured in struggles . ' . 
, ' 3 Shoot5_ngs in 'Which no one ivas injured. 

', ... 

, From these figures it appears that the. odds of some sort of 

viplent confrontation are at least 1/10 when offenders are surprised 

during the act of c,ommerical' robbery. 

, Philadelphia PPO!\' Program administrators stated that such con'~" 

frontation, especially shootouts, had detremental effects on the 

police reputation and that employee ope.rator, cooperatiol!- had suffered. 

Furthers as cited above (asswnption 2) the indications of a trend 

tmmrd employee/operators purposefully refra;i.ning from activating the 

prOAS until after completion of the robbery are thought to have been 

cau~ed by publicity of such violent confrontations. (Ref. 18). 
, , 

. Other USern have been successful in avoic;1ing shoutC?uts and other 

forms of '\I iC:I't'Nt~confrontation during on-scene llrrcsts of conunercio.l 

. robbery offenders. Tmnpa for exnmple i1a progress re11O,rt on STAVS 
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operation stated: 
", i 

, , 

liThe operation of ~he system in a lllannel:' that did not alert tlle 
, c):i.Tflinal until his npprehension enabled the twenty-n:hne (29) 

subjects to be arrested ~ .. ithout injury to the complainants, the 
police, or the crilninal, ~"hich is ve:r:y gratifying. II (Ref. 73) 

. ",. .' 
'rhis record suggests' that through development of 'tactics and 

training ',of 'responding'"units' vi.o1ent confrontations "during on-scene 
, " 

arrests can be minimized. 

, A study being conducted by the. International Association of 

'I 

Chiefs of Police should be of ~T).tel=est for l'.urrent and potential 

users ox" PPOAS. '1:his study is directed at the problem of violence. 

. ' 

,', 

during on-scene. apprehensions of robbers. The report entitled "Robbery 

Events: A Risk Reduction l'fanual for Police~'" should be avail,able. in 
" 

dr.aft form i.n late. Slmrmer 1974. 

(2) ~:here is A possibility' that irilp1eme.ri.tatiori.' of' tlie 'PPOAS 'coricept 
'.;Ii11 or Hill _appear" to 'be. competitive -;Yth local commercial.. 
~t1ann companies: 

Several users have cited difficulty'~dth PPOAS programs as a 

result of conunercial ala.rm"companies perception that police are. 

competing 'in tl;e' alarm market; hmvever~ eXl?erience. has s11?wn that 

programs which adhere to short tenn installations and which avoid 

permenant installations can successfully cope 'with this problem. 

, " : ,'1,\.10 tlsers t Salinas n.nd Jackson» cited proliferation ,of commercial ... ; . . .. '. . 
clann demand among businesses which had been temporary recipients of 

'police owned equipment (Ref. 25, 51). Obviousl~'proliferation of 
: ' 

commercial alarm syst}!ms is an issue viewed d'iff'ercntly by police, 
", '; : : ~ 
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the suppliers, and the constnner; :Lt is not addressed here. 

: ". j" •• 

(3) ,Inherent in HIe PPOi\S concept j.s the poss:l.hi1itY that the resEOncling 
units vould apply_unreasonable force :i.f the PPOf\S are used to summon 
help f.or. reasons other than a felony. For C'XC1tnrJ.e, a tni~;dcmeanor 

~uch as shoplifinn or merely a supicious act. 

·As discussed above, the arriy,al of police at a commercial robbery 

in px:ogress is thought t~ greatly increase the probability of a violent 

confrontation. The problem here is that in sp'ite of instructIons pro-

vided by police, the employee operatoTs of PPOAS historically have 

acti.vated these alarms.for reasons other than robbery in progress. For. 

example, in 1972, the Philadelphia Hireless Alarm System) although 

used exclusively for commercial robbery lvas activated t}O% of the time 

for off(:l1ses other than robbery such as .larceny, bad c.hecl~s, or shop-

lifting) or even because the employee/opexatorthought a cus'tomer looked 

suspicious. Similar observations have been made in Detroit and T.::.mpa. 

The Detroit SEAR alarm 'I:.;ras acti.vated for reasons other than c011nuerciai 

. .'robbery. more often than' it was activated for conmlercial robbery despj.te 

specif:i.c) repeated instructions to employee/operators that improper use 

could be tragic. (Ref. 57). 

- '. 
The national experience indicates that police use of PPOAS creates' 

a reasonable force dilemma of approaching a scene 'I:-lhere experic'nce has 

shown high odds of a violent confrontation 'l:dth a fleeing fclon yet·a 

good ch.':mce that the suspect has committed \-lh3t 1Uay be n misdemeanor) 

or an act which looked suspicious to ane.rvollS clerk. 

(I.) There D.ppe~rs to be some chnnce that police actions evoked by 
use of a PPlMS coul.d n:~slllt in legal liability of the municipnlity 

. 'unlcs~ it'ripcc.i:£ically limits its 'li:"1bilm~ 
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Although evidence is scarce. in the. FPOAS user community, there 
.. 

appears to be a possibility of legal actions agains~ the police or, 

municipal user of FPOA systems. Poor r.esponse time, malfunct10ns of the 

equipment, extension of unreasonable force could be const~ucted as 

police negl,igence. Two cases are knovffi \vhere such li~bili ty ,vas imp~ied. 

In one case a pl:oprietor of a business Hhich was robbed claimed the 

city was " l~able for the, full amount of the robbery loss due to the .. . .' .... ;-.. ~ .. . . ... 
, ' , 

negl,igent acts and/or, oroissior:-s in the discharge of the officials 

(p.olicc) duty to prot~ct citizens in dis tress. (P,ef. 35). In this 

case police response time to the robbery in this case had amount.ed 

to 1.0 minutes due to a number of 'explailiable problems. In the. second. 

case, ReIly Vs. Karger Company, thE: plaihtiffts wife Has shot. and 

kille~ ~y a robbery offender ,.;rhile a customer in the defenden't' s 

store. During the robbery a clerk activated a silent alarm ,vhich 

brought the police to the ~ccne. The custolU.~r'lvas tal:en hostage and 

intentionally shot while being pursued by' the police. 'rhe court 

ruled if there is' an opportunity to comprehend the danger, ~egligence 

can then become a jury question. (Ref. 61). 

The specif:i,c outcOTIle, of these civil actions is unLlJportant; the 

lesson here is that the courts have and apparently 1.;5.11 consider 

suits r'esulting from PPOAS system malfunctions and risky situations , 

'which become more probable as a consequence of PPOAS system use. 
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SECTION IV • 'J; '( 
.0-

/' I, 

l?J?OAS Components -, " 

I 

l!'igur.e ~·-l is n generic 1J10Sk diagram of the PPOAS Sys tern ~vhich 

is used to explnin the basic componentCi I variRtions p '1;nd characteris-

tics. The format of the pax:agraphs Vlhich follow is designed to first 

cite details of the Bo.kersri.eld voice radio alc.rm followed by addit:f.ons ~ 

rnodifications~ accessorial capabilities and sophistications added by 

the various users and :manufac turers. Jargon and technical te~"1l1inology, 

perculiar to the field of electronics has been avoided purposely. 

()P:r~RATOR 

Referr:t,ng to'Figure 4 .... l~ the operator of the BakersfieId system 
S',,119 U. 

is normally the proprietor as an E:,mployee of a ·&fi:m:.cr business ~ a 

prin.cipal of a· school, or in sam!} casu.>, police officers. In a typical 
~:-'. 

;. 

installation, having se.lected a possible comr'.lercial robber.y or hurglary 

target, a patr(JJ: officer JUClkes ClU initinl survey of the. premises ~ 

ins talls the alarm, anel ins tructs the operator hi :Eul1cti.ons ,.".hich 

include sensor activation and arming the alarm. Police instruction to 

·the oper.ator e.mpha~ized a .false alarm .free o~.eratioll and the fact 

that the installation is temporary and under control of the poli~e 

d~partnlent • 

System development of this component has included several approaches. 

Several programs using prOAS have cOl1centrat~d heavily on training of 

the target population of small buisness operations/employees. 
. \ . (Ref. 

1,7. 54), Nwuerous users hove concluded that the operator is perhap!J 
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the weakest link in the entire l'POAS System. '111e operator/employe.e 

if not properly trained and cOhtf,olled can sLlcrificr; covertness of 

the program and endanger th~mselves ~ responding police», and bystanders. . .';. 

Users of PPOI\S cited numerous antidotes "zhere in operator! employees 

frus tl"ated or comprom.:tsec1 th,e police mission by improper operation of 

the },'POA System. The classic is the ope~a.tor/employee "Hho brags 

about his ability to sunuuon police and demons r.ra tea the ability to 

acquaintances and custOlI1CrS 0 

As a supplement to training of operator/employees~ several users 

, have established thresholds for the number of false alarms \.;hich 'will 

be tolerated. Hhen this threshold isexceded the system is simply 

removed and relocated to anothel" tayget prc:rJ?-se. (Ref. 18) 25 ~ 41) • 

. ' Tampering and the damage, to the polic,c, owned equiproen't: and a : . ~-:~~" 
/.' 

mission has been connnon. Several users have devised dOCUInents to be 

signed b.y authorized age.nts of selected target husin.esses wh:tch 
bus; N~ 

establish liability of' the -b~-es-s- for da~age to eq,uipment caused by 

negH_gencec (Ref. 25, 54). 

SEnSORS 

The Bakerfield sys tern uses ttW relativelY simple sensors almost 

exclusi ,:,ely. :For commercial robbery applications an extra no sale 

button :I.nstalled in the cnsh register is used as a robbery sensor. For 

conunercial hurglury installations, a monofilament trip line device is , 

employed. This sensor consists of n two pound test fishing line' fitted 
. 

wIth n plastic tab ,.zhich, deac~ivatcs a lllicrostoJitch when. disturbed. The 
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" :rip line is stretched across doorways, halhlays,p or attached to items. 

Officers depend on chl1erience ~ history of illegal p6ints of entry to 
I, ,,,./; 

....... ·~"~t:,. 

the premise and common sense in locating trip line sensors. 

A tvid~e.lectio~ of s-ensors ·,has been used in conj unction w'ith 

PPOA Systems. l"igure 4-2 shows the types of senGors ~hich have been 

included in selected'programs, and illustrates the variety of solu-

tions \·,hic.h have been attempted~ :Che experienc.e ,of users with ~egard . . . . 
to sensors ca.n be surrunarized with several generalities. ·It,ppears 

that users have been oyerly optomistic'regarding the geJ?ernl utility 

and reliability of the more sophisticated sensors ~uch as microwave, 

infrared r ul~rasonic, acousti~f etc., tolhich are sensitive to the e11viron-

ment of the alarmed premise. Several programs have indicnted that 

.... --" 
sophisticated sensors, '"hile attractive in concep.t, are not prac-

, tical, for repetitive temporary :tnstall~t:l.ons ~ consume disproporti.onate 

amounts of: time for installation, and are TIlore subject to fals~ng, Tbe 

classic example is the Tampa STAYS Progra:m. This progrrun has the 

largest and mo::,t sophisticated sensor comple.ment of any PPOAS, program 

Imovn. (See· ~igure 4-2). After extended op~rations p exclusive use 

of floor treadle or'tape switch placed adjacent to cash registers and 

n manual svlitch located in a back room office or store room has 

evolved. Se:vern1 of the more soph:l.sticated sensors purchased for 

'commercial burglary applications have never 'been used and nre viewed 

as sunk costs by progrum administrators. (Ref. 36). 

Perhaps the most siGIlificilnt advance which related to sensor 
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TYPE OF SENSOR 

ROBBER',): SENSORS 

,', 

.' 
'.' "' .' :,f.' 

Cash Register (Last Bill) 

Cash Register (No Sale Butt6n) 
", 

Floor Trea~le or Tape Switch 

Undercounter Button 

... ', .. ; 

E~ployee (Pocket Durress Button) 

L E;:-:plcyee (Haist Belt) 

:Eu.ployee (Pocket Honey Clip) 

BURGLARY/INTRUSION SENSORS 

}!icrOHave 

Infared 

t't:-asonic 

I Vibration' 

.\ }!ass 
i 
I .;coustic 

. .'~' ... .... " . ,.' , r .. "-'-.- .-, . .; 

·1 
x 

x x 
r-

X X 

I I \. 
It! j 
~--rl-___ ~-'-~ 

T ''-- --~ 

x 

X X 

X X 

*Syste~ for the I~?rcve=en! o~ 
Detection and Apprehension ot 
Criminals 

X: Operati\)nal Senso:!:.'s 
E: EA"Perimental Q1!2nties 
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components has been the use of equipments which. r:dlovr a selected 
I 

pr.emise to be alarmed vlithout wire connections bct~"een sensors and the 
I 

othel" equipment: components. This feature,was developed initially 

by Hr. Charles A. Holt for the Los Angeles Remote Alarm Transmission 

Sys tern (RATS). HoJ.t' s design used snlull t inexpensive gar.age door 

opener type transmittets and receivers 2 h~reaftcr referred to as local 

transmitters and local receivers. These devises are built under 

,Federal Communication Conlmission Rules Subpart E of Part 15; ',LOt" 'Pm-H~,£ 

Communication I?ev:i,ces vlhich provides for ";nlice.nsed operatio.n of, ga:.::age 

door. controls and other s±m:L1ar mini.ature transmitters. (Ref. 56). 

The range of, this type of transmitter vc~ries considerably depending 

upon t:llC! environmental condit:i.ons ~.;rh,=re it is usec1~ but for the purpose 

of the }'}?OAS con,cept as appJ.ie'd to cOlUl11erical robbery and burglary is 
, , 

normally adequate. Altho1.lg a discussion of range w'ithout lnentioning 

,other parameters is some'IVhat crude, interv:Le\'7eeS, suggest that actual 

range capability is sonle,h';"ere betiveen 100,-300 feet. Holt! s concept 

allows the local tr~nsmitter itself to be sued as a duress button or 

when connected to virtually any ot,her type sensor 1 as a \vire1ess 

,connection to the componcnets shown in Figure' 4-1 ,~hicb nre normally 

packaged together and inconspicuously placed in the alarmed premise. 

Th.e Detroit and Tampa P.ol~ce Departments continued 'vi1:h this con­

cept, apparently independently. (Ref. 38, 57). The Tampa/l-iartin 

'l-l<lricttn joint venture added the dimension \vh'erc. by several garage door 
" . 

opener type local tr~nsmittcrs were tuned to,un~que frequencies such 
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that their signals could be distinql!ished and proce,ssed differently 

by the logic component (s,ee Figur.e 4-1). ' '1'hls capability~110\""s 
i,~ ... ;' ,. 

sensors to be classified according to their use and propensity for 

falsing. J:'or e:xample;' sensors can. be classified as day '(robbery)/ 
, {:'1..1/~f:.he.R.. 

night (burglary); ,.f:ln:F82:l:, it is 'Hell lcnoi-ln that some intrusions ' , 
sensors are more subject to false alarms than others. By usi~g a 

" number. of different local tran'smitte.rs, an alarm priority system 
, , 

can be built into logic circuits 't-lhereby the .more reliable sensors 
, , 

are given higher. credibility than other sensors wh:tch have higher 

falsi,ng rates.' 
" 

Hith the description of improved methods for sensor installation 

.. described above a mnnber of 'innovations 'for personal body ~nounted 
"', '~ 

. duress sensors is COl1~:i.gured as a .vaist belt. l'he user activates 

the sensor and sends an alarm by pushi,ng out his stomach" (Ref. 38). 

A body worn pocke.t 1l10ney clip transnLi:,tter, and antenna combination. 

11as been used for situations wherein the potential victim, eg.) a 
, --' , 

1"1 TT (J 1\' d A ,.... ) 
service station ,a,t,.I=-e-H<:h:t-L!.J.):-1 can activate a sensor and send alanu by 

removi,ng a specified bill from the clip. (Ref. 30) 10: general, 

the concentration appears to have been on ?evelopment of sensor! 
I .1.: • 

local transmitter combinations ",bicb. will allow more covert 

activation of the PPOA equipment, 

Little development of intrusion sensors for specific lise '-lith 

PPOA systems is kno\."ll; rather commercially, avail~ble s,ensor.9 such 

as thoso listed in, ~igure ',-2 have been used., However, the U.S" Army 

113S recently issuod' a Haterial Need for an improved Facility Intrusion 
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Detection System (FIDS) ,,,hicIl, Hill include developm€:nt of inlproved 

duress sensors. Specifically) duress sensors ,,,hich are activated 
-f.-hi./J:tLo fOCJic.aQ/ ' 

stll,joJnatically by PhJ.:l·j~to:h:rgi."C"<rl:- manifestations of stress in the 

wearer are to be developed. (Ref. 58) , 

1 ... 0GIC 

The logic component of the Bakersfield system consists of a 

timing cir.cuit ,,,hich controls the :mess,ag'2; generator so as to comply 

, ' 

with Federal Communicati.ons COJumission (FCC) rules and regulations. 

Tho term logic is used rather loosely here to describe the 

PPOAS component shown in fi.gure 4-1. 
c-CnI .... jl.t ... 1'yJ ~, t.. 

This ecr,.npi:nic~-rt-t:. lUay accomplish 
JI 

t'NO functions: 

1. Timing and control of the, 1l1Cssage genCl"ator and output 
components to satisfy FCC rules contained in Part 89; 

2. Elimination of false alarms through the use of n"."fUJY"Or..." 
~ircuits time gates, etc. 

The PPO!\S as d~fincd in this paper falls under Part 89 of the 

FCC rules (Public Safety Radio Services) which 'are concerned 

priJuarily with licensing of transmitters and receivers ,to j.nsllre 

electromagne.tic compatibility are \VeIl knmvn and are not stressed 

here. l~we~er) one portion of Part 89 applies specifically to 

PPOA type systnrns. Specifically, present rules permit the use of 
• 

lemd-mobile police frequencies for reI.oote aJ.<lrm signaling purposes 

os long as alarm messages (voice and non-voice) do not cxcede six 

seconds in le,ngth nod are not repeated ,more than five times. (Ref. 59). 
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Recently~ the Technical Standards Branch of the FCC interpreted 

,':'the rule to r.equire that the alarm transmitter -be. turned off after 
, , 

each six second. messaBc and turned on again for each subsequent .. ~. . 
~. . 
" 

tnessage (Ref. 4~). Consequently, to be compliance with Part 89~ 

PPOAS must include timing logic to turn the alarm 'transmitter off 

and on each six seconds and fail safe timers to insure the ~~"i)-30 

seconds transmission p~riods are not exceded. 

T-he second function of the logic component is elim:Lnatiol1 of 

sensor'generated false a.larms. The Tampa/Hartin Harietta STAVS and 

Jackson 1 Hississippi snmAC ~yste.ros have provided most of the ex-

" 

perience in this area. 'J:he Tampa System garage door o1?ener type 

transmitters which were built so as to provide three unique signalso 
, " d.v;u·cyhL',({l..l 

, , The' Logic co~p.onent in STAVS ,'laS ,d"etri:-'R~- to process each of these 
",' 

signals differently. That is, the three unique:ly tuned transmittc:!r 

types are used to establish an alann priol:ity system and to control 

the :message generator, and ,output compof/ne;r:s and to operate accessory 

" ' evidence collection equipment. Exhibit 4-1 is a table. reproduced 

fronl a Hartin Harrietta proposal to the c~ty of Jacksonville, Florida. 
I 

It is included he,re merely to illustrate the us'e of lpgic circuits to 

eliminate sensor cause false alarms. The ,class A,n, and C alarms 
, " 

correspond to the three uniquely tuned garage door opener type 

trans'mitters. 
. .. ~.' .: ': ... , . 

tJ.L{)Jy\6.M u&. 
'.rhe ~rnmpa STAYS Program has essential~y ·ll-h-€In{~ol1'ed the use of 

IN'C\.Q. -, 
--ocai-' trailsmittcrs and the logic circuits {or false alarm screening 

(prim.:irily because of maintainability and ,reliability of the equip-
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EXHIBI'l' 

PROGRt'l\.H/CONTROLLER FUNCTIONS 

,.~~., ... ~",:,: "t,. - ... ' :;~ .. ' ..... ' ,- '''':-= .. l~~:".J"'~ .J.~ .... .... ,.' •• ~. ~. 

. , 
'-..I • . 

Illistra:t.ions of Logic component. of PPOAS 
designed to lo\·;er senr;or caused false alarms. 

" 

DAY SETTING . 

Class A Alarm Received 

Within three (3) seconds, the transceiver is 
activated: telephone dialer starts aialing and video 
tape recorder-started operation continues for one (1) 
to ten (10) ninutes as determined by master timer 
setting o~ until reset manually 

Class B Alarm Received 

A single Class B signal of t1:ree seconds min-
~~~~ and no~ sustained for more than ten (10) seconns 
duration ,-:ill initia,te operation of the video tape re­
corc.er only and establish a window or timing gate coin­
cident ~vi th the viCleo tape recording operation. ~he video 
tape recorder v7ill operate 30 seconds and shut off a.uto­
ma~ica1;ly t:nless a second signal is received. Receipt of 
another Class B signal Hithin the timing vlindow v7ill init­
iate both radio and telephone alarm transmission a~ong with 
continuance of the video tape recorder operation. Operation· 
,,~ill. continue for the duration presele,cted on the master 
ti.~er or until reset "a.nually. A Clc:.ss B signal sustained 
for ten (10) or t10re seconds \dll actuate the video and tape 
reco~cer at three seconds and initiate both radio and tele­
phone alarm transmission at the end of ten (10) seconds 0 

Operation continues for the duration of master timer set­
ting or until reset manually~ 

Class C Alarm Received 

The alarm processor will not respond to Class C 
signals while in day setting. 

NIGHT SE'H'ING . 

Cla~s A Alarm Received 

Operation is identical to day setting. 

Class B Alarm Received 

One or more Class :a ?ignals Ylill start 
a 30 second timer. At the end of th~ 30 se=c~~s 
a \'lindm·, will open through ... !hich Class :a sig:".als 
can pass to/initiate radio and telep~o~e ala~s. 
This 'dndO'jfi.Jill remain o?en for 120 seconds curing' 
which tiree the video tape recorder \<1ill operate, 
and tvlO sepera te Class :a signals or a single 
Class B signal sustained for ten (10) seconds • 
or longer will initiate alar.m transmission. 

.,' 

Class C Alarm Received 

Class C signals are elevated to Class B 
signal status in nigh~ setting. Operation 
is as ~escribed above. 

Source: Reference 60 
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-'. ment.) (Ref. 36). lIm'lever ~ several cities which have recently 

'. taken. delivery of PPOA Sys'tems are continuing the development of 

folse alarm screening logic funtionso (Ref. 28, 47; 54.) 

IllS SAGE GENERATOR 

The TIakersfield system uses an inexpensive reel-to-r.eel tape 

xecorder to generate a pr.e.-l:-ecorded alarm messageo The message 

gives the. typ'e of offense and name of business and is repeated six 

times as specified by the FCC. 
. ..". ~\ 
The messa.ge gene.rator compo{t~nt\~ has been the source of a maj or 

branch in the des.ign and use of the. L,·TO basic types PPOA systems-

Digital and Voice. 
" 

Dig:Ltal"messag~ generators nm .. 11lally use tone reeds or frequency 

shif~ keying (FSK) to generate a coml-lnation of tone and time coded 
, . \ ,I 

alana signal.s. Typically, the more sophisticated digital message 
. t.CI'I\..~~·}0 

generators (also called encoders) ~m:i:±e a message. ,,,hieh includes a 

secur.ity tone aad multiple, discrete, time correlated tone bursts 

\-lhich can include an address (coded identification of: the (.llarm 

", 

location), a test function, and a power monitor fllnction. (Ref. 6, 13). 
" 

Voice message' generators, on tIle other hand, use either a tape 

recorder or deck to eenerate a voice alarm message. 111e content of 

the~voice message voices considerably fr~m user to user, but basically 

serves to i~entify the locations where the ll,larm has been placed. 

'I'he recorder varies also depending o"n the sllpp1ictO, however, .. , . 
cassette typ~ recorder. In 

. (-t r-I~~) 
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.' 
addition, 1110St; suppliers have begun to use endless cassettes which 

are considered more reliable. 

As a final note, tt.,ro anomalies Here encountered in Detroit and 

Los Angeles prOAS. The Detroit systems message generator component 

generated both digital and voice '1uessages in a fail 6afe~ redundant 

d~sign. The Los Angeles RATS system ,.;hich uses a tape recorder for 

message {Seneration has two-track cap?hility. 

OUTPUT 

The :nakersfield radio voice alann~ as rncntioned above, incor-

porates a motorcycle r~dio transmitter which is the only source 

of system output. The taped :message is b·roadcast on police frequency 

allocated to the patrol division. 

f, 

The output component o"f PPOA~I equipment has taken several forms 

and .. provicJedo"for ~Ul1~erous funct:Lons. The primary item, hm.,rever, 

is a transmi~ter which . t·ransin:i..ts the alal.JIl TIlessage (either voice 

or digital) either directly to respond~ngunits or to some centralized 

receiver station. Host of the users surveyccl use existing licensed 

land .... mobile frequencies ;for these transmission. l.lf] Those users 

'~hose equipm\ent transmits a voice alarm in 1110St cases depend on self 

dispatching of respon~ing units. That is mobile units designated 

to respond to the alarm nODnally do so upon hearing the alarm 

(.)1 
message. on their radio ~vithout instrucit:ons from a police dispatcher. 

On the other hand, those departnients usingPPOAS ,.,rhich transmit 

,dir,lfal Blarl~ .mess.ages 'uonually depend on c~ntral dispatchi.ng schemes. 

.. 
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There are 'several reasons cited for selection' of diGital systems •. In 

several caSCBp the use of d~gital signaling has been selected on 

the basis of overloaded existing communications channels. Others 

apparently lIave chosen digital over voice systems as'a result of 

~ 
the FCC's pending action to restrict the allowed message leught for 

',unattended alarms. (Ref. 59, 78). 

Normally ~ users of PPOAS wi.th digital output have adopted 

centralized dispatching schemes. Centralize'd dispatch is uecessi­
._t~-c Cb-'<"'J..t.'~ 

tated 0ec~tls~ ~igital output must be decoded before it is useful. 
I,Vi\, 

Consequently, an additional equipment component normal],.y call~d "01. 

annu,nci:ator :i.s required. 'Ihj,s compopent is d:tscussed under 110NITOR. 

'Xn ~dc1itori to1r.ansmitting the alann TIleSs,ago, the output, component 

may provide for: (1) activating ~vidence collection equipment such as 
" 

cameras, video tape equipment, or tape re~orders; (2)a operating a 

telephone dialer to establish a telephor..e ,line connection betVJeen 

the alarmed business so that a police officer can listen to activities 

taking place in' the, busi.ness; (3) activating a roof t'?P ,beacon or 

other visihle local alann to aid respond~ng'uni.ts,(Helicopter units). 

(Ref. 37). 

" 

pO\mR SUPPLY 

Power for the voice' radio alat'1l1 is pr~)Videu by a 110 volt 

oulet in the premise s~lected for alarming. 

[ld Although several hnve applied for a sepo'lrnte frequency allocation 
for rpOi\S, the FCC has authori~ed only O!'C knovffi request; this ""CiS 

for the Jackson Ni!3sissippi sumAC Pr:or,ram. 
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Most PPOA equ:i.pments have incorporated Ac/DC power supplies : 

·.···'·whereas t11C Bakersf1.eld syste\ll 'tolaS AC only op'orations ~ The ration.-

'ale for battery opcrCltion \vith trickle or flo~t charginfjis that. 

the filtedng of 117 AC povlCr sources is electronica~Jy complex, expensive') 
. ----- .- .. _-------- -- ' . ./ r ----.. -. ______ ..----

.. '-") and not al"JaYs successful in el1..minating spurious ~ignals and inte~ 

fcrences ~'lhich could affect other componenets of the rpOp. equipment. 

1>rost users and suppliers have. chosen an..Ac/nc pm07e1: supply and 

· l101:1llal operad.ol1 on )JC. 

· .l'IONITOR 
"" 

The. Bakersfield voice radio alarms arc monitored directly by 

.patrol division beat car~ through their standard mobile radio equip-

ment. The Aispatcher also !I10nitoI's alar:m Jnessages to provide backup 
'.~ ~ 

and record keeping flUnctions. 

The monitor function follmols the basic branch in types of PPOAS 

mentioned above under HESSAGS GENERATOR. prOAS using a voice alarm 

Dlay be monitored on portable or mobile,radio' equipment by uniformed 

patrol division units, as in. Bakcrsfielcl,.or by dedicated units 
• tJt'-<...ce ... · 

operating undercover. In other 'i.,.o-rds, the. n~ ala-rm messages are 

monitored by standard police communications system. 

Systems ,-zld:ch use digital message generators require an addi-

· tional lnonitoring component normally. calle'd an annunciator. This 

component decodes tho coded digit<l.l nlessage and displays the informa­

tion content in useful form. TIle annunciator for digital PPOAS is 
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normally a central, permanent installation at the communications 

center of the using agency; ho~.,ever tone 1l1clnufacturcr has designed 

and manufactures a portable mobile annund,ator Hhi~h 'can b~ placed 

in a police car or located in a storefront command point in the 

vicinity of the stakeout targets. ' (Ref. 55). 1\10 other manufactare'cs 

are conte.mplating annnniators for use by each of the responding units 

(Ref. 6~ 67). TIlis capability' \o1ould allaH the' digj.tal PPOAS to 

units. 

iYithout a requirement for central dispatching- of responding 
, ~ 

. . ,,~JV· .f.Y-' .... , oR 

Ho\"ever" additional portable'JUanitar companeu'ts would .:crL~H 

operate 

be required. 

RESPONDING UNITS 

As :m(:mtioned above, Bakersfie.ld patrol div:l.:sion beat units 

dispatch themselves to the scene upon hearing the voice alarm 

message. 

Several different types' of responding uni1:S have l)een ol)scrvec1 

in the user conuuunity. These in.clude un.iformed patrol division beat 

cars; detective units 1 tactical units and spec.ially traine.d police 

, personnel dedicted to a PPOAS program. 

The scheme which uses normally deployed beat cars as responding 

units is 'more common in the small and medium-sized departments. The 

} , 

larger departments have normally spe.cialized the responding units either 

by dra~ing from investigative or tactical sq~ad man~owcr or providing 

cledieateo personnel for Pl'OAS programs •. 
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: .-PPOAS USERS ["t EQUIPHENl' HAN(]PACTURERS .' 
;: r' , 

I 

PPOAS USERS 

A total of 56 law cnforcement accncies tolhich have used or m:e. 

plann1ng use of 1'1'OAS ,ycre identified in this survey. Appendix I pro-

vidcs a list of these agend.cs along Hith contncto 'i.;he::cc knmoffi. 

The subgroup of prOAS users rcpresents a very broad range of law 

enforcement 3Bencies. ppOAS have been purchased nnd utilized by a. ' 

police force of a tmm of: as fe.w· as 4,000 residents (Tehachapi~ Cali-

formia) as 'i'Tell as b'y large police dcpaJ: tments suell as' Los Angeles~. ' 

Detroit p and Philadelphia. In addition, one progt'am was noted in 

which 3 counties and 3 municipalities have jo:i.ne.c1 :tn a regional pro-

gram for use of PPOASe 

Users of l?POAS can also be characterized Dccordi'::.g to geographic 
" 

regions. Ther~ appea~s to have been D disproportionate amount of 

activity Hith the PPOAS concept in California and Florida than e1se-

. ,\\there in the nn'tion. The proximity of active pi:ograms anclior manufac-

turcr r S plants appe:'lrs to hove influe.nc(;!.d the de.velopment and pro1ifera­

ti.on of PPOAS progrClms. l~igure 3-1 811m';8 the geographical c1istribu-

tion,of agencies u~ing or planning use of PPOAS • 

. As Hould he sllspected, the more' ambitious equipment development 

projects have been instigated by the larger agencies such us Los 

Angele.s, Detroit, Jacksonville, and Tampa police departments; hOHever, 

severlll medium sized departments, Dakersfi?l?, California, Columbus, 

Gcoq;ln f nnd Jack50n. Hississippi have sponsoro'd ma:! or development 

of the PPOAS concer t (ref. I, 54, 27). 
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In general t the communica tio.n o{ program r.esults to the law ," 

enforcement community has been extr.emely poor. With the marginal 

exceptions (.1£ company sales brochures, occasional newspaper urtielas 

'anc;l grant applications, the literature is virtually void of 6ubstan-

Give. material regarding PPOAS programs. The Detroit Police Depart­

lllCI1;t f 6 final report on the development of an Electronic Robbery Stake-

out Alarm,· ref. 57, is thought to be the most complete doetlment 

'available; hOHever, this report has 'not been published outside depart-

ment/grant administration circles. The HITRE Corporatiori is preparing 

a. r.eport on the Tampa STAVS (Sensortized, 'l'ransmittecl .. 4.1ann Video Sys-

tern) project. (Ref. 26) 

Prospective users of PPOAS apparently do seek out the experience 

of other agencies using PPOA~; hOv7ever, it appe.ars that normally these 

activ:it:les are'restricted by budgets and la9-k of knowledge regarding 

the state-of-the-art nationally. Good business practice dictates 

that references and referrals fT."om manuf:acturers' sales representatives 

include satisfied customers. The author noted that it is extremely 

d.ifficult to identify and learn from programs branded by their iusti-

gators as unsuccessful or failures. 
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1',POAS EQUIPMENT llANUFACTURERS . ''''.,' 

. '" . 
. The survey :I.dentified 7 companies , ... hieh are cilrre'l.1tly involved 

, , 

in vurying degrees '-lith the PPOAS market. 
. i v~~ " 

Appendix 2 '=:identifies tht::5e 

compnn1.es and pr,ovides nddrcsses systems names llnd contacts ",here knotm. 

Several characteristics and generalities are evident as a result 

of the survey. Fi~8tD there appears to have been only sporadic. 

attempts nt marketing of PPOIl equipments. 'l'his is somewhat surprising 

in light of the' general attractiveness of a PPOAS to 1m" enforcement 
" 

ngencies~ It would a~pear froru tJle bJ;oad range of usel.'S (very small 

agencies to very large sophisticated agenci~s) that the national mar-

'ket ~vould be significant and substantial enough to interest even the 

larger electronics firms. One. 'possible negative stimulus to industr.r 

interest is' a pending change to FCC rules and regulations r~garding 

the use of public safety radio frequencies for s'econdary J unattended 

alarmj.ng purposes, (Ref. 59) . Proposed changes which are pending a.t 

publica tion of this survey would decrease the curr.ent limit fOJ.;' trans':' 

mission time allowed for broadcasting alarm signals from six seconds 

to t\>'O seconds. 'Ihis' change would require t~e use of digital signaling 

. and thus the segment of the industry ,."hich builds PPOAS using voice 

.alarm l1;cssnscs has adopted a wait and see attitude to,mrd ne,.,r models, 

inventoryp and marketing. (Ref. 1, 66 p 67~ 68). Another, and perhaps 

more s:i.gnificant renson for the apparent la'ck of interest in the PPOII.S 

marker i5 the gener£ll lack of evaluative information. This deficiency 

in discussed in marc depth in Section VI. rrOAS PHOGltl\HS. Finally. 
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. -.~. the genernl absence of nntional market:i.ng efforts may be due in part; 

,to the fractured and decentralize.d nature of the alarm and security 

industry in general. Ii. glance at the Thomas Registet" illustrates the 

, lar.ge number of small bus:I.nesses participating in. a1m:111 system encIe.a-

vors (Ref. 3). 

The second characterist:Lc relates to cIevelopment of P}?OAS equip-
t • '. 

ment. It is interesting to note that very little private capital has 

been invested in the de.ve:]..opment of improvements to PPOAS equi,plUent. 

The Federal government through LEAA grl3:n'(:8 and De.partment of Defense 

Contracts h&3 been the primary' 8p~nsor of PPOA equi.pment developments 

(Ref~ 8, 27~ 37). 
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OPER.A.TIOi.'i1lL REQUIRUiENTS 
. ' -/' , 

I 

The accumulation of experience from the P}?OA::': !."ser cOllullunity suggests 

a synthesis of operational requirements. In many cases these require~cnts 

translate conveniently to system/equiplllent requi.rements; In other 

cases the operational requiremen.ts should be allovlcd to influence program 

administration :In the form of traini,ng pr.,ograms) operational techniques 

and procedures~ strategies, and tactics. In these cases specific admini-

strative techniques, ac.cumulated by' the P~OAS community are offered fOl: 

consideration. The' follmYing paragrpahs list and comment on these'specif:i.c 

'operational requirements 0 

COVERT QPERATIONS 

. '£hroughout the national e~perience there has been consistent Concern 

regarding program covertness. This feature is sought to pr-eserve the 
-', 

-inherent value of a tactical, strike force~ typIC! ent'orcement \Vhich utilj,zes 

the elemen.ts of surprise and uncertainty: ,against the potential offender. 

The cr.itica'l aspects of the covert operation appear to be the vehicle 

, used by and the app e'ar auce of the responding ef,.fr.i~'a.r;!-6, the time requ.: red 

for installation, te:;ting, and preventative, maintenance of a l?POAS and 

the reporting and publicity afforded to an apprehension which occurs as 

~'result 'of ~~ccessful alarm ~se. 

In Columbus, Georgia, the Polic.e Department has conducted several 

experiments \vhich demonstrated the difficu,lty of obtaining a truly covert 

operation. Several alarms were deployed in- q. field test mode as coimnercial 

robbery alarms; rental cars used were excbanB,ed every other day; officers 

dressed ,to conform to the styles prevalent i,n the target areas. 
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~> results of these exercises were quite disturbing. Intelligence sources 

. tll0wed that the FrOAS deployment was w'e11 knm>ffi by the criminal community 
•• \. " ,J; .. 

in a matter of days. Although Borne instances thought 'to be robbery 

caoing oper.at:J.ngs Here observed, commercial robbery eS5en i;ia11y stop-

ped in tIle ci.ty for about: 2 weeke. Further, several instances were, 

observed w'hich 'vere thought to be area reconnaissance actions during .. 
Hhich responding units t'7ere actually sought out during fl, casing opera-

tion. (Ref. 62) In .. Jllcksonv~11!?'$ Florida:, the SheriffTs'Department 

n:1armed a set of robbery talAgei:s, one, of which has been particularly 
. 

prolific. No robberies were experienced i~1. that target during the time 

the alarm was insta11ed s but it was hit three ti.mes j.n the ,veek after 

the alarm Has removed. (Re,f. 63) There are' numerous other examples 
. , 

'. -iTl the experie11ce of ot11er departments which are" illustrative of tbe 

necessity for covertness. 

Several Ui:;ers cited the necessity of avo:Wing direct pUblicity of 

the FPOA program and equipment operation~_ (Hef. 18 :25) Each of the.se 

users haye program 'obj ectives 'l7hich favor apprehension of offenders 

and feel that publicity will arni the criminal,dth knmdedg,e of ,th(;~ 

program Gufficient to cause him to shift his activities to crime 

other' than robbery or burglary or perhaps to avoid portions of the city 
"0 .... ". 

where alarms have been installed. (Ref. 25). 
. .~ . .' 

Equipmellt charactcdstics 'I'hich derive -from the rcquircmen,t fo~ 

covertneDs Brc as followst 

L Equipment designs should seck to minimize the time l:equ1.l:ed 

for in~tRllation of equipment COmpOl\Cnta; 
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20 Equipment should be designed so that preventive mnintenancG: 

(e.g. replacement or charging of batteries) can be avoided 

during an entire temporary installat:ton cycle. This period 

is estimate~ at 30-45 days of unattended opeJ:ation; 

3,. Equ1.pment should be inconspicuously packaged. Los Angeles 

suggested nestable containers such that an off:f.cer deliv~ring 

.' ';' '-'. , and retX'ievins the equipment ,"QuId appear to have entered the 

ga.rget business and departed with the same container a (Ref .. 33) 

Equipment designs should c:tll<?w for a test function which can 
, , 

be performed without. officers visiting the alarmed 'premise; 

": 5._ Equipm~nt designs should strive to maximize reliability and 

" .. :. minimlze equipment generated false alarms. 

, 
. Specific countermeasures \vhich have been llsed by the PPOAS user 

community to improve program convertness are listed below~ 

" 1. The use of 6t~tionary stakeouts for responding. units t e.g.~ 

garages of vacant houses~ storerooms of n centrally located tm:get, 

~mployee break room of a business. (Re£~ 18) 

2. Use of rental cars contracted for with a stipulation for 

frequent exchAnge ~f vehicle. (Ref. ,54) .. 
" .. ' 

3. Use of frequently changed disguises such as facial hair, w1.gs, 

clothing, and headware. (Ref. 37, 54) 

, ',_ 4. Gel'l~ral abstinence from publicity: of any sort especially in 

reporting ~~c~essful apprehensions can be explained without mention 

of the rpOA system., (Ref. 1, 18, 41) 

" 

,.' 
.. ' 

, ~ .' .' 
• ,: • I •. :.~ 

, " 

" 

" , . 

\~ .' , .. " ........ . ~~ -, 
r- ... ; 

", 

"' \'~ : 
..... , 

.:' '~~:', 
~ 

, . 
"!-

-: 
( , . .. . 
; 
.' 
t,1 

.i ~ 

" 
" I . \ , 
,,' .... , , 
\. 



r _ r 

.... .~. 

'. .-, , 

: -,I' , 

I 

It is suggested that the unit operating the 'EPDA System seek 

interdepartmental assistance' from a specialized unit vhich operates 

undercover. The narcotics squad provided invaluable assistance in 

covert operations in the Columbus, Georgia projecto 

6. Some departments have providC!J training to proprieto!'s of 

,target businesses on hiring policy where a contl:'act jan:I,tor service 

,vas thought to be the source of cd.mina1. inte.l1igence about PPOA instal-

l~tions. (Ref& 54~ ~3) 

7. In' one pro gram, a press conference \Vas conduc ted p an overview' 

of the PPOA program presented' and, cooperation of the pT:ess requested 

and granted. (Ref.. 54) 

8. Several other users do not: volunteer i.uformation regarding 

the technique$"and eq~ipment used \vhen a successful apprehension is 

made. These users explain to the press that police Here acting on 

. prior informa tion or responding to an alarm ,dthout providing detai.ls. 
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'* SIHPLICITY OF OPEnATION ~' , 

i 

This requireme~t is one of the'more important: reported· here. The 

e1:perience of practically every user surveyed potnts ,to simple and 

s traignt for~vard ope.rat:lon of the PPOA equipm~nt. 

The mos t drcunatic illustrations of this issue. are compiled in the 

e:r:pet'i.ence of Tampa t S STAVS Gystem and Detroit r s Electronic Robbery' 
., . 

Stakeout AlaJ .. 11l Syste.m. Tampa's experience is sununad_zed in Reference 36: 

.. uUnlike the intended concept of having equipment that 
was highly. mobile and '("hich could be transported from 

. place to place easily, the STAVS equipment appeared to 
be qt1i te the opposite. The ins,tallation appeared to 
be complex and :relatively immo1fle. II (P,ef. 36) 

Detroit reported that in the early stages of their program vlith 

regard to problems encouD.tered after the PPOA system was operational: 

,. ?Il.. In attempti:l1.8 to use the alarm station in its' entirety 
. :as it· was designed, even a simplified instruction booklet 
, proved to be very complicated to non-technicians. 

2. Set up 'time of the alarm stations proved to be very 
time consuming. ' .. 

'3. o 0 •• tf(Ref 57) 

. . 
Los ~?geles c~ted s~nplicity of , operations as an absolute operational 

. . ... 
requirement. Intel.-viewe1s there ~tated that· simplicity is required not 

·only to reduce installation time for preservation of covertness but also 

to reduce training ~equirements fo~ police and employee/operators. (Ref 33) 

PHYSICAL SECURITY , ' 
'f • 0,' • * " 

Several departments have lost PPOA equip·ment to the criminal com-

,tllunity. (U~f 1; f5. 75) 'The motive for these· thefts is not ,clear, htit 
.' .':: .. 

it is suspected that' either. t.h~ criminal w'antcd a PPOA for examination 
.. 
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J .. 
and development of a defeat tactic or the appear.ance of the equipment: ... ~ .. ;' 

W1S slich that it was an attractive ,burglary item, (Leo ~ en expensiw: 

looking electronic device). 

The' '1.mpl:Lcations of this experience are that equipment des,igns 

should provi.de for physical security and be inconspicuously packaged .• 

'rhext alalins w'ere incorpo:cated in the des/gns of Tmnpa f s STAYS and 

Jackson f S SnmAC" The STAYS system incorporated a mer.C1.1ry switch sensol." 

~_nternal to the alarm processor w'hich caUSE>! an alarm, to be o'x'oadcasi: to 

responding units. (Fef. 38) '£he STImAC system included an electronic 

siren. internal to the alarm processer which activate,,; by a swtich ,\·J'hen 

the alarm processor is lifted from the surface on ~·;rhich :tt rests. (Ref 25) 

Other systeI1!s have :tl1corporated design features \'7hereby an alarm message 

:i,s bro8,c1cast if ,the. ll7AC po~o]er source. is disconnected. Fiuolly one. user 

has considered securing equipment to a structural component of the alarrllp.u 

:building ,vith radlock and chain. 
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l-tAINTENANCE OF POLICE CONTROL 
" 

, 
• '"1'1 

': ' .... " , I . 
Absolute control of target selection activities und retention of 

the flexibility and mobility affor.ded by a PPOA system is desirable. 

This control may be challanged by local preGsure grot;p's and ind:l,viduals 

and through insistance that a.particular group of business or rcsiQen~es 

be provided '\-lith PPOA equipment. In tHO municipalities several alarms 

, had been IICapturec1" by an influential group of businessmen; in another, 

the avera,ge. installation per:lods can be measured in years rather. than 

clays or ueeks. 

Intuitively ~ the t,vo suggestions are made to'lVa:rd the solution to 

this problem; (1) Police adrttinistratora in a position to resist the 

above mentioned pressures should be well armed ,·yith positive arguments 

for maintaining necessary target: selection control and flexibility of 

the system. (2) 'A demonstrated. record of the tactj.cal advantages of 

mobility ~ flexibiliti p and surprise should be :llaiutaill.ed. 
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TAMPERING AND PHYSICAL ABUSE 

Tampering and physical 'abuse by employee/operators and police. 

officers respectively dictates a rugged design or FPOAS equipment com-

'ponents. 

, Occasionallyp equipment has been physically damaged by employee 

tnmper.:Lng; jon other. cases it is thour;ht that tampering '!,-lith external 

controls and settings may have resulted in false alarms and or :f.ailu):e 

of the alarm to, activate during an actual bur.glary or robbery; In 

Columbus ~ Geor. gia ~ for e:<amp~,e ~ fleld tcs ting of tHO PPOAS for about 

2 month$ resulted in physical dama,ge to both alarm process(?rs. ~~he 

external antennas of both PJ!OAS were broken o£f and IFdisappeared H
• 

:' F.urther, equipment receives a good me3.sur.e of viear and tear through 

, cycles of: insta~lation, removal p trQnsport~ rein8talJ.ation~ 'etc. ~ pIns 

continuous testing. Mechanical features such a~ switches, containers) 

connectors t et~., should be designed to accommodate continual use. 

Experience shovs that police are not gentle Idth equipment. 

" To cope w:tth tat~pering by employec.>'/operators several users ha.ve 

:prepared release forms which hold the respon.sible party liab1e'for un­

~e~s~nable abus~ or negligent d~magc caused' to.prOAS equipment (Ref. 25, ,. , 
, ' 

, 54)., Also it appearn that the number of external controls should be 
. : t·. 

nliniroized and that containers for 'equipment components should be made 
. ' .. 
, '. 

in accessable to unauthorized persons., 
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'1:he Gubstance of this issue is to the PPOA concept. PPOA equip-

memt should outperform its commercial alarm 'counterpart in te):-ms of 

holding false alarms to a minimum. The obvious reasons for this is 

that responding units becolUe lax in their procedure~ quickly lose con-

,fidence in the system and '''aste considerable police 'resources in 

respClnd~ng to false alarms. Further, '\olhen a unit responds to a. false 

alarm in a business equipped Hith PPOAS, the covert aspects of the 

operation suffer. The national experience indicates that equipment 

generated false alarms can be minimized once a PPOA system is debugged; 

thereafter p most falsing is a result of employee carelessness; 'there 

are p ho,\vever p reported,instances where the alarm is deliberately set 

,off by an employee to reassure hi1]1self or pJ:ove to a bystander of 
'-. 

~'. 

friend that the poJ.:l,ce will respond quickly at h:ls COlllinal1.d. 

'It is suggested that an employee/operator profile be developed 

and that this profile should heavily influence pr.ocedures for training 

pro spec tive ppt,_\S employee operators. Columbus, Georgia, for example ~ 

. found that' the typical' employee of the com"!)~r'cial robbery targe't (con-
, , 

ve:nience grocery' store) earns minimum ,,,,a'ge and is typically a transient 

, employee (tur.nover of employees in convenieHce stores average about . 

,70% every quarter). (Ref. 62) 

In coping \-lith false alarm problems. several administrative tech-

niques have been employed: • 
, 

L Ha"n)" departments have establish~t1 ,il f,nlGe alarm limit policy~ 

, whereby the rpOA equipmunt is removed after 1. 2, qr-3 alarms. (Ref. 1, 

51, 76) . .. 
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2Q At-least one department installs PPOA equipment onl~ after' 

an initial inte.rv:f.evl ~lith propx:ietor!employees has shmm that care 

'and eoope.rat:f.on in the. operation of the. alarm can be. expecte.d. (Ref. 25) 

,::I. Some rFOA use.rs ha\TC specified Ipg:i.c c:i,rcllits ill the alarm 

processor which screens o~tt fnlse. alarms as a function of the type of 

sensor which is a~tivated. (Ref. 24~ 37~ 47 p 48 f 54 p 60) 

4. Host users carefully instruct propr.ietor/e~ployecs,in false. 

alarm free operation of the PPOA. equipment upon installation. 

'S. One department has instituted a management control mechanism 

is which a movj,ng ave'ruge of false alarms is compared w':l th a ;:-easonc.ble 

threshold 'Vlhich if exceeded will bring about managemeli.t action. 

~Ref. 51.) 

,6. One user instructs employee!op~rators to iIiunet1:i,ately call 

the police if the PPOAS is accidentally activated. (Ref. 42) 
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CQP~Qin nl Tcrryv SPD P~t~ol 
Larry Gunn r Dirccto: 
Law & Justicu Planning Office 

.. 1uly 30 f 1975 
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" 

So~e time ago, I p~ooiged to ahara soca thoughts on your stQkoout 
~lar~ project Q~d to rcst~ta come of the philo8ophy which io inherent 
in the o~igin.,al concept.. I eve dbd.u.ecl tly thoughts into the following 
ccctionsl I. Generalities about SUCCD6~ful ?rojacto; II. Projoct 
Goale and ObjcdtivcSI III. Evulu~tionz IV. Operations PolicY1 rind 
v. Iople~entation. Suggc~ticn~n 

Without a lot of explanation or citing of references, nllow ~e 
to sicply state cy beliefs about the assontial clc~ontD of 
successful p:coj ects in general ~ ? i:::nt 1', tho projcc"t ~hot;tlr1 be 
viewca as an inteqral part of the dc~ort~cntfD ovcr~ll i~nrovG­
~cnt._.i:C·o0r0.u:" , Hith'-z:~gurd to ·th.:l~--elcw~nt you hnvo Dovcrn.l -
things going fo~ you. Thiu p:ojact fits very nicoly with the 
traditional apprehonsion DriontAtion of patrol and it will be 
run by patrol in itD cntirntyo Further p it repreoants ona of 
the feu logical choices for UGC of preventive pntrol tice. 
Finallyv ~or~ apprchennioDO are e~pected, accoQpanied by lower 
costs per apprehension.a 

"' 

Tho Gccond eloment is i1 pc.rson •. ll co"nmitmcnt of a core of comi.!.J.nd 
staff and leadership. At the outset 6 conceptual prcacntationa 
by the LJPO were enough to achieve thir-; clement. You ohould 
strive to reinforce this elemont throughout the projectG 

Third, the ~roject should satisfy some need of the rank and 
file offic~r. X think we aqrcc iha; this clement should drive 
~ha operational dosign of tho projec~~ You should be aware 
that there will be atta~pto to dilute the patrol oZficDr~v 
nutonoQY and responsibility both internally fro~ the patrol 
chain co~~nnd and oxternally froQ othc= denartnent divinion~: 
in fact, you may have to defond aqainst o~tra-dopartmental 
influoncsc E~aoples include sugqcstions that eIn can soloct 
targets bot tor r saturation ueployment of"alarltlS 'on a. qeogrnphic 
haaiG, i.\nd doployoent of alaros too satiD:tY a public rolations 

·problem or particular proDouro group." . 
" ", 

Fourth, tho proj e ct ~h()uld S~ t Isiy 50::1[';' no cd of the cOi:\!!iu:"d ty.", 
Ou:c ana1:l:Jo!l sho''''' burglary and rob~ary,' the "t:,nrqet!J of thin 
projoct, aa p~io~ity target c:imoa. ThODe anulyoeo show thAt 
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tho leval'of fear/intoleranco 90nor~todv tho fro~uoncYu'{ho 
anount of locc/inju~y nnd the availability of pointo of intor­
vontion to roduco Chooe. c:c:inoiJ ilrc nmon-g tho b.:f.<;go:Jt .:f.n thQ 
Cit yo Our planning infor~~tion choWG that if you cako 100 
arron'tG for burglary with tho'alarms, that group of offondo=o 
viIi have boon arraatcd beforo for 149 burglarios, 67 Inrccnics e 

42 robbo=ic3, 40 auto thc~tcc 20 a8a~ultD, 23 nurcoticD of­
fOnSDG c 3 rQP~s ana about 50 othc~ rnisccllnneouD fclonic5 o 

tonvictions will be obtai~cd in practically all cases. 

i:ifth, the r:.=oj()c.~ (',1:'0'-11(1 be d.c!::iqnct1 to a'ctn.in ?onti.nuinq, 
DUPPO:;:-t. You have il renl c..dv.:1.nta.ga in. thi.G olc:.. ... c.nt.~ r1'!1£'1 

C-rty Council ha::! alrclldy givon full financial support to the 
prDject~ OMD has accepted tho logic of continuing costs~ In 
cDSOnaOg you have an inotitutionQli~cd projoct at the outaot~ 

Sixth, 0v~luation chould bo intn~~~l to ~~~ dcni~n o~ 
·Erato..:t, no"t D.i~ nfi.:crthot;.Q~1·:::.. 1. think from CO«'L:..onts yo'\! hav~) 
mado to ~e in tho rccen~. p~Gt th~t we 3ZC in prcci~Q.~q=Qc=ont 
on ovaluation. LJPO has ezcollon~ CD.p~city in evaluation. 
Wo will ta~o the rooponaib1li~y for avalu~ting the project 
ana, if ~UCCGSS is shown, bocoma udvocntoa for you fox con­
~inuod or expandod funding· and emphasia. 

T~rqct Perfor~ancc Moasu:on _---"'--____ "'_ _0.11 ___ 04 ___ ' 

Ao Goals 

. ~ '- '! .. 

le To increase the urrCGt and conviction of co~cQrci~l 
burglars and ~obbQrG6 

~ ~ To reduce tho (;.Ixtcn~ of! commercial burgl.:u:y. 

1~ ~On-GconOn arrest ratoD will be significantly increazod 
for bu:gl~rias and robbo=1BG occurring in bU3inoDsc~ 
with st~%oout ~la:~~ uhen compa~od to :ntQ3 for non­
equipped bU3inennoo. 

'2. Conviction r~tC$ fo~ burgl~ry nnu robbery will bo 
significantly higher nnd for mora serious charga3 in 
arrcstn rOBulting from stakeout ~lar~n than for other 
hurglary nnd ro~b~ry arroGtG~ 

:.' .. 

P~rBonnl injurioD to polica, of!ondora, vlctimo, and 
bystandc:u will not b~ signl£ic~ntly greater in oithor 
numb~r or aovority ~or nrroato made ~n roaponoc to 
r.t:tkoout ~li1r;:li.l thsn fo:r: .lrro'sta pro'ductld through 
ot:hor l1lo.a.na. 

, . . ; '., 1 . 
' ... _, 

I 

· ... 1 

.1 

. .' . 
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Stakeout Alarms pr?gram 

... .. .. , ., 

40 The cost ~f th~ stakeout alarm project ,will be 16wer 
than the estimated cost of using police-present 
stakeouts ,in producing the arr'ests achieved by the 

'project wit~in the first year of operation. 

'Sn Commercial burglary rates wi Ii be significantly re-
·duced when compared to the pre-project period and 
other comparable jurisdictions. (A statisticaliy 
significant measurable impact upon robbery is not 
anticipated through'~his project since it is antici­
pated that the majority of stakeout alarms will be 
used for .bu~glary detection.) 

These have been included primarily for your use as 
project manager. r envision a monthly progress report 
which ~ill ~llow you to control th~ ~roje~t and wa~e a 
red flag for )?roble~l areas. J: 1m surs you will ,',ant to 
add to the list. 

10 The ratio 9f false to valid alarms should probably 
begin at a rate, of ab~ut 5 to 1 and decrease over the 
f~rs£ yea; to a ,~teady state 0: 2~3 'to 1. 

Ratio of 
.. '~f' 'f'nTs e' 'a'l a rm s rval i.a:-alarms 

'All 
.. , 

, 

5
/

1 1",' . 4/1 ~ , 
3 / 1 . ""'"-" t-

2/1 - -
1/1 

valid'?, "'~:....:...:..:..... _____ . __ _ 
0, 

l--lonths' 

You should e~pect at least one on-scene appreh~nsion 
p~r alarm per year with. 'some improvement over' time" 

" ' 
. ~ t ',' • 

, , ...... 
., ,'-

100 

i1 apprehe'llsio~s 
: 85 
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to • ~ • 
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Page 4 -- Stakeout Alarms Prpgram 

, " 

3 .. 

" 

Initially, officers will attempt to concentrate 
robbery stakeouts. Because of the response time 

, .. 

of a system using beat officers to respond, average 
response time w~ll,not be ~ood eno~gh to systemati­
cally make apprehensions. My view' i~ that opti~um 
deployment will be 90% bu~glary/10~ robbery deploy-
ment o 

% Alarms 
Dep'loyed for.: 
Bu~glary 

....... 
&"_-00---' --~----o 12 

.Project Months' 

40 Xi'robbery' d~ployme~ts the odds 6f offenders being 
arme~ with p~rsonal firearms is about 75 percent. 
Officers arriving at the scene can apparently choose 
between risk avoidance or shootout. In burglary 
theJ:e 'is' ,less risk but the project ma,nage1.-' should 
have ~ progress rep~rting mechanism to' ensure risk 
avoidance' policy is bei~g carried out. Two extremes 

" are oi ted as guidelines: 

'" . ~ ~ 

'., 

5. 

Pr?grarn i. -- shdoto~ts between police and of-
. fenders in 10% of on-·scenearrests 

(Philadelphia) 

no shootouts, between police and 
offenders in 35 on-scene apprehen­
,s ions (rralnpa) 

Response time should be an element for management con­
trol. While Major Conne~y'~an provide a,better esti­
mate .of what your expectations should be, the lates~ 
information he gives us indiiates travel time to 
~mergency call~ is now running about 3.60 minutes. 

6. y~u may a~so ~ish to monitor tampering and dam~ge 
to equipment, theft of oquipment, tho frequency with 
which alarms are removod for cause, etc. 

" 

.' ,. 

, -. 

" .' 
, 
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Page 5 -- Stakeout ~lar~s ProgrnQ 
, . 

"70' Finally, if tho O"lll1"uiltlon i!J to bo valid, you \~d.ll 
na~d a moans of ~onitor!ng tho ~ccu~ncy and co~~~ote­
nODS of until. collec~ion~ 

Ohj.act:lvos 1, 2, ond 3 ,till ho oV.:llt1atoOd Py'., co::\p;\ring u~rootl 
conviction, and injury infor~Qtlon from bu~~la~y und robbory 
ca:HHl 'involving stu)-;.cout alarm:) wi\;b, [1 rnndon sD.ri1plin~r of un 
oqu1v~lQnt numbor of caSGS occurring during tho unno ti~e 
pcriod o Compari~on data ~ill be obtained frop officiQl polleo, 
prOS0cutO: and court rocords~ 

For objoctive 1, an increase of on-neono arrests, ndditioual 
data will bc collected to document tho mannor in whiph ntakeout 
alarmn cause increased on-scene arrosts. Since it is anuurned 
th~t tho alar~s ,will :CGult in decreusod poli~a rosponse tina 
which ~ill in turn incrou~e tho likslihood of n~riving while 
~he offonder is still on the scene p tyO IDOaGUrOS will b~ impor­
tant in verifying thiG Dssumption. Tho firnt is tho rcisponno 
time between the initial co~~iGGion of a crimA and tho polieD 
arrival. For tho alarm sites~ this will be the time botwo~n 
tho alarm broadcast and police ur~iv~l. For non-aln~m oit~sa 
this time period will be from tho initial reportinq of tho 
crimo OCCUl:rencc by vict.io5 or ooccr"J'crn to polica .. rriv.::lJ .... 
~he zecond measura which in ~nticipatcd to have ~ crucial ef­
fect upon how quickly officers roopond to'alar~a broadcnstod 
by tho stakeDut oquipcant i~ tho fnloa nlarn rnte und the roa­
Bons for such fnlae ulnr~3o Infor~ution on responoe time will 
be collectod from dispatch records while false alarm mcanu~os 
will be cuintained in equip~ent logbooks (seo data colloction 
fortls) • 

. Higher conviction ratos and ~oro serious charges (objectivo 2) 
arc nssu41.cd rOl:lUlt.s of the following iact'.Jrn: (1) more 0:;'1- . 

neeHo nrroata ,.,ill occur: (2) on-acene arro::.Jts revult in mor0 
nufficiont logal canes, (3) on-sceno nrronts and more ou~fi­
ciont caDes result in more offcndorn ndnitting guilt; (4) on­
sc~nG arresto, porc 8ufficiont C~5C~, noro adnissions of guilt 
will r03ult in lOSB plea bargaining1 .und (5) as a bonorit of 
thone fnctor~, court di~positions should 9how higher convic­
tion9, for more serious chnrgo~, nnd bo ronohad in n gho~to~ 

period of time. 

In ordar to verify tho string of asou~ptionn outlined abovo, 
tho following ndditionnl datn on both st~keout alarm caOQa 
and ~ random selection of othor caDOS ~ill bo collected. 

,1. On-seano ar~ost~1 tro~ dntn to ov~luato objoctiv~ 1. 

.. ,. 
• , . 

., 
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Pago G -~ Stakoout Alar~n Vrogr~o 

'. , ; , , '. Legal Gufficic~cy: 'the nuobQ~ o~ c~cos acceptad 
for prosocu~ion out of the nu~ho~ of arroato for' 
burglary and robbory. ~ 

30 Admitting guilt: tho numbar of arroatod offendors 
t.hat admit guilt. 0\1t:. of tho llut:lho); a:r.:ccH;to.d fo:.: 

'burglary ~nd :obbe=YQ 

4~ Plc~ bargaining: the nu~bcr of cases plcn bar­
gained out of tho total nu~ber of cases accepted 
for prooecution .. 

" 
$c The ~imQ interval betwoen arrost and court disposi-

tiono 
", , ' 

Objoctivo 3 v no giqnificnnt incrcQse of arrest rol~tcd in­
jurioa, will bo ovaluated by arrest roports r0sultin~ from 
Dtakoout alarm and non-Et~keout alar? c0905., nink of inju:y 
will be assessed by determining (l) the nunber of persOns 
injured to ~ny extent, and (2) the extent of injuries that 
occur. Tho socond me~suro will bo broken into 4 categories: 
injury not roquiring more thin first aid: injury requiring 
modical ~ttontion, injury rQquiring initial hospitalizution1 
~l1d don t~1 .. 

Objective 4, lowerod stakeout coate will be oonputed by com­
pa=ing tho equipment nnd project pc=sonncl costs for one your 
with 'the por~onnol cost of estnbliching a two-@nn stQkcout 

t 
'-, 

f6r the periods coverod by Dtakcout alnr~B which rosult in an 
on-scone arrent. For Qxa~plot if nn alnr~ is pl~cad in a, 
particu1~r nita Qnd activntod for 80 hours Q week for a period 
of 10 wacks nnd t~on broadcasts no alarm that results in an 
on-acono arrest, tho cost of ~aking that arrest through con­
vontion~l ~takoout procoduroa would be 1600 roanhours (2 parsons 

.X 80 hour a a woek x 10 WOOkQ)D 

Objectiv~ 5, r~duction of corn~orcial bur~lnry rates r will be 
,evaluated by conpnring pro- nnd project-~oriod ratos in'Se~ttlQ 
ui th 'ra to n from cQrnp.lrnb 10 jur iso ictions. Thio non-e qu iva 100 t 
control group doaign will allow an aoscssmont of tho axtont 
to which oommarcial burglary raton oro boing r~duced by projoct 
op~ration a~ opposod to mora gone~nl ~ogional or n~tional 
f~ctorg influoncing crimo ratos. 

•• 1, 

.~ 4-:' '; '~.:i; 

': .... 

~ ,; ,-

.' , .. 

>, ,. 

,; 

. ' 
" 

In nddition to ~ho infor~ation cited abov~, duta.will bo col­
loctod to ~onitor oporation~l ~nd rlaccmont'd1fficultl~o, 
~nintonanco raquir~mcntD, rnoch~nic.ll ralinbility, otoro ownor/ 

. omployoo training nnd oporntion o~ oquip~ont, dnnage to oquipnont 

,f 

,; . 

" . 
. ;'" 

. "'.' 
, . 



•• 
, . . • ". I 

I 
'., 0, 

I' ,' .. ~,. 'i" 
I'", •. ' 

P~go 7 -- Stakoout hl~rrns Prog~um 

" 

: 

c.o.uoc<1 by mict;:ooat1:10nt r mia~i:jo of crr~ir>rnent:., "'l.llcl (if it ", 
occuro) rea~onD for otoro own0ro roru~in1 placoment or ro­
quo~ting re~evul. It is nnticipated that the m~jority of 
tha~o data rcquircgcnta will be mot by g~intaining uri oquip­
mont logbook and alarm activation report (ceo 4ttnchod fo=m~)~ 

The following are co~e suggaatod ruleD of thucb for for&ulating 
operations policy: 

Ao Keep thinga oimplc~ Atte~Dto to cope with every contin­
gency will be counterproductivo. Murphy'~ Lew will b~ in 
'effect at all tines and if you spend n lot of cffoxt 
trying to plug nll the holas, attontion to objQc~ivos 
'-lill suffur c 

Dc EQployces/proprictors/nanagcrs of conccrcicl establiuhments 
will be the weak link in the stakeout alurm syntcm. Vory 
simply, this ole~cnt will con9u~e more time and coritributa 
aore proble~s than any other. 

Co Publicity? My thinking in this aspect is unclcar~ Pu~­

licity could contributa deterrence at the oxpense of appro­
hensions. ! think I would favor testing the apprehension 
strategy first and add publicity at tho beginning of the 
.seconcl year of operation .. 

v. Imoleocntation Suaaestions c I'L. _,_""' •• ..;. ____ _ 

Av Publicity. If you opt for minimizinq publicity, a pross 
conferenco could ho held announcing tho project, giving 
general'information, and asking for cooperntion on no 
pUblicity. Tim Burgess tcllD me thi~ could work in 
Seattle and i~ haa worked olsowhere. 

Bo City liability. I'vo attached n draft relcaGc form which 
will rolonso the City frOR liability and serve as a de­
torrent to taQP~ring nnd ~roporty ~a~rigc. I would sug~ont 
that you ask JOG Colenan to roviow thio and obtain n ro­
view for you from tho Corporation Counsel. 

c. Draft data collection forMS are attach~d. Thio 10 tho data 
wa would necd to carry out the evaluation dODcribod in III 
above. You cay wioh to add Gome ·of the management control~ 
ouggestod in II.D. 

l>. Lottat" to cot:\I:lorcial lllarm co:npanio'!l. I'va drl1{tod n lottol~ 
froe the Chia~ to Qlnr~ cornp~nio!l w~ich should proonpt 
complaints about the Dcpart~ont compoting with profit ~akoro • 

. . 
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Stakoout Aia:~G Program 
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Don Vqrt can nlco taka you: caoe to tho ~DcociationO,Dna 
lndividuula as he alra~dy hQG tho forum for thic exch~nqao 
You should t howovor, convart Vert or con Ver~ boforo 
A~king him to'do this nc I GUOpoct ho ctill favors tho 
TAC II oquip~Gnt with 40dicutcd rcuponding unitco 

" .... ' 

Eo Im~lomentntion pro-tcoto It cay be worthwhile to tont , 
your plan~ on a ocullor ~culQ thun City-wido. In,this way 
you ~ay save on tr~ininq resourcos by having refinod 6pcra­
tions procoduros f data collection, training agcndus. opoia­
tions policyp otc& 

At 'tn. chl:\e nt;' s 
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AT'l'ACi·w,m;T ill 

':". AUTHORIZATION AND ACKNOWLEDGEMENT 

I .. .. , 

THIS AGREEHENT made between the City of Seattle and the. proprietor specifie~ below: 

1." The Seattle Police Department agrees to temporarily install and maintain' a 
~ .. :: . 

portable alann system on the px'opri.etor' s premises located witllin the City limits of 

Seattle, vlashington. 

2.. This system when properly operated Hill report an a,larm directly and in-· 

stantaneously to the Seattle Police Department. 

3 0 .The Proprietor agrees that in the 'event of failure of the system to operate 

properl~f there is to be no right of action against the city of Seattle or any of its 

officerRu agents and I?.mploy'ees for damages resulting therefrom, and in consideration 

of the Ci'cyr s installing said equipment, the Proprietor waives and discharge!3 and 

disclaims all claims or causes of a.ction for damages or rig~L1: to such claims and 

causes arising out of or in any way connected with such equipment or the use thereof. 

·4., :(t is agreed that the system remains the property of, and under the control 
". ~ . ~'. 

of the Seattle Police Department. 

5., :r·t is furthE!r agreG'ld that the Seattle Police Departi"nent may ;1iscolU1ect tl1e 
.' 

sy'stem and remove said equi}?ment from the premises at any tirne. 

,6" 'l.'he Seattle Po~ice Department \"ill be responsible for all repairs and main-

tenance of the equ:i.pment, reSUlting from normal wear and tear, but retains the right 

to recourse in cases of negligence and abuse. 

Stakeout Alarm Serial * This ___ day of ________ , 19 

Date Installed ______________________ ___ Business Name -----------------------
Business Address ----------------------

Date ________________ .,_"_'_. __ ._._._. __ ' ______ ____ 

\'lITNESSES: 
... • • ... • .. • I • .~. • ..... ... ~ •• , I , • (position) 

• • • " ••• ........ I ••••• I 

._--------.,..;':.--_--< . ..., .... 

• -

., " 
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Officer: Assigned. 'ro 

Car Beat 

ATTACHHENT tl2 

STAXEOUT A~~ LOGBOOK 

------------.------------
l'latch ---------- ----------------

Date Assigned 

Date Equipment Returned. 

Alarm Number ----

" 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
TO BE FIYJLEI) OUT BY BENE 1?ATROU1AN 

INSTALLATION I t1AINTENANCE SHEET 

. (Complete ite..rflS 1, 2; 7 ( a.nd 8 if alarm broadcast not receivable b;{ dispatch) 
(If business does not want. alarm installed, complete items 1, 2, 3, and 30.) 

Installation Record 

1 .. Name of business Date installed 

2a Address Date removed 

.' 

------.-
30 Type of business ---------- ~----------

3ao If refuse insJcallation r reason why _____________________________ __ 

4. CMner/f!Janager _______________ , __ 

5., Liab:i.lj:ty agreement signed by _. _ .. __________________________ . 

6. Setting: Burglary __ .,.. Robbery __ _ 

7. Installation time required 
--------------------~--------

8. Did installation require relocation (yes/no) or high-gain antenna (yes/no) for 
dispatch to receive signal? 

9. \fuat hours will alarm be used for? Sunday _________ __ Thursday ___________ __ 
Mon~ay ___________ , ___ _ Friday __________________ _ 
Tuesday ____________ _ Saturday ____________ __ 
Wed.nesd~y __________ _ 

10. Sensors used; Number 

3. 
4. 

11. Reason fen: instc11ling alarm a t this loca tioli 
--------.-----------------------------------

" 

" 

. ..,~ 



, . 
. 12. Training Owner/employees: 

Dates equipment tested: 

1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 

14~ Service, maintenance required: 

Date Reason, 
l~ 
20 
3. 
4. 

. 150 Ala!.-ms: Date Time 
1. 
2 • 
... 
.:>. 

4. 
5. 

" 

Person Time Spent 

-------

----_.-

: ... ,.' . 
I 

2 

'l].?~e. period eguipment out of service' for repair.~ 

Reason Case # if appro9riat~ 

16. Incidents/offenses not signaled by alarm: Date Time Offense Case # 

. . 
170 Reason equipment removed: 

1. 
2. 
3 .. 
4. 

18~ Co~nents regarding equipment installation at this location: 

, . 

" 

, .1 

, . 
" 

" 
,)0 ., . " 
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STAKEOUT JI.I.J\.H.I.'1 INCIDENT DJ\'j~A SHEET 

Indicate if this case is: 
Ao Stnkeout Alarm 'If 
13. Control case 

. 1. Stakeout alarm: Valid 
False 
Did not work ----

lao If contxol case, or alarm not activated: How discovered/reported ____ ~ ______ 4 ____ __ 

2 .. 

3. 

4~ 

5. 

6. 

7. 

------.----------~ .. -~-.~---.--------,----- -------------~ .. -----~-
Offense 

Case number 

Date --_ ........ 
Time -----
'l'arget: Business Name 

Address 

Response time: 

a. Time of alarrnproadcast/911 operator receive call 
h. Time of dispatch assignment to unit 
c. Time unit arrive at scene 
d. (Alarm ~roadcast/call received): Before During 
e. If alar.;, aftr:r offense, how' long after occurrence 
f. Remarks: 

After (circle one) 

----_____ ' ____ h ______ • _______ _ 

-----,---, ----------------~ 

8. Complete this section if false alarm, othenlise go to item 9 

a. If hu.Tl1.an error: 

i. 
ii. 

iii. 
iv. 
v. 

Which sensor 
Location of sensor 
Hm." tripped 
Why tripped 
Remarks 

, 
, . 

----------------------------------------------------------------------

" 

h. If iroprop~ installation: 

j,. 

ii. 
iii. 

Component(s) ._._._._'_'_._._._' _______ ~ ________________ ~ ____________________________ ~_ 
Type of unit _'~~ __ ~M _________ ~ _____________________ ~ _______ ~ __________ __ 

Who installed __ --... ____ ~ _______________ . ____ ~------------------------------------~ 



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

b. If improper installation (continued): 

I 

i\? t'las install~tion modified by employees? 
"JL RemarJ'=s .' 

----~------------------------

--------------~.------------~-~-,---------------------------------. 
C.' If f;:;.ulty equipment: 

ie Component(s) 
iL ---.---

, . 

-------

iii. 
iv. ---------.-----.-~---------------------

'Vc 

Serial nurnber(s) 
Specific problem (s) 
Name of part(s) 
Part serial number (s) if-applicable. ____ ·---___ ·_".-______ . ___ . ____ _ 

vi. Remarks' , 

---------------.----"~-----~------------------.-~.-------------
9. Comple'te this section if va.lid 'alarm f othel.--w-ise go to ite;n 10. 

a •. Sensor activated -----------.------..... -.------,--------b. Loca tiol'). ----------.:.-. 
Activated by:, offender owner· , employee o'i:her 
If after, hm·r long aftar?, __ .. _ .. _. ____________ . ____ -.,. __ 
Re.rnarks '. . ..... _. ------_ .. _.-------------.----------------

----------------------------------------------------------------------
10. If incident occurred and. alarm not activated, give reason: 

-------------------------------.... 
• • •• • ••••• •••••••• • 00 ••• 0'_ •• 

------------------------------.----------~-------------------------.-.----.~ .. -".-----------------------------------

-------_._._----.~ .. --------.-~-----------.-----------
If control case, or alarm not activated, hm·l.Nas incident discover.ed, reported? 

------------------------.-------------------~.-----------

----------.----.-----
11. Arrests/Clearances 

'. 
a. Where al'ld \vhen: check all appropriate 

i. 
ii. 

iii. 
iv. 
v. 

At scene ~~ _______________ ~ ________ __ 

Near scene' 
---------------~---------Same day ___ ~ _______________ ~ ______ ~_ 

Result of arrest on another charge 
Other (specify) 

. ... 

. ' 

~~.----------------

. . .. . . . . , ,' ... • • \ ••••••••• "' .. I ... , '" • I , • ~ , I .. • • • 

: ~ 
'J 

.,' 

' .. 

.... '. 
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12. Injuries? Yea No '. 

.' 
a. Who injured? Indicate number of persons injured and type injury 

1. Officel: 
20 Victim 
3. Bystander 
4. Offender 

Number --

.'~., 
•• ~'~.;. h .. ~ 

b. Describe circumstances/injuries/.extent of medical attention: 

-----------------------------.-------------------------------------------------
------.--------.------------------------------

__ 0-- . ______ ._.~. __ _ 

13. DescriFtion of offense": 'attach copy of offense report 

14. Arrest Disposition 

a~ Name 
h. Race/Sex/Age/DO~ 
c ~ Arrest Date 
d. Prior Arrests/Dates. 

eo Admit guilt? 
f. SPD disposition 

this arrest 
CJa Date 

15. Prosecution Data 

. ~ .. --_ .. 
.' Suspect 
--I -I 2 

I ' i -
. 

~ ... I 

---
! 
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DRAFT 
I.GG:jn 
7-30-75 

John Doe Security Services, Inco -- .. ,,---------_ .... _._---------------
Seattle, WI,' 

Dear Nro Doo: 

Nl'TlI.,CIL'lENT n3 

'. 

The Ci.ty of Seattle has appropriated funds for purchase of police owned alarm 

s:,!stems fOl:" Use in stakeouts. We are currently taking delivery on this equipment and 

it ,'!ill be placed in'service during A,1.1gust, 1975. 

As I mentioned above, the alarms are portable and have been designed for t:ernporary' 

use. 'rhe average il'!stallation period is estimated at --- days i they ,.;ill be moved 

freguentiy to maintain taccical and surreptitious dc~lo~nent~ 

The purJ?C'sc of this letter is to inform you that the Police Department is not in 

CCLlipetition v;ith any privZi.te e.;-.te:i:'prise and will ac.here to i-:::s current policy of not 

making any :cecOlThl1endation for or against a particular brand, of equipment or company. 

,Our ,sole purpose is to detect and apprehend c':iminals c 

'I'here is substantial evidence' availabl(~ from other cities using portable police-

owned alarms that those businesses who par.:icipate in police alarm projects are more 

inclined after a temporary installation ~,;o seek permanent assistance in commercial 

alarm marJ~etplace. 

If, you have further questi9ns arout our operations, please feel free to inquire. 

Sincerely yours, 

Al Terry 
Project Director 
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